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314  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  At Andersen AFB the construction period 
would be limited if Mariana crows were present 
and there would be no work at night to avoid 
impacts to the Mariana fruit bat. 

The FEIS must identify who will be 
responsible to monitor the presence of crows 
in the construction area, survey methods to be 
used and ensure that all data collection is 
coordinated through GDAWR.  

315  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  At Andersen AFB the construction period 
would be limited if Mariana crows were present 
and there would be no work at night to avoid 
impacts to the Mariana fruit bat. 

Fruit bats are known to roost in foraging 
areas and not return to the colony.  The 
construction areas must be surveyed prior to 
initiation of work.  The biologist completing 
the survey must report the presence of species 
to GDAWR.  Information must be classified 
to ensure no poaching of bats follows the 
report.   Coordination with GDAWR and 
USFWS will be necessary. 

316  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  Establishment or expansion of new 
ecological reserves and conservation areas would 
be considered.  

GDAWR agrees that the establishment of 
new and expansion of existing ecological 
reserves and conservation areas should be 
implemented in compensation of habitat loss 
due to construction for the build up.  

317  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  Sea turtle natural history studies would be 
undertaken to better understand the species and 
benefit long-term military mission planning. 

Sea turtle natural history studies should be 
included in CVN issues and not here. The sea 
turtle study should be replaced with fruit bat, 
crow, kingfisher, starling, or rail studies (i.e., 
appropriate topics for this section).   

318  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  High quality habitat areas would be fenced 
to exclude invasive species and foraging plots 
would be established within.  

The FEIS should define “high quality habitat” 
for the purposes within the document.  
Fencing placement would need to avoid 
further clearing.   Area surrounded by road 
access will be appropriate, such as Hunting 
Area A.   
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319  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  Fencing, patrols, or cameras would be 
used to prevent poaching. 

Fencing does not prevent poaching; 
enforcement of regulations does. The use of 
roadside patrols or cameras will not prevent 
poaching; patrols must go in the forest where 
poachers go.  Until recent restrictions of 
access to AAFB MSA, GDAWR 
Conservation Officers have been effective in 
apprehending poachers on AAFB property 
(i.e., in the forest where security patrols are 
not allowed to enter).  An MOA needs to be 
established to allow the DoD to accept the 
service that local enforcement is able to 
provide to protect Guam’s natural resources.  
The decision to deny unescorted access 
should be analysed for the impacts on natural 
resources, including ES recovery. 
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320  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 1 
and 2):  Greenbelt development would be 
considered for watershed protection, wildlife 
control, and restoration of habitat.  

Mitigation may reduce impacts, however the 
FEIS must identify compensation to be 
developed and implemented for loss of 
habitat. 
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321  

6 

12-14  Table 12.2.7 

GDAWR Wildlife and Special Status Species: (Alternative 
2):  Conduct survey in limestone forest water well 
footprint at Navy Barrigada and, if found, 
translocation of Guam tree snails. 

Coordination with GDAWR will need to 
occur to develop a mitigation plan to 
translocate Guam tree snails. Recent 
coordination with DoD on resource issues has 
been less than exemplary.  DoD must respect 
the Sikes Act that provides the jurisdiction 
for the local resource agencies to monitor 
Guam’s natural resources on DoD property. 

322  6 12-14  12.2.4 Wastewater 
GDAWR  A map illustrating basic alternative 1a and 1b 

should be included in the EIS/OEIS.   

323  

6 

12-15 1 

12.2.4.1    Basic 
Alternative 1a 

(preferred 
Alternative) and 1b. 

GDAWR Construction; Vegetation:  Assuming the entire 
1,000 ft (305 m) would need to be cleared, 0.6 ac 
(0.2 ha) disturbed limestone forest would be 
cleared, in addition to areas of shrub/grassland and 
tangantangan.  Impacts from this removal would 
be less than significant because no primary 
limestone forest would be removed.   

The FEIS must redefine the impact as 
significant.  Disturbed limestone forest is 
important forest habitat for wildlife.  
Removal of disturbed limestone forest will 
have significant impact to wildlife occurring 
at the former FAA parcel to the NDWWTP.   

324  

6 

12-15 2 12.2.4.1 

GDAWR Wildllife: … both species are ubiquitous 
throughout Guam. 

The yellow bittern and Pacific golden plover 
are ubiquitous throughout Guam, and are 
often, within the proposed project site.   They 
are protected under the MBTA.  Forcing the 
species away from the area due to 
construction is considered take.  Nesting 
birds should not be disturbed and allowed to 
fledge their young.  

325  

6 

12-15 3 12.2.4.1 

GDAWR Wildlife:  Therefore, impacts to wildlife due to 
proposed construction activities at Andersen AFB 
would be less than significant under Alternative 
1a.   

Paragraph 1 in page 12-15 identifies former 
FAA parcel to the NDWWTP for the 
construction of a new sewer line.  DEIS is 
inconsistent with areas it is discussing.  The 
sentence needs to be corrected to read former 
FAA, not Andersen AFB.   
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326  

6 

12-15 4 12.2.4.1 

GDAWR Special status species:  No special status species 
have been identified in the area in historical 
studies or in recent project-specific surveys in 
similarly nearby areas at South Finegayan, former 
FAA, and GLUP 77 parcel.  There would be no 
impacts to special status species.  

The Mariana fruit bat and many of Guam’s 
native avifauna (forested birds) were known 
to occur in the areas mentioned in the DEIS.  
There have been recent reports of incidental 
sightings of fruit bats using the areas. There 
is habitat remaining within the areas that fruit 
bats use.     

327  

6 

12-17 1 12.2.5.1     Solid 
Waste 

GDAWR Basic Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative): The 
preferred alternative for solid waste would be the 
continued use of the Navy Landfill at Apra Harbor 
until Layon Landfill is opened, which is scheduled 
for July 2011.   

The FEIS must identify required recycling 
programs to reduce the amount of solid waste 
disposed of on Guam.   

