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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Proposed Establishment
Guam National Wildlife Refuge
Territory of Guam

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed establishment of the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). The EA evaluated the effects associated with the
land acquisitions needed to protect and manage endangered and threatened
species of plants and wildlife and their habitats, migratory species and
their habitats, and the native biological diversity of Guam.

Proposed Action

The Service proposes to establish a Refuge on certain Department of Defense
lands (excluding operational areas), inéluding the former U.S. Naval
Facility at Ritidian Point, and on certain Government of Guam lands. The
proposed Refuge would also include submerged lands offshore from certain
Department of Defense facilities and the former U.S. Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point to the 30-meter (100-foot) isobath.

The Service proposes to acquire and manage approximately 11,489 hectares
(28,389 acres) of native habitats including limestoné forests, ravine
forests, wetlands, clifflines, caves, beaches, and other habitats under
cooperative agreements, transfers of real property through the General
Services Administration, and other agreements. Approximately 1,321
hectares (3,265 acres) of submerged lands would be acquired under
cooperative agreements, transfers of real property through the General
Services Administration, or other agreements. Lands included within the
proposed Refuge are currently owned either by the Govermment of Guam or the
Department of Defense. Terrestrial habitats and submerged lands would be

managed cooperatively with the Government of Guam and the Department of
Defense.

The purposes for establishing the proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge
are to: (1) protect and restore essential habitats and provide for
recovery actions for several endangered and threatened species; (2)
conserve migratory species and their habitats; (3) protect and manage
migratory species and other native wildlife and their habitats in order to
conserve the biological diversity of Guam; (4) control predation upon
native species, particularly by the brown tree snake; (5) complement

ongoing Government of Guam and Department of Defense programs in natural
resource management, '
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conservation, law eriforcement, research, and education; (6) provide
opportunities for public education, enjoyment of wildlife, cultural use of

resources, and scientific research; and (7) maintain the scenic values of
the protected areas.

The authorities to undertake the establishment of the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge are provided by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956, as amended (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j, 70 Stat. 1119), and the Migratory

Bird Comservation Act of 1929 (16 U.S.C. 715-715d, 715e, 715£-715r, 45
Stat. 1222). .

The Service considered and dismissed several alternatives to the proposed
action including: (1) establish a Refuge on Department of Defense lands
(including operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point, and certain Government of Guam lands; (2) establish a
Refuge on certain Department of Defense lands (excluding operational
areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point, but
excluding Government of Guam lands; (3) establish a Refuge at the former
U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point only and manage the other Refuge
lands under cooperative agreements with the Department of Defense and the
Government of Guam; and (4) no action. The Service also considered and
dismissed several options for submerged lands including: (1) include
submerged lands to 4.8 kilometers (3 miles) offshore from certain
Department of Defense facilities; (2) include submerged lands only within

existing Department of Defense and Government of Guam marine conservation
areas; and (3) no action.

The proposed establishment of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge will not

have a significant effect on the human environment for the following
reasons:

1. The natural processes under which much of the area has evolved
will be permitted to continue, with the exception of the control
of alien species such as the introduced brown tree snake.

2. The proposed action is consistent with the current uses of the
land by the Department of Defense and the Government of Guam.

3. No private lands are included within the proposed Refuge.

4. The proposed action will not have adverse impacts to the local
economy, cultural resources, or the social environment because
the current land uses will be essentially unchanged.

5.

The proposed action will not have an adverse impact upon
threatened or endangered species.

s
[

Py

i
i

Ia'r'-‘.v—*‘

g vl



Guam NWR FONSI Page 3

6. The proposed action is consistent with the goals of the recovery
plans for several endangered species on Guam.

7.  An archaeological records search revealed that the affected areas
are rich in archaeclogical and historical sites. The
archaeological and historical resources will be protected. Prior
to the implementation of any management activities which may
affect these sites, the Service shall undertake the necessary

surveys and planning to avoid and conserve the archaeological and
historical sites.

8. The Service has evaluated the proposed action with respect to
various rules, regulations, and legislation and has found the
action to be consistent with and in conformance with the
following: (1) Executive Order 12372 (Intergovernmental Review
of Federal Programs; (2) Executive Order 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands); (3) Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management); (4)
Executive Order 11593 (Protection of Historical, Archaeological,
and Scientific Properties); (5) Endangered Species Act of 1973;
(6) Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918; (7) Comprehensive
Environmental Responses, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980;
(8) National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act of 1966; (9)
Secretarial Order 3127 (regarding contaminants); and (10) Uniform

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act
of 1970.

9. This action is comparable to and has been preceded by similar
' actions taken by the Service whereby lands are acquired for and
made a part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Related Documents

The project supports the goals of the Native Forest Birds of Guam and Rota
of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Recovery Plan; the
Recovery Plan for the Mariana Islands Population of the Vanikoro Swiftlet,
Aerodramus vanikorensis bartschi; the Guam Mariana Fruit Bat and Little
Mariana Fruit Bat Recovery Plan; the Recovery Plan for the Mariana Common
Moorhen (= Gallinule) Gallinula chloropus guami; the Draft Recovery Plan
for Serianthes nelsonii (Mimosaceae); and the Regional Wetlands Concept
Plan pursuant to the Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986.

Any lands acquired would be managed as part of the National Wildlife Refuge
System as outlined in the Operation of the National Wildlife Refuge System,
Final Environmental Impact Statement FES 76-59.
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Public Availability

The draft EA was distributed for a 30-day public review and comment period
in June 1992 to Federal and Territorial congressional delegations; Federal,
Territorial, and local agencies; public libraries; universities; private
landowners; private groups; and individuals. The Service also held a
public meeting on Guam on June 1992. Following the review of public
comments, the Service prepared another draft EA that was distributed for a
30-day public review and comment period in January 1993. The Service a}so
detailed an employee to Guam to provide interviews to radio and television

stations and newspapers and to hold informational meetings with affected
agencies and individuals.

Copies of the final EA and the "Finding of No Significant Impact™ will be
distributed to those that received the draft EA and any others who have

requested copies. Additional copies are available upon request from the
following office:

Project Leader
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex
P.0. Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850 Telephone: (808) 541-1201

Determination

Based upon information contained in the EA, as well as numerous and similar
acquisitions that have preceded this action, the Service has determined
that this action would not constitute "a major Federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human enviromnment."™ Therefore, an
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared. This "Finding of No

Significant Impact" is being made available for public review for 30 days
before any action is undertaken.

Issued in Portland, Oregon, July 2 , 1993.

ﬁégional Director
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LEAD ACENCY: Department of the Interior
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Portland, Oregon

CONTACT: Ray Rauch
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.0. Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past 30 to 40 years, Guam's native wildlife has undergone a
catastrophic decline from a variety of causes including predation by the
introduced brown tree snake, loss and degradation of habitats from
development, and overexploitation by humans. Several of Guam's endemic forest
birds may have become extinct within the past ten years. The Guam broadbill,
the Guam bridled white-eye, and the rufous-fronted fantail were unique to Guam
and have not been observed in recent times. Other endangered birds, such as
the Mariana crow and the Mariana common moorhen, persist on Guam at extremely
low numbers. The last sighting of the little Mariana fruit bat was in 1968.
The endangered Mariana fruit bat is limited to a single colony at Pati Point
on northern Guam. The endangered Guam rail and the Guam Micronesian
kingfisher exist only in captivity. All of Guam's native terrestrial mammals
and birds are on the threshold of extinction in the wild. )

The endangered species problems on Guam are so complex that a cooperative
approach among the Government of Guam, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service), and the Department of Defense (DOD) is necessary to stem the rising
tide of extinction. Both the Government of Guam and the Federal government
share common goals for the recovery of endangered and threatened species, the
protection of native flora and fauna, the conservation of unique ecosystems,
and the maintenance of native biological diversity. Both the Government of
Guam and the Federal government have obligations to their citizens to provide
opportunities to better understand and appreciate wildlife, natural
landscapes, and the relationship between humans and the enviromnment. The
Government of Guam and the Federal government must continue cooperative



efforts to develop and implement programs for the recovery of endangered and
threatened species, and to protect key habitats in perpetuity with the common
goal of reversing the wildlife extinction crisis facing Guam.

To meet these shared goals and responsibilities, the Service is studying the
feasibility of establishing a National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) on certain
lands and waters on Guam to be managed in coordination with the Government of
Guam and the DOD. The proposed Refuge would be established to: (1) protect
and recover endangered and threatened species; (2) protect and restore
essential habitats for listed species and implement recovery actions; (3)
protect and manage migratory birds and other native wildlife and thelr
habitats in order to conserve Guam's biological diversity; (4) control
predation upon native wildlife by harmful alien species, particularly by the
brown tree snake, and protect wildlife from poaching; (5) complement ongoing
Government of Guam and Federal programs in natural resources management,
conservation, law enforcement, research, and education; (6) provide
opportunities for public education, enjoyment of wildlife, cultural use of
resources, and scientific research; and (7) maintain the scenic values of the
protected areas. The proposed Refuge would be established on Federal and
Government of Guam lands through a memorandum of understanding and managed
through cooperative agreements among the U.S. Navy, the U.S. Air Force, the
Government of Guam, and the Service.

Some of the best remaining habitats for endangered and threatened species are
found on DOD lands. Outstanding natural areas are also found on Government of
Guam lands and on certain privately owned tracts. Areas under study for
inclusion in the proposed Refuge include Government of Guam and DOD lands that
contain essential habitats for endangered native forest birds, the Vanikoro
swiftlet, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Mariana common moorhen, and nesting
and foraging habitats for endangered and threatened sea turtles. These areas
have been identified in recovery and conservation plans. The majority of
areas under consideration for incorporation into the proposed Refuge are also
under formal review by the Service for designation as critical habitat for six
endangered species including the little Mariana fruit bat, the Mariana fruit
bat, the Guam broadbill, the Mariana crow, the Guam Micronesian kingfisher,
and the Guam bridled white-eye. Private lands are not being studied for
inclusion in the proposed Refuge.
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The Service considered a number of different alternatives for the proposed
Refuge with input from Government of Guam, the DOD, and the general public.
The alternatives for including terrestrial lands in the proposed Refuge

included:

Alternative

Alternative
(Preferred)

Alternative

Alternative

Alternative

1.

5.

Establish a
operational
at Ritidian

Establish a
operational
at Ritidian

Establish a
operational
at Ritidian

Establish a

Ritidian Point.

Refuge on certain
areas), including
Point and certain

Refuge on certain
areas), including
Point and certain

Refuge on certain
areas), including

DOD lands (including
the former U.S. Naval Facility
Government of Guam lands.

DOD lands (excluding
the former U.S. Naval Facility
Government of Guam lands.

DOD lands (excluding
the former U.S. Naval Facility

Point, but excluding Government of Guam lands.

Refuge only at the former U.S. Naval Facility at

Manage natural resources on certain DOD and

Government of Guam lands through cooperative agreements.

No action related to terrestrial lands.

The Service also considered a number of different options for including
submerged lands in the proposed Refuge including:

Option 1.
Option 2.
(Preferred)

Option 3.

Option 4.

Include submerged lands offshore from certain DOD lands to
4.8 kilometers (3 miles).

Include submerged lands offshore from certain DOD lands to
the 30-meter (100-foot) isobath.

Include submerged lands only within established DOD and
Government of Guam marine conservation areas.

No action related to submerged lands.

The Service selected Alternative 2 as the preferred terrestrial lands
alternative and Option 2 as the preferred submerged lands option under which

to establish a Refuge.
justifications for these recommendations.

The final Environmental Assessment provides detailed
However, the inclusion of

Government of Guam terrestrial lands and submerged lands did not receive a
positive Federal consistency determination from the Guam Coastal Management

Program.

Upon the approval by the appropriate Government of Guam authority to

include Government of Guam lands in the proposed Refuge, and upon the
resolution of the issue of ownership of submerged lands, the Service will seek
Federal consistency determinations from the Guam Coastal Management Program.

iii
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

A for the
PROBOSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
4. ~ Territory of Guam

I. NEED FOR AND PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A.

Need for the Proposed Action

All of Guam's native terrestrial mammals and birds are on the
threshold of extinction in the wild. The rapid extirpation of
native birds from Guam over the past 30 to 40 years has greatly
alarmed natural resource agencies, the public, and the national
and international conservation communities. Several of Guam's
native birds may have recently become extinct including the
endemic Guam broadbill (Myiagra freycineti), last seen in 1984;
the endemic Guam bridled white-eye (Zosterops conspicillatus
conspicillatus), last seen in 1983; the endemic rufous—fronted
fantail (RHipidura rufifrons uraniae), last seen in 1984; and the
little Mari%na fruit bat (Pteropus tokudae), last seen in 1968.
The last pair of the endemic Guam rail (Rallus owstoni) was
recorded in the wild in 1985. The last sighting of the
Micronesian kingfisher (Halcyon cinnamomina cinnamomina) in the
wild occurred in northern Guam in 1988. Populations of the
endangered Mariana crow (Corvus kubaryi), the endangered Mariana
common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus guami), and the endangered
Mariana fruit bat (Pteropus mariannus mariannus) on Guam are at
precariously low numbers. The last individuals of the federally
listed endangered hayan lagu tree (Serianthes nelsonii) are found
on Andersen Air Force Base in northern Guam. Other rare native
wildlife and plants found within the study area include endangered
and threat&ed sea turtles, the ufa tree (Heritiera
longipetio®ata), and several species of land and tree snails.

All twelve of Guam's native forest birds are listed as endangered
under the Government of Guam's Endangered Species Act (Appendix
A). Seven of these forest birds are also listed as endangered by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). The Guam Division
of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources (Guam DAWR) and the Service have
prepared several recovery plans for the native forest birds of
Guam and Rota (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1990a), the Guam
Mariana fruit bat and the little Mariana fruit bat (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1990b), the Vanikoro swiftlet (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1991a), and the Mariana common moorhen (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1991b). The Service and Guam DAWR are also
preparing a recovery plan for the endangered hayan lagu tree.
Based on these recovery plans, the protection and recovery of
these endangered species will require the combined and coordinated

efforts ofi-the Service, Guam DAWR, and the U.S. Department of
Defense (B8D).



To date, captive breeding programs for the Guam rail and the Guam
Micronesian kingfisher have successfully prevented their
extinction. However, even with these captive propagation
programs, these birds will not be able to thrive in the wild until
the numbers of the highly predatory, introduced brown tree snake
(Boiga irregularis) are substantially reduced, and native habitat
is protected from other threats including human disturbance and
development.

The unprecedented decline and extinction of wildlife in recent
years is believed to be attributed in large part to predation by
the introduced brown tree snake (Savidge 1987; Conry 1988). Other
threats to native wildlife on Guam include competition with
introduced species, habitat destruction by other non-native
species (e.g. feral ungulates and introduced predators), habitat
fragmentation and losses due to dévelopment for agriculture and
urban uses, and the direct impact of human activities (Savidge
1984, 1987; Conry 1988; Wiles et al. 1989; and Stinson et al.
1991). Fruit bat populations have been decimated by overhunting,
poaching, and habitat destruction (Wiles 1987). Sea turtles that
nest on relatively isolated beaches along the north coast face
hazards from off-road vehicles that crush nests and destroy
nesting habitat, as well as from proposed development projects and
poaching. Wildlife populations, already depressed to extremely
low levels, are highly vulnerable to naturally occurring
disturbances such as typhoons. Projected increases in human
populations will place additional pressures on remaining areas
that are essential to the survival of endangered and threatened

species and other native wildlife unless these areas are protected
and managed.

The Government of Guam and the Federal government play key roles
in stemming the tide of extinction that is facing Guam's wildlife.
Both governments share common goals for the recovery of endangered
and threatened species, the protection of native flora and fauna,
the conservation of unique ecosystems, and the maintenance of
native biological diversity. Both the Government of Guam and the
Federal government are obligated to their citizens to provide
opportunities for the public to gain a better understanding of and
appreciation for wildlife, natural landscapes, and the
relationship between humans and the environment.

To address the complex ecological and endangered species issues
facing Guam, the Service studied the feasibility of establishing a
National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) on certain Federal and
Government of Guam lands. The Service developed a number of
alternatives that varied in size and location. The areas that
were under study for inclusion in the proposed Refuge included
Federal and Government of Guam lands that have been identified in
recovery plans as essential to the recovery of the endangered
Mariana crow, the Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled white-eye, the
Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the Mariana fruit bat, the Vanikoro
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swiftlet, and the Mariana moorhen. Certain nesting beaches and
nearshore foraging habitats of endangered and threatened sea
turtles were also considered for inclusion in the proposed Refuge.

Establishment of a Refuge would provide a coordinated program for
the protection of endangered and threatened species and other
native flora and fauna, unique ecosystems, and the conservation of
native biological diversity in coordination and cooperation among
the Guam DAWR, the Service, and the DOD.. In addition to providing
increased opportunities for wildlife management, a Refuge would
provide the public with increased opportunities for access to
northern Guam for natural history education and other uses that
are compatible with the proposed Refuge.

Purpose of the Proposed Action

The primary purposes of the proposed Refuge are to halt and
reverse the decline of Guam's endangered and threatened species
and to protect migratory birds and other native wildlife.
Protection and recovery of endangered and threatened species and
the conservation of Guam's native biological diversity are
dependent upon securing the best remaining wildlife habitats and
implementing restoration and enhancement projects. Brown tree
snake control and anti-poaching initiatives would be high
priorities of initial protection and recovery programs. A
secondary purpose of the proposed Refuge is to develop and
implement educational and other public informational programs
concerning Guam's wildlife and habitat resources. Including
submerged lands in the proposed Refuge would contribute to the
protection and recovery of endangered and threatened sea turtles
and complement programs to manage nearshore marine resources of
biological, recreational, and commercial wvalue.

The preferred alternative should enable the Service to meet the
following specific objectives:

1) effect a long-term, comprehensive program to conserve and
recover endangered and threatened species, migratory birds,
and other native flora and fauna on Guam;

2) enable the Service, Guam DAWR, and the DOD to carry out the
protection and recovery of endangered and threatened species
and migratory birds. This includes protecting essential and
other important habitats from additional degradation;
implementing aggressive brown tree snake control programs,
anti-poaching initiatives, and other recovery actions
outlined in recovery plans; and conducting other
conservation actions;



3)

4)

5)

6)

complement Government of Guam's and Federal agencies'
ongoing programs in natural resources and wildlife
management, conservation, protection of historic and
cultural resources, law enforcement, research, and
education;

provide on-site technical assistance to DOD agencies by the
Service to ensure compliance with Federal wildlife
conservation and environmental protection mandates;

provide Service law enforcement expertise to supplement
ongoing Guam DAWR, DOD, and Department of Commerce -
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) wildlife law
enforcement programs; and

provide for the development of research and environmental
education programs, compatible public use, and public access
to enhance the public's enjoyment and appreciation of Guam's
unique natural resources.

The preferred submerged lands option should enable the Service to
meet the following specific objectives:

1)

2)

3)

ensure adequate protection and management of sea turtle
foraging and nesting areas and migratory bird foraging and
loafing habitat; \

complement the Government of Guam's and other Federal

agencies' ongoing management of nearshore marine resogurces;
and

provide for the development of research and environmental
education programs, compatible public use, and public access
to enhance the public's enjoyment and appreciation of Guam's
marine resources.

II. BACKGROUND AND ISSUES

A, Government Agency Responsibilities for Wildlife Management

1.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The Service is the Federal agency with the responsibility
for the welfare of most endangered and threatened species,
migratory birds, and certain anadromous fishes occurring in
the United States. The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 as
amended (16 USC 742a-742j) and the Endangered Species Act of
1973 as amended (16 USC 1531-1543) provide the authority for
the Service to establish wildlife refuges for the protection
and preservation of endangered and threatened species. The
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (16 USC; 661 et
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seq.) and the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 USC 742a-
7423j) authorize the Service to acquire lands to establish
refuges or to enter into cooperative agreements for wildlife
management.

Within the Service's organization, the Division of Refuges
and Wildlife is responsible for resource management
(including land, water, wildlife, and other interests), law
enforcement, public use, and research in units of the
National Wildlife Refuge System or in areas that are
protected through other conservation programs.

The Division of Ecological Services (ES) coordinates and
conducts activities related to the protection and recovery
of endangered and threatened species and their habitats both
on and off of refuges. The ES staff provides technical
assistance to government agencies regarding endangered
species, project permitting, project mitigation, and
environmental contaminants. The ES Division is also
responsible for Section 7 consultation, listing and
delisting species, the consideration of critical habitat for
endangered species, and the development of endangered
species recovery plans.

The Division of Law Enforcement enforces Federal and
international laws and treaties that protect endangered and
threatened species and migratory birds.

The Division of Fisheries and Federal Aid administers and
provides Federal funds for the Sport Fish and Wildlife
Restoration and Endangered Species Conservation programs.
These programs are federally funded under the Sport Fish
Restoration Act of 1950, as amended; the Wildlife
Restoration Act of 1937, as amended; and the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended.

Guam Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources

The Guam DAWR is the lead Government of Guam agency
responsible for fisheries, wildlife, and other natural
resource management. , Guam DAWR has an extensive natural
resource management program that includes research on the
natural history of endangered species, recovery of
endangered species, captive breeding of the endangered Guam
rail, monitoring of endangered species populations and
trends, wetland studies and delineations, research in the
control of the brown tree snake, control of nest predation
by brown tree snakes on the Mariana crow, fisheries surveys,
fisheries management and enhancement programs, sea turtle
monitoring, environmental education, public hunting, game
management, control of alien species, and other programs.

!



The Government of Guam administers several Conservation
areas including Bolanos, Cotal, Anao, and Y-Pigo. The
designation of additional conservation areas is under
consideration by the Govermment of Guam. Currently,

5,099 hectares (12,599 acres) of public land, or 51%Z of the
public lands on Guam, have been proposed for designation as
Conservation lands. This land use category includes
environmentally sensitive lands that should be protected

from development pressures (Bureau of Planning 1984, as
revised).

The Government of Guam has concurrent jurisdiction over all
Federal lands on Guam in accordance with 48 USC 1704 and an
implementing Memorandum of Agreement. Conservation Officers
with the Guam DAWR have -jurisdiction on Federal lands for
the enforcement of Guam wildlife laws. Guam Conservation
Officers have also been deputized by the Service and are
authorized to enforce Federal fish and wildlife laws. Guam
DAWR is a party, with the Service, to cooperative agreements
for the protection, development, and management of fish and
wildlife resources on seven separate U.S. Navy installations
and on Andersen Air Force Base in accordance with the Sikes
Act.

While a significant portion of the funding for the Guam DAWR
is provided by the Service through the Fisheries and Federal
Aid program, Guam DAWR has pursued increased local funding
for Division programs, public education, and brown tree
snake research. The Conservation Officer programs are
locally funded.

Department of Defense Agencies

In many instances, certain lands within DOD installations
have become de facto nature preserves. Security measures
have restricted access by the general public and protected
certain lands from development. As a result, some of the
best remaining habitats for endangered and threatened
wildlife are found on lands under Federal jurisdiction. The
DOD has demonstrated an awareness of and leadership role in
environmental protection and enhancement on Guam by
allocating significant resources towards environmental
planning and reserving large portions of their lands for
wildlife conservation.

DOD installations on Guam are required under a number of
Federal laws and departmental policies to implement natural
resources stewardship programs. Public Law 86-797, as
amended (the Sikes Act), was implemented by DOD Directive
4700.4, Natural Resources Management Program, and requires
DOD agencies to implemerit and maintain an integrated program
of natural resources management. Each agency has specific
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implementing instructions and guidance on comprehensive
programs for land management, fish and wildlife management,
forest management, cultural resources, and outdoor
recreation.

Each DOD installation has an office that is responsible for
compliance with natural resource management mandates.
Natural resource management at Andersen Air Force Base is
coordinated by the Environmental Flight staff of the Civil
Engineering Squadron. Air Force natural resource management
programs 1nclude endangered species recovery work,
cooperative biological surveys with Guam DAWR, predator and
feral animal exclusion studies, predator and feral animal
control, public hunting programs, and law enforcement.

The U.S. Navy employs a Fish and Wildlife Biologist and a
Natural Resources Management Specialist for the Pacific
Region who oversee fishery and wildlife management programs
on six separate facilities on Guam. Navy wildlife
management programs include cooperative biological surveys
with Guam DAWR and the development and implementation of
Comprehensive Natural Resource Management Plans for each
installation.

Other Federal Agencies

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) within the U.S.
Department of Commerce has the Federal responsibility for
the management of cetaceans (whales and dolphins) found in
the coastal waters of Guam under the authority of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972. The Service and NMFS share
jurisdiction over sea turtles that are listed as endangered
or threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. The Service has jurisdiction over sea turtles when
they come ashore, while NMFS retains management control when
sea turtles are in the ocean. In addition, both agencies
enforce Federal laws concerning wildlife trade in endangered
species. NMFS coordinates with other Federal agencies and
Guam DAWR in the review of projects that impact coastal
marine resources. NMFS also maintains law enforcement
personnel on Guam to enforce certain provisions of the
Marine Mammal Protection Act, Endangered Species Act, and
the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976.

U.S. Department of Agriculture inspectors play a role in the
prevention of illegal plant and animal introductions to Guam
and in the interdiction of alien species. Animal Damage
Control has stationed personnel on Guam to implement brown
tree snake contrcl programs.



The National Park Service manages the War in the Pacific
National Park for its historical, educational, natural, and
wildlife wvalues. '

Other Government of Guam Agencies

Other public agencies on Guam have responsibilities for
wildlife protection, conservation planning, and enforcement
as stated in their policy directives. The Guam Bureau of
Planning is the coordinating agency for all projects on Guam
and oversees the Coastal Management Program. Other agencies
with a role in wildlife protection and natural resource
conservation include the Guam Environmental Protection
Agency, the Guam Department of Parks and Recreation, and the
Guam Department of Land Management. The Guam Department of
Education develops and supports public educational programs
relating to wildlife conservation.

B. Special Issues and Concerns

1.

Environmental Contaminants

There are significant contaminants on some DOD lands being
considered for incorporation into the proposed Refuge. On
October 13, 1992, Andersen Air Force Base was added to the
National Priorities List by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) to expedite investigations and
clean-up. The U.S. Air Force (Air Force) is conducting an
intensive investigation to locate potential contamination
sources above the groundwater protection zone and drinking
water aquifer. The Air Force has been working with the
USEPA to begin remedial investigations and implement interim
environmental protective measures to prevent any further
deleterious effects to the environment from contaminants.

A Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) is being developed by the
Air Force, the USEPA, and the Guam Environmental Protection
Agency (GEPA). The FFA assigns liability for existing
contamination on Andersen Air Force Base to the Air Force
and commits the Air Force to fund the remediation of
Andersen Air Force Base. The final FFA would assure that
the Service would not acquire liability for the cleanup of
existing contaminants on the proposed Refuge.

The U.S. Navy (Navy) has a similar legal responsibility for
the contaminants at Ritidian Point and on other Navy
installations. The Navy has initiated several Site
Investigations and Remedial Investigations. These
activities are included in the Navy's Installation
Restoration Program and are conducted in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1986, and as amended by the Superfund
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Amendments and Reauthorization Act. Prior to establishing a
Refuge on these lands, the Service would establish
assignment of liability to the Navy and secure a commitment
for remediation and funding from the Navy.

A number of designated hazardous waste sites are found in
areas containing significant wildlife habitat values.
Investigations and remediation of all areas will be
conducted in close cooperation with the Service and Guam
DAWR to avoid or minimize disturbances to endangered
species. All contaminant cleanup operations will be subject
to a Section 7 consultation in compliance with the
Endangered Species Act whether or not a Refuge is
established on these areas.

Proposed Critical Habitat Designation

Critical habitat is a legal designation under the Endangered
Species Act that identifies those specific geographical
areas on which are found the biological and physical
features essential to the conservation of endangered species
and which may require special management considerations or
protection. While critical habitat designation does not
establish sanctuaries or provide for active management of
listed species, Federal actions which may affect critical
habitat would be reviewed by the Service under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act.

In response to two petiticns submitted under authority of
the Endangered Species Act and the Administrative Procedures
Act, the Service published a proposed rule to designate
critical habitat for endangered Guam forest birds and fruit
bats in June 1991 (56 FR 115; June 14, 1991; 27485-27493).
The critical habitat proposal encompasses roughly 10,118
hectares (25,000 acres) and includes lands owned by the
Federal government, the Government of Guam, and private
lands at Urunao and Jinapsan. A final decision has not been
made by the Service at this date regarding critical habitat
designation on Guam.

It is important to recognize that the decision of whether or
not to establish a Refuge and the decision of whether or not
to designate critical habitat are separate decisions. 1In
this particular case, however, the decision to establish a
Refuge and the decision to designate critical habitat may be
interrelated. The final decision for critical habitat
designation hinges largely upon whether there is a
continuing need for special management on those lands
identified in the proposed rule. .Therefore, the Service
will make a final decision on critical habitat designation
after the decision is made on the Refuge proposal.