328  

6 

12-33  Table 12.2-15 

GDAWR Totals: 58 ac limestone disturbed; 46 ac mixed 
limestone/secondary; 11 ac tangantangan; 35 ac 
scrub; 14 ac mixed herbaceous scrub; and 166 ac 
developed land.   

Approximately 133 ac of habitat for wildlife 
and special-status species will be removed for 
upgrading roadways. FEIS should indicate 
the total amount of vegetation to be removed 
with the proposed actions.  The amount of 
vegetation to be removed continues to 
accumulate, leaving fragmented habitats for 
wildlife and special status species.   

329  

6 

12-34 1 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Wildlife:  ...however, long-term, permanent 
impacts to populations of such species would not 
result because the species known to be present are 
abundant in surrounding areas.  Therefore, impacts 
to wildlife would be less than significant with 
implementation of Alternative 1 roadways.    

The presence of species found in the 
proposed project site must be addressed 
whether the species is ubiquitous or not. The 
ubiquitous nature of the buildup on Guam is 
destroying the ability of Guam to sustain 
even the basics of flora and fauna.  The FEIS 
should state that the proposed actions will 
change Guam forever and not necessarily for 
the better. 
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330  

6 

12-34 3 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Mariana fruit bat:  There would be no temporary 
direct impacts from noise and activity during 
construction at Andersen AFB to roosting and 
nesting activities of the Mariana fruit bat because 
construction would only occur during the daytime.   

The FEIS needs to clarify that there will be 
direct impacts to fruit bats. Bats are known to 
occur in and around the proposed project sites 
(roosting or foraging) at all times of the day.  
Noise generated by construction will have a 
significant impact to the species.  Mitigation 
will need to be addressed and implemented. 
Note: Mariana fruit bats do not nest - they 
give birth to live young. Nesting should be 
removed and replaced with foraging.    

331  

6 

12-34 3 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Mariana fruit bat:  Based on the removal of 
Overlay Refuge and essential habitat areas, there 
would be significant impacts to the fruit bat.  This 
significant impact would be mitigated to less than 
significant with measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2.  

Mitigation measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2 would not lessen the impact 
for the fruit bat.  Impacts would be less by 
providing alternative undisturbed foraging 
and roosting grounds for fruit bats to avoid 
the project sites.   In addition, the FEIS must 
identify how local resource agency will be 
allowed to continue monitoring the only 
remaining fruit bat colony on Guam that is 
located on AAFB property.  Without the 
diligence of GDAWR for the last 30 years, 
fruit bat foraging and roosting areas would 
not be known and the proposed activities 
would proceed without knowing the full 
impact on the species.  It is important that the 
DoD allow the regulatory agencies to 
continue monitoring on DoD property to 
improve DoD’s reputation as a good steward 
of Guam’s resources and a cooperator under 
the Sikes Act. 
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332  

6 

12-34 4 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Mariana crow:  Based on the removal of habitat 
areas, there would be significant impacts to the 
Mariana crow. This significant impact would be 
mitigated to less than significant with measures 
described in Volume 2, Section 10.2.2. 

Mitigation measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2 would not lessen the impact 
for the crow.  Impacts would be mitigated by 
providing alternative undisturbed foraging 
and nesting habitat for crow recovery on DoD 
property. In addition the FEIS must commit 
to repatriation of ES on military property. 
Without allowing the reintroduction of ES on 
military property, DoD will fail in any 
attempt to minimize or mitigate for the 
environmental impacts to ES and their habitat 
from the military buildup on Guam. 

333  

6 

12-34 5 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Micronsian kingfisher: Based on the removal of 
habitat areas, there would be significant impacts to 
the Micronesian kingfisher. This significant impact 
would be mitigated to less than significant with 
measures described in Volume 2, Section 10.2.2. 

Mitigation measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2 would not lessen the impact 
for the kingfisher.  Impacts would be 
mitigated by providing alternative 
undisturbed foraging and nesting habitat for 
kingfisher recovery on DoD lands. In 
addition the FEIS must commit to repatriation 
of ES on military property. Without allowing 
the reintroduction of ES on military property, 
DoD will fail in any attempt to minimize or 
mitigate for the environmental impacts to ES 
and their habitat from the military buildup on 
Guam. 
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334  

6 

12-34 6 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Guam rail: Based on the removal of habitat areas, 
there would be significant impacts to the Guam 
rail. This significant impact would be mitigated to 
less than significant with measures described in 
Volume 2, Section 10.2.2. 

Mitigation measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2 would not lessen the impact 
for the Guam rail.  Impacts would be less by 
providing alternative undisturbed foraging 
and nesting grounds for Guam rail recovery 
on DoD property. In addition the FEIS must 
commit to repatriation of ES on military 
property. Without allowing the reintroduction 
of ES on military property, DoD will fail in 
any attempt to minimize or mitigate for the 
environmental impacts to ES and their habitat 
from the military buildup on Guam. 

335  

6 

12-34 7 12.2.6.1 Alternative 
1: off base roadways 

GDAWR Pacific Slender-toed gecko:  The gecko was found 
in recent surveys in northeastern NCTS Finegayan 
in a forested area.  However, because the roadway 
impacts would be in or along adjacent disturbed 
areas, the species would be unlikely to be present 
in the project areas.   

Mitigation would need to be addressed and 
implemented for the Pacific Slender-toed 
gecko.  The species are known to move into 
areas adjacent or along roadway project sites 
during construction. 

336  

6 

12-35 3 12.2.6.1 

GDAWR Central Vegetation:  Impacts to vegetation 
associated with the road improvements and bridge 
replacements would be less than significant 
because minimal primary limestone forest would 
be removed.  

Any vegetation removed is significant as 
Guam is a very small island and all 
vegetation provides habitat for wildlife and 
Special status species. Vegetation removal 
without compensation or mitigation will have 
significant impact to species recovery.  
Habitat outside of DoD lands will need to be 
protected and preserved for wildlife refuge.   