3. Potential Funding for Wildlife Management Programs

The level of wildlife management that could be provided
depends upon the development of the Memorandum of
Understandings (MOUs) and cooperative agreements and the
appropriation of Federal funds for management activities.
The proposed Refuge would be managed under these agreements
by the Service, Guam DAWR, and the DOD. The Service
recognizes that the special expertise on the fishery and
wildlife resources of Guam resides with the staff of the
Guam DAWR and environmental staffs of DOD. The issues,
problems, and natural resources are so complex that a
cooperative approach involving the Guam DAWR, the DOD, and
the Service is necessary.

Funding for the development and operation of the proposed
Refuge is dependent upon being included in an approved
budget or being specifically funded through other
mechanisms. The Service would request start-up and
operational funds for the establishment and operation of the
Refuge. Additional funding for specific programs could come
from a number of possible sources including DOD programs,
direct Congressional appropriations, and private donations.

III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A.

Physical Environment

The U.S. Territory of Guam is the southernmost and largest of the
islands within the Mariana Islands archipelago. Located in the
western Pacific Ocean at 13°30' north latitude and 145° east
longitude, Guam is nearly equidistant from Japan to the north, the
Philippines to the west, and New Guinea to the south (Figure 1).
Geographically it-is a part of Micronesia which covers a vast
expanse of ocean and islands and includes the Marshall, Caroline,
Gilbert, and Mariana island groups. Guam is approximately 51
kilometers (32 miles) long and 6 to 13 kilometers (4 to 8 miles)
wide, with a land area of about 549 square kilometers (212 square
miles). It is the largest and most developed of all the islands
in Micronesia. Several U.S. Air Force and Naval installations

have been constructed and maintained on Guam prior to and since
World War II.

Guam's warm tropical climate is relatively consistent during the
year. Temperatures range between 22° C (72° F) and 33° C (91° F) on
a daily basis, with cooler temperatures during the dry season.
Annual rainfall varies considerably among years, averaging 218 cm
(86 inches) per year. Most of the rain falls from July to
November at an average of 28 cm (1l inches) per month. The dry
season occurs between January and May when rains diminish to less
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than 15 cm (6 inches) per month. Winds are typically from the
east at less than 22 kilometers/hour (12 knots), but are variable
in late summer. Typhoons typically occur once or twice a year.
"Super typhoons”" having sustained winds in excess of 193
kilometers/hour (150 miles/hour) can be expected to cause severe
damage. During Super Typhoon Pamela in 1976, winds of 257
kilometers/hour (160 miles/hour) were recorded. Super Typhoon
Omar hit Guam in August 1992 with winds up to 257 kilometers/hour
(160 miles/hour) (Wiles 1987 and 1992a). .

The northern portion of Guam is characterized by a large, uplifted
limestone plateau with elevations ranging from 92 to 183 meters
(300 to 600 feet) above sea level. Tall cliffs and steep
hillsides drop precipitously to narrow terraces and beaches or
directly into the ocean. The coastal bench may be 92 to 274
meters (300 to 900 feet) wide. Considerable groundwater exists
and serves as the sole-source aquifer in the north, but there are
no permanent streams in northern Guam due to the porous nature of
the limestone.

Southern Guam is mountainous and volcanic in origin, although some
hills are capped with limestone. Mount Lamlam rises 407 meters
(1,335 feet) above sea level. River valleys, coastal plains,
relatively wide beaches, and protected bays are also
characteristic of the region. There is little or no developable
groundwater in southern Guam, but there are numerous springs and
perennial streams and a man-made reservoir (Fena Lake). Several
aquaculture ponds have been constructed adjacent to estuarine
wetlands near the mouths of rivers in southern Guam. The volcanic
soils of southern Guam are subject to significant erosion which is
accelerated by inappropriate land uses. In turn, this siltation
damages a valuable reef fishery, aquatic recreation activities,

and the invaluable aesthetics of the reef (BioSystems Analysis
1990).

Biological Enviromment
1. Natural Communities

Prior to human habitation, tropical forest may have covered all or
most of the island (Fosberg 1960). Today this native forest has
been replaced in large areas by non-native plants, converted to
open fields and savannas or developed as urban areas, military
installations, roads, or airports. In general, the remaining
natural areas in the northern portion of Guam comprise diverse
forest, whereas undeveloped areas on southern Guam feature
savannas on the exposed uplands and forests in the more sheltered
valleys. Because of frequent storms, exposed areas often contain
scrubby "typhoon forest" with a relatively low canopy.

11



The lands under consideration for inclusion in the proposed
Refuge encompass a number of major habitat types. Study
areas on northern Guam include primary limestone cliff
forests, typhoon forests, scrub forests, coconut forests,
coastal scrub, sand beaches, intertidal platforms, fringing
coral reefs, deep—water habitats, open fields, isolated
palustrine wetlands, and agriforests. The study areas in
central and southern Guam include limestone cliff forests,
ravine forests, savannas, the Fena Reservoir, perennial
streams, isolated palustrine wetlands, riparian wetlands,
salt marshes, mangrove swamps, mud flats, fringing coral
reefs, and deep-water habitats. The study areas include
essential and other important habitats for endangered and
threatened species and migratory birds.

The general terrestrial habitat types and their
characteristic locations on Guam are described as follows:

Mature limestone forest -- found around northern limestone
cliffs; typically forested with Pisonia, Ficus, Elaeocarpus,
Guamia, Aglaia, Neisosperma, Macaranga, Premna,
Tristiropsis, Intsia, Cycas, Pandanus, and Ochrosia.

Mature ravine forest —— found on southern slopes and in
ravines; dominated by Barringtonia, Hibiscus, Areca, Cocos,
Cynometra, and Pandanus.

Mixed woodlands -— found mainly on the northern limestone
plateau; similar to mature limestone forest, but having a
much lower canopy and more open vegetation; typified by
Artocarpus, Pandanus, Neisosperma, and Cocos.

Second growth —-- cleared of mature growth and presumably
returning to climax vegetation; primarily found on Northwest
Field at Anderson Air Force Base; typified by little or no
closed canopy and dominated by Casuarina, Pandanus,
Neisosperma, Scaevola, Morinda, Hibiscus, and Elaeocarpus.

Scrub vegetation —— found on northern limestone plateau;
lower growing than mixed woodlands and second growth;
typified by Pandanus, Scaevola, Hibiscus, Bikkia, and
Cynometra.

1 rand v ion —— open sandy beaches; typified by
Cocos, Casuarina, Ipomoea, Canavalia, Scaevola, Triumfetta,
etc.; found on the perimeter of the island.

Savanngs —— grassland communities; typified by Miscanthus,
Dimeria, and Phragmites; found on southern volcanic soils.

Marshes ——- wetlands; typified by Phragmites, Scirpus, and
Cyperus; found primarily in southern and central Guam.
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Mangrove swamps —— wetlands; typified by Rhizophors,
Bruguiera, Lumnitzera, and Avicennia; found mostly in Apra
Harbor.

Leucaena forest -- nearly pure stands of Leucaena
leucocephala, an introduced legume used for reforestation
after World War II; found over much of Guam.

Wildlife

a.

Endangered and Threatened Species
(1) Avifauna

The Government of Guam has long recognized the need
for wildlife protection. In 1960, the enactment of
Guam Public Law 6-87 prohibited the taking, buying, or
selling of wild birds and their eggs. It also
authorized the Guam DAWR to determine hunting seasons
and set bag limits on game birds, which at that time
included the Guam rail (Rallus owstoni). The first
controlled hunting season for Guam rails occurred in
1964 and continued on a yearly basis until the hunting
season was closed in 1976. In 1981, Public Law 16-39
provided the Mariana crow (Corvus kubaryi) and the
Guam Micronesian kingfisher (Halcyon cinnamomina
cinnamomina) legal protection under Guam law. In
1981, the Guam population of the Vanikoro swiftlet
(Aerodramus vanikorensis bartschi) was protected by
the Guam Endangered Species Act. The Guam Endangered
Species Act now also formally protects the Guam rail,
the Mariana crow, the Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the
Micronesian megapode (Megapodius laperouse), the Guam
bridled white-eye (Zosterops conspicillatus
conspicillatus), the Guam broadbill (Myiagra
freycineti), the rufous-fronted fantail (Rhipidura
rufifrons uraniae), the Mariana fruit dove (Ptilinopus
roseicapilla), the white—throated ground dove
(Gallicolumba x. xanthonura), the Micronesian starling
(Aplonis opaca guami), the cardinal honeyeater
(Myzomela rubrata saffordi), the Mariana common
moorhen (Gallinula chloropus guami), and the
nightingale reed-warbler (Acrocephalus luscinia).

In 1970, the Micronesian megapode and the nightingale
reed-warbler were included on the Federal Endangered
Species List. The Mariana mallard (Anas oustaleti)
was federally listed as endangered in 1977. 1In August
1984, seven additional Guam .birds were listed as
endangered species by the Service, including the Guam
bridled white-eye, the Guam broadbill, the Mariana
common moorhen, the Guam rail, the Mariana crow, the
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Guam Micronesian kingfisher, and the Vanikoro
swiftlet.

Severadal species of birds may have become extinct on
Guam including the Micronesian megapode, the Mariana
mallard, the white-browed crake (Porzana cinerea), the
wedge-tailed shearwater (Puffinus pacificus), the
nightingale reed warbler, the Guam bridled white-—eye,
the Guam broadbill, and the rufous—fronted fantail
(Engbring and Ramsey 1984; Engbring and Fritts 1988;
Guam Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources 1982-

1991).

Guam's native birds now are believed to occupy small
fractions of their formerly island-wide historical
ranges. Current known distributions of native land
birds are as follows: Mariana crows are restricted to
northern Guam with the center of distribution and
nesting being Northwest Field, Conventional Weapons
Storage Area, and adjacent clifflines on Andersen Air
Force Base (Aguon and Wiles 1992). Crows have also
been reported to nest at Ritidian Pdint and are found
in the coastal basin areas of northern Guam. The
Micronesian starling may be fdund on Andersen Air
Force Base, Cocos Island, the southern coasts of Guam,
and in Agana (Aguon and Wiles 1992).

The Guam rail and Guam Micronesian kingfisher are
being bred in captivity on Guam and in mainland zoos.
An experimental release of the Guam rail on the nearby
island of Rota is being attempted by the Guam DAWR and
Service to promote a self-sustaining population in the
wild (Witteman and Beck 1991). The ultimate
objectives of these conservation programs are to
preserve the genetic diversity of Guam's native
species and to provide individual birds for
reintroduction to Guam once brown tree snakes and
other threats to their survival are controlled. It
is, therefore, imperative to protect, restore, and
manage the best remaining habitats for these species
throughout Guam and the Mariana Archipelago.

The loss of wetland habitat on Guam is believed to be
the primary cause for the decline of the Mariana
mallard and the Mariana common moorhen (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 1991b). The endangered Mariana
common moorhen is found in wetlands in central and
southern Guam. Many of these wetlands are threatened
by development.

While the reasons for the decline of the eﬁdangered
Vanikoro swiftlet are not completely understood, human
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disturbance of nesting and roosting caves and
predation upon swiftlets by brown tree snakes have
contributed to their current status. The last two
caves that are inhabited by swiftlets are located at
the Naval Magazine in southern Guam. Snakes were
reported to be found in and around a study cave by
biologists monitoring swiftlet populations (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 199la; Aguon and Wiles 1992).

(2) Fruit Bats

Two species of fruit bats, the Marianas fruit bat
(Pteropus mariannus mariannus) and the little Marianas
fruit bat (P. tokudae), were listed as endangered on
Guam by the Service in 1984. These species have been
listed as endangered by the Government of Guam since
1981. The little Marianas fruit bat has not been
observed on Guam since 1968. Overhunting of the
Marianas fruit bat, which is considered a delicacy, is
believed to have been a principal cause for its
decline. Poaching has been an ongoing problem since
1966 when fruit bats were first given limited legal
protection. Predation by the brown tree snake has
contributed to the decline of the Mariana fruit bat,
and along with the poaching problem, is believed to be
preventing their recovery. Because the Guam
population is so small and because of low reproductive
rates, the remaining colony is highly vulnerable to
the effects of predation, poaching, and loss of
roosting and feeding trees and other effects of
typhoons.

The first known census of fruit bats on Guam was made
in 1958 and reported an estimated 3,000 fruit bats. A
drastic decline during the 1960's and 1970's left only
an estimated 50 bats in 1978. A sudden increase in
1980-82 to approximately 850 to 1,000 bats probably
resulted from a movement of bats from nearby Rota. By
the late 1980's, the Guam fruit bat population was
estimated to be 425 to 500. Almost all of the animals
are restricted to the limestone forests of the cliffs
on Andersen Air Force Base., Approximately 8,700 to
9,000 Marianas fruit bats currently exist in the
Mariana Islands; most of these occur north of Saipan.
The distance between the northern (bat-populated)
islands and the Guam-Rota bat population essentially
separates the two populations, effectively eliminating
genetic interchange between the two subpopulations
(Wiles et al. 1989).

Fruit bats are a traditional food item on Guam,
selling for up to $25 or more per pound. They have
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been legally protected from hunters on Guam since
1977, although poaching continues. Both species were
placed on the Government of Guam endangered species
list in 1981 and were federally listed in 1984. Eight
cases of poaching at colonies and seven cases of
hunting at night along flyways were documented from
1981 to 1984 on Guam. Other undocumented cases
undoubtedly occur, but the severity of the problem is
difficult to assess. Bat poachers are difficult to
apprehend due to rough terrain and the nature of the
thick, remote forest in which fruit bats are found.
Very few bat poachers have been arrested or convicted.

The existence of DOD bases on Guam has been important
in protecting endangered fruit bats and their habitat
by limiting public access and restricting land
development. The last remaining bat colony is found
at Andersen Air Force Base, although individuals may
be found on other areas of the island.

(3) Sea Turtles and Marine Mammals

Green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) and hawksbill sea
turtles (Eretmochelys imbricata) are frequently
reported on Guam. Leatherback sea turtles
(Dermochelys coriacea)|are rarely seen on Guam. Of
these, only the green sea turtle is commonly observed.
The hawksbill turtle and leatherback turtle are listed
as endangered, and the| green sea turtle is listed as
threatened in the Western Pacific by the Service.
Green sea turtles are known to nest on Guam beaches at
Tarague, Ritidian, Urunao, Cocos Island, Asiga Beach,
and other sites (Pritchard 1977).

Marine mammals are protected under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act. Whales and dolphins are found in the
coastal waters surrounding Guam.

(4) Plants

The hayan lagu (Serianthes nelsonii), tsatsa (Cyathea
lunulata), and ufa (Heritiera longipetiolata) are
plants listed as endangered by the Government of Guam.
Only S. nelsonii, a member of the pea family, is
listed by the Service |as an endangered species.

H. longipetiolata, endemic to the Mariana Islands, is
found on northern Guam in limited numbers. The only
two known adult Serianthes trees on Guam were found on
Andersen Air Force Baée. One of these trees was
felled by high winds during Typhoon Omar, however,
eleven seedlings st111 survive under this tree (Wiles

1992a). Cyathea lunulata is exceedingly rare on Guam
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and is found in the hills of southern Guam in the
Bolanos Conservation Area and near Mt. Lamlam at Naval
Magazine. This indigenous tree fern occurs elsewhere
in Micronesia and Polynesia (Stone 1970).

Migratory Birds and Other Native Wildlife

The coastal islets, reef flats, and open ocean
surrounding Guam support a number of seabird species,
most of which are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (Appendix B). Common
seabird species include brown noddy terns (Anous
stolidus), black noddy terns (A. minutus), white terns
(Gygis alba), and brown boobies (Sula leucogaster).
The coastal mud flats are particularly wvaluable
loafing and feeding habitat for over 28 species of
Pacific migratory shorebirds recorded from the Mariana
Islands. The more common shorebirds frequenting the
area include wintering birds such as lesser golden
plovers (Pluvialis dominica), Mongolian plovers
(Charadrius mongolus), wandering tattlers
(Heteroscelus incanus), Siberian tattlers (H.
brevipes), whimbrels (Numenius phaeopus), and ruddy
turnstones (Arenaria interpres). Pacific reef herons
(Egretta sacra) forage on exposed reefs.

Endemic and indigenous tree snails, once abundant on
the island, are today in a state of serious decline
and are disappearing from their former ranges due in
part to overcollecting and the loss of habitat (Hopper
and Smith 1992). Predation by introduced predatory
snails and a recently introduced predatory flatworm
poses a serious threat to these snails. Recent
surveys found no evidence of the endemic tree snail,
Partula salifana, which may be extinct. Another
native snail, Partula gibba, is now restricted to
Haputo along the northwest coast.

A number of native plants are harvested for food,
medicinal, recreational, or religious purposes. These
plants may be found on lands proposed for inclusion in
the proposed Refuge.

Alien Species

The primary cause of the loss of forest birds on Guam
is believed to be predation by the introduced brown
tree snake (Boiga irregularis). This snake, which
occurs naturally in the Indo-Malayan archipelago, New
Guinea and Australia, is believed to have been
accidentally introduced after the second World War.
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Bird eggs and chicks constitute a major portion of its
diet. It has been estimated that up to 12,000 snakes
per square mile may occur in forested areas on Guam.
The increase in brown tree snake numbers paralleled
the dramatic decrease in numbers of forest birds on
Guam (Jenkins 1983; Savidge 1984; Conry 1988). This
is the first documented case of a snake causing the

near extinction of an entire insular forest avifauna
(Savidge 1987).

Feral Sambar deer (Cervus unicolor), pigs (Sus
scrofa), and goats (Capra hircus) provide recreational
and subsistence hunting opportunities for residents
but are also responsible for severe damage to native
habitats from foraging, rooting, and wallowing. Feral
Asiatic water buffalo (Bubalus bubalis) also cause
localized habitat damage from wallowing and foraging
on Naval Magazine (Conry 1988; Biosystems Analysis,
Inc. 1989).

Other established alien species on Guam that are
potential threats to native wildlife include monitor
lizards (Varanus indicus), three species of rats
(Rattus norvegicus, R. rattus, and R. exulans), and
domestic and feral dogs and cats.

Introduced birds have the potential to displace,
compete with, or transmit diseases to native birds,
and therefore, are of concern. Black drongos
(Dicrurus macrocercus) are conspicuous and aggressive
birds that may interfere with nesting in the
endangered Mariana crow and other native forest birds.
Black francolins (Francolinus francolinus), released
in 1961 for hunting purposes, are established
throughout southern Guam and appear to be expanding
their range into shrub—grass habitats in central and
northern Guam (Aguon 1992). Various species of love
birds (Agapornis spp.) have been observed flying free
in central Guam.

Marine Resources

Marine ecosystems in the study area include lagoons,
estuaries, fringing reefs, barrier reefs, patch reefs, reef
channels, mangrove swamps, seagrass beds, limestone
intertidal benches, submarine cliffs, and pelagic waters
within 4.8 km (3 miles) offshore of DOD lands. Guam has no
officially endangered or threatened fish, invertebrates, or
algae in its coastal marine waters (Bakus 1979, Stojkovich
1977).
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Threats to Guam's marine resources include overexploitation
of marine resources and habitat destruction. Guam's growing
tourist industry has stimulated shoreline development and
increased the demand for corals and shells for souvenirs,
private collections, or commercial use. Overharvesting or
illegal capture methods also pose threats to marine
resources. Laws protecting marine resources and regulating
fisheries are not well understood by the public (Savidge
1984). Guam's marine resource protection laws are
promulgated and enforced by the Guam DAWR. However,
apprehension of violators is difficult given the large
geographic area involved. Prosecutions for illegal taking
of marine resources are increasing.

c. Wildlife and Habitat Management Programs

1.

Existing Government of Guam Natural Resource Management
Programs

Guam DAWR is the lead Government of Guam agency for wildlife
management. Guam DAWR has a number of natural resource
programs and employs staff specialists in aquatic resources,
wildlife resources, public relations and education, and law
enforcement. Ongoing conservation programs include
endangered species monitoring, captive breeding of
endangered species, brown tree snake eradication, and public
education.

The Govermment of Guam has formally designated a number of
conservation areas including Bolanos, Cotal, Y-Piga, and
Anao Conservation Areas that total approximately 1,650
hectares (4,077 acres) and encompass limestone and ravine
forests, typhoon forests, savannas, streams, wetlands,
coastal areas, and public recreation areas.

Guam DAWR has signed multi-agency cooperative agreements for
the protection, development, and management of fish and
wildlife resources on seven separate U.S. Naval
installations and on Andersen Air Force Base in accordance
with the Sikes Act. Guam DAWR biologists conduct routine
population surveys and produce annual reports. Guam DAWR
works cooperatively with the Service on a number of
cooperative wildlife research programs being conducted on
Federal lands including endangered species surveys and brown
tree snake research.

Conservation laws on Guam are primarily enforced by Guam
DAWR Conservation Officers. Conservation Officers are
required to graduate from the Guam Criminal Justice Academy
and have full law enforcement authority. Guam DAWR has a
Memorandum of Agreement for Cooperative Law Enforcement with
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the Service that grants Federal law enforcement authority to
designated Conservation Officers.

Existing Service Natural Resources Management Programs on
Guam

The Service currently funds a number of wildlife management
programs. Through its Fisheries and Federal Aid Program,
the Service provides financial support to Guam DAWR's
fisheries and wildlife conservation and management programs.
The Service contributes significantly to brown tree snake
control programs, natural resources planning, research,
public education, and other programs. In Fiscal Year 1992,
the apportionment of Federal Sport Fish and Wildlife
Restoration Funds to Guam amounted to $927,000. A $300,000
brown tree snake control research program is underway by the
Service through the Division of Research and is funded by
the DOD Legacy Program. The Service also has a $500,000 DOD
Legacy Program grant to undertake recovery actions on
endangered and threatened species on DOD lands on Guam. The
Service has a Special Agent and a Wildlife Inspector
stationed on Guam under the Division of Law Enforcement to
investigate illegal activities, apprehend suspects, and
collect evidence to prosecute offenders of intermational,
Federal, and local wildlife laws.

The Service recently entered into an Interagency Service
Agreement with the Air Force to prepare a Comprehensive
Natural Resources Management Plan for Andersen Air Force
Base, Guam. This plan will include specific recommendations
regarding endangered species protection, habitat management,
and wildlife—oriented recreation management. The Service
recently stationed a biologist with the Division of
Ecological Services on Guam to conduct a survey of the
Mariana crow.

Existing DOD Natural Resources Management Programs on Guam

DOD installations on Guam have prepared natural resources
management plans which outline specific activities to
conserve these resources. Implementation of the plans is
coordinated through existing cooperative agreements, inter-—
agency service agreements, and memoranda of understanding
with other Federal agencies and with Guam DAWR.

The Air Force designated approximately 304 hectares (750
acres) of cliffline and forested land from Tagua Point to
Anao Point as the Pati Point Natural Area in 1973. The Air
Force recently established the Andersen Air Force Base
Marine Resources Preserve (MRP) along 14 kilometers (9
miles) of northwestern beaches from the east end of Tarague
beach, eastward around Pati Point and south to the base's
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southeast property boundary. Seaward, the MRP includes the
area from 20 meters (65 feet) landward beyond the mean high
tide mark extending seaward to the point where spearfishing
is unfeasible. DOD Legacy Program funds have been allocated
for baseline studies of the marine resources in both areas.
These studies will be conducted cooperatively by the
University of Guam, Guam DAWR, and the Air Force
Environmental Division staff. '

Andersen Air Force Base (AFB) has contracted with the
Service for the preparation of a Comprehensive Natural
Resources Management Plan as detailed above under Service
programs. Andersen AFB's Environmental Office currently
oversees research programs including predator exclusion
studies, feral game control, habitat management, and Mariana
crow recovery. The Environmental Office staff rely upon
Guam DAWR and surveys to guide resource management
decisions. Other Air Force management programs include
public hunting programs, law enforcement, and cultural and
historic resource management programs.

Programs on U.S. Navy facilities include ongoing monitoring
programs for endangered Mariana crows and Mariana fruit
bats. Naval Magazine has a program for reforestation and
public access. The Haputo Ecological Reserve Area and the
Orote Ecological Reserve Area were designated for the
protection and enhancement of marine resources.

D. Social and Cultural Environment

1.

General Social and Cultural Environment

The Mariana Islands were originally settled by people whose
ancestors probably originated from insular Southeast Asia.
The Chamorros lived in villages of 50 to 600 people located
along the coast and river valleys of the south end of the
island. Garden crops and fishing, supplemented by foraging
and hunting, were the basis of the subsistence economy in a
society that may have been based partially on the division
of labor and land ownership. A "chief" controlled access to
and utilization of the land (Nolan 1979).

The arrival of Ferdinand Magellan in 1521 began a long
history of Spanish influence. Guam was claimed for Spain in
1565 by Miguel Lopez de Legaspi who named the archipelago
after Queen Mariana of Spain. For nearly 250 years, Guam
served as a provisioning port for galleons carrying silver
from Mexico bound for the Philippines and returning to Spain
with exotic items from the Orient. A Spanish outpost was

established on Guam to protect the galleons at port (Nolan
1979).
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Beginning in 1668, the Spanish established churches and
missions in an attempt to promote Christianity and
counteract traditional beliefs. Efforts by the Spanish to
control the Chamorro people was met with resistance and
rebellion. After 25 years of intermittent warfare, a
Chamorro-Spanish peace was reached by 1698. This era of
Spanish colonization and religion had a profound influence
on the traditional Chamorro culture and influences the local
culture to this day.

Through the years, epidemics, wars, and natural disasters
have had devastating effects on Guam's human populations.
The prehistoric population, estimated at 40,000 to 100,000
people, had dropped to 1,500 by 1783. The original settlers
are believed to have intermarried with Spaniards, Mexicans,
and other nationalities providing Guam with a rich multi-
racial heritage.

Guam was ceded by Spain to the United States in 1898 at the
end of the Spanish-American War, terminating the Spanish
period on Guam (Nolan 1979). ' The U.S. Navy began
administering Guam after the Spanish—American War. Though
English became the official language, Chamorro remained the
dominant language and is widely spoken today.

The culture of Guam has undergone additional change in this
century. During the three-year wartime occupation of Guam
by the Japanese (1941-1944), the people were again often
forced to move and subjected to forced labor. After the
U.S. liberated Guam from Japanese occupation, much of the
island was controlled for national security purposes and
administered by the DOD. The DOD government was replaced
with a civilian government in 1946. Efforts to gain
political control by residents resulted in an Organic Act in
1950, at which time all Chamorros became U.S. citizens.

Today Guam is the largest and most populated of the Mariana
Islands. It has had the longest and most extensive contact
with the outside world of any Micronesian island. Guam's
population is estimated at approximately 126,000 people
including 24,000 U.S. active duty military personnel and
their dependents. Guam's local population is characterized
by a mix of nationalities. It is estimated that Chamorros
constitute the largest ethnic group, with Filipinos,
Chinese, Koreans, Japanese, Micronesians, and Caucasians
making up the balance of the population. Public facilities
on Guam include an international airport, hospitals,
schools, a university, residential subdivisions, a well-
developed deep-draft harbor, an extensive road system, and a
large economic center.

22

‘pu»m-u!

¥
k

e

[Pa s

PRREY



Like many Pacific islands, there is a revitalized interest
in Chamorro cultural traditions and beliefs. There is also
a political movement in Guam to obtain Commonwealth status.

Archaeological and Historical Resources

The prehistoric period is divided into the pre—latte and
latte periods. A latte is a pillar of volcanic stone or
coral topped with a separate hemispherical capstone. These
structures are generally believed to be the supporting
structures for houses and are usually found in parallel rows
of like number, length, and height. The latte period
probably extended from 500-800 A.D. until the 1600's.

Many sites of archaeological and historical significance,
including sites listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, may be found within the areas under study for Refuge
establishment. The administration and management of these
unique resources on the Refuge would be the responsibility
of the underlying landowner.

Archaeological and historical resources at Ritidian Point
would be the responsibility of the Service if Ritidian Point
were to be transferred to the Service. To date, no
intensive archaeological surveys have been conducted by the
Service of Ritidian Point. However, reviews by the Guam
State Historic Preservation Office, discussions with the
Navy Archaeologist, and literature reviews indicate the
presence of significant cultural sites at Ritidian Point,
including two sites listed on the Guam Historic Register.
Prior to any development project, a detailed archaeological
survey would be carried out. If any cultural resources were
revealed prior to or during construction activities, these
activities would be halted and a qualified archaeologist
would be consulted. Any proposed project would be designed
and built to avoid significant historical and cultural
deposits.

Public Education and Scientific Research

There are few public education programs related to natural
resources on DOD lands on Guam, and most opportunities are
restricted to military personnel and their dependents.
Opportunities for scientific research are available on a
limited basis on DOD lands and Government of Guam
Conservation Areas.
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Recreational Programs

Recreational activities such as hiking, fishing, and
picnicking are enjoyed by the military on a limited basis
within DOD installations. Fishing, hunting, and hiking are
available to military personnel, dependents, civilian
employees, and retirees at most bases where resources are
adequate to support these activities.

General public use at certain bases 1s provided several
times a year for boonie—-stomps, athletic events, and other
activities. At other times, general public access to these
areas is strictly regulated for public safety and DOD
security reasons. Certain lands like Masso Reservoir,
Acfalle Beach, and Tanguisson Beach have been leased or
licensed to the Govermment of Guam for public uses. The
Navy is currently discussing a license to Government of Guam
for the use of a portion of Ritidian as a public recreation
area.

At certain times, a limited amount of public hunting is
allowed on designated areas of Andersen Air Force Base.
Public fishing is allowed in waters offshore from Andersen
Air Force Base and off of all Naval installations with the
exception of certain areas, such as the ammunition wharf in
Apra Harbor. Public hiking, hunting, and fishing are
allowed on Government of Guam Conservation Areas.

Public Use of the Study Area

Public access to DOD installations has been strictly
regulated for public safety and DOD security reasons. There
is currently no general public access to lands on DOD bases.
The Government of Guam, the DOD, and the Service are working
together to resolve public access along Route 3A and to the
former Naval Facility at Ritidian Point. We anticipate that
the public access issue will be resolved through
negotiations for the proposed license to Government of Guam
for public use at the former Naval Facility. Any future
licenses for the use of buildings or property would require
formal consultation with the Service under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. Public use of Guam Conservation
Areas is less restricted than on DOD lands.

Access to Private Lands

Three parcels of privately owned land are adjacent to and
surrounded by DOD lands under consideration for the proposed
Refuge. Landowner access has been restricted by the
military, however, the DOD has recently allowed a greater
degree of access to these parcels. A Memorandum of
Understanding was executed in February 1992 between the
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private landowners of the J&napsan Basin area and the DOD to
establish a foundation for future access to this area. The
Air Force currently allows access to the Castro family
through Tarague Beach on Andersen Air Force Base. The Navy
and Air Force allow access to the Artero family through
Andersen Alr Force Base and the former Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point.

E. Economic Environment

1.

General Land Ownership and Land Use on Guam

In the mid-1980's, about 47 percent of Guam's land was
privately owned, 35 percent was under Federal jurisdiction,
and 18 percent was administered by the Government of Guam
(Young 1988). A total of 10,013 hectares (24,742 acres) of
public lands were identified in the Guam Public Land Use
Plan (Bureau of Planning 1984, as amended). In this plan,
which has not been formally adopted by the Legislature,
public lands were proposed for classification into 3
categories: development accounts for 2,835 hectares

(7,006 acres); agriculture for 2,266 hectares (5,599 acres);
and conservation for 5,099 hectares (12,599 acres). DOD
lands in the study area are not included in the Guam Public
Land Use Plan.

Land Ownership in the Study Area

All of the lands under consideration for the proposed Refuge
are owned by either the Government of Guam or the Federal
government. Private lands are not included in the proposal.

Land Use in the Study Area

There are no existing or planned privately owned commercial
ventures or developments on lands under study for inclusion
in the proposed Refuge, because the areas under
consideration are either on DOD installations or are on
Government of Guam conservation lands.

The primary mission of DOD agencies on Guam is to maintain
U.S. combat readiness. DOD activities that are conducted on
lands under consideration for inclusion in the proposed
Refuge include training exercises, explosive ordinance
detonation, and operations. Lands on DOD bases may be used
for solid waste storage or disposal, wastewater treatment,
harbors, airfields, and industrial, residential, medical,
and administrative and logistical support operations.
Recreational facilities on DOD bases include beach and
picnic areas, golf courses, gymnasiums, and tennis courts.
The DOD also manages natural resources on its lands.
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ALTERNATIVES
A. Development of the Alternatives
1. Land Selection

best deepwater harbors bet
With its strategic locatio

ween Hawaii and the Philippines.
n, harbor, and airfields, Guam is

assuming a growing importance for DOD and private trade

activities 1in the western

The driving force behind

Pacific (Engbring 1991).

he recent acceleration in economic

growth has been foreign interest in resort facilities on the

island, largely from Pacif

ic rim nations. The construction

of hotels, golf courses, residential communities, office
buildings, and condominiums has been accelerated by

heightened foreign investment activities.

2,164 construction permits
be $486 million. The 37,1
square kilometers (212 squ
billion in 1990 (Bureau of

The wvalue of the
issued in 1990 was estimated to
59 land parcels within Guam's 549
are miles) were appraised at $3.66
Planning 1992).

No other economic activity
economy as tourism.
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1985 (Engbring 1991).
have increased tremendousl

contributes as much to Guam's

A study by the Guam Visitors Bureau
duced 13,000 direct and indirect

all private sector employment in
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y with an annual growth rate of up
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80,404 and 37,260, respect
expected to reach more tha

projected increases of 700,000 by
ively. Visitor arrivals are
n 1.5 million by the year 2000.

A number of alternatives were developed with input from
Federal agencies, Government of Guam agencies, private

citizens, and other intere

sted parties. To determine which

lands the Service should include within the boundaries of

the proposed Refuge, parcé
their biological importanc
species, migratory birds,
conservation of biological
list of the wvarious land !
the proposed Refuge.

Federal and Government of
"essential habitat™ in pub
endangered forest birds,
considered priority areas
outstanding conservation v

ls were evaluated on the basis of
e to endangered and threatened
other native wildlife, and the
diversity. Table 1 provides a
arcels considered for inclusion in

Guam lands that were identified as
lished recovery plans for
aterbirds, and fruit bats were
for protection. Other areas with
alues that were considered for

inclusion in the proposed| Refuge included wetlands,

migratory bird foraging an
nesting beaches.
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Select DOD lands considered for inclusion in the proposed
Refuge included lands that have been protected from
development or other disturbance and contain habitats
considered essential to the recovery of endangered and
threatened species. These DOD lands included native forests
and native scrub on Andersen Air Force Base, Naval
Communication Station at North Finegayan, Naval Magazine and
Reservation at Fena Reser#oir, former Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point, Orote, and Public Works Center, Guam (former
Federal Aviation Administration facility); and wetlands on
Naval Station, Naval Supply Depot, and Public Works Center.

"Operational" areas on DOD installations considered for
inclusion in the proposed Refuge included runways, urbanized
areas, and residential areas. The inclusion of operational
areas in the proposed Refuge was considered to have some
logistical and administrative merit, but those areas would
not be considered essential to wildlife management efforts
on the proposed Refuge.

Government of Guam lands considered for inclusion in the
proposed Refuge included the Bolanos Conservation Area, the
Cotal Conservation Area, and the Anao Conservation Area.
Falcona Beach, a proposed Government of Guam conservation
area, was also considered for inclusion within the proposed
Refuge because of its native limestone forest and endangered
species habitats. Legislation is pending that could add
additional lands to these conservation areas.

Based on comments by the Government of Guam on the June 1992
draft EA, the Service excluded some DOD lands from
consideration. The Service excluded certain lands
identified in the proposed Guam Excess Lands Bill (H.R.
4164, 102d Congress) including 654 hectares (1,616 acres) at
Harmon Annex, 180 hectares (445 acres) at U.S. Naval
Communication Station (South Finegayan), and portions of
Andersen Air Force Base including 160 hectares (395 acres)
at South Andersen. Other economically important DOD lands
that do not have significant value to wildlife were not
considered for inclusion in the proposed Refuge including
Naval Air Station, portions of Naval Station and Andersen
Air Force Base, Naval Communication Station (Barrigada), and
several other smaller DOD facilities.

Public comments on the June 1992 draft EA were generally
supportive of the concept of the proposed Refuge, but a
common theme of the comments included opposition to a Refuge
that encompassed approximately one-third of the island. To
address this concern, the Service developed additional
alternatives that were significantly smaller than the
maximum-sized alternative of 18,275 hectares (45,156 acres)
described in the June 1992 draft EA. The five alternatives
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ultimately considered ranged in size and included
approximately 16,322 hectares (40,331 acres), 11,489
hectares (28,389 acres), 9,800 hectares (24,215 acres),
150 hectares (371 acres), and 0 acres.

Guam DAWR recommended that certain-offshore islets owned by
the Government of Guam (Anae, Alutom, Agrigan, and Cocos)
and by the DOD (Orote and Neye) be included in the proposed
Refuge. These islets support seabird colonies. The
inclusion of offshore islets into the proposed Refuge would
be made on a case-by-case basis based on negotiations with
the Government of Guam and the affected DOD installation.

A number of alternatives were eliminated from consideration
including: (1) Refuge establishment on private lands; (2)
Refuge establishment on select DOD lands, but excluding the
former Naval Facility at Ritidian Point; and (3) Refuge
establishment to include offshore land and islets only. The
reasons the Service did not consider these alternatives are
discussed below.

Certain privately owned parcels contain essential habitat
for a number of endangered and threatened species including
forest birds, fruit bats, and sea turtles. A significant
amount of nearly pristine native forest is found on private
lands, particularly on the parcels owned by the Artero,
Aguero, and Castro families located at Urunao, Ritidian, and
Jinapsan basins, respectively. The acquisition of private
lands was not considered in the proposal because the focus
of the proposed Refuge was limited to lands owned by the
Government of Guam and the Federal government. The Service
would consider the inclusion of private lands in a proposed
Refuge in the future should the landowners become willing
sellers.

In developing the alternatives, the Service did not consider
eliminating the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point
from the proposed Refuge because of its value to wildlife
and as -a potential Refuge headquarters.

The inclusion of Govermment of Guam conservation areas in
the proposed Refuge did not receive a positive Federal
Consistency Determination from the Guam Coastal Management
Program. Upon the approval by the appropriate Government of
Guam authority to include Govermment of Guam lands in the
Refuge, the Service will seek the Federal Consistency
Determinations from the Guam Coastal Management Program.

Submerged Lands

The Service considered including submerged lands offshore
from select DOD lands in the proposed Refuge to protect
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foraging and nesting habitat of the threatened green sea
turtle (Chelonia mydas) and the endangered hawksbill sea
turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), and other trustee resources
dependent on these areas. Reef flats used as foraging
habitat by migratory shorebirds would also be protected.
Including offshore areas in the proposed Refuge could allow
the Service to contribute to the Government of Guam's and
the DOD's ongoing management of important biological,
economical, and recreational marine resources.

The Service decided to exclude submerged lands within Apra
Harbor from the proposed Refuge because of potential
conflicts with commercial harbor traffic and DOD operations.
However, the relatively large shallow shoals (Jade, Western,
and other unnamed shoals) within Apra Harbor provide
important foraging habitat for green and hawksbill sea
turtles. Endangered hawksbill turtle nesting has been
reported from a site within Apra Harbor. These endangered
specles resources would be protected through the Section 7
review process rather than under the umbrella of the
proposed Refuge.

The four submerged lands options differed from one another
in the location and extent of submerged lands considered for
inclusion in the proposed Refuge. The options were:

Option 1. Include submerged lands to 4.8 kilometers

(3 miles) offshore from certain DOD lands (estimated to
include 25,195 hectares or 62,255 acres); Option 2. Include
submerged lands to the 30-meter (100-foot) depth contour
from certain DOD lands (estimated to include 1,321 hectares
or 3,265 acres); Option 3. Include submerged lands only
within marine preserves (estimated to include 566 hectares
or 1,399 acres); and Option 4. Do not include submerged
lands.

The Option to include submerged lands to the 4.8-kilometer
(3-mile) limit (Option 1) was developed to provide trustee
resource protection to the full extent of Territorial
waters. The Option of including submerged lands to the
30-meter (100-foot) isobath (Option 2) was developed to
protect foraging and loafing habitat of sea turtles along
the reef slope and to protect the approaches to nesting
beaches for female sea turtles, while reducing potential
constraints to commercial and other economic interests.

The Option of including existing marine preserves (Option 3)
was developed because those areas had been identified as
having biological resources worthy of special protection.
These marine conservation areas included the Haputo
Ecological Reserve Area, the Orote Point Ecological Reserve
Area, and the Andersen Air Force Base Marine Resources
Preserve.
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There is a dispute by the Govermnment of Guam over the
Federal government's claim to jurisdiction of submerged
lands adjacent to DOD facilities. The legal resolution of
this dispute lies outside of the Service's authority in
establishing the proposed Refuge. Including submerged lands
in the proposed Refuge recognizes the importance of these
marine habitats for the protection of endangered and
threatened sea turtles, migratory seabirds, and other marine
resources. Under the selected Option, the Guam DAWR would
retain the management of the local fisheries resources
within submerged lands areas in cooperation and consultation
with the Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) .

The inclusion of submerged lands did not receive a positive
Federal consistency determination from the Guam Coastal
Management Program. Upon the approval by the appropriate
Government of Guam authority to include Government of Guam
lands in the proposed Refuge and upon the resolution of the
issue of ownership of submerged lands, the Service will seek
the Federal consistency determinations from the Guam Coastal
Management Program.

Former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point

The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point contains
significant habitats for endangered forest birds, endangered
fruit bats, threatened green sea turtles, and a number of
migratory seabirds and shorebirds. Endangered Mariana crows
nest within the Ritidian basin, endangered Mariana fruit
bats forage in the area, and threatened green sea turtles
nest on the beaches. Introduced deer and pigs also occur in
the forested areas. In addition to beaches, native coastal
strand habitat, and coastal coconut forest, native limestone
forest and caves are found at Ritidian Point.

The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point was listed
as excess to the mission of the U.S. Navy. Because of its
high value for migratory birds and endangered and threatened
species, its prime location for public use, and availability
of structures for educational and administrative facilities,
the Service will seek the transfer of Ritidian Point in
accordance with procedures promulgated in the General
Services Administration Act. Title transfer would be
requested for the management of migratory bird species and
endangered and threatened species under the authority of the
"Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation
Purposes Act of 1948" (16 U.S.C. 667d, PL 80-537). This Act
provides for the transfer of real property no longer needed
by a Federal agency to the Secretary of the Interior if the
land has particular value for migratory birds.
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Pending the final disposition of the former Naval Facility
at Ritidian Point, it is the Service's understanding that
the Navy will administer these lands through license
agreements. The Service anticipates that the issues over
public use of, and access to, Ritidian Point will be
addressed under the pending license agreement being
negotiated between the Govermment of Guam and the DOD. The
Service is working with the DOD to insure that endangered
and threatened species are protected from the public use of
a portion of Ritidian Point. The Service intends to develop
and implement compatible public use programs at Ritidian
Point that will provide the local residents and visitors to
Guam increased opportunities to enjoy the wildlife and
scenic values of the area, while protecting endangered and
threatened species and habitats.

B. Alternatives

1.

Alternative 1. Under this Alternative, a Refuge would be
established on certain DOD lands (including operational
areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian
Point, and certain Government of Guam lands (Figure 2).

a. - The Refuge would be established on certain DOD lands
and would include operational areas. Management would
focus on areas considered to contain essential
habitats for endangered and threatened species.
Cooperative agreements developed among the Service,
Guam DAWR, and the DOD would provide for the
coordination of biological monitoring, endangered
specles recovery, brown tree snake control, research,
technical assistance, public hunting, and other
management programs on the Refuge.

b. The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point would
be administered by the Service as a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and managed for the
benefit of endangered and threatened species.

Ritidian Point would serve as a Refuge headquarters
and site for an educational center.

c. Certain Government of Guam lands would be included in
the Refuge. The Government of Guam would retain
ownership and cooperative agreements between the
Service and Guam DAWR would be developed to coordinate
management activities.
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f.

Cooperative agreements developed among the Service,
Guam DAWR, and the DOD would provide the coordination
and direction for biological monitoring, endangered
species recovery, brown tree snake control, research,
technical assistance, and other management programs on
the Refuge.

Public funds could be expended for the establishment,
operation, and maintenance of the Refuge.

Alternative 1 resulted in a proposed Refuge size of
approximately 16,322 hectares (40,331 acres).

Alternative 2. This is the Service's preferred Alternative.
Under this Alternative, a Refuge would be established on
certain DOD lands (excluding operational areas), including
the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point, and
certain Government of Guam lands (Figure 3).

a.

The Refuge would be established on certain DOD lands.
Management would focus on areas considered to contain
essential habitats for endangered and threatened
species. Cooperative agreements developed among the
Service, Guam DAWR, and the DOD would provide for the
coordination of biological monitoring, endangered
species recovery, brown tree snake control, research,
technical assistance, public hunting, and other
management programs on the Refuge.

Operational areas excluded from the proposed Refuge
would be managed through technical assistance
agreements between the Service and the DOD on a case-
by-case basis.

The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point would
be administered by the Service as a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and managed for the
benefit of endangered and threatened species.

Ritidian Point would serve as a Refuge headquarters
and site for an educational center.

Certain Government of Guam lands would be included in
the Refuge. The Government of Guam would retain
ownership and cooperative agreements between the
Service and Guam DAWR would be developed to coordinate
management activities.

Public funds could be expended for the establishment,
operation, and maintenance of the Refuge.

Alternative 2 would result in a proposed Refuge size
of approximately 11,489 hectares (28,389 acres).
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Alternative 3. Under this Alternative, a Refuge would be
established on certain DOD lands (excluding operational
areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian
Point, but excluding Government of Guam lands (Figure 4).

a. A Refuge would be established on certain DOD lands.
Management would focus on areas considered to contain
essential habitats for endangered and threatened
species. Cooperative agreements developed among the
Service, Guam DAWR, and the DOD would provide for the
coordination of biological monitoring, endangered
species recovery, brown tree snake control, research,
technical assistance, public hunting, and other
management programs on the Refuge.

b. Operational areas excluded from the Refuge would be
managed through technical assistance agreements
between the Service and the DOD on a case-by-case
basis.

c. The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point would
be administered by the Service as a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and managed for the
benefit of endangered and threatened species.

Ritidian Point would serve as a Refuge headquarters
and site for an educational center.

d. Public funds could be expended for the establishment,
operation, and maintenance of the Refuge.

e. Alternative 3 resulted in a proposed Refuge size of
approximately 9,800 hectares (24,215 acres).

Alternative 4. Under this Alternative, a Refuge would be
established at the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian
Point. Natural resources on certain DOD and Government of
Guam lands would be managed through cooperative agreements
(Figure 5).

a. The former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point would
be administered by the Service as a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and managed for the
benefit of endangered and threatened species.

Ritidian Point would serve as a Refuge headquarters
and site for an educational center.

b. Management of wildlife resources on DOD lands would be
through cooperative agreements among the Service, the
DOD, and the Government of Guam.

c. Public funds could be expended for the establishment,
operation, and maintenance of the Refuge.
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d. Alternative 4 resulted in a proposed Refuge size of
approximately 150 hectares (371 acres).

Alternative 5. No Action. Under this Alternative, a Refuge
would not be established on Guam.

Under this Alternative the Service would not take any
further action to establish a Refuge on Guam. If a Refuge
is not established on Guam, endangered specles protection
and recovery and other wildlife resource management programs
would need to be carried out under existing Cooperative
Agreements among the Service, the DOD, and Guam DAWR.
Additional special management options for endangered species
habitats on DOD lands would be limited. There would be no
expenditure of Federal funds for Refuge establishment,
operation, or maintenance.

Other Federal agencies, such as the National Park Service or
DOD agencies could undertake additional habitat protection
and wildlife management programs on Guam under their
mandates to protect endangered species.

The Marianas Audubon Society is the only nonprofit
organization on Guam with a stated interest in the
protection and conservation of Guam's wildlife. The
Marianas Audubon Society or international and national
conservation organizations such as the National Audubon
Society, The Nature Conservancy, or the World Wildlife Fund
could attempt to initiate wildlife habitat protection and
management efforts on privately owned lands on Guam.

Submerged Lands Options

1.

Option 1. This Option included submerged lands offshore
from certain DOD lands to 4.8 kilometers (3 miles)
(Figure 6). This included an estimated 25,195 hectares
(62,255) acres of submerged lands.

Option 2. This is the Service's preferred Option. The
Service is proposing to include submerged lands offshore
from certain DOD lands to the 30-meter (100-foot) isobath
(Figure 7). This includes an estimated 1,321 hectares
(3,265 acres) of submerged lands.

Option 3. This Option included submerged lands only within
established DOD and Government of Guam marine conservation
areas (Figure 8). This included an estimated 566 hectares
(1,399 acres) of submerged lands.

Option 4. No action. This Option excluded submerged lands
from the proposed Refuge.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE ALTERNATIVES AND OPTIONS

This section provides an evaluation of the Alternatives and Options
considered by the Service. "Environmental Consequences" refers to the
physical, biological, social, cultural, and economic impacts of the
proposed project. A summary of these effects may be found in Table 2.

A. Effects on the Physical Environment

The Service does not plan to undertake any substantial or
significant cumulative modifications to the physical resources
within the proposed Refuge. Since the proposed Refuge would be
secondary to the DOD's mission, however, there remains the
potential that the DOD may propose large development projects
within the boundaries of the proposed Refuge. Informal
discussions with DOD planners regarding potential future uses of
lands identified as having important habitats for endangered and
threatened species indicate a low likelihood of significant
development projects on lands targeted for inclusion in the
proposed Refuge. Therefore, the Service anticipates few, if any,
adverse effects of any of the Alternatives upon the physical
resources within the proposed Refuge boundaries.

Establishment of the proposed Refuge would increase the protection
of certain physical resources such as freshwater supplies and
soil. The degree of protection would depend upon the alternative
selected. For example, the selection of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
would help maintain groundwater quantity and quality underlying
northern Guam by protecting large tracts of forested habitat from
alteration. The protection of large acreages of forest would
allow the continued percolation of rainfall into the northern lens
and would maintain the recharge capacity of this important
aquifer, While the bulk of native forests on DOD and Government
of Guam lands would be managed under cooperative agreements under
Alternatives 4 and 5, the forests that maintain the recharge of
the northern lens would not be brought under the umbrella of the
Refuge. Since the northern aquifer is the primary source of water
for Guam, the reduction in the recharge rate or degradation of
quality would have severe impacts on Guam. Under the assumption
that there would be little significant change in the amount of
forest in northern Guam because of limited DOD development, there
is little difference in groundwater recharge and quality among the
proposed alternatives. However, by specifically protecting
forests overlying the northern lens, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
signify the recognized importance of the value of the northern
aquifer. In addition, the formal protection of the forests
overlying the northern lens would preclude other future land uses
that may degrade groundwater quality.

The quality of surface waters that feed into Fena Reservoir and
streams in southern Guam that drain the proposed Refuge would
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benefit from the conservation of forests under Alternatives 1 and
2, to a lesser degree under Alternative 3, and not at all under
Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 3 provides less protection to
surface water quality in streams because the Bolanos Conservation
Area is not included. The Bolanos Conservation Area is part of
the watershed for the Ugum River, which has a surface water
diversion to augment domestic water supplies.

~N
Whether or not military operatiomal areas are included in the
Refuge, these areas will continue to have the potential to
adversely affect the quality of certain physical resources, such
as water quality, as a result of activities carried out in these
areas. Operational areas will continue certain industrial and
construction activities that could potentially affect physical
resources.

The impacts of including submerged lands on marine water quality
are a function of the selected option. The Service does not plan
to undertake substantial or significant cumulative modifications
to submerged lands within the proposed Refuge. Since the proposed
Refuge is secondary to the DOD mission, there remains the
potential that the DOD may propose significant development
projects within the boundaries of the submerged portions of the
proposed Refuge. However, informal discussions with the DOD
regarding the future uses of submerged lands identified as
significant habitats for endangered and threatened species
indicate a low likelihood of large development projects in these
habitats.

Effects on the Biological Environment

Alternative 1 incorporates the areas l1dentified as essential
habitat on certain DOD and Government of Guam lands for the
Mariana crow, the Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the Guam broadbill,
the Guam bridled white-eye, and the Mariana fruit bat. This
Alternative also includes the only two known active nesting caves
for the Vanikoro swiftlet on Guam and wetlands located on DOD
lands that support the endangered Mariana common moorhen. Nesting
beaches of the threatened green sea turtle along northern Guam
would also be protected under this Alternative. The protection of
essential habitats would be consistent with the recovery plans for
the Mariana common moorhen, the Vanikoro swiftlet, the Mariana
crow, the Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the Guam broadbill, the
Guam bridled white—eye, and the Mariana fruit bat.

However, operational areas do not provide significant habitats for
endangered, threatened, migratory or native species and the
relatively large land area of Alternative 1 does not necessarily
translate into greater protection for listed species and their
habitats. Essential habitats at South Finegayan and Harmon Annex
for endangered forest birds and fruit bats were excluded from
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Alternative 1 because of their inclusion in the Guam Excess Lands
Bill (H.R. 4164).

Alternative 2, though smaller in acreage, is similar to
Alternative 1 in terms of benefits to wildlife. Alternative 2
incorporates the areas identified as essential habitat on military
and certain Government of Guam lands for the Mariana crow, the
Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled
white—-eye, and the Mariana fruit bat. This Alternative also
includes active nesting caves for the Vanikoro swiftlet and the
wetlands located on military lands that support the Mariana common
moorhen. Nesting beaches for the green sea turtle along northern
Guam would also be protected under this alternative. The
protection of essential habitats would be consistent with the
recovery plans for the Mariana common moorhen, the Vanikoro
swiftlet, the Mariana crow, the Guam Micronesian kingfisher, the
Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled white-eye, and the Mariamna fruit
bat. Essential habitats at South Finegayan and Harmon Annex for
endangered forest birds and fruit bats were excluded from this

alternative because of their inclusion in the Guam Excess Lands
Bill (H.R. 4164).

The selection of Alternative 3 would exclude Government of Guam
conservation lands (Anao, Cotal, and Bolanos Conservation Areas
and Falcona Beach) from the proposed Refuge. Both Falcona Beach
and Anao Conservation Area are identified as containing essential
habitat for the Mariana crow, the Guam Micronesian Kingfisher, the
Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled white-eye, and the Mariana fruit
bat. The Cotal and Bolanos Conservation Areas are identified as
essential habitat for the Mariana fruit bat. Selection of
Alternative 3 would result in a decrease in the amount of area
protected by the proposed Refuge as compared with Alternatives 1
and 2. However, the Anao, Cotal, and Bolanos Conservation Areas
have been designated by the Government of Guam. Since these lands
are already owned by the Government of Guam and designated as
conservation areas, exclusion of these parcels from the proposed
Refuge would not necessarily decrease the level of protection
already afforded these lands by the Government of Guam.

Alternative 4 alone would not likely meet the recovery goals for
several listed species including the Mariana crow, the Guam
Micronesian kingfisher, the Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled
white—eye, the Mariana fruit bat, the Vanikoro swiftlet, and the
Mariana common moorhen, without special agreements with the
military commands to protect the lands identified as essential
habitat for these species. Ritidian Point alone does not provide
enough habitat or include a significant portion of essential
habitat to insure the long-term maintenance of endangered species.
Alternative 4 would contribute to the recovery of the green sea
turtle by protecting nesting beaches at Ritidian Point.
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Alternative 5 (no action) would not necessarily result in
additional special management of endangered species. Under the no
action Alternative, existing management and research activities
undertaken by the Guam DAWR and the DOD would not be complemented
by the establishment of a Refuge. There would be fewer
opportunities for expanded management and recovery work by the
Service, Guam DAWR or the DOD, both individually or cooperatively.
The long-term protection of essential habitats and the special
management of endangered species on DOD lands would not likely be
met under this Alternative.

For Options 1, 2, 3, and 4, the Service considered incorporating
submerged lands into the proposed Refuge. The inclusion of
submerged lands in the proposed Refuge would benefit endangered
and threatened species of sea turtles, migratory seabirds and
shorebirds, and other fishery resources. However, the direct
benefits to listed sea turtles by including submerged lands to

4.8 kilometers (3 miles) offshore from certain military facilities
(Option 1) is not known since the habitat requirements of sea
turtles between nesting periods is not well defined.

Under Option 2, protection to sea turtles would be confined to
within the 30-meter (100-foot) depth contour to protect foraging
habitat and the approaches to nesting beaches.

Option 3 would not provide protection to the major nesting beach
at Ritidian Point since this area is not within an existing marine
preserve.

Option 4 would not provide specific protection to nesting and
foraging habitat for sea turtles. By not including submerged
lands, the Service and the Guam DAWR would not be able to recover
sea turtles by protecting nesting beaches. By not including
nesting beaches, Options 3 and 4 are similar in that the single
most important management action necessary for the recovery of
green sea turtles could not be accomplished.

Effects on Wildlife and Habitat Management Programs

Wildlife management programs would benefit from the increased
cooperation among the Service, Guam DAWR, and DOD under the
umbrella of the proposed Refuge. The Service plans to maintain a
resident staff on Guam to coordinate and conduct wildlife
management, research, educational, and public use programs in
cooperation and coordination with the Guam DAWR and the DOD.
Biological monitoring, wildlife population and habitat enhancement
and recovery programs, and brown tree snake control and
eradication programs would be developed, coordinated, and
implemented by the cooperating agencies within the framework of
cooperative agreements. Refuge establishment would enable the
Service to implement additional research and endangered species
recovery programs. Law enforcement activities would continue and
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would be conducted in conjunction with DOD and Guam DAWR.
Management activities on DOD lands would be consistent with
natural resource management plans prepared for the DOD
installations.