337  

6 

12-37 2 12.2.6.1 

GDAWR Wildlife:  Based on observations during field visits 
and observations in other similar areas on 
Andersen AFB, NCTS Finegayan, and Andersen 
South (discussed in Volume 2, Section 10.1), the 
only native bird species likely to be present in the 
inland project areas are the yellow bittern and 
Pacific golden plover.   

The DEIS does not identify specific surveys 
completed to base the findings on what native 
species are likely to occur at the proposed 
bridge replacement project sites. Systematic 
and frequent field observations are necessary 
to confirm presence or absence.  The DEIS 
fails to address the Mariana common 
moorhen that may occur at several of the 
proposed project sites. 
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338  

6 

12-37 3 12.2.6.1 

GDAWR Wildlife:  Native land crabs and coconut crabs are 
present on the base in coastal and estuarine areas.   

The DEIS fails to address mangrove crabs 
which occur within the Laguas and Sasa area; 
both are surrounded with mangrove habitat.  
The FEIS must indicate mitigation to 
compensate the impacts.   

339  

6 

12-37 4 12.2.6.1 

GDAWR Wildlife:  …however, long-term, permanent 
impacts to populations of such species would not 
result because the area impacted does not expand 
greatly from presently disturbed areas and would 
be very small in comparison to the total habitat 
available. In addition, most species known to be 
present are abundant in surrounding areas (with 
the exception of coconut crab).   

The FEIS must clarify how there would be no 
long-term, permanent impacts to species that 
are smaller, less mobile and seeking refuge in 
burrows, such as mangrove crab and coconut 
crab. Mitigation must be developed and 
implemented or the FEIS must indicate 
compensation for the potential impacts to this 
species.     

340  

6 

12-37 5 12.2.6.1 

GDAWR Special status species:  Direct impacts to special 
status species in the Central Region would be less 
than significant.   

DEIS fails to mention that the Mariana 
common moorhen may occur at the proposed 
bridge replacement sites.  Mitigation must be 
addressed to reduce impact to the species.   

341  

6 

12-39 5 12.2.6.5    Firing 
range option 

GDAWR Option A would require the realignment of Route 
15, while Option B does not require realignment of 
Route 15; therefore, by choosing Option B, the 
impacts associated with proposed road projects 
within the Central Region study area to terrestrial 
biological resources would not occur.   

DAWR concurs that Option B be better to 
eliminate any impacts associated with 
realignment of Route 15.  However, previous 
issues still apply.  
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342  

6 

12-40  Table 12.2-18 

GDAWR The table indicates that there would be no removal 
of primary limestone forest, therefore classified as 
LSI.   

The vegetation to be removed is described as 
disturbed, mixed secondary vegetation.  The 
FEIS must identify these removals as 
significant as they serve as habitat for 
wildlife and special status species.  
Compensation will need to address removal 
of all forest habitat types, not just primary 
limestone forest.  Guam is a small island with 
a limited landmass for the recovery of 
species. Compensation needs to address the 
cumulative impacts of clearing, disturbance 
within buffer zones around project sites, and 
the impacts of fragmentation of habitat to the 
recovery of ES.   

343  

6 

12-40  Table 12.2-18 

GDAWR The table indicates less than significant impacts to 
wildlife, therefore classified as LSI. 

Construction activities will displace wildlife 
found in project site and adjacent areas.  
Impact will be significant to species found 
within the area and adjacent areas, regardless 
of whether it is ubiquitous on Guam. 
Mitigation will need to be identified to 
minimize impacts.    

344  

6 

12-40  Table 12.2-18 

GDAWR The table indicates significant direct impact due to 
the removal of designated essential habitat for 3 
endangered species and Overlay Refuge, mitigated 
to less than significant.  

Mitigation discussed in the text does not 
compensate for the take of habitat from the 
proposed activity. FEIS must identify 
compensation for all habitat loss.   
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345  

6 

12-6 4 

12.2.3.1    Potable 
water      Alternative 

1 (preferred 
alternative) 

GDAWR Construction, Vegetation:  Impacts to vegetation at 
Andersen AFB and Andy South would be less than 
significant because minimal primary limestone 
forest would be removed.   

Mitigation will need to address removal of all 
forest habitat types, not just primary 
limestone forest.  Guam is a small island with 
a limited landmass for the recovery of 
species. Mitigation needs to address the 
cumulative impacts of clearing, disturbance 
within buffer zones around project sites, and 
the impacts of fragmentation of habitat to the 
recovery of ES.  The wells, located WNW of 
AAFB are in foraging grounds of the Mariana 
fruit bat.  Removal of vegetation will result in 
displacement of the species.  Locating wells 
in developed areas should be priority.   

346  

6 

12-8  Table 12.2-2 

GDAWR Total area removed.  16 ac (6.5ha) limestone 
forest, disturbed; 0.6 ac (0.2ha) Leucaena, 
Casuarina; 0.1 ac (0.04) shrub/grasslands, 
savanna; and 18 ac (7.3 ha) developed.   

The table provided does not clearly define the 
cumulative impact to vegetation 
communities.  The FEIS must identify 
amount of vegetation remaining for the 
Special-status species recovery.  The #s in the 
table are deceiving, as the impacts appear 
small, however, the cumulative impacts of 
clearing vegetation are greater than the 
individual parcels removed when 
fragmentation of habitat is considered in 
analysis. 

347  

6 

12-8  Table 12.2-2 

GDAWR Total area removed. 16-ac (6.5ha) limestone 
forest, disturbed; 0.6 ac (0.2ha) Leucaena, 
Casuarina; 0.1 ac (0.04) shrub/grasslands, 
savanna; and 18 ac (7.3 ha) developed. 