The ongoing research and management programs for endangered
species on military lands currently conducted by the Guam DAWR
could continue with assistance and support from the Service once
the proposed Refuge was established. The Service anticipates that
Guam DAWR will play an important role in defining and focusing the
management and research priorities regarding endangered species
within the proposed Refuge. The roles and responsibilities for
management activities by the Service, the Guam DAWR, and the DOD

within the proposed Refuge would be formalized through separate

interagency cooperative agreements. Similarly, the roles of each
agency in game and wildlife law enforcement on the proposed Refuge
would be formalized through these agreements. Cooperative
agreements with the Service would recognize the primary defense-
related purpose and mission of each DOD installation.

The public hunting programs on DOD lands that are part of the
proposed Refuge would continue. Because of the impacts to native
forests from feral pigs, there is the likelihood that public
hunting opportunities on the proposed Refuge would be expanded.
The responsibility for administration of public hunting programs
would be coordinated in the cooperative agreements among the
Service, the DOD, and Government of Guam.

On submerged lands, primary management of nearshore fishery
resources would remain the responsibility of Guam DAWR. The
Service would coordinate with the Guam DAWR and NMFS to insure
that fishing and other activities are compatible with the
conservation of threatened and endangered sea turtles and their
habitats. This coordination could include examining the effect of
gill-net fishing on snaring and drowning sea turtles that are
foraging or coming ashore to lay eggs.

Effects on the Social and Cultural Environment
1. Effects on the General Social and Cultural Environment

Establishment of a Refuge would likely have a beneficial
effect on the general social and cultural environment of
Guam. Through public education programs and increased
opportunities to experilence protected natural areas, the
public would gain an appreciation for Guam's unique natural
and cultural history. A Refuge would not alter the
characteristics of Guam's local communities.
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Effects on Archaeological and Historical Resources

Archaeological and historical resources included in the
boundaries of the proposed Refuge would receive additional
protection under Service policies that seek to protect and
preserve any significant sites on Refuges. As a management
element of the proposed Refuge at Ritidian Point, an
archaeological survey could be completed to determine the
nature and extent of these resources, and an historical and
cultural resources management plan would be developed to
insure the protection and enhancement of these resources
prior to any physical alterations on the proposed Refuge.

Effects on Public Education and Scientific Research

Establishment of a Refuge would likely increase
opportunities for scientific research in the study areas
through increased funding, interagency coordination, and
wildlife and habitat protection and recovery programs.
Opportunities for public education through compatible public
use programs would be increased on the proposed Refuge.

Effects on Recreational Programs

If a Refuge were to be established, the Service would assume
the license to the Government of Guam for the proposed beach
park at Ritidian Point. Because the proposed park involves
Federal land, it must comply with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.

A common goal of the Navy, the Government of Guam, and the
Service is to insure that any proposed public use of the
Refuge is managed to protect endangered and threatened
species and their habitats. Special conditions may be
incorporated within the proposed license to meet this shared
goal. On areas that are included in the Refuge, any uses of
the Refuge would be subject to a Refuge compatibility
determination and approved through issuance of Special Use
Permits., Recreational uses of DOD lands would be subject to
DOD safety and security clearance.

Effects on Public Use of the Study Area

A Refuge on Guam would provide increased opportunities for
the local residents and visitors to enjoy natural and
cultural resources on areas that are currently restricted to
the general public. Natural resources management plans and
Refuge management plans would include compatible public use
programs. Compatible public uses on refuges include such
activities as public recreation, nature interpretation,
education, and research. Potential public use activities
include hiking programs, public hunting programs, limited
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traditional herbal gathering for personal or educational
use, and public fishing in waters offshore from the proposed
Refuge.

Certain areas within the Refuge may be closed to publie
access for the protection of endangered species or for
reasons of public safety or military security. Access to
such restricted areas for scientific study or resource
management would be coordinated with and be performed under
the permission of the appropriate agency. Requests for
access would be coordinated by the Refuge manager with the
appropriate DOD or Government of Guam agency.

Effects on Access to Private Lands

Access by private landowners across the proposed Refuge
would be subject to Refuge compatibility determinations by
the Service in addition toc Section 7 consultations. The
Section 7 consultation would not be any different from the
current legal requirements under the Endangered Species Act
and is generally a more rigorous scrutiny than the Refuge
compatibility determination. The Service would work with
the affected private landowners in resolving the private
lands access issue in accordance with Service policy.

E. Effects on the Economic Environment

1.

Effects on General Land Ownership and Land Use on Guam

Because the Service is only considering including public
lands within the proposed Refuge, there would be no change
in overall land ownership with respect to Federal ownership
of lands on Guam. The inclusion of certain DOD lands,
Ritidian Point, and submerged lands in a Refuge would
increase the percentage of land on Guam that is designated
for conservation purposes.

Effects on Land Ownership in the Study Area

The proposed project would not affect land ownership in the
majority of the study area. If a Refuge were to be
established at Ritidian Point, the Service would apply to
the General Services Administration to have title
transferred. Thus, land ownership at Ritidian Point would
transfer from the Navy to the Service.

Effects on Land Use in the Study Area
There would be no dislocation of existing businesses or

other commercial activities on lands proposed for inclusion
in the proposed Refuge. Any future commercial activities on
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the proposed Refuge would need to be compatible with the
purposes for which the Refuge was established.

The establishment of a Refuge may represent an opportunity
cost by preventing urban or agricultural development of
native forest lands currently owned by the DOD. Lands that
are preserved in perpetuity for wildlife and public uses
would not be available for commercial development and the
future economic benefits from developing these lands would
not be realized. However, the potential development of
important native forest lands owned by the DOD, even without
the protective umbrella of a Refuge, is not likely given the
restrictions of the Endangered Species Act upon DOD lands.
Urban and agricultural development of DOD lands that support
listed species would still remain constrained by the
application of the Endangered Species Act. While the
establishment of the Refuge could result in an opportunity
cost, large acreages of Federal lands with significant
development potential ‘are not included within the proposed
Refuge. These lands include the Naval Air Station, South
Finegayan, Harmon Annex, South Andersen, Naval Communication
Station (Barrigada), and operational areas at Naval Station
and Andersen Air Force Base.

The Service is proposing an overlay Refuge on DOD lands used
for active military programs. Under this designation, the
Service would recognize the primary defense-related mission
of the DOD installations. Alternative 1, which included
operational areas, could unnecessarily constrain military
activities. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in fewer
constraints than Alternative 1, whereas wildlife management
through cooperative agreements only, as proposed in
Alternative 4, would result in the lowest level of
constraints to military activities. However, Alternatives 2
and 3 would also benefit the DOD by augmenting natural
resources management on DOD installations, and would assist
the DOD with maintaining compliance with their environmental
mandates. The Service anticipates that costs for wildlife
management would be shared among agencies.

Effects on Land Use on Private Lands Surrounded by DOD Lands
in the Study Area

The establishment of the Refuge would not necessarily
represent an opportunity cost to private landowners because
the Service would not have regulatory powers beyond Refuge
boundaries. The establishment of a Refuge does not
necessarily preclude development of private lands.
Development of private lands would be regulated by Federal
and Government of Guam laws that are external to the
establishment of the proposed Refuge.
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The Federal review of development projects on private lands
that require Federal approvals or funds (such as right-of-
entry permits issued by the Navy or the Air Force) would not
be directly affected by the establishment of the Refuge.

For projects on private lands that require Federal
authorizations or use Federal funds and that affect listed
species, the DOD is required to consult with the Service
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act regardless of
the presence of a Refuge. This fundamental review and
consultation and the concerns for listed species on private
lands affected by a Federal action would occur with or
without the establishment of a Refuge. For example, the
Service's concern for loss of endangered species habitats
from large—-scale resort development on private lands on
northern Guam exists even without the presence of the
proposed Refuge. The establishment of the Refuge would have
a neutral effect on the development on private lands because
the required consultation between the Service and DOD for
projects on private lands that involve Federal
authorizations or funds would still exist. However, the
establishment of a Refuge on Guam may provide for closer
coordination among the Service, DOD, Government of Guam, and
private landowners, and therefore, could positively
contribute to the resolution of the issue of access to
private lands in northern Guam.

Development projects on private -lands that do not involve
Federal lands, funds, or authorizations would not be subject
to consultation by the Service under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. However, private landowners would
still be prohibited from the taking (harassing, harming,
pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping,
capturing, or collecting, or attempting to engage in such
conduct) of listed species under Section 9 of the Endangered
Species Act. The prohibitions against the taking of
endangered and threatened species are not related to the
establishment or operation of the proposed Refuge.
Development projects on private lands would still be subject
to local approvals by the Government of Guam. While the
Government of Guam may seek comments from the Service on
such a proposal, the acceptance of the Service's
recommendations would be at the discretion of the local
regulatory agencies.

Effects on the Local Economy

The direct economic benefits to the Government of Guam from
establishing the proposed Refuge are a function of the
allocation of Federal funds to manage the Refuge. The lands
affected by the proposed Refuge are owned by the Government
of Guam or the Federal government. These lands are not
assessed a property tax by the Government of Guam. Thus,
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there would be no direct loss or gain of property tax
revenues to the Government of Guam resulting from the
establishment of the proposed Refuge.

In the event that certain DOD lands are acquired by the
Service through transfer by the GSA, the Service would
provide payments to the Government of Guam under the Refuge
Revenue Sharing Act (16 U.S.C. 715s). For acquired lands,
the Service would pay the greater amount calculated on the
basis of three-fourths of one percent of the appraised
value, 75 cents per acre, or 25 percent of the net receipts
produced from the land. Thus, the establishment of a Refuge
on lands owned by the Service would result in direct
revenues to the Govermment of Guam under the Refuge Revenue
Sharing Act.

The indirect effects of Refuge establishment on the
appraised value of neighboring private lands and property
taxes are difficult to assess. We speculate that the
appraised value of private lands that are adjacent to DOD
lands considered for inclusion in the Refuge would not
change. Neither the land ownership nor the use of the lands
as native forest would change as a result of a Refuge being
established. Under this assumption, there would be no net
change in the property value and in the property taxes
received by the Government of Guam from private lands that
border or are surrounded by the proposed Refuge.

In the case of establishing a Refuge where the Service
becomes the landowner, property values on neighboring lands
could increase because these DOD lands would no longer be
available for use by the military for activities that are
disruptive or harmful to private lands. These activities
include training, storing of hazardous wastes, and flying
aircraft at low altitudes. A potential mechanism that could
cause private property values neighboring the Refuge to
increase would be the perception of the exclusiveness of
living adjacent to a National Wildlife Refuge or by the
preservation of scenic vistas. Property values could
decrease on private lands adjacent to the Refuge if
increased public access to the proposed Refuge resulted in
disturbances and uncontrolled trespass onto private lands.
However, the Refuge would be managed to limit disturbances
to neighboring lands.

The benefits and costs of changes in the appraised wvalue of
private lands as a result of establishing a Refuge on
adjacent lands are different for landowners and the
Government of Guam. Higher property taxes would be a
benefit to the Government of Guam but would be considered an
adverse impact by the landowner. However, an increase in
the appraised wvalue of private lands would represent an
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increase in the landowner's equity in the event their land
was sold and would therefore represent a benefit to the
landowner.

The establishment of a Refuge on Guam could offer employment
opportunities for residents. An increased number of Service
employees could benefit the local economy through gains in
income tax revenues and the diversification of the economy
by the presence of other Federal agencies in addition to the
DOD. The proposed Refuge would also benefit local
businesses through contracts and purchases necessary for
Refuge operations.

The Service anticipates that establishment of the Refuge
would make a positive contribution to Guam's tourism
industry. The preservation of scenic vistas and native
forests, increased access to lands now restricted to the
public, and greater opportunities for exposure to wildlife
and natural history could enhance the visitor's experience
on Guam. Tax receipts from businesses providing services to
tourists may increase resulting in a net economic benefit to
Guam. Tour operators, car rental companies, gasoline
stations, lodging facilities, restaurants and other support
businesses could benefit by the promotion of the Refuge as a
scenic destination.

Establishment of the Refuge may also diversify the tourism
base by encouraging ecotourism to develop on Guam.
Ecotourism on private lands adjacent to, or surrounded by,
the proposed Refuge could also benefit from the
establishment of the Refuge.

As an example of the relationship between tourism and the
National Wildlife Refuge System, the Kilauea Point National
Wildlife Refuge and the scenic overloock of the Hanalei
National Wildlife Refuge are highly popular stops for
tourists and residents on the island of Kauai. In fact, the
Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge receives
approximately 350,000 visitors every year and is one of the
most popular destinations for tourists on the island of
Kauai. In this case, the Kilauea Point National Wildlife
Refuge makes a positive economic contribution to the island
of Kauai.

There are unquantified economic benefits to the residents
and visitors of Guam that would result from the preservation
of Guam's biological and-cultural heritage within a Refuge
in perpetuity. Visitors may be more likely to return to
Guam if the natural beauty of the island is preserved.
Residents may perceive a higher standard of living confident
that a portion of the natural heritage of their island is
protected in perpetuity.
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VI. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, PREFERRED OPTION, AND DISCUSSION

A.

Preferred Alternative and Preferred Option

The Service selected Alternative 2 as the preferred Alternative.
Alternative 2 includes most DOD and Government of Guam lands
possessing special importance for the recovery of endangered and
threatened species, protection of migratory birds, and the
conservation of native biological diversity. Alternative 2 would
maximize benefits to endangered, threatened, and rare species and
their habitats by including the following features within the
proposed Refuge:

1. Alternative 2 includes the bulk of lands identified in
approved Recovery Plans as essential habitats for the
Mariana fruit bat, the Little Mariana fruit bat, the Mariana
common moorhen, the Vanikoro swiftlet, the Mariana crow, the
Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled white-eye, the Guam
Micronesian kingfisher, and the Guam rail;

2. Alternative 2 includes the lands that support the last
remaining individuals of the endangered hayan lagu tree;

3. Alternative 2 includes lands that support the last remaining
colony of the endangered Mariana fruit bat;

4, Alternative 2 includes lands that support the last remaining
population of the endangered Mariana crow on Guam;

5. Alternative 2 includes the lands that are used by the
threatened green sea turtle for nesting;

6. Alternative 2 includes a variety of native habitat types
including limestone forests, ravine forests, coastal strand,
caves and wetlands;

7. Alternative 2 provides for the highest degree of cooperative
management and coordination among the Government of Guam,
the DOD, and the Service without usurping local management
of natural resources by the Guam DAWR or diminishing the
military mission on DOD lands;

8. Alternative 2 best addresses the common goals, objectives,
and responsibilities held by the Government of Guam, DOD,
and the Service for the protection and conservation of the
natural resources on Guam.
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The Service selected Option 2 as the preferred Option. Option 2
maximizes benefits to endangered and threatened species and
minimizes negative impacts to the DOD and commercial shipping
interests by including the following features within the proposed

Refuge:

1. Option 2 would protect selected portions of the coastline
used as habitat by endangered and threatened sea turtles;

2. Option 2 includes the access corridors to the major green
sea turtle nesting beaches along northern Guam;

3. Option 2 incorporates the Orote Point Ecological Reserve

Area, the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area, and the Andersen
Air Force Base Marine Resources Preserve.

Alternatives and Options Considered but Not Selected

The Service rejected the other Alternatives and Options for the
following reasons:

1.

Alternative 1: Although Alternative 1 included more land
than Alternative 2, the benefits to endangered and
threatened species and their habitats did not increase
proportionately. Alternative 1 included operational areas,
such as runways, industrial facilities, and urbanized areas,
that are generally not considered habitats for endangered
and threatened species. Thus, Alternative 1 included more
land than was necessary to support recovered populations of
endangered and threatened species on Guam.

The DOD was concerned that the inclusion of operational
areas would constrain military operations, support, and
training activities. There was also concern by the
Government of Guam and the public for a Refuge that
encompassed approximately one-third of the island. In
response to these concerns, the Service rejected the
alternative that included the largest acreage of lands and
lands that are currently used for military operations.
However, the inclusion of DOD lands within the proposed
Refuge depends upon developing approved cooperative
agreements between the Service and the DOD installations.

Alternative 3: One of the purposes of the proposed Refuge
is to effect a comprehensive and unified program to conserve
endangered and threatened species on Guam. The exclusion of
the Government of Guam lands that are considered essential
to the recovery of endangered and threatened species on Guam
may leave a gap in the management of these important lands.
Therefore, the Service proposed to include these important
lands within the proposed Refuge by selecting Alternative 2.
However, the inclusion of Government of Guam lands within
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the proposed Refuge depends upon approval by the Guam
Legislature.

Alternative 4: A Refuge at Ritidian Point alone did not
include the majority of lands identified as essential to the
recovery of endangered and threatened species on Guam.

While the other DOD and Government of Guam lands could be
managed under cooperative agreements alone, the ability of
the Service, Guam DAWR, and the DOD to develop and implement
these agreements would be reduced without the presence of
the Refuge. In addition, the long-term protection of the
lands identified as essential to the recovery of endangered
and threatened species cannot be assured without the
umbrella of the proposed Refuge.

Alternative 5: The Service rejected the No Action
Alternative because there would be no pro-active management
role for the Service on Guam for the recovery of endangered
and threatened species. The endangered species issues on
Guam are so complex that the combined and cooperative
efforts of the Guam DAWR, DOD, and the Service are
necessary. Without a Refuge, the Service would be less able
to contribute to the recovery of endangered and threatened
species on Guam.

Option 1: The Service rejected Option 1 because the size
was larger than necessary to protect foraging habitats for
endangered and threatened sea turtles.

Option 3: The Service considered Option 3 because it would
allow existing marine reserves to be folded within the
protection of the proposed Refuge. However, the Service
ultimately rejected Option 3 because it excluded other
important areas for endangered and threatened sea turtles.

Option 4: The Service rejected Option 4 because there would
be no pro—active management role for the Service on Guam for
the recovery or protection of endangered and threatened sea
turtles.

Controversies Associated with the Selection of the Preferred
Alternative and the Preferred Option

1.

The Government of Guam and several citizens expressed
concern that the proposed Refuge might further restrict
access to the privately owned Artero, Aguero, and Castro
properties on northern Guam.

Access to the privately owned Artero, Aguero, and Castro
properties across lands owned by the DOD would continue to
be subject to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and other
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applicable Federal laws and regulations. Additionally,
access across lands owned by the Service would be subject to
the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of
1966. The private use of the Refuge, such as the
construction and operation of a roadway across the Refuge to
access private lands, must first bé determined to be
compatible with the purposes for which the Refuge was
established. A use may be determined to be compatible if it
will not materially interfere with, or detract from, the
purposes for which the Refuge was established. The
compatibility determination would be done by the Division of
Refuges and Wildlife. This Division would also initiate
consultation with the Division of Ecological Services under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Based upon
previous experience on National Wildlife Refuges where
endangered species are involved, access across Refuge lands
is more restricted under the authority of the Endangered
Species Act than by the Refuge compatibility determination
under the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration
Act.

Access to public lands, such as the proposed public
recreational area at Ritidian Point, would also be subject
to review and consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act. Under the proposal to issue the Government of
Guam a license for the use of a portion of Ritidian Point as
a public recreational area, the U.S, Navy would consult with
the Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

The Government of Guam and several citizens expressed
concern that the proposed Refuge might place additional
restrictions upon development of the Artero, Aguero, and
Castro properties on northern Guam.

The application of the National Wildlife Refuge System
Administration Act would not likely make access to private
lands more rigorous than the current provisions of the
Endangered Species Act. The issues of access to, and
development of, private lands are related and would be
addressed during the consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act for the granting of access to private
landowners across Federal lands. Regardless of whether the
lands were under the ownership of the Department of Defense
or the Service, the Service would evaluate direct effects,
indirect effects, cumulative effects, and interrelated and
interdependent activities. As with the granting of access
to private lands, the review of development on these private
lands would remain under the purview of the Endangered
Species Act, regardless of the decision on establishing the
proposed Refuge. Development of private land would not be
subject to the Refuge compatibility determination.
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The Government of Guam and several citizens recommended that
the local government play a significant role in the
management of the proposed Refuge.

The Service fully intends to manage the proposed Refuge with
the cooperation of and in coordination with the Guam DAWR
and the DOD. The Service has numerous agreements with State
natural resource agencies that define State and Federal
partnerships. The Service will be-seeking the
recommendations of the Guam DAWR to identify specific agency
roles and responsibilities in the management of the proposed
Refuge. Agreed upon roles would be incorporated within a
cooperative agreement. Collaborative efforts would be
crucial to the success of the recovery programs for
endangered and threatened species on Guam.

The Government of Guam and several citizens oppose the
transfer of the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point
to the Service. The Government of Guam recommends that
Ritidian Point be transferred to the local government.
Several citizens recommended that Ritidian Point be returned
to the original landowners.

The Service intends to acquire the former U.S. Naval
Facility at Ritidian Point as an integral element of the
proposed Refuge. Ritidian Point includes important native
limestone forests that provide habitat for the endangered
Mariana crow and the endangered Mariana fruit bat. A former
nesting cave of the endangered Vanikoro swiftlet is found at
Ritidian Point. The beaches at Ritidian Point are used by
the threatened green sea turtle for nesting, and the exposed
reef flats and beaches are used by migratory shorebirds.

The Service has been working with the DOD and the Government
of Guam on the establishment of a public recreational area
at Ritidian Point. The Service supports the proposed public
recreational area at Ritidian Point and the efforts by the
Government of Guam to make the operation of the recreational
area compatible with the conservation of endangered and
threatened species.

The inclusion of Ritidian Point within the proposed Refuge
would benefit the largest number of Guam residents. Within
the proposed Refuge, Ritidian Point would be held in trust
for the enjoyment of the residents of Guam and for native
wildlife in perpetuity.

The Government of CGuam and several citizens oppose the
transfer of excess DOD lands to other Federal agencies,
including the Service. The Government of Guam believes that
excess DOD lands should be transferred to the local
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government. Several citizens recommended that excess DOD
lands be returned to the original landowners.

The Service has attempted to be sensitive to land ownership
issues on Guam. The January 1993 draft EA considered
alternatives that excluded parcels that were identified in
the pending Guam Excess Lands Bill (H.R. 4164, 1024
Congress). Thus, key parcels such as Harmon Annex (646
hectares or 1,819 acres), and South Finegayan (180 hectares
or 445 acres) are no longer proposed for inclusion into the
Refuge.

The Service also excluded areas that were determined to have
low wildlife habitat wvalues including U.S. Naval
Communication Station, Barrigada (748 hectares or 1,848
acres), and operational areas at the U.S. Naval Station and
Andersen Air Force Base (4,833 hectares or 11,942 acres).
U.S. Naval Air Station, Agana (896 hectares or 2,214 acres)
and Andersen Air Force Base South (160 hectares or 395
acres) were never proposed for inclusion in the Refuge.

As other DOD lands become excess to that agency's mission,
the Service will evaluate the potential contribution of
these lands to the recovery of endangered and threatened
species. Those areas that contain essential habitat for
endangered and threatened species and that are proposed for
inclusion in the proposed Refuge will be requested from GSA
in a manner consistent with our decision on establishing the
proposed Refuge and in compliance with NEPA.

The Government of Guam and several citizens recommended that
the proposed Refuge have adequate funding.

The Service is considering numerous sources to adequately
fund the proposed Refuge. We consider the availability of
adequate funding to be a crucial requirement in our decision
to establish the proposed Refuge. We also expect to receive
funding support from the DOD to manage the Refuge. We
anticipate that funding in the amount of $500,000 would be
required to initiate the propesed Refuge.

The Government of Guam expressed concern that the
establishment of the proposed Refuge would restrict the
relocation of the Naval Air Station, Agana to Andersen Air
Force Base.

We understand that lands along the northern side of the
Perimeter Road at Andersen Air Force Base may be used to
accommodate the relocation of the Naval Air Station. The
Department of Defense may choose to reserve these lands for
the transfer of the Naval Air Station and not make them
available for the proposed Refuge. In the event that these
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lands are not included within the proposed Refuge, any
impacts to endangered and threatened species from the
transfer of the Naval Air Station to Andersen Air Force Base
would be subject to consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. We understand that the Department
of Defense is attempting to take advantage of the existing
infrastructure at Andersen Air Force Base and thereby avoid
impacts to high wvalue habitats for endangered species.

The Government of Guam recommended that the proposed Refuge
should be 5,000 acres in southern Guam and 12,500 acres in
northern Guam based on the habitat requirements for the
endangered Mariana crow.

The proposed Refuge boundaries are based on lands identified
as essential habitats for the recovery of the endangered
native forest birds, the endangered Mariana fruit bat, the
endangered Mariana common moorhen, and the endangered hayan
lagu tree, and nesting beaches for the threatened green sea
turtle. While the interim recovery objective for the
Mariana crow is set at 700 birds on Guam (500 crows in the
north and 200 crows in the south), the habitat requirements
for this listed species are not completely understood. For
example, the average Mariana crow density for the Tarague,
Ritidian, and Urunao basins was 6.074 birds per square
kilometer or the equivalent of 0.61 crows per 25 acres
(Engbring, J. and F.L. Ramsey. 1984). These counts were
probably depressed because of predation by the brown tree
snake. On Rota, the average Mariana crow density was

16 birds per square kilometer or the equivalent of

1.62 crows per 25 acres (Engbring et al.). However, the
density of the Mariana crow on Rota ranged from 5 crows per
square kilometer (0.51 crows per 25 acres) to 23 birds per
square kilometer (2.3 crows per 25 acres). Given the
available information on the biology of the Mariana crow on
Guam, we cannot make a general extrapolation of the acreage
necessary to support a population of the Mariana crow that
would be considered recovered. The acreage proposed for
inclusion in the Refuge reflected the land area needed to
recover endangered and threatened species based on the
various recovery plans and to conserve the native biological
diversity of Guam.

The Government of Guam, the Territorial Planning Council,
and several citizens recommended that submerged lands not be
included within the proposed Refuge as they questioned the
jurisdiction of the Federal government over submerged lands.

The Service has recommended that submerged lands to the
30-meter (100-foot) isobath offshore from limited portions
of the coastline be included within the proposed Refuge to
protect foraging habitat for endangered and threatened green
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10.

sea turtles. The purpose of including submerged lands is to
protect sea turtle habitat. This interest exists regardless
of the ownership or the jurisdiction of the submerged lands.
The submerged lands would be managed through cooperative
agreements based upon management plans developed
cooperatively by the Government of Guam and the Service.

The inclusion of Government of Guam conservation lands and
submerged lands did not receive a positive Federal
Consistency Determination from the Guam Coastal Management
Program. Upon the approval by the appropriate Government of
Guam authority to include Government of Guam lands in the
Refuge, and upon the resolution of the issue of ownership of
submerged lands, the Service will seek the Federal
Consistency Determinations from the Guam Coastal Management
Program.

The Territorial Planning Council recommended that
consideration be given to the long-range planning
requirements of re-establishing Northwest Field as the
replacement of Naval Air Station as the civilian airport.

Portions of northern Guam, including Northwest Field,
support the last remaining population of the Mariana crow on
Guam. Currently, the most intensive efforts by the Guam
DAWR to protect and recover the Mariana crow are focused
within the Northwest Field area. Because of the importance
of Northwest Field for endangered species, we did not
consider eliminating Northwest Field from the proposed
Refuge.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated/Dismissed

During the public comment period on the January 1993 draft EA,
five new alternatives were suggested for consideration. These
suggested alternatives and the Service's reasons for eliminating
or dismissing them for consideration are as follows:

1.

Establish a Refuge on DOD lands only with cooperative
agreements for management on all non-Federal lands.

This suggestion was effectively the same as Alternative 3,
so the Service dismissed it from consideration.

Include private lands in the proposed Refuge because of the
outstanding wildlife habitat wvalues of these areas.

The Service discusses the selection of lands in Section IV
above. The Service has not ruled out protecting private
lands in some way but is not considering this in the current
proposal.
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Return excess lands to former landowners or their heirs.
Wildlife management would be conducted by the landowners.

The return of excess lands to former landowners is not
currently feasible by law. The General Services Act details
the process for disposal of excess lands. It is unlikely
under the present disposal system excess properties would be
returned to the landowners. Even if this were feasible, the
suggested alternative would not provide guarantees of long-
term protection of endangered and threatened species or
habitat that has been identified as essential to their
recovery, especially since privately owned lands in northern
Guam face high pressures for development.

Include only DPOD lands from Tarague to Anao Point.

This suggested alternative would not protect sufficient
essential habitat needed to recover endangered and
threatened species. '

Establish a Refuge headquarters on 2 hectares (5 acres) at
Ritidian Point and return the rest of the land to the
original landowners or their heirs.

This suggested alternative would not protect sufficient
essential habitat and sea turtle nesting habitat at Ritidian
Point. It would not adequately address protection of the
habitat of endangered and threatened species that forage and
nest in the Ritidian basin.

E. Options Considered but Eliminated/Dismissed

1.

A conservation organization suggested a new option that
included all submerged lands to the 183-meter (600-foot)
isobath to include the photic zone.

The Service did not consider extending the proposed
submerged lands boundary to the 183-meter (600-foot) isobath
because the increase in area would not result in
proportionate increased benefits to sea turtles. In order
to offset the potential impacts to DOD, commercial, and
recreational activities, the Service did not propose to
increase the boundaries of Option 2.

The submerged lands offshore from Ritidian Point seaward to
4.8 kilometers (3 miles) were listed as excess by the U.S.
Navy. It was suggested that the Service request these
submerged lands to maximize protection to the marine
resources in this area.

The suggested option of including submerged lands offshore
from Ritidian Point to 4.8 kilometers (3 miles) offshore was
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considered excessive to the needs of the Service. While the
Service supports a high degree of protection and management
of marine resources in offshore waters, proportionate gains
to endangered or threatened sea turtles or marine mammals
with respect to the larger submerged lands area to be
managed were not demonstrated.

VII. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

A. Environmental Review and Consultation

1.

National Environmental Policy Act

As a Federal agency, the Service must comply with the
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
An Environmental Assessment (EA) is required under NEPA to
evaluate reasonable alternatives that will meet stated
objectives and assess the possible environmental, social,
and economic impacts to the human environment. The EA
serves as the basis for determining whether implementation
of the proposed action would constitute a major Federal
action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. The EA facilitates the involvement of
government agencies and the public in the decision making
process.

The proposed action is described in its entirety in the
final EA. The Service has considered every phase of the
project, the expected consequences, both primary and
secondary, and cumulative as well as short— and long~term
effects of the action in making its recommendation.

The EA does not establish the proposed Refuge. The
agreement to establish the Refuge would be incorporated in
an interagency memorandum of understanding (MOU). Refuge
boundaries, agency responsibilities, funding, and other
provisions would be established through cooperative
agreements negotiated among the Service, the Government of
Guam, the U.S. Navy, and the U.S. Air Force, subsequent to
approval of the MOU.

Endangered Species Act

Any Federal agency that funds, authorizes, or carries out
actions that "may affect"” federally listed species or
designated critical habitat, must consult with the Service
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Conferencing
procedures are available for proposed species or proposed
critical habitat. The proposed establishment of a Refuge
under Alternative 2 and Option 2 is expected to have
beneficial effects on endangered and threatened species. An
intra—agency Section 7 consultation was completed for
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Alternative 2 and Option 2, and resulted in a concurrence
with the finding that there would be no adverse impacts to
endangered or threatened species. Any project or activity
conducted on the Refuge would also need to comply with
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Compliance would
be determined through separate intra-agency Section 7
consultations for each proposed project or activity that may
affect listed species.

Permits, Licenses, and Entitlements

The proposed establishment of the Refuge is in compliance
with a number of Federal laws including: Public Law 92-583,
the Coastal Zone Management Act; Executive Order 12372
related to Intergovernmental Review of Federal programs;
Executive Order 11990 related to the Protection of Wetlands;
Executive Order 11988 related to Floodplain Management;
Executive Order 11593 related to the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; 36 CFR, Part 800
related to the Protection of Historic Properties;
Secretarial Order 3127, related to Hazardous Substances
Determinations; Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act; and
Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.

The Service, the Air Force, the Navy, and the Government of
Guam would enter into a memorandum of understanding which
would reaffirm the common management missions and goals of
the agencies with respect.to the proposed Refuge. To
establish the Refuge, identify the Refuge boundaries, and
specify natural resource management responsibilities,
separate cooperative agreements would be signed by the
Service, the U.S. Navy, the U.S. Air Force, and the
Government of Guam. The Service and each participating
agency would develop an Annual Work Plan that would include
negotiated and agreed upon work tasks, staffing, and funding
sources. Annual Reports would document accomplishments and
address program shortfalls.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has the authority to issue
Department of the Army (DA) permits under the Clean Water
Act, the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, and the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. The establishment
of a Refuge on Guam would not require a DA permit. However,
the creation, restoration, or management of wetlands within
the proposed Refuge would likely involve work in wetlands
for which a DA permit would be required.

Guam legislative approval would be necessary to include any
Government of Guam lands in the proposed Refuge.
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Scoping and Public Involvement

The Service made extensive efforts to identify the major issues
and concerns that could influence a decision to establish the
proposed Refuge. The scoping process involved scientists,
resource managers, land use planners, interested private
organizations and individuals, landowners and other Guam
residents, Government of Guam officials, the Guam Congressional
Delegate, DOD agencies, and other Federal agencies.

A public meeting was held on Guam on June 22, 1992, in conjunction
with the release of the initial draft EA. The Service received
testimony from 20 people at that meeting. The 30-day public
comment period for the initial draft EA resulted in over 44
letters. These concerns resulted in a decision to prepare a
revised draft EA which was distributed for public review in
January of 1993. The Service's response following the June 1992
public comment period is attached as Appendix C.

To facilitate coordination with the public, Mr. David Potter, a
Project Leader with the Service's Division of Refuges and
Wildlife, was detailed to Guam from January 4th to February 15,
1993. Mr. Potter functioned as an on-island Service
representative to coordinate information about the proposed Refuge
among the Service, the DOD, Government of Guam agencies, and the
public. During his tenure on Guam, Mr. Potter conducted agency
briefings, provided interviews for radio and television stations
and newspapers, and held informational meetings with affected
agencies and interested individuals. Mr. Potter also coordinated
the on-island distribution of the revised draft EA.

Public Responses on the Revised Draft EA

The Service received 105 responses during the public comment
period including 5 from Government of Guam agencies, 8 from
Federal agencies, 28 from individuals (25 residents, 3 non-
residents), 3 from conservation organizations, 20 from elementary
school children, 40 petition signatures, and 1 from a State of
Hawaii agency. Copies of the letters are attached as Appendix D.
Comments on the initial draft EA and the record of the June 22,
1992, public hearing were reviewed again and incorporated along
with the most recent comments into the final EA. The comments
allowed the Service to fully evaluate the potential impacts of the
project based on input from a broad spectrum of public and private
interests and to select a preferred alternative based on the
potential consequences of a final decision.

The response to this second public comment period indicated a
sustained high level of interest in the proposed project. The
vast majority of responses were from on-island residents or
representatives of affected DOD or Government of Guam agencies,
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Off-island responses were primarily from scientists familiar with
the wildlife situation on Guam.

Although the majority of the written comments (34 out of 38)
supported the establishment of the proposed Refuge, some people
opposed the Refuge proposal including some of the people that
testified at the June 1992 public hearing. The public testimony
included more opposition to the proposed Refuge than was received
through the written comments. Many of those testifying
represented former landowners of Ritidian Point or their heirs.
Further discussion of these concerns and others are found in
Section VII. No one disputed the need for wildlife protection and
recovery of endangered and threatened species; differences arose
regarding the means of achieving this protection.

Alternative 2 received the majority of support from the
respondents with 14 people (out of 21 opinions on the proposed
Alternatives) supporting this Alternative. This total includes
the provisional support of the Governor of Guam, and the support
of the Guam DAWR, four out of five commenting DOD installations,
and two conservation organizations. Alternative 1 was selected by
five individuals and one conservation organization. Alternative 4
received support from one DOD installation. One individual was in
favor of either Alternative 2 or 3. Only two residents selected
the No Action Alternative.

Only 13 respondents commented on the submerged lands Optioms.
Option 2 received more favorable comments than the other Options
and was supported by natural resources management agencies,
private individuals, and conservation organizations. Residents
favored the high degree of protection provided by Options 1 and 2.
Federal agencies selected Options 1, 2 and 3, with none selecting
the No Action Option. Government of Guam agencies varied in their
responses as well. The Governor of Guam and the Territorial
Planning Commission endorsed the No Action Option for submerged
lands, whereas Guam DAWR preferred the submerged lands Option 2.

One individual suggested that the Service hold another public
hearing. The Service believes there would be no substantive gains
to the public or the Service with respect to additional
information or determining potential impacts or benefits of the
project. Furthermore, the Service has provided ample
opportunities for public comment on the project.

Revisions to the Final EA

The final EA does not contain new or revised alternatives.
However, concerns and questions raised during the public comment
period prompted the Service to clarify certain sections of the EA.
The discussion of the impacts of the alternatives on the saocial
and cultural environment was expanded to include an analysis of
the impacts of the proposed Refuge on DOD activities and to the
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proposed Government of Guam public recreation area at Ritidian
Point. The final EA summarizes public input and discusses
controversy that exists regarding the project. The other sections
of the EA are not materially different from the revised draft EA.

Availability of Documents

Original response letters to both drafts of the EA and the
transcript of the June 22, 1992, public meeting are on file at the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.0. Box 50167, Honolulu, Hawaii,
96850. Copies of the final EA are available for review from the
Office of the Governor, Bureau of Planning, Governor's Complex,
Adelup, P.0. Box 2950, Agana, Guam 96910, Phone: (671) 472-4201.
Copies of the final EA are also available for review in Honolulu
at the office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hawaiian and
Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex, P.0. Box 50167,
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850, Phone: (808) 541-1201.

List of Agencies and Individuals Receiving a Copy of the Final EA

The final Environmental Assessment is being forwarded to the
following agencies, groups, and individuals who have been inwvolved

with the development of the project or expressed an interest in
the proposed Refuge:

1. Federal Agencies
U.S. Navy

Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment,
Department of the Navy, Washington, D.C.

Department of the Navy, Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Installations and Environment, Director, Environmental
Planning and Natural Resources Policy, Washington, D.C.

Commander Naval Forces Marianas, U.S. Navy, U.S. Pacific Fleet

Commander U.S. Naval Forces Marianas, Andersen Air Force Base,
Guam

Commander in Chief, U.S. Navy, U. S. Pacific Command, Camp H.M.
Smith, Hawaii

Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Magazine, Guam

Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Station, Guam

Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Supply Depot, Guam

Commanding Officer, U.S. Navy Public Works Center, Guam

Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Computer and Telecommunications
Area Master Statioh WESTPAC, Guam

Officer in Charge of Construction, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command, Contracts Marianas, Guam

U.S. Naval Supply Depot, Director, Department of Facilities and
Environment, Guam

U.S. Pacific Command (USCINCPAC), Director, Logistics—Security
Assistance, Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii

Commander, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
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Department of the Navy, Commander, Civil Engineer Corps,
PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Department@bf the Navy, Deputy Director, Real Estate Division,
Fac1L1t1es Planning Department, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii

Director, Environmental Planning Division, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii

Legal Counsel, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Natural Resources Management Specialist, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii

Archaeologist, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

U.S. Air Force

Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, HQ/USAF/CEVP, Washington, D.C.

Director of Environmental Management, Pacific Air Forces, DCS
Civil Engineering, Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii

Natural and Cultural Resources, PACAF/DEVP, Hickam Air Force Base,
Hawaii

Staff Judge Advocate, 633rd Air Base Wing, Andersen Air Force
Base, -Guam

Natural Resources Planner, 633rd SG/CEV, Andersen Air Force Base,
Guam

Commander, Civil Engineering Squadron, 633rd SG/CEV, Andersen Air
Force Base, Guam

Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, Environmental Quality, Bolling Air
Force Base, Washington, D.C.

Regional Compliance Officer IX, Department of the Air Force, San
Francisco, California

Arm

Division Engineer, Pacific Ocean Division, Fort Shafter, Hawaii
Director oﬁﬁEnglneerlng, Department of the Army, U.S. Army
Engineer District, Fort Shafter, Hawaii

D rtmen f the Interior

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.

Deputy Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.

Deputy Assistant Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, D.C.

Office of Legislative Services, Washington, D.C.

Office of Territorial and Insular Affairs, Technical Assistance
Division, Washington, D.C.

Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 1,
Portland, Oregon

Wildlife Inspector, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of
Law Enforcement, District #l, Agana, Guam

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Museum of Natural
Hist@ry, Washington, D.C.
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her F ral Agenci

National Ecology Research Center, Fort Collins, Colorado

Officer in Charge, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Plant
Protection and Quarantine, Guam International Airport,
Tamuning, Guam

Pacific Area Director, National Park Service, Honolulu, Hawaii

U.S. Department of Commerce, Guam Customs and Immigration,
Tamuning, Guam

Honorable Norm Dicks, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

Honorable Robert Packwood, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Director, Pacific Basin Area, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service, Agana, Guam

State Soil Scientist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service, Honolulu, Hawaii

Area Coordinator, Federal Aviation Administration, Honolulu,
Hawaii

Department of Agriculture, Animal Damage Control, District
Supervisor, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service,
Honolulu, Hawaii

Fishery Bioclogist, Pacific Area Office, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Honolulu, Hawaii

Office of the Attorney General, Agana, Guam

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permitter, Region 9, San Francisco,
California

Director, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Western
Office of Review, Golden, Colorado

Airports District Office Manager, Honolulu, Hawaii

Assistant Secretary for External Affairs, Smithsonian Institution,
Washington, D.C.

Office of Real Estate Sales, Property Management and Disposal
Service, General Services Administration, Region 9, San
Francisco, California

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Washington, D.C.

2. Government of Guam Agencies

Governor of Guam, Agana, Guam

Director, Guam Bureau of Planning, Agana, Guam

Chief Planner, Guam Bureau of Planning, Agana, Guam

Planner, Territorial Planning Council, Agana, Guam

Director, Guam Department of Agriculture, Agana, Guam

Chief, Guam Department of Agriculture, Division of Aquatic and
Wildlife Resources, Agana, Guam

Assistant Chief, Guam Department of Agriculture, Division of
Aquatic and Wildlife Resources, Agana, Guam

Acting Director, Guam Department of Parks and Recreation, Agana,
Guam

Guam Department of Land Management, Agana, Guam _

Administrator, Guam Environmental Protection Agency, Agana, Guam
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Administrator, Guam Coastal Zone Management Program, Guam Bureau
of Planning, Agana, Guam

Public Information Officer, Guam Coastal Zone Management Program,
Bureau of Planning, Agana, Guam

Territorial Librarian,Guam Public Library/Museum, Agana, Guam

Guam Department of Commerce, Agana, Guam’

President, University of Guam, Mangilao, Guam

University of Guam Biology Department, Mangilao, Guam

Chief Officer, Guam Public Utility Agency, Agana, Guam

Director, Guam Economic Development Authority, Agana, Guam

Director, Guam Visitors Bureau, Agana, Guam

Speaker, Twenty-Second Guam Legislature, Agana, Guam

Minority Leader, Twenty-First Guam Legislature, Agana, Guam

Dr. Robert Underwood, Member of Congress, Congressional District
Qffice, Agana, Guam

Senator Dolores-Brooks, Twenty-First Guam Legislature, Agana, Guam

3. Individuals

Ms. Susan Ji, Tamuning, Guam

Mr., Marvin Aguilar, Dededo, Guam

Ms. Tina Campus, Yigo, Guam

Ms. Do-Yon Ahn, Tamuning, Guam

Ms. Tiffany Larscheid, Agana, Guam

Ms. Mariebeth A. Unsay, Agana, Guam

Mr. Zachary Concepcion, GMF, Guam

Ms. Georgette B. Quitugua, GMF, Guam
Ms. Gretchen R. Grimm, Agana, Guam

Ms. Joy L. Yamamoto, Agana, Guam

Mr. Wayne Kimbenberg, Agana, Guam

Ms. Kristina Flores Wilson, Agana, Guam
Mr. Andrew A. Torres, GMF, Guam

Mr. Robert F. Myers, GMF, Guam

Ms. Laura Glismann, Tumon Bay, Guam

Mr. Pascual V. Artero Sablan, Agana, Guam
Mr. Franklin P. Leon Guerrero, Piti, Guam
Mr. Brendan Kelly, Agana, Guam

Mr. Casey Cordes, ICF, Chicago, Illinois
Mr. William E. Rainey, Ph.D., Berkeley, California
Mr. Jesus (Jess) M. Artero, Agana, Guam
Mr., Jan Sharkey, Tamuning, Guam

Mr. Pascual V.A. Sabalan, Agana, Guam
Ms. Catherine Castro, Yigo, Guam

Mr, Tony Artero, Agana, Guam

M. F.P. Pangelinan, Agana, Guam

Mr. Victor R.H. Torres, Agana, Guam

Mr. Frank L.G. Castro, Agana, Guam

Mr. Fred M. Castro, Guam

Ms. Mae C. Aguigui, Sinajana, Guam

Mr. Depaul Guerrero, Agana, Guam

Mr. Angel L.G. Santos, Barrigada, Guam
Mr. Tony Sablan, Sinajana, Guam
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Mr. Jesse P. Castro, Yigo, Guam

Mr. Christian G. Spies, Ocean Beach, New York

Mr. Antonio Artero Sablan, Jungle Beach Tours, Sinajana, Guam

Mr. James D. Reichel, Montana Natural Heritage Program, Helena,
Montana

Ms. Eleanor Pangelinan, Tamuning, Guam

Ms. Ellen K. Rice, Saipan

Mr. R. Happy Rons, Esq., Agana, Guam

Ms. Julie A. Savidge, Ph.D., University of Nebraska-Lincoln,
Lincoln, Nebraska

Ms. Cynthia M. Schubert, Tumon, Guam

Mr. Derek W. Stinson and Ms. Colleen M. Stinson, Saipan

Mr. Alfonso M. Pangelinan, Agana, Guam

Mr. Gary J. Wiles, Guam

Mr. Tony Rodrigues, Portland, Oregon

Mr. Roy T. Tsuda, Duenas & Associates, Inc., Tamuning, Guam

M. Sanchez, Sigma Trading, Tamuning, Guam

Mr. Arne Liberg, Barrigada, Guam

Ms. Grace G. Moore, Yigo, Guam

Mr. Vincereo Garrido, Tamuning, Guam

Mr. T. Kawasaki, President, Guam Urunao Resort Corporation, Tokyo,
Japan

Mr. Gerald F. Schiappa, Guam Urunao Resort Corporation, McLean,
Virginia

Mr. Rollin H. Baker, Eagle Lake, Texas

Ms. Anne F. Maben, Project Coordinator, Young Scholars Ocean

Science Institute, California State University, Long Beach
California

4, Conservation Organizations

President, Marianas Audubon Society, Agana, Guam

Executive Director, Bat Conservation International, Inc., Austin,
Texas

Vice-President for International Conservation, New York Zoological
Society, The Wildlife Conservation Society, Bronx, New York

Vice-President, National Audubon Society, Western Regional Office,
Sacramento, California

Director, National Audubon Society, Hawaii State Office, Honolulu,
Hawaii

Director, The Nature Conservancy of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Honolulu, Hawaii

5. Other Agencies

Chief, Division of Fish and Wildlife, Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, Saipan, Marianas

Director, Bureau of Resources and Development, Republic of Palau,
Koror, Palau

Mayor, Municipality of Rota, Rota, Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands

Governor, Saipan, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
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Director of Natural Resources, Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, Department of Natural Resources, Saipan

Publisher, Pacific Daily News, Agana, Guam

Publisher, The Guam Tribune, Agana, Guam

Publisher, Guam Business News, Agana, Guam

Vice President, K-57 & Z98 Radio, Agana, Guam

News Director, Guam Cable TV, Agana, Guam

News Director, KUAM, Agana, Guam

University of Hawaii Environmental Center, Honolulu, Hawaii

VIII. LIST OF PREPARERS

Mr.

Ms.

Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.’

John Ford, former Pacific Islands Land Protection Coordinator, Region 1,
Honolulu, Hawaii.

Kimberly Forrest, Assistant Refuge Manager, Sacramento National Wildlife
Refuge Complex, Division of Refuges and Wildlife, Region 1, Willows,
California.

Phyllis Ha, Ecologist, Office of the Pacific Islands Land Protection
Coordinator, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge
Complex, Region 1, Honolulu, Hawaii.

Ray Rauch, Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife
Refuge Complex, Region 1, Honolulu, Hawaii.

Robert Smith, Field Supervisor, Pacific Islands Office, Division of
Ecological Services, Reglon 1, Honolulu, Hawaii.

Andrew Yuen, Pacific Islands Land Protection Coordinator, Hawaiian and

Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex, Region 1, Honolulu,
Hawaiil.
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managed through multi-agency cooperative agreements.

A Refuge would be established only at Ritidian Point.

Table 1, Summary of land areas considered for inclusion in the proposed Refuge by Alternative. Most
‘ acreages were measured with a digital planimeter on a USGS 1:24,000 map and are estimated
figures., Some acreages were provided by the Department of Defense. See text for detailed
descriptions of Alternatives,
ALTERNATIVE: Alt, 1 Alt, 2 Alt, 3 CAlt, 4 Alt, 5
Site: (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
DOD LANDS:
NCTAMS Finegayan North 2,249 1,932 1,932 0! 0 '
Public Works Center, Guam el 860 344 " 344 (1) o™
NAVMAG 8,287 8,287 8,287 0! 0
Apra Harbor? 8,959 1,692 1,692 0! 0
Andersen Air Force Base 15,431 11,589 11,589 0! 0
Ritidian Point 371 371 371 371 0
Total DOD acreage: 36,157 24,215 24,215 371 0
GOVERNMENT OF GUAM LANDS:
Falcona Beach 97 97 0 0 0
Bolanos Conservation Area 2,830 - 2,830 0 0 0
Anao Conservation Area 695 695 0 0 0
Cotal Conservatlon Area 552 552 0 0 0
Total GovGuam acreage: 4,174 4,174 0 0 0
[
Alternative total: 140,331 28,389 24,215 371 0
L Under Alternative 4, DOD lands would not be fncluded in the proposed Refuge, but natural resources on these areas would be

Apra Harbor includes areas in Maval Station, Naval Supply Depot, Orote, and Public Works Center. See Figures for areas included.
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Table 2. Summary Matrix -- Effects of Alternatives and Options.

Alt. Alt, Alt. Alt Alt. Option Option Option Option
Affected Resource or Activity: 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Water resources ++ ++ + + - 0 0 0 0
Soils ++ ++ ++ + - 0 0 0 0
BIOLOGICAL ENVIROKMENT
Natural Communities ++ ++ +4 + - + + + -
Wildlife
Endangered/threatened species ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ ++ + -
Avifauna ++ ++ ++ ++ - 0 0 0 0
Frult bats ++ ++ ++ ++ - 0 0 0 0
Sea turtles/marine mammals + + + + - ++ ++ + -
Plants ++ ++ ++ ++ - + + + 0
Migratory birds ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ + + -
Other native wildlife ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ ++ + -
Marine Resources , 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ + -
WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS .
Recovery of endangered/threatened species ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ ++ ++ --
Alien species control +4+ ++ ++ + - 0 0 0 0
Law enforcement ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + + 0
Cooperative management efforts ++ ++ ++ T+ 0 + + + 0
DOD natural resource management compliance ++ ++ ++ + 0 + . + + 0
Guam DAWR natural resource management ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + + 0
SOCIAL AND CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT
Archaeological/Historical resources ++ ++ ++ -+ 0 + + + 0
Public education/scientific research ++ ++ ++ + 0 + + + 0
Recreation
Consumptive (e.g. hunting, fishing) ++ ++ ++ + 0 + + 0 0
Non-consumptive (e.g. hiking, photography) ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + + 0.
Traditional gathering ++ ++ ++ + 0 0 0 0 0
Public use of study area + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
Access to private lands + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT
Direct tax revenue + + + + 0 0 0 0 |
Indirect tax revenue + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
Land values on study area 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Land values on adjacent areas + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
Tourism + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
Employment ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 0 0 0 0
Fisheries 0 0 0 0 0 + + + +
DOD training activities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Development on private lands + + + + 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER [ISSUES
+ + + + 0 0 0 0 0

Contaminants remediation

Key: Alt, = Alternative (see text).

Option = submerged lands option (see text).

++ = Strongly positive effect; + = moderately positive effect.
-- = Strongly negative effect; - = moderately negative effect.

0 = no change to resource or activity.
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Figure 2. Alternative 1. Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge on certain DOD lands
(including operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point, and certain Government of Guam lands. Boundaries shown are

approximations and include an estimated 16,322 hectares (40,331 acres). Final

boundaries would be determined following negotiations with the landowners.
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Refuge on certain DOD lands (excluding operational areas), including the
former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point, and certain Government of Guanm
] lands. Boundaries shown are approximations and include an estimated 11,489
_..l hectares (28,389 acres). TFinal boundaries would be determined following
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Alternative 3. Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge on certain DOD lands
(excluding operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility at
Ritidian Point, but excluding Government of Guam lands. Boundaries shown are
approximations and include an estimated 9,800 hectares (24,215 acres). Final
boundaries would be determined following negotiations with the landowners.
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Figure 5. Alternative 4. Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge only at the former U.S.
Naval Facility at Ritidian Point. Natural resources on certain DOD and
Government of Guam lands would be managed through cooperative agreements.
Boundaries shown are approximations and include an estimated 150 hectares (371
acres). Final boundaries would be based upon legal descriptions provided upon
transfer of title.
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Figure 6. Submerged lands Option 1. Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge on submerged

lands offshore from certain DOD lands to 4.8 kilometers (3 miles). Boundaries
shown are approximations and include an estimated 25,195 hectares (62,255

acres) of submerged land. Final boundaries would be determined following
negotiations with the landowners. '
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Figure 7. Submerged lands Option 2, the preferred Optlon. .Proposed Guam National

Wildlife Refuge on submerged lands offshore from certain DOD lands to the 30-

meter (100-foot) isobath.

Boundaries shown are approximations and include an

estimated 1,321 hectares (3,265 acres) of submerged land. Final boundaries
would be determined following negotiations with the landowners.
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hectares (1,399 acres) of submerged land. Final boundaries would be
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Endangered and threatened wildlife of Guam.
official official
Federal Guam
Common name: Scientific name: status: status: Comments on Guam population:
NATIVE FOREST BIRDS:
Nightingale reed-warbler Acrocephalus L. luscinia Endangered Endangered May be extinct.
Micronesian starling Aplonis opaca guami - Endangered  Uncommon.
Mariana crow Corvus kubaryi Endangered Endangered Fewer than 100 on Guam.
White-throated ground dove Gallicolumba x. xanthonura - Endangered Very rare in 1979. May be extinct on Guam.
Guam Micronesian kingfisher Halecyon c. cinnamomina Endangered Endangered Extirpated from the wild. Exist only in captive
breeding populations.
Micronesian megapode : Megapodius L. laperouse Endangered Endangered May be extinct on Guam.
Guam broadbill (=flycatcher) Myiagra freycineti Endangered Endangered May be extinct. Not seen since 1984.
Micronesian honeyeater Myzomela rubrata - Endangered May be extinct on Guam.
Mariana fruit dove Ptilinopus roseicapilla - Endangered Very rare on Guam in limestone forests.
Guam rail Rallus owstoni Endangered Endangered Extirpated from the wild. Exist only in captive
breeding populations.
Rufous-fronted fantail Rhipidura rufifrons - Endangered May be extinct on Guam. Not seen since 1984.
Guam bridled white-eye Zosterops ¢. conspicillatus Endangered Endangered May be extinct. Not seen since 1983.
NATIVE CAVE SWIFTLETS: A
Vanikoro swiftlet Aerodramus vanikorensis bartschi  Endangered Endangered Rare. One colony left on southern Guam.
NATIVE WATERFOWL:
Mariana mallard Anas platyrhynchos oustaleti Endangered Endangered May be extinct on Guam.
Mariana common moorhen Gallinula chloropus guami Endangered Endangered Rare. Approximately 150 remain on Guam.
NATIVE MAMMALS:
Pacific sheath-tailed bat Embal lonura semicaudata - Endangered May be extinct on Guam.
Mariana fruit bat Pteropus mariannus mariannus Endangered Endangered One colony left on northern Guam. Less than
400 individuals on Guam.
Little Mariana fruit bat Pteropus tokudae Endangered Endangered May be extinct.
SEA TURTLES:
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened Threatened
Green sea turtle _ Chelonia mydas Threatened Threatened Nest on northern Guam.
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered Endangered Accidental visitor.
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered Endangered
olive (Pacific) ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys olivacea Threatened Threatened
NATIVE PLANTS:
Tsatsa Cyathea lunulata - Endangered Rare.
Ufa Heritiera longipetiolata - - Endangered Rare. Found on northern Guam.
Hayan or Tronkon (Pea family) Serjanthes nelsonii Endangered Endangered One adult, 11 seedlings left in the wild.
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APPENDIX

CHECK LIST OF TERRESTRIAL VETERBRATES AND
SELECTED TERRESTRIAL INVERTEBRATES OF GUAM

Revised March 1992

Division of Aquatic & Wildlife Resources
Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 2950, Agana, Guam 96910

Legend:

EG
EM

N
1
M

gt

Endemic to Guam
Endemic to Marianas
Native resident
Introduced resident
= Migratory

B.