The FEIS must outline compensation for the 
loss of all habitat types, as well as 
fragmentation of habitat.  Priority sites for 
wells should be developed areas.    
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348  

6 

12-8 3 

12.2.3.1    Potable 
water      Alternative 

1 (preferred 
alternative) 

GDAWR Mariana fruit bat:  There would be no temporary 
direct impact from noise and activity during 
construction at Andersen AFB to roosting and 
nesting activities of the Mariana fruit bat because 
construction would only occur during the daytime.   

Fruit bats are known to occur in the area 
where the wells are located (refer to Figure 
12.2.2).  Avoidance is the preferred 
alternative.  Noise and activity from 
construction will have a temporary and 
permanent direct impact to the fruit bat.  
Temporary: roosting fruit bats will be forced 
out of the area. 

Permanent: fruit bats will no longer occur in 
the area due to the activity.  Avoiding the 
area and not allowing for construction in the 
area will be more appropriate for the species.  
FEIS must compensate for all loss of habitat.  
Note: fruit bats roost not nest. 

349  

6 

12-8 3 

12.2.3.1    Potable 
water      Alternative 

1 (preferred 
alternative) 

GDAWR Mariana fruit bat:  Based on the removal of 
Overlay Refuge and essential habitat areas, there 
would be significant impacts to the fruit bat.  This 
significant impact would be mitigated to less than 
significant with measures described in Volume 2, 
Section 10.2.2. 

Mitigation measures described in volume 2, 
section 10.2.2 are BMPs to minimize impacts 
during the proposed actions.  The FEIS must 
identify how the clearing of vegetation in the 
Overlay Refuge and/or essential habitat areas 
will be compensated.  Compensation for the 
loss of vegetation (foraging areas) from the 
construction could include reforesting 
badlands, or rehabilitating disturbed forest in 
adjacent areas to provide more roosting and 
foraging areas for the fruit bat. Compensation 
timetable should be in line with construction 
for the wells; if compensation activities are 
stalled then construction should be halted. 
Area needs to be maintained and monitored 
to ensure success.    

350  

7 

2-10  Table 2.1-1 
Summary of BMP’s 

GDAWR Natural Resource Management (Terrestrial): DEIS fails to mention vegetation concerns:  
unnecessary vegetation removal, recycling 
cleared vegetation as mulch, maintenance of 
cleared disturbed areas due to construction 
and operation.   
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351  

7 

2-10  Table 2.1-1 
Summary of BMP’s 

GDAWR Natural Resource Management (Terrestrial): DEIS fails to discuss BMPs for Mariana fruit 
bat: noise generated by construction and 
operation disturbing fruit bat roost and 
foraging sites, night time work is limited, 
prevent unnecessary vegetation clearing.  

352  

7 

2-21  

Table 2.2-1 
Summary of 

Potential Mitigation 
Measures 

GDAWR Geological and Soil Resources- No mitigation 
measures. 

FEIS should consider the potential for fuel 
leaks during construction (hydraulic fuel, 
petroleum, etc.).  All project sites should have 
easily accessible absorbent pads.  Frequent 
inspection of vehicles for fuel leaks should 
occur to prevent soil contamination.   

353  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-1: Adopt the Andersen AFB aircraft operations 
monitoring program and adaptive management 
strategy for Mariana fruit bats and crows and 
modify as necessary for project-specific actions. 

The FEIS needs to include the Adaptive 
Management Strategy for Mariana fruit bats 
and crows. FEIS must ensure adequate 
coordination with GDAWR and USFWS 
occurs for the mitigation measures to occur.   

354  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-2: Translocate Guam tree snails at Navy 
Barrigada to another site on DoD lands after 
approval by USFWS (not required for preferred 
alternative).   

The FEIS must clarify what is not required 
for preferred alternative - translocation of 
snails or getting approval?  DoD must 
coordinate with GDAWR. 

355  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-2: Translocate Guam tree snails at Navy 
Barrigada to another site on DoD lands after 
approval by USFWS (not required for preferred 
alternative). 

Translocation of Guam tree snails will need 
to be coordinated with GDAWR.  Snails are 
protected under local ES list.   

356  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-3: Conduct biological surveys for the Mariana 
fruit bat and Mariana crow before clearing.   

The FEIS must clarify who will survey for 
bats and crows and method/s to be used to 
determine presence of roosting bats.  The 
FEIS should indicate that coordination with 
GDAWR is mandatory.  No actions 
associated with the buildup or BRAC should 
hinder GDAWR’s ability to continue 
surveying Guam’s native species. 
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357  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-10: Update the existing Navy Ungulate 
Management Plans to include the new lands 
proposed for training and cantonment areas.  

The FEIS must include the Navy Ungulate 
Management Plan. The plan will need to be 
reviewed and approved by GDAWR and 
USFWS as control methods may impact 
natural resources and the recovery of ES, as 
well as require local permits.   

358  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-12: Establish high quality habitat with 
perimeter fencing to exclude invasive animals and 
for establishment of foraging plots. 

The FEIS and ROD must define “high quality 
habitat”.  Perimeter fencing requires clearing 
for installation, therefore area must be 
strategically selected to avoid the need to 
mitigate a mitigation action.   

359  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-13:  Install fencing or patrols to prevent 
poaching. 

Fencing will not prevent poaching.  The 
enforcement of Guam’s game management 
regulations will control poaching.  The FEIS 
should state that DOD will allow GDAWR 
conservation officers unescorted access to 
enforce regulations on DOD property. All 
habitat removal associated with the 
installation of fences will need to be 
compensated. 

360  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-14:  Conduct biological surveys for 
Endangered Species Act- (ESA) listed species 
before construction clearing. 

The FEIS must clearly define who and how 
the surveys will be completed. The surveys 
should be in cooperation with GDAWR.  
Surveys should not be restricted to 
construction clearing. Surveys (monitoring) 
should be conducted for the duration of the 
construction.  

 

361  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-15:  Monitor birds using ‘Tropical Monitoring 
of Avian Productivity and Survival’ survey 
methodology. 