C = Common

U = Uncommon

R = Rare

A = Accidental visitor
E = Extinct on Guam

SU = Status unknown
H =Hypothetical

Listed as endangered (@) or threatened (1) on the U.S. Endangered Species List
Listed as endangered (*) or threatened (**) on the Guam Endangered Species List

FAMILY AND

Partula gibba
Partula salifana
Partularadiolata
Samoana fragillis

Melampus flava

Pythia .}s?car];zgt\zlem
Succinea guamensis
Himeroconcha lamlamensis
Himeroconcha rotula
Himeroconcha quadrasi
Himeroconcha fusca
Landronellum mariannarum
Semperdon heptaptychius
Semperdon rotanus
Lampryocystis denticulata
Lampryocystis misella
Lampryocystis fastigata
Liardetia sculpta
Liardetia doliolum
Achatina fulica

Gonaxis kibweziensis
Gonaxis quadrilateralis
Euglandina rosea
Camaenid sp.

Subulina octonia

PAGURIDAE

Coenobita spp.
Birgus latro

XANTHIDAE

Cardisoma carnifex

ENGLISH
NAME

Tree Snails (selected species included)

Tree Snail
Tree Snail
Tree Snail
Tree Snail

Land Snails (selected species included)

Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
TLand Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail
African Land Snail
Carnivore Snail
Camivore Snail
Camivore Snail
Land Snail
Land Snail

CRUSTACEANS

Hermit Crab
Coconut Crab

Land Crab
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CHAMORRO .
NAME STATUS
Akaleha' N,R
Akaleha' EG,E
Akaleha' EG,R
Akaleha' N,R
Akaleha' N,UC
Akaleha' N,R
Akaleha' N,E
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha’ N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha’ N,SU
Akaleha' N,SU
Akaleha' IC
Akaleha' LE
Akaleha' LE
Akaleha' LE
Akaleha' ILC
Akaleha’ SU
Duk'duk, Umag N,C
Ayuyu N, U
PangTao N,C



BUFONIDAE (Toads)
Bufo marinus

HYLIDAE (TreeFrogs)
Litoria fallax

CHELONIDAE (Sea Turtles)

Chelonia mydas

Eretomochelys imbricata

AMPHIBIANS

Marine Toad

Eastern Dwarf Tree Frog

REPTILES

Green Sea Turtle
Hawksbill Sea Turtle

DERMOCHELYIDAE (Leatherback Sea Turtle)

Dermochelys coriacea

GEKKONIDAE (Geckos)

Gehyra oceanica
Gehyra mutilata

Nactus pelagicus
Hemidacrylus frenatus
Lepidodacrylus Iugubris
Perochirus ateles

IGUANIDAE (True Ignanas)

Anolis carolinensis
SCINCIDAE (Skinks)
Carlia fusca

Cryptoblepharus poecilopleurus

Emoia slevini

Emoia caeruleocauda
Emota cyanura
Emoia atrocostata
Lipinia noctua

VARANIDAE (Monitor Lizards)

Varanus indicus

TYPHLOPIDAE (Blind Snakes)
Ramphotyphlops braminus
COLUBRIDAE (Colubrid Snakes)

Boiga irregularis

Leatherback Sea Turtle

Oceanic Gecko
Mutilated Gecko
Rock Gecko

House Gecko
Mourning Gecko
Speckle-bellied Gecko

Green Anole

Curious Skink
Snake-eyed Skink
Slevin's Skink
Blue-tailed Skink
Azure-tailed Skink
Tide Pool Skink
Moth Skink

Monitor Lizard
Blind Snake

Brown Tree Snake

: EIRDS

DIOMEDEIDAE (Albatrosses)

Diomedea nigripes Black-footed Albatross
PROCELLARIIDAE (Shearwaters and Petrels)

Pseudobulweria rostrata Tahiti Petrel

Calonectris leucomelas Streaked Shearwater

Puffinus pacificus Wedge-tailed Shearwater

Puffinus temuarostris Short-tailed Shearwater

Puffinus newelli Newell's Shearwater

P lherminieri Audubon's Shearwater
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Kairo'

Kairo'

Haggan
Higgan Karai

Achiak

Guali'ek
Guali'ek
Guali'ek
Guali'ek
Guali'ek

Guali'ek

Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'
Guali'ek Halom Tano'

Ulo' Attilong

Kolepbla

ILC
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Ot
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ILC
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HYDROBATIDAE (Storm-Petrels)

Oceanodroma leucorhoa
Oceanodroma matsudaire

PHAETHONTIDAE (Tropicbirds)

Phaethon lepturus
Phaethon rubricauda

SULIDAE (Boobies and Gannets)

Sula dactylatra
Sula leucogaster
Sula sula

I each's Storm-Petrel

Matsudaira's Storm-Petre]

White-tailed Tropicbird
Red-tailed Tropicbird

Masked Booby
Brown Booby
Red-footed Booby

PHALACROCORACIDAE (Cormorants)

Phalacrocorax carbo

FREGATIDAE (Frigatebirds)

Fregata minor
Fregata ariel

Great Cormorant

Great Frigatebird
Lesser Frigatebird

ARDEIDAE (Egrets, Herons, and Bitterns)

Ixobrychus sinensis
Dudpeezor flavicollis
Ardea cinerea
ggreﬂa sacra

gretia intermedia
Egrenta garzetta
Ardeola bacchus
Bubulcus ibis
Butorides striatus

Nycticorax nycticorax

Yellow Bittem
Black Bittern
Gray-Heron

Pacific Reef-Heron
Intermediate Egret
Little Egret

Chinese Pond-Heron
Cattle Egret
Green-backed Heron

Black-crowned Night-Heron

ANATIDAE (Ducks, Geese, and Swans)

Anas crecca

Anas platyrhynchos oustaleti

Anas poecilorhyncha
Anas acuta
Anas querquedula
Anas clypeata
Anas penelope

ythya ferina
Ayzhyajfculigula

Green-winged Teal
Mariana Mallard
Spot-billed Duck
orthern Pintail
Garganey
Northern Shoveler
Eurasian Wigeon
American Wigeon
Common Pochard
Tufted Duck

ACCIPITRIDAE (Hawks and Eagles)

Pandion haliaetus
Accipiter gularis
Accrpiter soloensis
Buteo buteo

FALCONIDAE (Falcons)

Fadlco peregri
Falco subbuteo

MEGAPODIDAE (Megapodes)

Megapodius laperouse

Osprey

Asiatic Sparrowhawk
Chinese Goshawk
Common Buzzard

Peregrine Falcon
Northern Hobby

Micronesian Megapode

PHASIANIDAE (Quails, Pheasants, and Allies)

Francolinus francolinus

Coturnix chinensis

Black Francolin
Blue-breasted Quail
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Fakpe, Utag
Fakpe, Utag

Payaaya, Gaga Moa
Payaaya, Gaga Moa

Kakkak

Chuchuko
Chuchuko
Chuchuko

Chuchuko

Nganga

ganga
Nganga
Nganga
Neganga
Nganga
Nganga
Nganga
Npanga
Nganga

Sasngat

Bengbeng
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RALLIDAE (Rails, Gallinules, and Coots)

Rallus owstoni
Porzana cinerea
Gallinula chloropus
Fulicaatra

CHARADRIIDAE (Plovers)

Plwialis squatarola
Pluvialis dominica
Charadrius mongolus
Charadrius leschenaultii
Charadrius alexandrinus

Guam Rail Koko
‘White-browed Crake Bako
Common Moorhen Pulattat
Eurasian Coot .
Black-bellied Plover Dulili
Lesser Golden-Plover Dutlili
Mongolian Plover Dulili
Greater Sand-Plover Dulili
Snowy Plover Dulili
Common Ringed Plover Dulili
Little Ringed Plover Dulili

HAEMATOPODIDAE (Oystercatchers)

Haematopus ostralegus

Eurasian Oystercatcher

RECURVIROSTRIDAE (Avocets and Stilts)

Himantopus himantopus Black-winged Stilt
SCOLOPACIDAE (Sandpipers, Snipe, and other waders)
Tringa nebularia Common Greenshank Dulili
Tringa guttifer Nordmann's Greenshank Dulili
Tringa totanus Common Redshank Dulili
Tringa erythropus Spotted Redshank Dulili
Tringa stagnaulis arsh Sandpiper Dulili
Tringa glareola ‘Wood Sandpiper Duliti
Heteroscelus brevipes Gray-tailed Tattler : Dulili
Hereroscelus incanus ‘Wandering Tattler Dulili
Actitus hypoleucos Common Sandpiper Dulili
Xenus cinereus Terek Sandpiper Dulili
Numenius minutus Little Curlew Kalalang
Numenius phaeopus ‘Whimbrel Kalalang
Numenius tahitiensis Bristle-thighed Curlew Kalalang
Numenius madagascariensis Far Eastemn Curlew Kalalang
Numenius arquata Eurasian Curlew Kalalang
Limosa limosa Black-tailed Godwit Kalalang
Limosa lapponica Bar-tailed Godwit Kalalang
Arenaria interpres Ruddy Tumnstone Dulik
Calidris tenurostris Great Knot Dulii
Calidris alba Sanderling Dulili
Calidris ruficollis Rufous-necked Stint Dulii
Calidris subminuta Long-toed Stint Dulili
Cdlidris acuninata Sharp-tailed Sandpiper Dulili
Calidris milanotos Pectoral Sandpiper Dulili
Calidris alpina Dunlin Dulili
Calidris ferruginea _ Curlew Sandpiper Dulili
Philomachus pugnax Ruff Dulili
Gallinago megala Swinhoe's Snipe Dulili
Gallinago gallinago Common Snipe Dulili
LARIDAE (Gulls and Terns) -
Larus ridibundus Common Black-headed Gull
Larus schistisagus Slaty-backed Gull
Sterna bergii Greatcrested Tern
Sterna hirundo Common Tem
Sterna sumatrana Black-naped Temn
Sterna albifrons Little Tem
Sterna fuscata Sooty Tern
Chlidonias hybridus Whiskered Tem
Chlidonias leucopterus ‘White-winged Tem
Anous stolidus Brown Noddy Fahang
Anous minutus Black Noddy Fahang
Gygis alba ‘White Tern Chunge
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COLUMBIDAE (Pigeons and Doves)

Prilinopus roseicapilla Mariana Fruit-Dove
Gallicolumba xanthonura ‘White-throated Ground-Dove
Streptopelia bitorquata Philippine Turtle-Dove
Columga Lvia Rock %ove
STRIGIDAE (Owls)
Asio flammeus Short-eared Owl
APODIDAE (Swifts)
Aerodramus vanikorensis Island Swiftlet
Apus pacificus Fork-tailed Swift

ALCEDINIDAE (Kingfishers)

Halcyon cinnamomina Micrbnesiaq Kingfisher

Alcedo atthis Common Kingfisher
HIRUNDINIDAE (Swallows)

Hirundo rustica Bamn Swallow

" DICRURIDAE (Drongos)

Dicrurus macrocercus Black Drongo
CORVIDAE (Crows and Jays)
Corvus kubaryi Mariana Crow

MUSCICAPIDAE (Old World Flycatchers and Warblers)

Acrocephalus luscinia Nightingale Reed-warbler

Myiagra freycineti Guam Flycatcher

Rhipidura rufifrons Rufous Fantail
MOTACILLIDAE (Wagtails and Pipits)

Motacilla cinerea Gray Wagtal

Motacilla alba White Wagtail

STURNIDAE (Starlings)
Aplonis opaca

MELIPHAGIDAE (Honeyeaters)

Micronesian Starling

Myzomela rubrata Micronesian Honeyeater
ZOSTEROPIDAE (White-eyes) B
Zosterops conspicillatus Bridled White-eye

PASSERIDAE (Weavers)

Passer montanus Eurasian Tree Sparrow
ESTRILIDAE (Weaver Finches)
Lonchura malacca Chestnut Mannikin
85

Totot

Paluman Apaka (male)
Palumnan Fachi (female)
Paluman Senesa ]
Paluman Mansu

Mongmo

Yayaguak

Sthek

Sali Taiwan
Aoa

gﬁ-kaliso, Ga-kirriso
uguangguan
ichise g

Sali
Egigi

Nossa'

Rice Bird

LU

EMR@*

EM,Eg*'
EG,E@*
NE*

>
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NE*

NE@*
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MAMMALS
SORICIDAE (Shrews)
Suncus murinus ‘ Musk Shrew . Chaka LU
PTEROPODIDAE (Fruit Bats)

Pteropus mariannus Marianas Fruit Bat Fanihi NR@*

Pteropus tokudae Little Manianas Fruit Bat Fanihi EG,E@*
EMBALLONURIDAE (Sheath-tailed Bats)

Emballonura semicaudata Pacific Sheath-tailed Bat Payesyes N,E*
MURIDAE (Old World rats and Mice)

Rattus exulans Polynesian Rat Cha'ka 1.U

Rartus rattus Roof Rat Cha'ka LC

Rattus norvegicus Norway Rat Cha'ka 10

Mus musculus House Mouse Cha'kan Halom Guma  LC
CANIDAE (Dogs, Foxes, and Wolves)

Carusfarm’lzarzs Feral DOg ) Ga‘lagu I’C
FELIDAE (Cats)

Felis catus Feral Cat Katu 1,C
SUIDAE (Pigs) ‘

Sus scrofa Feral Pig Babui IC
CERVIDAE (Deer) '

Cervus unicolor Philippine Deer Benado I,C .
BOVIDAE (Cattle, Sheep, Goats, and Antelope)

Bubalus bubalis Feral Asiatic Water Buffalo Carabao 1.U

Capra hircus Feral Goat Chiba IiR :
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APPENDIX C.

AK_E_-.

T
United States Department of the Interior iiir: mm—

R
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE —
HAWATIAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDS = =
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPLEX
Region 1 - Refuges and Wildlife
P_.O. Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawaii 968504996
(808) 541-1201
FAX: (808) 541-1216
In Reply Refer To:
FWS /ARW/HPINWRComplex SEP 18 1992

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your interest and concern regarding the proposed
establishment of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your comments and those from other
respondents regarding the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
Refuge. The purpose of this 'letter is to inform you of the status of. the
project and provide a summary of the issues raised by the public.

During the public comment period, the Service received 44 letters.
Eleven were from U.S. Government agencies including Department of Defense
agencles, the Federal Aviation Administration, and the Soil Conservation
Service. Eleven letters were received from Government of Guam agencies
including the Congressional Delegate, legislators, Guam Division of Aquatic
and Wildlife Resources, Guam Division of Parks and Recreation, Guam Bureau of
Planning, the Committee on Self Determination, and the Office of the Governor.
Other letters were from not-for-profit comservation Oorganizations, a
developer, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands' Department of
Natural Resources. A total of 127 private individuals responded (114 by way
of a petition) representing the concerns of former landowners, scientists, and
other Guam residents. The Service also received oral and written comments at
the June 22 public meeting held on Guam.

Based on these comments, it was apparent that most parties agree on the -
urgent need for wildlife and habitat protection and restoration on Guam.
After careful consideration, the Service has decided to prepare a Revised
Draft EA that will include additlonal alternatives and more fully evaluate
issues related to the establishment of the proposed Refuge. We plan to
release the Revised Draft EA for public review and comment this fall. Afrer
incorporating concerns received during the 30-day comment period following the
release of the Revised Draft EA, the Service will prepare a Final EA that will
be the foundation for its decision on the establishment of the proposed '
Refuge.
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The following may provide clarification about Service programs in
general: '

1. Q: Why is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) comsidering
establishing a Refuge on Guam?

Al The Service is mandated by law to protect and restore certain
- wildlife resources on lands under the jurisdiction of the United
States. For example, the Endangered Species Act directs the
Service to take action on behalf of endangered and threatened
species, and to manage these species and their habitats to provide
for recovery and eventual de-listing. The proposed Refuge would

provide for the long—term survival and protection of Guam's unique
and endangered wildlife and habitats.

2. Q: What is an "environmental assessment™ and how is it used?

A: The Service is required to fulfill its mandates in a manner that
is consistent with the provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). An environmental assessment (EA) is a document
that is required under NEPA for any project proposed by a Federal
agency that may have a significant impact on the gquality of the
environment. An EA shounld evaluate all reasonable alternatives
that will meet stated objectives and address the possible
o environmental, social, and economic impacts. The Service uses
S EA's and other documents to inform and involve the public about
its plans, and to make decisions about whether to proceed with
various proposed projects, and if so, in what manner to proceed.
Although the alternatives are analyzed in an unbiased manner, the
preparing office may recommend a "preferred alternative” —— one
that fulfills the Service's statutory mission and responsibilities
and gives consideration to economic, environmental, and social
concerns. Public involvement is crucial at all stages of
development of the EA in order to assist the Service with
developing its projects, evaluatlng the impacts, and selecting a
preferred alternative.

3. Q: What is an "overlay refuge"”, how is it created, and how does it
protect wildlife?

Az An overlay refuge, once established, becomes a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and i1s administered by the
Service, but the Service does not have primary jurisdiction over
the underlying land unit. An overlay refuge can be established
through a variety of means such as Congressional legislation,
issuance of an Executive Order by the President, or agreements
between the Service and the primary landowner or agency. An
overlay refuge allows the Service to manage habitats, wildlife,
and public use on a parcel of land and water for stated purposes
that are contained in the establishing document (legislation,
Executive Order, or agreement). Midway Atoll National Wildlife
Refuge and Johnston Atoll National Wildlife Refuge are examples of
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overlay refuges in the Pacific. Midway Atoll is an example of the
type of overlay refuge being proposed for Guam since the
Department of Defense is the primary landowner there.

What is "critical habitat"™ and how does it protect wildlife?

Critical habitat 1s a legal designation under the Endangered

* Species Act that identifies habitat essential to the conservation

of a species listed as endangered or threatened, and alerts
Federal agencies conducting projects in the area to the
significance of the habitat. While critical habitat designation,
per se, does not establish sanctuaries or provide for active
management, all Federal actions and all projects on private lands
designated as critical habitat which require Federal funds,
actions, or authorizations to be carried out are subject to a
mandatory "Section 7 consultation” to ensure the project does not
adversely modify designated critical habitat. This process allows
the Service to evaluate activities on Federal lands and private
lands subject to a Federal nexus, and to provide technical advice
and guidance to reduce or eliminate risks to endangered species.

What are "excess lands"?

By law, when a Federal agency that owns property no longer needs
the property to accomplish its mission, it is considered "Excess
Property” and well-defined procedures are followed to transfer
title (dispose of the property). Im brief, General Services
Administration (GSA), is the lead agency that coordinates property
disposal. If another Federal agency needs a particular tract to
accomplish its mission, that agency submits a request to GSA for
the parcel. If no Federal agency need the parcel, it may be sold

or transferred to a local government entity such as a State,

Territory, County, City, etc. If no local government entity 1is

interested, the parcel will usually be put up for sale to private
individuals.

During the public comment period, certain topics of concern were brought
up by several commenters and are addressed 1n a generic guestion and answer
format as follows:

Q:

Al

What is the proposed size of the Refuge and what lands will be
included?

A range of alternatives that examine the feasibility of a Refuge
of various acreage (and ownerships) will be presented in the
Revised Draft EA. In general, based on the comments received to
date, it is expected that the Revised Draft EA will address
additional alternmatives that will probably be downsized from the
alternatives presented in the previous Draft EA.
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2. Q:
Az
3. Q:
Az
4, Q:
Az
5. Q:
Az
6. Q:
Az

Who will manage the proposed Refuge?

The Service will evaluate a number of different scenarios for
managing the proposed Refuge including management by the Service,
the Government of Guam, the military, or management through
cooperative agreements among or between these agencies.

"What is the ability of Department of the Interior to manage a

Refuge on Guam?

The Service has the proven ability to professionally and
adequately manage refuges through its own on—site personnel, or
through cooperative agreements with the Department of Defense
agencies or State oT local governmental agencies, or through a
combination of these approaches.

What is the availability of funding in these tight economic times?

Funding for the development and operation of the proposed Refuge
is dependent upon being included in an approved budget or being
specifically funded through other mechanisms. If the decision is
to establish a refuge on Guam, the Service will request start-up
and operational funds. Funds for the establishment and operation
of a refuge come from a number of possible sources including
Federal Land and Water Conservation Funds, Migratory Bird Funds,

direct Congressional appropriation, private donation, and other
sources.

What is being proposed in terms of specific management plans on
Guam?

Management plans will be developed for the proposed Refuge and
will be guided by the purposes of the Refuge and any establishing
documents/agreements. The purposes and principal agreement issues
will be addressed in the Revised Draft EA. Management plans are
usually developed after a refuge is established. The Service
recognizes the need to secure and enhance habitat that is
essential to the continued survival of endangered and threatened
species and other wildlife, and continues to work
with local wildlife management agencies and other
parties to address these issues.

cooperatively
concerned

How much public access to the Refuge will be available and what
are the anticipated public uses of the Refuge?

The Service is unable to address public access and types of uses
at this time due to the many different alternatives being
considered. The Revised Draft EA will address these issues.
However, controlled public use could be managed to insure
compatibility with the proposed Refuge.
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What will the Service do about excess lands; particularly Ritidian
Point?

This will depénd on the selected alternative. It is assumed that
if a Service—managed Refuge 1s established, a parcel of land that
the Service would have primary jurisdiction over (fee title) would
be required on which to develop a headquarters and infrastructure.

" The Service continues to have dialog with parties that are

interested in Ritidian Point in order to reach a consensus for
appropriate uses of the area that are compatible with and will not
decrease the habitat value of the area. Areas of significant
value to wildlife that become excess to the needs of the military
may be requested by the Service in the future.

Why are submerged lands included in the proposal? How will this
affect the public's ability to go fishing, boating, and swimming?

There is some dispute about jurisdiction over the submerged lands.
This is a legal matter that will be resolved by the interested
parties separately from the establishment of a Refuge. The
Service will consider including some submerged lands in the
proposed Refuge in the Revised Draft EA. If submerged lands are
included, the distances from shore may vary according to the need
to protect turtle foraging habitat. In addition to providing
protection for turtles, inclusion of some submerged lands could
enhance enforcement in already-established marine preserves.
Recreational and commercial use of marine areas will be regulated
by the appropriate agency.

How does the upcoming final decision on critical habitat relate to
the proposed Refuge?

On June 14, 1991, the Service proposed designating certain
portions of Guam as critical habitat for six endangered forest
species. The last public comment period closed on July 15, 1992.
The final decision on whether to designate critical habitat may
depend upon the outcome of the decision to establish a Refuge. A
key portion of the final decision on critical habitat designation
is whether the land area currently proposed for critical habitat

is still in need of special management on behalf of endangered
species should a Refuge be established.

There are significant contaminants on military lands. How do
these contaminants and a possible Superfund designation affect the
ability of the Refuge to be established? Are contaminants a
concern to 2z Refuge operation?

Superfund designation would not prevent an overlay Refuge from
being established at Andersen AFB. Existing legal documents
assign liability to the Air Force and ensure that the Service
would not assume any liability for contaminants found on Andersen
AFR. The Air Force will conduct an investigation of the extent

. >
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and nature of the contamination and will be responsible for
cleanup and remediation of the sites. The Service will provide
technical assistance and consultation throughout all phases of the
investigation and cleanup to ensure compliance with the Endangered
Species Act and NEPA. Because some of the sites are located in-
and near essential habitat for endangered species, the Service

. +will not delete individual sites from the proposed Refuge.

When the Revised Draft EA is completed this fall, you will receive a
copy of the document” and additional copies will be made available on Guam and
by contacting my office at the above letterhead address. The Service will
continue to work closely with interested and affected agencies and other
parties and will continue to seek public input on this project. Once again,
thank you for your continued interest in this project.

Sincerel

Ray Rauch
Project Leader
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Mr. Ray Rauch

Refuge Complex Manager,
Hawalian/Pacific Islands '
Natlonal Wildlife Refuge Complex
U.S. Fish and Wildille Sorvice
P.0. Box 50187

Honolulu, Hawall 96850

Hafa Adai Mr, Rauch:

On behalf of the paople of the Tarritory of Guam, | am submitting my comments on
the revised draft Environmental Assessmant (EA) for the Proposed Guam Natlonal
Wildlife Refuge. | commend you and your staff for your continued concern, Interest
and efforts for the protection and restaration of Guam's threatened and endangered
species. | assure you that |, too, remaln committed In my Interest to protect and
restore such specles and continue to support a comprehensive approach to the
resolution of problems that have resuited in the decline and possible extinction of
many of these species and thelr habitats.

Therefore, we support the concept of a National Wildlife Refuge for Guam, as the
refuge on Guam would be a proactive measure for the racovery and preservation of
endangered species and other wildiife and thelr habltat. In addition, it would increase
the opportunities for public recreational use of soma areas that heretofore have been
off-limits to civilians, provided that the recreational activities are compatible with the
goals of the refuge. )

We acknowledge that the review process currently underway Is a declslon-making
process that will decide whether the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) will
continue to pursue the development of a Guam Natlonal Wildlife Refuge, and that
issuance of a Final Environmental Assessment that Includes a positive
recommendation for one of the alternatives will not, In itself, create the refuge. This
will be an overlay refuge with the prospect of a successful collaboration between the
Government of Guam and the federal government, but much has yet to be done in
defining the Implementing mechanisms for a jolntly-managed overlay refuge. The
Government of Guam must necessarlly be party to all these implementing mechanlsms

S

Commonwealth Now!

- In the following questlons:

5 . . P . .
Lﬁ-rﬁ.‘-‘thi — ot bereee s S v m oo

Mr. Ray Rauch
Page 2

by virtue of the fact that 1} there are existing "Cooperative Agreements for the
Protection, Development and Management of Fish and Wildlife Resources”™ on each
of the military Installations on Guam, 2} Guam enjoys concurrent jurisdiction over all
faderal lands on Guam, and 3} the fish and wildlife on these federal lands are Guam’s
resources to be managed In accordance with Guam's laws and regulations.

| am pleased that the revised draft Environmental Assessment has deleted significant
areas previously Identlfled as excess to military needs, such as the Harmon Annex
area, as these lands have little significant habitat value but hold great potential for
Guam’s future growth and development, However, upon revlew of the draft EA for
the wildlife refuge proposal, | found that some of my concerns which were expressed
In prior letters were still not adequately addressed In this draft EA. Therefore, | feel
that | must be stralghtforward in re-expressing my concerns and have presented them

L] Wil access to private and public lands be restricted by the Wildlife Refuge
proposal? The proposal states that access will be reviewed from the standpoint
of Its resulting Impact on species and habitat, . We believe that sufficient
information is now available within FWS to provide us with an answer to this
question before Wildlife Refuge Is designated.

L Wil development of private and public lands (the Artero property In partlcular)
be prevented or required to be reviewed more rigorously than is currently
required with the approval of the Wildlife Refuge proposal? Agaln, the proposal
only states that development would be reviewed for compatibility with refuge
objectives.

[ Will the Guam Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources (DAWR) be a co-equal
. partner with the FWS in the management of the Wildlife Refuge? The proposal
states that there will be Increased cooperation among FWS, DAWR and the
Department of Defense {DOD)}. Additionally, the proposal states that roles and
responsibilitles between FWS and DAWR within the proposed Refuge would be
formalized through a separate Inter-agency agresment.

(] Will FWS support the land transfer of the U.S. Naval Facllity property at Ritidian
and any other federal property proposed for Inclusion in the wildlife refuge that
may be excessed in the future to the Government of Guam? The proposal
states that FWS would seek the transfer of the NAVFAC property for its usa,
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J.Ada continued

Mr. Ray Rauch
Page 3

The proposal also states that essential habitats at South Finegayan and Harmon
Annex for endangered forest birds and fruit bat were excluded from certain
alternatives pending the outcome of the Guam Excess Lands Act (H.R. 4164).

o WIIl FWS commit to a certain lavel of appropriation requests to Congress? The
proposal states that funding for the development and operation of the Refuge
would be dependent upon being included In an approved budget or being
specifically funded through other machanisms and that such funds could come
from various sources Including direct congresslonal appropriations.

. Will the Navy be allowed to relocate its activities from Naval Alr Station {NAS),
Agana to Andersen Alr Force Base? The proposal states that any uses of the
Refuge would be subject to a Refuge compatibility determination and approved
through issuance of Special Use Permits, Furthermore, the proposal states that
FWS discussions with DOD planners regarding potential future uses of lands
Identified as having Important hablitats for endangered and threatened species
indicate a low likelihood of significant development projects on lands targeted
for inclusion in the proposed Refuge.

L Will Critical Habitat be dropped if Wildlife Refuge Is designated? The proposal
states that the flnal decision for critical habitat designation hinges upon
whether there is a continuing need for special management on those lands
identitied in the proposed rule and, that a final decislon on critical habitat
designation will be made only after the declston Is made on the refuge proposal.
We believe that FWS has sufficlent information available to answer this
question,

| belleve that If these questlons are answered either In a separate latter to or in the
final EA that Is consistent with the Government of Guam'’s position on these Issues,
then we can wholeheartedly support the establishment of the refuge, Howaver, to
fully support the refuge proposal, as written, would be unwise.