FEIS will need to define who and how often 
the monitoring will be conducted.  
Coordination with GDAWR and USFWS is 
necessary. 
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362  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-16:  Develop and implement a Tinian monarch 
management plan. 

DoD will need to coordinate and work 
closely with CNMI-DFW and USFWS to 
develop and implement a plan.  DoD will 
need to secure funding for the 
implementation of the plan for CNMI.    

363  
7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR TB-17: Reforest plots to improve habitat. The FEIS needs to indicate that DoD will 

coordinate with Guam Forestry and GDAWR 
to develop a plan to reforest habitat.    

364  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-19:  A survey would be conducted in the Rt. 
15 range footprint areas prior to clearing for 
Heritiera longipetiolata with subsequent 
translocation or propagation if found; mature trees 
identified in previous studies would not be 
removed.   

Vegetative buffers around mature trees will 
need to be maintained to protect trees from 
typhoons and/or invasive insects.  

365  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-20:  Establish Base policies, instructions, or 
orders to ensure that cats and dogs are documented 
and all pets are controlled and not allowed at 
Haputo ERA. 

Policies, instructions, or orders should 
include restrictions to other recreational areas 
such as DoD beaches, scenic areas, golf 
course, etc.   

366  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-21: Monitor the Mariana fruit bat, Micronesian 
kingfisher, and Mariana crow in areas surrounding 
demolition, breacher, and small arms training areas 
to determine potential noise impacts and if this 
monitoring determined that these species were 
being affected, techniques to reduce noise 
generation, such as noise barriers, would be 
employed.   

The FEIS needs to clarify who will be 
monitoring and how often will the monitoring 
occur.  The Island swiftlet should be included 
for monitoring at Naval Magazine.  
Cooperating with, and providing access to 
GDAWR staff will increase monitoring 
efforts.   

367  

7 

2-22  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-23:  Investigate invasive insect management 
options for the ESA-listed fire tree and SOGCN 
cycad.   

The FEIS should indicate oordination with 
DoAg, and UOG will need to occur.  
Heritiera longipetiolata, Intsia bujuga and 
other SOGCN tree species should be included 
for this action.   
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368  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-24:  Establish or expand new ecological 
reserves and conservation areas.  

Essential habitat for special status species had 
been identified in the Overlay Refuge.  
Adopting the identified essential habitat as an 
ERA is highly recommended for the recovery 
of the species.  Expanding existing ERAs will 
be beneficial for the recovery of T&E 
species. Coordination with USFWS, 
GDAWR and other stakeholders will need to 
occur.   

369  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-25:  Conduct sea turtle natural history studies 
to better understand the species and benefit long-
term military mission planning.  

In addition to studying the species, 
conservation efforts to minimize impacts on 
turtle activity within DoD lands is needed.  
Unnecessary vegetation clearing in coastal 
habitat (potential sea turtle nesting areas) 
needs to be prevented.  Awareness within the 
Command needs to be increased to prevent 
unauthorized clearing such as occurred at 
Tarague Beach.    

370  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-26:  Limit construction period if Mariana crow 
are present during the day.  No construction at 
night to avoid impacts to Mariana fruit bat.   

The FEIS should indicate who will determine 
the presence of crows and/or bats at the 
construction site. Construction must stop 
during the day in the presence of fruit bats.   

371  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-27: Monitor the Tinian monarch and Mariana 
common moorhen would be conducted in areas 
surrounding the ranges to determine potential 
disturbance impacts and, if impacted, noise 
reduction techniques would be employed. 

TB-27 should also be included as potential 
mitigation measure for Volume 6, bridge 
replacement projects.  If nesting birds are 
present, construction activity should cease 
until nestlings fledge.   
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372  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-28: Conduct additional surveys for the Pacific 
slender-toed gecko at NCTS Finegayan and habitat 
enhancement at NMS if necessary. 

The FEIS must clarify what criteria will 
determine whether habitat enhancement at 
NMS for the Pacific slender-toed gecko is 
necessary. Habitat enhancement must also be 
defined. Other native reptile species were 
identified and discussed briefly in Volumes 2 
and 5.  These native reptile species should be 
included under TB-28. 

373  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR TB-29: Establish greenbelt for watershed 

protection, wildfire control, and restoration of 
habitat.   

TB-29 should be included in all Volumes and 
not be restricted to Volumes 2 and 6.   

374  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-30: Exclusion fencing and foraging plots 
would be set up for protection of wildlife and 
special-status species.   

Strategic planning for the placement of 
exclusion fencing is recommended to 
minimize further losses of vegetation and 
avoid having to mitigate for mitigation.  
Coordination with USFWS, GDAWR and 
other stakeholders will need to occur.   

375  

7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 

GDAWR TB-33: Natural resource awareness briefings 
would be conducted for construction personnel.   

In addition to conducting briefings for 
construction personnel, in-coming and 
existing military personnel and their 
dependents must be briefed and aware of the 
natural resources on Guam.     

376  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR MB-33:  Dredging/filling in the marine 

environment would be scheduled to avoid coral 
spawning and recruitment periods. 

Scheduling should also avoid nesting sea 
turtles. 

377  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR MB-34:  Provide marine biological resources 

education and training on EFH, ESA, and 
MMPA…. 

Marine Preserves should be included in the 
education and training program.  

378  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR MB-35:  Consider the suite of compensatory 

mitigation project proposals for impacts to coral 
reef communities: 1. Artificial reefs, 2. … 

GDAWR does not approve of artificial reefs 
as an option for compensatory mitigation.  
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379  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR MB-36:  Increased effort toward ERA enforcement 

(Haputo) and other ESA, MMPA, and EFH 
policies.   

Allowing DAWR Conservation Officers 
access to DoD lands will increase efforts 
toward natural resources enforcement.   

380  
7 

2-23  Table 2.2-1 
GDAWR MB-36:  Increased effort toward ERA enforcement 

(Haputo) and other ESA, MMPA, and EFH 
policies.   