Assuming that the abova answers are favorable to the Government of Guam, we then
would support a refuge of the size that would satisfy refuge objectives. | had
previously stated that | would support the establishment of a refuge that contains
approximately 17,500 acres, of which 5,000 are in southern Guam at the Naval
Magazine and 12,5600 are in northern Guam in the NCS Finegayan area, Northwaest
Field area, and Andersen Alr Force Base area. As you may recall, this proposed
acreage is predicated on the habitat requirements of the Marianas Crow, which the
FWS has indicated requires the most habitat. Each Individual crow, according to
FWS, requires 25 acrss of habltat. According to the Recovery Plan, 700 crows (200
In the south) is the objective to reach In order to downlist the species.

Mr. Ray Rauch
Page 4

1 would support a small Increase to the 17,500 acre refuge If DAWR and FWS can
satisfactorlly demonstrate the need for a slightly larger refuge from the specles
protection and restoration standpoint and not from a refuge management standpoint.
Furthermore, | would support some expansion of the boundaries if the expansion
allows for the creation of a buffer between private lands and refuge lands which 1
hope will allow FWS to legally exempt private developers from the Section 7
consultation process.

Regarding the alternatives specified In the draft, | tend to support Alternative 2 with
the condition .that: the Guam Legislature, which s the entity responsible for the
designation of public land use, approves of tha Inclusion of the 4,174 acres of
GovGuam land as part of the refuge. Alternative 2 includes 24,146 acres of DOD
land, conslisting of 13,853 acres in the north and 10,293 acres In the south., in
northern Guam, | recommend that FWS consider the exclusion of certain areas from
the designation as follows:

Exclude the area set aside for relocation of NAS to AAFB to accomodate
naval activities at AAFB;

Exclude the area bordered by Route 1 and Route 15 within AAFB as this
area already contains AAFB housing and operational facilities; and

. Exclude the area that was proposed for exchange with the Guam Urunao
Resort Corp. as this area does not now possess essential habitat.

Alternative 2 also includes twice as much land in the south than Is actually needed.
| therefore suggest that the Naval Supply Depot (Sasa Valley) and the area within
Naval Station and Apra Harbor be deleted from the alternative. These areas are
wetlands that are already managed under federal and local statutes. Finally, |
recommand that FWS consider exciusion of a larger area within Naval Magazine to
accomodate expansion of its operational areas.

With regards to submerged lands, it is the Government of Guam’s bellef that all
submerged lands surrounding Guam belong to the Government of Guam by virtue of
the Organic Act of 1950, As | had stated In our conditional concurrence with the Alr
Force’s Marine Resources Preserve, we do not object to federal monies being
expended in these areas, but they must be managed either by the Government of
Guam agencles of responsibllity, or through a joint/equal partner management regime
with federal government level of participation based on their contribution, Because
of this point, | suggest that submerged lands be deleted from consideration, at least
untll such time as a satisfactory management MOU Is developed and approved.
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Mr, Ray Rauch
Page 5

To reiterate, my full support of the proposed wildlife refuge Is hinged on favorable
answers to the questlons that have been ralsed.

Si Yu'os Ma’ase’ for the opportunity to provide comments. Should you have any
questions or need further elaboration on the concerns raised, | would be glad to
accommodate your request.

Sinseru,
C)W,A/ L

JOSEPH F, ADA
Governor of Guam

'
et
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Department of Agriculture
Division of Aquatic and Wildllfe Resources
P.0. Box 2950
Agana, Guam 96910
Telephens Numbers ($71)734-3483/3044/3945/5203

Fax Number (671)734-6570
E-malitSUNIPORTALICUP.PORTAL.COMIGUAM-DAWR

March 5, 1993

Ray Rauch
Project Leader
Hawaiian and Pacific Island
National Wildlife Refuge Complex
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr, Rauch:

The Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources has reviewed the January, 1993 revision
of the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the Proposed Guamal?;donal Wildlife
Refuge. We strongly support the concept of a National Wildlife Refuge for Guam, as
establishing a refuge on Guam would be a proactive measure for the recovery and
preservation of endangered specics and other wildlife and their habitat, In addition, it
would increase the opportunities for public recreational use of some areas that heretofore
have been of-limits to civilians, provided that the recreational activities are compatible
with the goals of the refuge,

The comments that follow are limited to the various altematives proposed for the refuge
in the order of preference, Iam enclosing a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment
that includes marginal comments and technical corrections for your use In preparing the
Final Environmental Assessment.

A. Refuge alternatives,

Alternative 2, This s our preferred alternative. The basic difference between this
alternative and Alternalive 1 is that the operational areas of the DOD lands are
delcted. Protection and management of important resources that might
occastonally be found in delcted operational ureas could be addressed by cxlst?ng
agreements and under existing Federal and local laws, Altemative 2 includes
most land recognized in the Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plans as essential
for the recovery of the native forest birds and fruit bats. This altemative includes
existing Government of Guam lands that are currently designated as conservation
arcas, These lands would still remain under Government of Guam ownership and
control but would have the added advantage of additional protection and more
active management for conservation. We anticipate that inclusion of these
Govemnment of Guam lands in the overlay National Wildlife Refuge will help to
ensure that there is a unified management direction for all conservation lands,
whether administered locally or federally. We further anticipate that the refuge
management expertise and resources of the Fish and Wildlife Service, including

(@

their Education, Publication, Interpretation and Cultural Resources (EPIC)
Division, would be available to the Govemnment of Guam for application.to our
lands included under the refuge umbrella,

This altemative would best recognize the fact that all parties hold common goals,
objectives and responsibilities for the protection and conservation of natural
resources and woufd exemplify the spirit of partnership that has resulted in the
development of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge proposal.

Alternative 1. We do not oppose this alternative, which would establish the refuge as
an overlay over certain DOD lands, including operational areas, the former U.S.
Naval Facility at Ritidian Point, and certain Government of Guam lands alrcady
designated as conservation arcas. Although this alternative includes some
operational arcas that may not have significant habitat value to wildlife, this
should not cause serious impediment to military operations as the lesser degree of
protection necessary for these areas could be adequately detailed in the refuge

management plan.

Aliemnative 3, This option would also be acceptable to us because it would include
most federal land considered essentlal for the recovery of Guam's native forest
bird and fruit bats in the Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Pians, Although this
alternative excludes Govemment of Guam land, those Government of Guam lands
currently designated as conservation areas would continue to be managed for
conservation in a way compatible with the objectives of the refuge. Presumably,
the option of eventually including these Government of Guam lands under the
refuge umbrella through development of the appropriate cooperative agreements
would remain open.

Alternative 4, This altemative is less acceptable than Alternatives 1,2, or 3 but would
be a "fall back" option that would at least preserve the important Ritidian Point
habitat and establish a permanent USFWS presence on Guam. We are concerned
that this altemative would not adequately provide for the recovery of Guam's
endangered species. However, it would presumably allow for the future
development of cooperative agreements between the Fish and Wildlife Service,
the Government of Guam, and the various Federal Government entities and even
with private land owners in the area who have jurisdiction over habitat essential
for the recovery of native forest birds and fruit bats. This would assure a more.
coordinated effort between all parties to conserve endangered species and their
habitat in the area,

Alternative 5. This "no action" alternative is considered to be unacceplable as it would
provide no additional actions for the conservation and protection of endangered
species and their habitat,

Submerged land options.

Option 2. We prefer this option as the 100 foot isobath limit more closely reflects the
reef areas important to sea turtles and other near-shore marine resources, These
areas are adjacent to terrestrial areas that would be included under the refuge

umbrella,

Option 1. While we arc not necessarily opposed lo this option, we see no reason to
include submerged land out to three miles. We believe that the refuge should only

The Bpdd Fah snd Wiine R -d v Boaciea o Programe wnder ihe Depareind o Apricviues, Diviiion of Aqualie and Wadife
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R. Anderson continued

include important land habitat and adjacent reef areas. The maximum we advocate
would be to protect reef habitat out to the limits of the photic zone, approximately
the 100 fathom isobath. This would be the limit of the active reef.

Option 3, This option, while not as all encompassing as the above two, would also be
acceptable as most govemment land important for endangered species recovery
and protection would be included. Other local and federal laws would be used to
protect reef arcas adjacent to lands excluded by this option.

Option 4. This "no action” (;pﬂon would be the least preferred as it would provide no
' slddiirﬁ:r})al opportunities for conservation and protection of endangered species and
eir habitat.

In summary, we strongly support the refuge concept. We believe that several of the
options could lead to increased conservation and protection for Guam's critically
endangered specles and their habitat, but feel that Alternative 2 in the case of both the
terrestrial and submerged lands is the best alternative to pursue, In any case, no matter
which of the "action" altematives the USFWS chooses to work toward, the final outcome
will be dependent on the cooperative agreements drawn up between the military, the
Govemment of Guam and the FWS to actually implement our shared goals.

We would like to acknowledge the FWS efforts to move forward with this important
proposal, and look forward to continued cooperation with the Service in protecting
Guam's important natural heritage,

L6

ROBERT D, ANDERSON
Acting Chief
Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources
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TWENTY~SECOND GUAM LEGISLATUR
155 Hesler St. .

Agana, Guam USA, 96910
Tel: (671)477-8527/9120 o Fax: (671) 477-5570

BENATOR JOE T. SAN AQUSTIN (O}
AR KR
February 25, 1993

MR, RAY RAUCH

PROJECT LEADER

HAWAIIAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDS
NATTONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPLEX
P,0. BOX 50167

HOLOLULU, HAWAII 96830-4998

Dear Mr, Raucht '

Having ravieved the revised draft Environmental Assessment
(zA) for the proposed establishment of a National Wildlife
Refuge on Guam, I must say that I stand on m{ E:avious
comments and ogpo-ition on the original draft Environmental
Assesspent. The revised draft merely overstated what the
original draft intended to do and that is for the Federal
Government to have a reason, not nacessary legitimate one, to
be able to keep federal lands that are declared excess and
also lands which ara in the verge of being declared excess,
rather than to give them back to the people of Guam., Of the
first four alterpatives listed in the revised draft, it is
very clear that the Federal Government intended to ﬂeep the
former U.S. Naval Facility at Retidian Point after being
declared excess to the mission of the U.8. Navy., It is also
very obvious that the Federal Goyernmment upon reallzinz that
a large areas of land now maintained by MAFB specifically
Tarague, Northwest ¥ield and the former bomb storage arsas
would eventually be considered excess because of the
reduction of the defense postura, ara including them in the
proposed National Wildlife Refuge.

The only difference between the original and revised draft
(EA) that I can see would be the three parcels of land which
are identifled in the pending Guam Excess Lands Act; Harmon
Annex, Bouth Yinegayan, and Bouth Anderson which were not
included in the proposed National Wildlife Refuge. These
parcels of land are considered a ve small portion of an
exchange for the larger, far more valuable prime parcels
which ghe Federal Government intends to keep (Tarague,
Northwest Field, former bomb storage site adjacent to KW
Field, Haval Communication Station and former U.S, Naval
Facllity, Retidian Point)., What I am merely saying here is
it appears that the Federal Government in the revised draft
is now willing to give back those three parcels of land

mentioned earlier in an attempt to pacified the people of
Guam while at the same time using the National Wildlife
Refuge proposal as justification to keep the larger, more
valuable parcels of land which would eventually be considered
excess.

There is also a contradiction between the revised draft
environmental assessment and the latest action taken by the
United States Alx Force, speciricallg, Colonel Steve McClain,
633rd Ailr Base Wing Commander, when he designated all the
offshore areas from Tarague to Patl Point as federal marine
resources preserve, as cited in the Pacific Dally News, page
3, dated February 6, 1993. My understanding from the revised
draft environmental assessment that these offshore areas axe
also included in the proposed National Wildlife Refuge to be
considered after all comments and recommendations are
received by the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of
Interior. "This type of action substantiated my position that
the Federal Government have no intention of ra{urning the
lands identified in the proposed National Wildlife Refugae
back to the people of Guam. .

I am not against the preservation of Guam's natural resources
nor the protection of endangered speciea and/or wildlife,
However, I firmly oppose the Federal Government using this as
an excuse to preclude the release of excess land back to the
people of Guam. By allowing this type of action would
establish a precedence that any future declaration of excess
land by the Federal Government would be considered as
critical habitat for endangered specles. I further belleve
that the designation, the administration and the management
gt these resources should be the prerogative of the people of
uam.

Attachments Sincerely yours,

Ot dbir
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J.T. San Agustin continued

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS ON CRITICAL HABITAT DESIGNATION AND
LEADING TO PROPOSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE AS PROVIDED
BY THE DIVISION OF AQUATIC AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES,

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.

8-28-78

1-5-79

5-29-79

12~24-80

12-29-80

8-27-84

_8-17-87

9-23-87

12-31-87

3-16-88

Letter from Governor Bordallo to Secretary of

Interior Cecil Andrus requesting to list six (6

?pec%es oh Guam under the Endangered Species Ac
ESA) .

Ltr. from Acting Governor J.F, Ada to Secretary
Andrus renewing request to list six (6) species
on Guam under the ESA.

Memo from Director U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
{FWS) to Reglonal Director, Reglon 1, FWS
requesting comments to 1ist 12 species on Guanm
Under ESA. '

Ltr, from Harold J, O'Connor Deguty Associate
Director Department of Interior to John Bushman,
U.8, ACOE 1n£orn1ng ACOE that FWS considering
designation of Critical Habitat (cH) and
requesting for information of future construction
projects on Guam.

Ltr. from Mr, Richard Parsons, Director FWS to
Guam State clearinghouse requesting for
information on activities on proposed CH.

FWS 1ssued Final Ruling in Federal Register that
designation of CH not prudent,

Ltr, from Governor Ada to Frank Dunkle, Dir. FWS
requesting designation of CH.

Ltr. from FWS Dir. Dunkle to Governor Ada
responding to 8-17-87, FWS will conduct review and
take appropriate action. : :

Sierra Club Legal Dafense Fund, Inc. to Secretary
of Interior Donald Hodel informing Secretary Hodel
that the National Audubon Soclety and Marianas
Audubon Society are petititioning for emergency
rule making to designate CH under ESA.

Ltr. from Governor Ada to Secretary Hodel,
provided copy of 8-17-87 Ltr., to FWS Dir. Dunkle.
Advised thag no action to date as per FWS Dir.
Dunkle response in 9-23-87 letter. Proposed
Relocatable Over the Horizon Radar proceeding;
recommend take action to protect habitat.

5-19-88

7-5-88

8-5-88

9-21-88

2-7-89

2-8-89

2-8-89

2-27-89

3-9-89

4-7-89

5-12~89

5-18-89

5-19-89

19th Guam Legislature Resolution No. 339
raequesting Secretary of Interior to issue
emergenci rule to designate CH for endangered
forest birds and bats,

Ltr. from Dir. Dunkle to Gov. Ada responding to 3-
16~-88 letter to Secretary Hodel; USN declared
moratorium on ROTHR; FWS will continue to gather
information to decide on CH request.

SCLDF Inc. to Secretary Hodel threatened to tile
suit under ESA. :

Ltr. from Department of Interidor to SCLDF, Inc.
responding to 8~5-88 letter and denying violations
of ESA,

Director of Agriculture - position paper on need
for CH and impact of ROTHR.

Memo from AG to Governori Subject: Lagal Analysils
of Federal Environmental Laws and the propose
ROTHR Project.

Memo from AG to Governor - recommending that
Government of Guam obtain TRO to stop proposed
radar project to prevent habitat destruction.

Ltr., from FWS Director Dunkle to Governor Ada
re:ﬁondin to petition to designate CH, Agrees
with merits of petition. Instructed Regional
Digector (RD), Region 1 to take necessary steps
and ESA,

Ltr. from Governor Ada to Secretary of Interior X.
Lujan, Jr. following up on 3-16-88 request to
dasignate CH,

Department of Agriculture Brietin? Paper on CH and |

ROTHR - prepared for Governor Ada's meeting with

Admiral Johnson.

Ltr. from E. Kosaka, FWS to R. Anderson, Acting
chief, DAWR turnishing description and map of
proposed areas for CH '

Ltr. from A. Marmelstein, PIA, FWS to Governor Ada

informing of favorable resgonse to designate CH
and recommending meeting with Government of Guam,
Federal and Non-government Organization (NGO)
representatives,

Secretary Lujan to Governor Ada- responding to 3-
9-89 letter. FWS agrees that CH beneficial.

-2~
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J.T. San Agustin continued

6-6-89

6-16-89

7-12-90

7-27-90

9-30-91

11-27-91

1-27-92

3-13-92

6-5-92

7-15-92

11-12-32

11-27-92

12-1-92

Ltr. from Marmelstein to Director A. Quitugua -
informing of meeting with Government of Guam,
Federal, NGO and individuals - open briefing.

Memo from Director of Agriculture to Governor -
advising that Government of Guam may have acted
hastily on petition to designate cH.

Memo from Director of Agriculture to Director
Bureau of Planning (BOP), reviewed proposed cH,
has merit but does not address probgem of
endangered species, Department of Agriculture
supports recently proposed NWR "overlay".

Memo from Chief, DAWR to Director, BOP comments on
proposed MOA as an alternative to CH.

Ltr. from J. Ford, FWS to R. Lujan, Chief, DAWR
providing draft copy of Preliminary Project
Proposal (PPP) for Guam NWR (GNWR) .

Ltr, from Sanford Wilbin, DOI, to Governor Ada
informing of PPP for GNWR.

Ltr, from Governor Ada to Sanford Wilbin
responding to 11-27-92 letter. GNWR alternative
to CH which can best respond to Guam's endangered
specles problems.

Statement by Congressman B, Blaz before
subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation and Environment supporting proposed
GNWR and funding for $500,000,00

Ltr. from M. Plenert, RD, Reglonal 1 to Governor
Ada providing copy of draft EA for proposed GNWR
and requesting comments by 7-15-92.

Governor Ada to R. Rauch, FWS expressing concerns
with draft EA on proposed GNWR but supporting,

Ltr. from Governor Ada to Congressman Blaz
requesting that Congressman Blaz take necessary
action to transfer NAVFAC to the people and
Government of Guam.

Memo from Chief, A&WR to Director BOP comments on
revised draft EA.

Ltr. from Governor Ada to R. Rauch, FWS-relterated

concerns of 7-15-92; active particigation by
Government of Guam in the management of GNWR.

-3-
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TERRITORIAL
PLANNING
COUNCIL

3UAM COMPREKENSIVE
ZYELOPMENT PLAN

IRATORIAL PLANNING COUNCL
Cortmt

March 5, 1993

U.8. Fish & Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior
Pacific Island office
Bonolulu, HI

Via rax - (808) 541-1216€

Dear Sirt

Please accept these comments regarding the Draft

Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposad Guam
National Wildlife Refuge (January, 1983).

He believa that it im necessary to establish a
vildlife refuge on Guam for the purposes proposed
in the EA, Joint efforts by the U.S, Fish &
Hildlife Service, Department of Defensa and other
fedaral agencles with Government of Guam agencies
axe neceassary to protect remaining natural
resourcas and allow recovery of endangered and
thraatened specfes on Guam.

Analysis of long-range imiacts of the alternatives
suggested in tha EA is te difficult, especially
because of lack of predictability on the future of
snake populations on Guam and - their impacts on
wildlife, Also, Federal and Government of Guanm
tinancial and manpower resources needed to operate
and maintain any refuge in tha future are not
predictabla or cannot be guarantesd at this time.

Rather than choosing a final iermanent designation
of refuge boundaries at this time, it may be
prefaerable to establish a refuge of an initial size
that may be expanded in the future, as progress oh

_refuge management programs {s made,

The best alternative to take may be an intermediate
lavel of action between Alternatives 3 and 4.
Cooperative agreements would be hecessary to avoid
appearances of Faderal extension of control. over
non-Federal lands and waters. Because of legal
questions on jurisdiction over submerged lands, I
suggest that submerged lands not be included in the
initial refuge boundaries. Endangered sea turtles
can be protected without requiring submerged refuge
areas, Government of Guam can geparately manage

submerged lands while the Fish & Wildlfe Service

need not have jurisdiction there,

03/08793 (13138

FAX

1729772 TPC

U.8. Fish & wWildlife Service
March 5, 1993
Page 2

Consideration should be gilven to the long-range
planning requirements of re-establishing Northwest
Field at Andersen Alr Force Base as an active air
field to replace tha Naval Alr station as the site
for International civilian air seivices, Continued
use of NAS as Guam's wmaln afrport is not
appropriate because of impacts and restrictlons on
land usae the center of the most intensely
daveloped areas of the island. Northwest Field
affords the safety of plane approaches and
departures being directed over undevelopable areas.
Although parts of Northwest Fleld have some of the
1imestone forest ragrowing and can serve as forage
areas for endangered fruit bats and forest blrds
and re-establishment sites for andangered flora
such as , other undevaloped
govermment lands should also serve thesae purposes.

At the present time, large inaccesaible areas for
foraging of fruit bats appear to be needed within
the security and lsolation of Northwest Fiaeld and
other parts of AAFB for the next decada, .

If éndangered specles recovery plans on Guam make
progress, the major threats of predation by snakes
and poaching by humans will be overcome. This
would allow fruit bats and forest birds to safely
increase 4in humbers and extend their ranges
throughout tha {island. Once the poaching is
permanently controlled through anforcemant and
education, fruit bats will be able to forage in
non-refige areas and extensive refuges would not ba
needed, Therefore, permanent refuge status for
Northwest Fiaeld is not supported,

Long-range planning 1is necessary for wildlife
preservation., However, long-range planning must
allow for flexibility, with reviaw and revision in
the futurs, as is belng proposed with the
Government of Guam Land Use Plan, I-Tano'ta.

By establishing even & small refuge area on Guam
and building on its successful programs with future
expansion, when Justified, the people and the
wildlife of Guam may obtain best benafits.

sincerely,

giz;IToRIAL PLANNING COUNCIL
nﬁéé&Z?V/

Mika Gawel

@oud
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Mr. Ray Rauch e . %)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . . N
P.O. Box 50167 )

Honolulu, Hawaii 96850
Hlafa Adal Mr. Rauch:

The Guam Coastal Management Program of the Bureau of Planning has
completed its review of the Federal Consistency Assessment of the
proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge (Alternative 2 ~ terrestrial
portion) and (oOption 2 - submerged lands).

L}

The Bureau’s position on the proposed wildlife refuge remains the
same as expressed In Governor Joseph F. Ada‘s letters of March 5,
1993, and October 15 and July 15, 1992 (see enclosures). The
issues and concerns ralsed in the letters are of great concern to
the Government of Guam, and we belleve they should be seriously
addressed. They do not, however, warrant a finding of non-
consistency, therefore the Bureau of Planning will not deny
consistency for alternative two, as presented, but must emphasize
that this finding of conslstency is for the federally owned lands
only.

As of this date, the federal government does not have, in writing,
permission by the Government of Guam to include Guam public lands
in the Refuge, therefore, no right exists for their inclusion., The
Guam Coastal Management Program believes that permission is
possible, and will take the form of a joint management agreement.
When such agreement is signed, the GCMP will issue a conslstency
determination on that addition to the Refuge.

option two, inclusion of submerged lands in the Refuge is a similar
problem.

The Federal Government has no authority for'including the submerged
lands within the Refuge, as the Government of Guam, as the owners
of that property, have not glven their permisslion. Government of
Guam obtained ownership as a result of the failure of the United
States to retain those lands, as was required by United States law,
In 1950, More specifically:

1. 1950: Organlic Act for Guam required the U.S. Government
to 1list all real properties on Guam they wished to
retain, with all unlisted, U.S, owned propertlies then
being transferred to the civilian Government of Guam.
Submerged lands were not listed or mentioned in any of
the retention documents therefore, GovGuam received

S/

Commanacidil Now!

JUNT11093 A

ownership to submerged lands on October 30, 1950.
Submerged lands and thelr resources were ldentlfied as
real property belonging to the United States in a Supreme
Court case in 1948, therefore prior knowledge of their
ownership as unique and distinct real property existed
prior to the retention efforts of 1950.

2. 1961: In a District Court case, (Crim. No. 1-61), U.S.
Districk Court ruled; "...(after citing the Organlc Act
as above]... Nevertheless, the waters immediately
adjolning the Naval Communication Station below the low
water mark were, in effect, expressly excluded from the
Executive Order No. 10178 reservation of jurisdiction",
and followed by "In the light of the above, the waters
immediately adjacent to the Maval Communication Station,
and beglow the low water mark, like the remainder of the
Guam territorial waters, must be held to be outside the
exclusive jurisdiction of the United States and a proper
subject of legislation by the Guam Legislature."

Because federal consistency determinations should not be granted
for activities on properties which the applicant has no rights
over, the Guam Coastal Management Program has determined that
Option 2 must be excluded from the proposal untll such time as the
permission 6f the rightful owner, (Government of Guam) has been
obtalined. It is hlighly probable that the owner would grant
permission 1if asked, and after an agreement in principle over
management of that area has been reached. Until such time, the
Guam Coastal Management Program advises that language referring to
"enforcement of trespass" in the submerged areas be deleted, as
those making the statements are outside the boundaries of their
jurisdiction (cite: District Court Case noted above).

In summary, the GCMP finds the actions suggested for Federal
properties included in Alternative 2 to be consistent with the
policies of the GCMP and therefore has no objections based on the
limitation of the federal consistency process, fe do, however,
find Option 2 to be improper and we cannot review this option as
the requester does not have legal grounds for the regquest.

Si Yu‘os Ma'ase’,

lL\I} .ﬁp’i?{ﬁ/
MICHAEL (J. vz
Acting D'rezgor

Enclosures
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DEPARTMEHNT OF THE NAVY

OFFICK OF YINE ASTISYANE BUCACIARY
BHOTALLAIIONE AND CHYIROKHANT
WASHINGIOH. b e beddvntan

5 March 199)

Hr. Ray Rauch

Negion 1 - Refuges and Hildl!lte
U.8. Flaeh and Hildlifa Barvics
P.0, Box 50167

flonolulu, Nawall 96850-4996

Dear Hr, Rauchi

Thla In responas to your letter dated 29 Japuosry 1992, which
torvarded the revisaed dratt Enviconmental Amsemamont (EA} tor the
proposed Guam Hatlonal Hlldllta Rafuge (Refuga), The raevised EA
presents a rengs of alkternatives and optlons and wtates that the
1.8, ¥lsh and #l1dliLe Sorvice (Bervice) will propare a tipal EA
which wlll lncluds a recommendad alternatlva,

The Department of Havy (DOH} supports wetablliehling a Refuga
on Guaw and agraas that such a ratuge would {norsamas the survival
potantlal and ganstlo dlvarsalty of endangared and threatenad
mpacies, Uslng tha termlnology of tha reavissd EA, the DON
endorsea altscnstive 2 for upland aress, and opkion 1 for
aubmarged lands subjaok to the follawlngi

o affected agencles ars ntforded tha opportunity to commentk
on the final EA bafore a declelon on the recommendad alternative
18 mada)

o the tlnal EA recognlzes the primary defensa-ralated
purpoas and mlsalon of DON Installatlons on Guam and atates thak
tuture usss of the property vithln the Ratuge by the DOl In
turtharanca ot that misslon la not precluded;

o the (inal EA xacognlzes that certain acress within the
Rafuga wlll ba closed to public sccess for tha protactlon ot
endangarad spscles and archeologlcal resources, or for rosnonm ot
miYlkary sccurlty; solentiflo accasa to auch rasktrlcted aress
wlll be coordinated wlith and be Eertornod undar the perm{salon ot
tho appropriate authorltiss, ae ldantitlod In future cooperative
agreamentay and

o contralling predation by the brouwn tree snake fs a
algnitlcant component of cooperatlva agrvements that are
establishad batween the DOH And the Secvica,

Thank you for the cliance to commaitt an the EA and wa lagk .
torvard to raviewing tha tinal EA. a2

R P 7/
/v"él--/‘ /( r.:\,/,-;i_., -
LEHIS R. SIOTTOH

plrector, Environmental Plannlng Ik
and Haturnl Resources Pollcy i

Copy toi ) ) -
He, Harvin Plenert, Reglonal Dlrector | o .
Nagion 1 llendquartara Tl e

il
duds

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
U A HAVAL COMPUTEA 213 VILICOHUUIMGANIONS

AREAKAMIATANGH Wi TPAC e REPLY AKFEA TO-

IYIUREIAT 1650
TPO AP HIIENI0G Ser O1ER/0460
10 MAR 93

Fromi Commanding otflcer, U.S. Haval Computer and
Talacommuinications Aren Hadtar statlon HESTPAC
Tot Commander In Chlat, 0.8, Pacitlc Fleat

ubji PROPOSED GUAM HATIONAL WTLOLIFE REFUGE

Ret} {a) Dratt Environmental Aasaeanant fLor ths Proposad duam

Hatlonal Hildlice Refugae

1. Reviaw of raterenoca (a), has jdontltled alternative {2) and
optlon (1) bs this commanda recommandatlon tor the propoded Guam

Hatlonal fi1d1fde Refuga,

2. Altacmatlve 2, of ratecsnce {a) will permit NCTAMS WEBTPAC to
sdminlwtar tha undevelopad and leI{opad hfan- surrounding kha

faing HoTAHS (scliibles and fam ovalng nraas mors
:?:.ot13.1y than 1L tha ancixe taolx¥cy 'Y Tuoludld wlehin the
Hildillfa Ratugs, .