Marine Preserves will need to be added, as 
well as Hunting regulations and policies.   

381  

7 

2-3  Table 2.1-1 
Summary of BMP’s 

GDAWR Operation:  Control the carabao population 
(through hunting, etc.) in order to prevent soil 
erosion by feral ungulates. 

Control efforts should not be restricted to 
carabao population. Feral pig and deer 
populations are abundant in Naval Magazine.  
According to local resource regulations, DoD 
must obtain a permit from GDAWR to pursue 
‘game species’. 

382  

7 

2-5  Table 2.1-1 
Summary of BMP’s 

GDAWR Item 5, Biosecurity Plan:  The Navy has provided 
funding for a biosecurity plan.   

The FEIS and ROD must clarify how DoD 
will ensure that the biosecurity plan is 100% 
funded, including the gaps in biosecurity in 
other jurisdictions.  Otherwise the risk of 
introduction and spread of invasive species 
throughout the region due to the increase in 
traffic due to the proposed action will not be 
mitigated.  The risk to the Pacific region 
posed by the buildup is too large to take. 

383  

7 

2-9  Table 2.1-1 
Summary of BMP’s 

GDAWR Minimize the risk of uncontrolled spills and 
releases through industry and Navy accepted 
methods for spill prevention, containment, control, 
and abatement. 

The FEIS must identify what the “Navy 
accepted methods for spill prevention, 
containment, control, and abatement”.  The 
FEIS must identify who is responsible to 
monitor or assess spills in DoD lands.  DoD 
should also adhere to the accepted methods 
developed by Guam EPA, USEPA, ACOE, 
and USFWS.    
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384  

7 

3-28  

3.3.9.1 Summary of 
Preferred 

Alternative’s 
Impacts 

GDAWR The island-wide loss of special-status species 
habitat, due to clearing of vegetation required by 
the proposed construction projects ranges from 1% 
to 6%.   

The proposed construction project should 
focus on the number of acreage to be 
removed within DoD lands, where the habitat 
is available for native wildlife.  The FEIS 
should indicate a percentage of take versus 
remaining habitat on DoD property.  The 
habitat proposed for removal is native forest 
set aside as essential habitat and Overlay 
Refuge.  The amount of habitat that remains 
for native wildlife recovery needs to be 
assessed as well as the level of fragmentation 
that exists. 

385  

7 

3-30 1 3.3.9.2  No Action 

GDAWR Under no action, stressors that degrade habitat 
quality would remain and the present declining 
trends for terrestrial biological resources would 
continue. 

Federal agencies have a responsibility to 
preserve and protect natural resources on 
DoD property. There are many tools that need 
to be implemented such as Navy and AAFB 
INRMPs, USFWS recovery plans, GCWCS, 
and GNWR-CCP.  All focus on habitat 
quality and recovery of native species.  

386  

7 

3-30 1 3.3.9.2 

GDAWR  There is a high risk under both no action and the 
preferred alternative of the BTS being accidently 
transported to other Pacific islands, but no action 
there may be less attention and focus on the 
problem. 

There is great attention and focus on BTS and 
other invasive species entering and exiting 
Guam prior to the DEIS.  DoD must continue 
vigilance with 100% inspections for BTS, as 
well as providing continuous bts control in 
cargo staging areas by USDA Wildlife 
Services.  The Sikes Act authorizes DoD to 
incorporate provisions for invasive species 
management in INRMPs for military 
installations on Guam.  The FEIS must clarify 
whether DoD will fund those projects.  The 
statement indicates that DoD does not believe 
they can control the bts from leaving via 
military cargo.  If so, the buildup should not 
occur before the snake can be controlled 
island-wide. 
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387  

7 

3-30 2 3.3.9.2 

GDAWR Under no action, limestone forest areas are being 
degraded by invasives plants, in particular the 
canopy tree Vitex, and this trend would continue.  
The BTS, ungulates, and other invasive plants and 
animals would continue to degrade and/or prevent 
the recovery of the natural flora and fauna in the 
project areas.   

Clearing, burning, development, and 
abandonment of domestic pets, associated 
with the actions degrade and /or prevent the 
recovery of the natural flora and fauna.  
Without the proposed actions, there would be 
no additional development, clearing or 
fragmentation of habitat. GDAWR recovery 
projects would continue to improve habitat of 
native species and repatriate.  The FEIS 
should state how GDAWR will be allowed 
unescorted access to continue monitoring and 
restoring native species on DoD lands. 

388  

7 

3-30 2 3.3.9.2 

GDAWR Poaching, which presently occurs in military lands, 
would continue because many of the military 
lands, particularly the Navy lands, are not fenced.   

Fencing will not prevent poaching; poaching 
can only be eliminated through the 
enforcement of Guam’s hunting regulations 
and prosecution of offenders.  DOD must 
acknowledge DoAg GDAWR’s jurisdiction 
to manage Guam’s natural resources by 
applying for depredation permits to 
implement their ungulate control plan and 
allowing unescorted access to DoAg’s 
conservation officers to patrol DOD property 
for poachers.   

389  

7 

3-31 3 3.3.9.2 

GDAWR The most recent counts indicate that fewer than 50 
bats remain on Guam. 

The DEIS must indicate where the ‘fewer 
than 50 bats remain on Guam’ are located, 
particularly if they roost/forage on military 
lands where preferred alternatives occur.  
Where is the reference for this statement?  
The FEIS must identify the surveys 
completed that determined the statistic.   
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390  

7 

3-31 5 3.3.9.2 

GDAWR Although hunting of bats has been illegal under 
local law in both Guam and the CNMI since the 
1970’s, hunting remains a chronic threat.  

Hunting is more of a chronic threat in CNMI, 
particularly in Rota, because of the lack of 
enforcement.  On Guam, the major threat is 
loss of habitat due to development and BTS 
predation on pups.  Recent declines in the bat 
colony on Guam are more likely attributed to 
the recent approach lights project at Pati 
Point.  The FEIS must correct the statement. 

391  

7 

3-32 3 3.3.9.3 

GDAWR There are many acres of suitable habitat available 
on non-federally controlled land, but land is not 
the limiting factor.   

Land is a limiting factor as Guam is a 
relatively small island.  Plus, the majority of 
land identified as suitable habitat is within the 
Refuge Overlay where most of the proposed 
actions occur.  Loss of habitat within the 
Refuge Overlay is a limiting factor and a 
major threat to species recovery.  All habitat 
loss must be compensated. 

392  

7 

4-6  Table 4.3-1 

GDAWR Projects listed for AAFB is incomplete.   Several projects were not identified in the 
table:  Air Cargo Drop project, HMU, 
Ungulate exclosure, North runway approach 
lights, Dog kennels (additional to beddown 
project), and IRP clean-ups.       

393  
8 

2-2  Table 2.1-1 
GDAWR Endangered Species Act Table must include the Government of 

Guam’s regulations for the Endangered 
Species Act, which the GDoA enforces.   

394  
8 

3-1  Table 3.1-1 
GDAWR 5 Guam Code Annotated § 63302: License 

required for cutting, removal or mutilation of live 
trees on public lands. 

Permitting Agency would be GDoA. 

395  

8 

3-1  Table 3.1-1 

GDAWR 5 Guam Code Annotated § 63601: Permit required 
for takes of live coral from the area surrounding 
the Territory of Guam, extending from the shore of 
the island outwards to the 10 fathom contour. 

Permitting Agency would be GDoA. 
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396  

8 

3-1  Table 3.1-1 

GDAWR Required permit and approval not identified in 
table.   

5 GCA §63122: relative to the protection of 
land or property from damaged caused by 
wild birds, and wild animals (ungulates). 
Permitting Agency would be GDAWR. The 
FEIS and DoD must acknowledge Guam’s 
jurisdiction to manage Guam’s natural 
resources on military property. 

397  

8 

4-1 6 Chapter 4 

GDAWR Some terrestrial habitat for special status species 
would be permanently lost on Guam.   

‘Some’ is an understatement.  Under 
Alternative 2, 53% of the Marine Location is 
on Overlay Refuge and puts in jeopardy the 
recovery of Guam’s ES.  In addition, the 
proposed firing range in Pagat will constitute 
a loss of habitat.  The preferred terrestrial 
habitat on Guam is located within DoD lands 
on Overlay Refuge.  The FEIS must identify 
an alternative that minimizes habitat loss, 
particularly in the Overlay Refuge.  All 
habitat loss must be compensated. 

398  

8 

4-1 6 Chapter 4 

GDAWR Some wetlands could be permanently lost on 
Guam.  

Impacts to wetlands must be avoided and 
minimized; the endangered Mariana moorhen 
depends on the limited freshwater habitats on 
Guam.  Compensation for wetland loss must 
be implemented concurrently with the 
proposed actions.   

399  

8 

5-1 4 Chapter 5 

GDAWR Compliance with these regulatory mandates by 
DoD and its contractors would reduce both short-
term and long-term impacts. 

Local and Federal authorities responsible for 
monitoring compliance with Federal and 
Guam laws and permits must be given 
unescorted access to DoD property.  Self-
regulation is not an option for DoD due to the 
history of not adhering to local and federal 
regulations/laws.  GEPA, GDAWR, USEPA, 
USFWS, DEQ, and other regulatory agencies 
should be provided unescorted access to 
monitor activities.   
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400  

8 

5-1  5.1.2 

GDAWR Agriculturally productive soils would not be lost 
and the long-term productivity of these soils would 
be preserved.   

It is not clear that there will be no 
contamination of soils.  There is a history of 
the military contaminating Guam’s lands and 
waters (eg. Cocos lagoon). The FEIS must 
analyze the risk during construction and 
operations for hazardous waste 
contamination.   

401  

8 

5-5  5.8.1 

GDAWR Short-term impacts would remove small amounts 
of primary limestone forest and ravine forest and 
would remove large areas of potential habitat for 
special-status species, including several federal, 
Guam, and CNMI listed species.   

Removal of any amount of vegetative habitat 
should not be considered as short-term 
impacts. Many, if not all, of the areas to be 
cleared are important for the recovery of 
T&E species, despite the quality of the 
habitat.  Space is a valuable and limiting 
component of the habitat necessary for 
species recovery.    

402  

8 

5-5  5.8.1 

GDAWR However, besides the Tinian monarch, most 
project areas are unoccupied by special-status 
species at present.  

The statement is very general, and untrue. 
Fruit bats are known to occur at most of the 
proposed areas.  Crows are known to occur in 
the MSA.  Swiftlets are known to occur in 
NavMag, moorhens on Big Navy property 
and in most wetlands.  The FEIS must not 
minimize the existence of special status 
species and provide accurate analysis of the 
impacts that will occur. 

403  

8 

5-5  5.8.2 

GDAWR Implementation of the plans should improve the 
overall quality of habitat over current conditions.   

The biosecurity plan, fire plan and ungulate 
management plan will not improve the 
overall quality without active restoration of 
habitat, repatriation of native species and 
reforestation.  The FEIS must clarify how 
DoD will compensate for losses through 
DoD-funded actions that include the local 
resource agencies and long-term monitoring 
to ensure success. 
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404  

8 

5-5  5.8.2 

GDAWR Restricted access would protect the species from 
potential poachers and prevent development of 
their habitat for the foreseeable future. 

Restricted access should exclude local 
government agencies that regulate wildlife 
and their habitats.  The FEIS must indicate 
that GDAWR bilogists and conservation 
officers will be allowed unescorted access to 
complete their missions. 

405  

8 

6-1 1 6.1.1 

GDAWR Sustainability and smart growth … including the 
ability to adjust to changing geo-political realities 
while encouraging local economic growth, 
preserving the environment, and working to 
improve the quality of life for Guam and CNMI 
residents and visitors. 

The FEIS must address how DoD will 
encourage local economic growth, preserve 
the environment, and work to improve the 
quality of life for residents.  All the 
alternatives proposed were very direct, 
whereas mitigation actions were 
‘considering’.  For example: DOD is 
considering to expand existing ERAs or to 
establish new ERAs.  It is difficult to believe 
that the rapid growth of Guam associated 
with the military buildup will improve any 
environment on Guam – natural, social, or 
any other. 

406  

8 

6-1 2 6.1.1 

GDAWR It is the DOD’s goal that proposed development 
would be sized, planned, and developed in a 
manner that is sustainable and works to preserve 
and protect limited resources. 

The FEIS must define how DoD meets this 
goal.  Habitat available in DOD lands 
(identified as the Refuge Overlay) for the 
recovery of T&E species is a limited 
resource, yet most of the proposed actions 
include the destruction of Overlay Refuge 
habitat.  The DEIS analysis includes habitat 
throughout Guam, however these areas 
(outside conservation areas) are not protected. 
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407  9 1 12 Appendix J 

GDAWR Appendix J, Supplemental Aircraft Carrier 
Marine Surveys, Email letter from JT 6. 
Would application of the data derived 
from this study provide the necessary 
input to a habitat equivalency analysis 
(HEA) model to meet accepted scientific 
standards for assessing direct physical 
impacts (dredging) to coral reefs? 

The reviewers were asked a bias as 
well as the wrong question.  The 
question that should have been asked 
is “Based on the best available 
science, what would be the preferred 
method to provide input to a habitat 
equivalency analysis (HEA) model to 
meet accepted scientific standards for 
assessing direct physical impacts 
(dredging) to coral reefs?  

408  9 1 9 1.3 

GDAWR Figure 1-1. CVN Berthing Alternative 1 – 
Former Ship Repair Facility (SRF) 

Alternative 1 is Polaris Point and not 
the Former Ship Repair Facility.  The 
FEIS needs to correct this error 
because it is misleading. 

409  9 11 4 Appendix J 

GDAWR Appendix J, Assessment of Benthic 
Community Structure in the Vicinity of 
the Proposed Turning Basin…In this 
analysis, LIDAR data are processed to 
derive reef slope (vertical relief divided 
by horizontal distance) at each pixel in the 
scene. Since each pixel has the same 
horizontal distance, pixels with high slope 
indicate high vertical relief. 

1) What does slope have to do with 
rugosity?  A high slope does not 
mean a high vertical relief.   Based 
on field observations, a high slope 
can have a low vertical relief. 

2) An adequate resource assessment 
such as the use of an in situ 
method for coral size frequencies 
and rugosity needs to be 
conducted and included in the 
FEIS.  
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410  9 2 2 Appendix J 

GDAWR Appendix J, Supplemental Aircraft Carrier 
Marine Surveys, Email letter from JT For 
your reference I am also including a word 
document that provides a description of 
each reviewers affiliation and credentials. 

The document fails to provide any 
information on the reviewer’s 
experience in general.  It also fails to 
provide any information on the 
reviewer’s expertise as it pertains to 
coral reef impact assessments and the 
Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA).  
Many of the reviewers may not have 
any experience or expertise with coral 
reef impact assessments and HEA and 
may not be giving accurate 
comments.  The FEIS needs to 
provide the reviewers experience and 
expertise to validate their comments. 
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411  9 29 2 Appendix J 

GDAWR Appendix J, Assessment of Benthic 
Community Structure in the Vicinity of 
the Proposed Turning 
Basin…Acknowledging these limitations, 
size-frequency of coral colonies was 
evaluated from transect photo-quadrats 
using a built-in function of CPCe software 
to determine greatest chord length. 
Colonies lying partially within the frame 
were measured as the section bounded by 
the quadrat. Correction factors developed 
by Zvuloni et al. (2008) were not applied 
as these empirical factors were developed 
using computer simulations with all 
colonies of a size that was small compared 
to the sampling unit. Such a condition 
clearly did not apply to the coral 
populations in Apra Harbor (see section 
4.2). In addition, use of the "center rule" 
(Zvuloni et al. 2008) where colonies with 
centers within the sampling unit are 
included, but those with centers outside 
the sampling unit excluded, is not possible 
with photo-quadrats as centers of colonies 
outside the sample frame are not visible. 
As a result, there is an inherent bias in the 
size-frequency data toward smaller 
distributions as colonies on the boundaries 
of the sampling frame will appear smaller 
than actual size. 

1) This indicates that coral colony 
size is measured as the length or 
portion of the colony falling 
within the quadrat.  Length is 
bounded by the quadrat.   The 
method will overestimate smaller 
size classes and underestimate 
larger size classes because corals 
will not be measured completely.  
A large coral may appear in two 
quadrats and allocated to a smaller 
size class than what it really is. 

2) Your reviewer Dr. Katharina 
Fabricius also stated the photo 
method does not allow assessment 
of neither size frequency nor size 
of large colonies (they don’t fit 
into the photo frames). 

3) An adequate resource assessment 
such as the use of an in situ 
method to determine coral size 
needs to be conducted and 
included in the FEIS.   
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412  9 9 3 Appendix J 

GDAWR Appendix J, Assessment of Benthic 
Community Structure in the Vicinity of 
the Proposed Turning Basin…In brief, a 
matrix of 50 randomly distributed points 
was overlain on each photoquadrat image, 
and the organism or substrate type lying 
beneath each point was identified to the 
lowest taxonomic classification possible. 

1) The DEIS indicates that the 
photoquadrat method used 
counted any part of a coral colony 
that occurred within the quadrat 
frame.  The method is inadequate 
because it produces counts that 
overestimate colony densities due 
to double counting of colonies on 
contiguously placed quadrats.  

2) An adequate resource assessment 
such as the use of an in situ 
method for coral size frequencies 
needs to be conducted and 
included in the FEIS.   
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