3, optlon (1) of refarance (a) provides a greatar area of
protegtlon goL tha endangared apacles of sesa turtles fdentifled
in Appendix A ot raeferenoa (a). The oraatlon of a larger
oftshors protected area would alao énhance tha toraglng habltats
ot the endangersd soa turtlas, Additionally, optlon (1) would
provida a greater laval of protactlon for the resfs found within
this protacted aras and tha lnhabltancs of thoaa raetls,
i1, A talaphons convarsatlon betvaen this command and LE. J,
Pravatt, Reglonal Envlronmencal Cooordinatora stacf, .
COHNAVHANTANAS, Indlcated thak our commants shouwld ba forvardad
for your revlaw on thils propoaal. Hy paint of contact ls Mr.
Auswsll R. D/llondt, tha command's Enviecanmantal protaction
gpsclalist, lla can be raached at (D) 2155-5617.

Copy ko Lot by

COHHAVHARIAUAS
COHUAVCONTELCOM
.9, flah t Hlldilte Sacvice
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

U.3. NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT
P3C 435, BOX 190

N REP ¢ ® 1o
FPO AP $4540-1500 LY Rere

5090
Ser 04/0377
24 Mar 93

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Hawalian and Pacific Islands

National Wildlife Refuge Complex

Attn: Mr Ray Rauch el
Reglon 1 - Refuges and Wildlife o
P.O0. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawail 96850-4996

L4

"\"L i

Gentlemen:

The U. 8. Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Guam
Environmental staff has completed a review of the Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Guam National
Wildlife Refuge of January 1993,

FISC Guam ardently supports the concept of protecting the flora
and fauna of Guam. Land targeted for use as a refuge owned by
FISC Guam includes savannah areas, wetlands, and other important
natural habitats. As our Natural Resources Management Plan of
July 1990 indicates, one rare plant species (Dodonaea vlscosa) is
found in the high savannah, and FISC’s Wetlands may also serve as
habitat for the endangered Common Marianas Moorhen. However,
FISC Guam cannot support establishing a refuge overlay on lands
that would include current or future operational areas. * The
mission of FISC Guam’s Fuel Department is to provide fuel and
fuel-related support to Navy and othexr Department of Defense
(DoD} activities on Guam. Since Alternative 1 will potentially
constrict our ability to accomplish that mission, FISC Guam
recommends rejecting that option.

Alternatives 2 or 3 may also negatively affect FISC Guam’s
operations. It is unclear what is meant on page 34 of the EA by
the statement, "Operational areas excluded from the refuge would
be managed through technical assistance agreements between the
Service and the DoD on a case-by-case basis". What "activities,"
as described throughout this section, would be no longer be
allowed? How would Alternatives 2 or 3 affect future operational
changes? An unfavorable interpretation could significantly
hamper future fuel operational capability.

Alternative 4 appears to offer resource protection and does not
conflict with FISC Guam’s milltary mission.

FISC Guam recommends against adopting Alternative 5, which calls
for "No Action." As illustrated in the EA, natural resource
management programs are necessary for the continuation of certain
plant and animal species and thelr habitats on thls island.

i b L el e L il e bl el R bl e i

We are highly supportive of managing wildlife resources on FISC
Guam land through cooperative agreement with the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Government of Guam.

My point of contact is LT G. A. Frantz, Director, Department of

Facilities and Environment, or Ms. Terrell Kelley, Environmental
Protection Specialist at 339-7255/2124, or FAX 339-7152.

M + | MILLER

Copy to:
COMNAVHMARIANAS (N4)

Py
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
(USCINCPAC)
CAMP H.M, SMITH, HAWAIl 96861-5025

March 16, 1993
Dear Mr. Rauch,

This acknowledges receipt of your 29 January 1992
letter which forwarded the revised draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed Guam National Wildlife
Refuge (Refuge).

The revised EA presented a range of alternatives and
stated that the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service will prepare
a final EA that would include a recommended alternative for
decision making. The Department of Defense (DOD) supports
establishing a Wildlife Refuge on Guam and agrees that such
a refuge would increase the survival potential and genetic
diversity of endangered and threatened species., Therefore,
within the context of the following comments, we endorse
Alternative 2 for upland areas, and Option 2 for submerged
lands, as listed in the EA:

1. It will be necessary that affected agencies be
given an opportunity to comment on the final EA before a
decision on the recommended alternative is finalized.

2. The final EA must continue to recognize the primary
defense-related purpose and mission of each DOD installation
and that future uses of the property for the DOD mission
would not be precluded by the Refuge itself.

3. Certain areas within the Refuge must be closed to
public access for the protection of endangered specles and
archeological resources and for reasons of military
security, This will, of necessity, limit the scope of
Yacotourism" possibilities. Scientific access to such
restricted areas will be coordinated with and be performed
under the permission of the appropriate authorities, as
identified in future cooperative agreements.

4. Establishment of a refuge will not halt the
inexorable spiral toward extinction of Guam's native bird
and fruitbat specles unless significant attention is given
to controlling predation by the brown tree snaka.
Cooperative agreements must be established to emphasize that
control.

Additional specific comments on the draft EA are
enclosed. Thank Xou for the chance to comment. Wa look
forward to reviewing the final EA.

Sincerely,

FClya

J. R. RYAN

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy

Director, Logistics-
Security Asslistance

Mr, Ray Rauch

Project Leader

Hawaiian and pPacific Islands National
Wildlife Refuge Complex

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawall 96850

Enclosure

Copy to:
CINCPACFLT
PACAF/CC
USCINCPACREP GUAM
NAVFACENGCOM
PACNAVFACENGCOM
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J.R. Ryan continued

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

a, Page 3, sec 3; and page 4, para 2, line 1: delete
"other” before "Federal," GovGuam is not a Federal agency, If
it makes more sense, change to read: "Complement other Faderal
agencles, and Government of Guam's ongoing programs..."

b, Page 11 (top paragraph) states that excess lands
identified under the Guam Excess Lands Act leglslation (H.R.
4164) have been excluded from the proposed refuge, If that is
the plan, what will happen to Northwest Field once it becomes
excess? Northwest Field is presently included in the proposad
rafuge. Northwest Field 1s part of Andersen for National
priorities List purposes and can't be excessed under current law.
However, eventually it may be excessed after clean up.

c. Page 11 (top paragraph) references tha Harmon Annex
acreage under H.R. 4164 as baing 1,819 acres; however, the actual
acreage of Harmon Annex under H.R, 4164 is as follows:

Harmon Anhnex 1,520 AC

Harmon POL 14

Harmon VOR 82
Total 1,616 AC

d. Page 15, sea, El, para 2, line 7: change "a commitment
of funds® to "a commitment to seek funds."” The Anti-Deficiency
Act subjects AF personnel to oriminal liability for committing
funds for a use othaer than that for which the funds were
appropriated. It nacessarily follows that, if no funds hava been
appropriated, an individual ocannot commit an expenditure, Under
the law we must make every reasonahble and responsible effort to
secure funding; our "elected" representatives ultimately
determine the extent to which we obtain any or all.

e. Page 36, sectlion B, Cite and provide status of Andersen
AFB Marine Resources Preserve (MRP) to include proposed seaward
coordinates with approximate mile equivalenta. The MRP contains
elements of submerged lands options 1, 2 and 3, The MRP may
additionally be referenced in sections A and B under
Environmental Consequences of Alternatives,

f. Page 40, section V.C. Provide a statement regarding the
USFWS role in game law enforcement on DOD and DAWR lands. Prior
reference to law enforcement activities (Page 14, II.D.) is

additionally vague,

g. Page 41, section D, first para, first sentence; and Page
42, last para, third sentence: Implies the Refuge status will
lead to increased public access. The extent of public accesa is
directly related to the degree to which mission requirements

—_— Ve N 1 T ed oo e

allow. Accordingly, we recommend that the word "could" be
substituted for the word "would" in the first sentence; add a
sentenca: "Access to DOD installations, would, of course, remain
subject to other security-related considerations."

h. Page 42, second full para, line 1: change "is" to
"becomes." Tha Service is not yet a landowner.

1. Page 42, last paragraph. Referenced benefits of
"ecotourism” have not taken into account the potential
anvironmental impacts of increased access to the refuge and or
proposed critical habitat. Such access that causes environmental
degradation should be included in the Section V.A, V.B, and V.cC.

J. Page 44, third full para: This entire paragraph should
be deleted because it implies DOD intends to commercialize
existing DOD lands. DOD will continue to responsibly manage non-
operational tracts so that thare is refuge for specles,
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON bC
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Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service
USFWS/ARW/HPINWR Complax

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850-4996

Dear Mr., Rauch

My office is responsible for policy regarding installations
and real property in the Air Forca. The enclosed comments
(Atch 1) are provided i{n response to the ralssued draft
Environmental Assaessment (EA) for the proposed Guam National
Wildlife Refuge, In addition to these comments, we request

.that you: (1) submit a formal proposal for the rafuge overlay

to my office for review and concurrence before any decision is
made to create a refuge on Andersen AFB; and (2) provide the
Alr Force with information on the legal basis for an overlay
refuige. Furthermore, the Air Force expects to retain
management responsibility for all lands at the base.

our point of contact for these comments ls Haj Tom Lillie,
HQ USAF/CEVP, (703) 697~8937 or Mr., Brian Kang, HQ PACAF/CEVP,

(808) 448-0474,
N e S Vi
G D. VEST

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Alr Force
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health)

1 Attachment
Comments

cc: HQ PACAF/CEVP
HQ USAF/CEVP
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HQ USAF COHMENTS
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
(January 1993} .

1. Page 3, B (3} and Page 4, paragraph 2, line 1: Delete "other"
before "rederal®, The Government of Guam is not a federal agency.

2. Page 11, paragraph li Total acreage for Harmon Annex im 1616
acres, not 1819 acres as olted in text,

3. Page 14, 1II, garagrnph 31 Fully detall the propomed U.S8. Fish
and Nildlifs Service (USFWS) role in enforcement of game laws on
DoD and DAWR lands.

4. Page 15, E (1) paragraph 23 Change "commitment of funds* to
"commitment to seek funds®,

8. Paga 36, Bt Cite and detall status of the Andersen Air Force
Base Marine Resources Presarve (MRP); include meaward coordinates
with sapproximate mile Qzuivulents. Andersen MRP contains elements
of t?a submarged lands included under options 1, 2, and 3 of this
section,

6. Page 3¢, B) Andersen MRP should also he referenced in
weotions A and B under .

7. Page 40, V, D! Define propomsed USFWS role in enforcement of
game lawva on DoD and DAWR lands,

8, Page 41, D paragraph 1, first sentence and pars 2, third
sentencei Add text: *"cCertaln areas within the Refuge may be
closed to public access for the protection of endangered mpecies
or for reasons of military aacurity. scientific access to much
rastricted areas must be coordinated with snd be performed under
the permission of the appropriate authorities (military
installation, Guam DAWR, USFHS, etc)", comment: As written, text
implies Refuge status would necessarily entail greater public
accass to refuge lands,

9. Geaneral comments on public access issuest

a, Public access may conflict with military mission
activities on certaln Dob lands, Public access criteria must
recognize safaty and smecurity restrictions on lands under military
Jurisdiction; whether or net such land

b, Unrestricted public access may be highly undesirable for
both scientifioc and conservatlon purposes in areas which provide
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G.D. Vest continued

habitat for endangered plants or foraging/nesting/roosting sites
tor endangered bird and bat specles. EA should address whether
increased public access to closed areas on DoD lands could
significantly Increase potential for the unauthorized take of
endangered speclies dus to harassment (both intentional and
unintentional) and/or poaching.

10. Page. 42, Paragraph 3 line 11 change “where the Service is
the landowner® to "becomas®. (Service is not yet a‘landowner
hera) .

11, Page 42, third paragrapht Deslete entire paragraph.

commentt This passage can be read to imply that DoD Intends the
commarcialization of existing DoD lands. This and other such
gratuitous and largely irrelevant refsrences to the potential for
*ecotourism” development on military lands within the Refuge
complex should be eliminated from the text,

12, Page 42, last parsgraph: . Add text here and in Sections V. A,
¥. B, and V. C, regarding potential adverse impacts of
unrestricted public access. Comment: The potential for adversae
environmental impacts of increasad public access to lands
currently off-limits for wuch activities needs to be addressed.
Proposed beneflts of Yecotourism® in connection with the iroposed
Rofuge heres and elsevhere in text do not adequately take into
account the potential detrimental impacts of public accosn to key
endangerad specios habltat arean (foraging/nasting/rxoosting mites)
locatad within the proposed refuge. 1

13. Thank you for glving us an opportunity to comment on the
docunment,
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PACTIFIC AIR FORCES

633 ABM/CC
Unit 16003
APO AP 96543-4003

Hr Ray Rauch

Project Leader

US Fish & Wildlife Service

Region 1 - Refuges and Wildlife

P.0. Box 50167 t
Honolulu, HI 96850-4996

Dear Mr Rauch

I have reviewed the 1 Feb 93 revised draft Env]
the propossd Guam National Wildiife Refuge, T}
technical comments to the 14 Nov 92 draft—FRAT
issuas to be included in this EA,

Of the five land amren alternatives and four
consfdevation for refuge, we prefer alternd

respectivaly., We fael that the establishment of

(excluding the operatlonal areas), tho former U
and GovGuan conservation areas, will be the mos
the refuge objectives. Inclusfon of submerged
DoD and GovGuam c¢onsatvation areas, (Haputo Eq
Ecologlcal Reserve, and Andersen AFB Marine R4
Feb 93) would provide added protection for these

1 am pleased that you were able to detail Mr 0
the concerns and quastions of the public, We 1
L this continulng effort to addreys the comple
on Guam.

Sincerely
<12?*‘\f(1é%V-:’

STEPHEN 4. MCCLAIN, Colanel, USAF
Commander, 633d Alr Base Wing

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FQRCE

0 5 MAR 1993

E ronmental Assessment (EA) Ffor
ank you for LIncorporating our
He find no further comments ot

submergad land optlons under
tive two and option three,
rafuge on certaln DoD lands,
S. Naval Facllity at Ritidian
|- succassful cholce in meeting
lands only within established
ologlcal Reservs, Orote Point
sources Preserve, dedicated 5
important marine habitats,

ave Potter to Cuam, to answer
ok forward to working with you
environmental and land Llssues

ce: HQPACAF/DEVP
Guam DAWR
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U. 8, ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HONOLULY
FORT SHAFTER, HAWAIl 98858-5440

Maxch 4, 1993

planning Division

Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Sexvice
Hawalian and Pacific Islands
P.0. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawall 96850-4996

Dear Mr Rauch:

Thank you for the opportunlity to review and comment on the
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Guam National
Wildlife Refuge. The following comments are provided pursuant to
Corps of Engineers authorities to disseminate flood hazard
information under the Flood Control Act of 1960 and to issue
Depaxtment of the Army (DA) permits undex the Clean Water Act; the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899; and the Marine Protection,
Research and’ Sanctuaries Act.

a. Mr. Frank Dayton of our Guam Operatlons Office is reviewing
the permit requirements for this project. He will be sending your
office the required information under separate cover.

b, Since the location of the lands has not yet been
determined, we are unable to provide a flood hazard evaluation,
The Federal Emergency Management Agency published Flood Insurance
Rate Maps for the Territory of Guam in 1985 which show some areas
of the project site contalning flood hazard areas, We will
provide the requlred information once the refuge sites have been
determined,

Sincerely,

1suk Cheung, P.E.
Director of Englneering




_February 26, 1983
P.O. Box 8497

Hawalian & Pacific Island

National Wildlife Refuge Co-plex
. P.O. Box 60167

Honolulu. BI '9685

D § would like -y conment- to be -ub-itted in favorioi Option
2 for 28,320 acres of Guam’a land to be proposed as a Wildlife :
Refuge, I would also like to see smubmerged lnnda to 3 -ilen
included in the protection plan tor Gua1& :

N e T I g

"Employed in the’ touri-t 1ndustry,
of setting up & wildlife'‘refuge as yet another means of
wJaprotecting Guam’s hablitat for enjoyment for the residents and_.¢
P ﬁtouriutl ulike.f’I haveivi.ited many wildlife refuge- in’ the;ggg, ¢&_ :

western 'United Btatas‘nnd found them to be important " green RANRE e
-pace "sarea ‘that adds fuvornbly to ‘the atmomphere of the 'regions.’ %ﬁ%ﬁf{%
: s it Bouque Del ‘Apache ‘in 'New Mexico is a favorite Tourist de-tination REE A
o 'g?fﬁ‘fOr vatching Sand Hill ‘and Whopping Cranes} as well as an ?h
! ! 1nportant bubitat refuge for the endangered Whopping Crane.

1-&

=

K S g \,hGuam ] uoticcable 1ack of bird life is a detriment to . wwun--ps
: . s s tourism, HThs pleasing ztroplcal sound of birds when you get off
:;the airplane on Guam is .not heard. Thim lack of birdlife is s

noticed and commented on by tourists, We do not have the rn-tful
v tropical lifestyle found on Saipan, Rota or Tinlan or the, s % 31
accessible parks for, ‘relaxation as found in Hawaii. ~This"is" an Qﬁ’”
Atnoaphere "that must’ be prelarvad. A wildlife refuge is needed
to pave land for native ‘mpecies, especially if the brown tree 1
snake is ever gotten under control here on Guam. But beaide the bt
birdlife, the trees and grassland areas need to be protected {ro-
future development, This area is also precious to maintaining -
"resort" atmosphere in Guam. I can also comment further on how . ;
exciting it is for tourist to see the green sea turtles swimming = -
around the reefs and how important it 1s to protect thair o
breeding grounds and the reefs.

The ndvantagas of this wildlife refuge and submerged land
protection are numerous, Once again, I would like to urge the
acceptance of Option §2 to cover 28,320 acres of Guam under
wildlife refuge protection and Option 1 to protect submerged
lands to 3 miles, Thank you.

Sincerely,

R NI
(gztrsharkgy QL\
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Pacific Basin Area

GCIC Building, Suite 602
414 West Soledad Avenue
Aguna, Guam 96910

United States Soil
&) Department of Gonservation
b4’ Agnculture Service

February 26, 1993

Ray Rauch

Project Leader

Hawaiian and Pacific Island NWRC
P O Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

Deax Mr. Rauch,

The Soil Conservation Service suggests that alternative 2 in
combination with the 30 meter submerged lands option shown in figure
7 be selected for the proposed National Wildlife Refuge. This should
be a significant choice in protecting the natural resources of Guam,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Joan B. Phrry

Director, PacificfBasin Area

Tne Sod Consarvation Service
s 40 agency of the
Depactment of Agnculture

i i
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Marianas Audubon Society
P.O. Box 4425, Agana, Guam 96910

—~1234

Ray Rauch & A BN
Refuge Complex Manager, Hawaiian/Pacific Islands '?'3 '
National Wildlife Refuge Complex A KAR 1893
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service g ATy
P.O. Box 50167 g DECEIVED
Honoluly, Hawaii 96850 &y

Dear Mr. Rauch:

The Marianas Audubon Society (MAS) is a chartered chapter of the
National Audubon Society and was organized in 1983, 1t has 120 members
who are interested in preserving wildlife, plants, and culture unique to this
part of the world. Concern for and a desire to do something about the
tragic decline of the native wildlife of Guam was the major reason for the
formation of our organization.

Since the Marianas Audubon Society was founded nearly a decade ago, we
have witnessed the rapid loss of Guam's indigenous wildlife. Three of
Guam's species listed as endangered by the federal government in 1984 are
now believed extinct: the Guam broadbill ( Myiagra freycineti), the Guam
bridled white-eye (Zosterops conspiciilatus conspicillatus) and the I!(tle,
Mariana fruit bat (Pteropus pteropus tokudae). The Guam Micronesian
kingfisher ( Halcyon cinnamonina cinnamonina) is extinct in lh; wild and
small populations are maintained at several zoos. Only the Mariana crow
(Corvus kubaryl) and the Mariana fruit bat (Pteropus mariannus) maintain
populations in the wild. There are 100 of these crows left on Guam and
400 of the fruit bats.

Because these animals are on the brink of extinction, we need a national
wildlife refuge on Guam of 28,320 acres to actively manage l.hcse
endangered animals, such that these animals can once again oblain Ylablc
populations. Such a wildlife refuge on Guam will insure the preservation of
Guam's unique and endangered natural heritage. It would contain much of
Guarm's best remaining native forest, which is the preferred habitat for
most of our endangered animals. Such a refuge would include 97%’ of the
forested area required to maintain a minimum viable population of
Mariana Crows, the species with the fargest requirements for its breeding

territories. It will preserve some of the last remaining Green sea turtle

" nesting beaches, Most importantly, the establishment of the refuge would

represent a commitment by the federal government to the goals of
preserving Guam's endangered species and controlling the brown tree
snake population. :

The people of Guam would benefit from such a refuge. Millions of
federal dollars that will be spent in employing people to operate the refuge.
The refuge will serve a role in educating our children about Guam's
natural heritage and the significance of Guam's wildlife within the
Chamorro culture. Many archaeological sites will be preserved. The refuge
will preserve areas used by Guamanians for such outdoor activities as
hiking, deer hunting, crab hunting, and the traditional gathering of various
plant items such as betel nut, fadang, and lumot.

Many other benefits will result from the designation of a national

" wildlife refuge. These include protection for non-endangered wildlife such

.a8 deer and coconut crabs; protection of the forest and many kinds of

- nalive plants. The refuge will include large watersheds that help recharge

the island's reservoirs and freshwater lens.

We support Alternative 2 creating a Guamn National Wildlife Refuge -
of 28,320 acres. However, the Marianas Audubon Society wants to make it
clear that we see the’creation of a national wildlife refuge on Guam as a

. necessary step for the recovery of Guam's endangered species. We do not
* view the refuge as a substitute for a critical habitat designation under the

Endangered Species Act. The private lands presently being considered for |
critical habitat designation are, indeed, critical for the survival of Guam's -
endangered species, and any comprehensive plan for the recovery of these
species must  recognize the significance of these private lands. We support
the creation of a National Wildlife Refuge on Guam and the designation of
critical habitat.

The refuge should include submerged lands sufficient to protect the coral
reef environment. Tn our opinion, the refuge should include submerged
lands to at Jeast 600 feet in depth. Such a refuge would thereby offer
protection to sealife living in the photic zone, or zone where coral can
survive. Including this area within the refuge would offer protection to the
habitat used by the sea turtles and would offer protection to Guam's marine
resources, Presently, the government of Guam has failed to set aside any
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K. Orcutt continued

rtion of Guam as & marine preserve. It has also failed to set catch limits
for reef fish. As a result, Guam's reefs are over fished. Many of the over
harvested fish species, as juveniles, live in the shallgw reef arecas, but, as
adults, five in deeper water in the photic zone. Designating submerged
Jands to only 100 fect, as proposed in option 2, would be !nadcquatc to
manage these resources. It makes no sense to offer protection of the fish
when they are juveniles, but continue to allow over harvesting of the ﬁsh
when, as adults, they move to deeper water. On the other h’:md. Including
submerged lands to three miles offshore as proposed in option 1 seems
unnecessarily large. Most of the marine resources to be managed in the
three mile area are migratory pelagic fish such as tuna, marlin and mahi
mahi. It appears to us that a Guam National Wildlife Refuge would have
fittle impact on the management of thess resources. We support the
inclusion of submerged lands to at least 600 feet in depth.

Enclosed are some additional newspaper articles in support of the refuge
proposal, which recently appeared in the Sunday forum section of the

Pacific Daily News.

Founder and Evecurtre Diecror - MI. Ray Rauch
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Bat Conservation International, Inc.

Refuge Complex Manager

Hawailan and Pacific Island NWR Complex
P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawalf 96850

Re: Revised USFWS Draft EA for the Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge
Dear Mr. Rauch:

I would like to agaln express my support for the proposed creation of the Guam
Natonal Wildlife Refuge. Throughout the past three decades, the population of the
Marlanas frult bats (Pleropus mariannus) on Guam has dropped from an estimated
3000 indlviduals to less than 500, due in large part to commerdial hunting. Although
hunting of these endangered bats Is no longer legal on Guam, poaching remains a
threat. In addition, the introducton of the brown tree snake, which preys heavily on
young bats, {s having severe deleterfous effects on the populations. The only
remalning colony of the Marianas fruit bats roosts within the boundary of the
proposed refuge, and clearly needs additional support if this island population is to
recover. The establishment of this refuge would provide such support through
protection and management,

The latest revised draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed refuge constders
five alternatives ranging In size from over 40,000 acres to 0 acres. | am concerned
that the refuge be large enough for both bat foraging and for the establishment of a
second roost site. The larger alternative contalning 40,262 acres, Includes operational
areas such as bulldings and runways not considered critical habitat under the
proposed plan, while the alternatives containing less than 24,146 acres would make
recovery difficult. Therefore, I support either the 28,320 acre or the 24,146 acre
alternatives, which Include enough critical habitat to manage the existing population
and accommodate recovery, As this area comprises much of the best remaining
lng:genous forest on Guam, the entire ecosystem would benefit by the creation of this
refuge.

In summary, I urge you to adopt a plan for the establishment of the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge that contains no fewer than 24,000 acres. A refuge of this size would
provide an opportunity for the recovery of the Marlanas fruit bat, as well as supply
vital habitat for many other endemic speces.

Sincerely,

Z:n D. Tuttle

Executtve Director

Bat Conservwlion tnlerndtional i tupported by tax deductible contributions used for public rriearch and t i of th and endangered bats

Printed on Recycled Paper
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NYZS The WILDLIFE CONSERVATION SOCIETY

THE INTERNATIONAL witntirs CONSEAYATION PARK « BHONX, NY 104401078 USA + (212} 120.9048 « Fans 12021 3644178
Thursday, February 25, 1993

Ray Rauch
Refuge Complex Manager

. Hawallan and Pacific Isjands National WIldefa Refuge Complex

P.O. Box 60167
Honolulu
Hawall 96850

0

Dear Mr, Rauch,

| would fike to support the creation of the Guam National Wildlif
| cannot speak to the different alternatives that have been suggested, mﬁmsg:;m"e
tha continued need to protect the unique biodiversity of Guam. Gaum represents one
of the most interesting insular radiations in the Pacific, and it truly represents a
blological tragedy that so many of the mammal and terrestrial nesting birds are in
danger of extinction. NYZS The Wildlife Conservation Soclety has been involved In
supporting captive breeding of many of these species and In providing support to local
(r:zf‘%m:?degort"s on ﬂ;e Istand. Véa bellﬁre that every effort must be made to stop the

eclines of many spacies, The creation of the Guam N

Refuge would be an ant step to realize that goal, am Natlonal Wildife

r. John G, Robinson
Vice-Prasident, Intemational
Conservation

University of Nebraske—Lincoin

Department of Foresiry, Fisherles and Wikdlife

University Of 202 Natural Resources Hall
Nebraska Uncoln. N ;;&Campgs
\ 83.0819
Lincoln ™ 402) 4722188
Inslitute of Agriculture and Natural Resources b‘yw
March 1, 1993
Mr. Ray Rauch
Project Leader

Hawailan and Pacific Istands Natdonal Wildlife Refuge Complex
P.O. Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawali 96850

Dear Mr, Rauch:

I reviewed the draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed Guam National Wildlife
Refuge. Isupport creating a refuge of 28,320 acres on federal and government of Guam
lands. Before accepting & position at the University of Nebraska, I was on Guam for 5
ears conducting my doctorate research on the reasons for the decline of Guam's avifauna
ccause of my familiarity with Guam and its problems, I believe I am qualificd to comment
on this important issue,

My research found predaton bg' the Introduced brown tree snake responsible for the

declines and extinction of much of Guam's terrestrial avifauna. Many of the specles are
now extinct In the wild on Guam but still occur on other Islands or are being maised in
captvity. Of course, the ultimate goal of the captive efforts with the kingfisher and rail is
to eventually release the birds back to Guam. Without appropriate habitat, efforts will be
futile. When [ was on Guam, one of the few places onc could find any of the birds and
bats was in the n:malninf forest habltat. Forests are still important for the Marlana Crow (a
unique species found only on Rota and Guam) and Mariana Fruit-bat. Both are also
federally and locally listed as endangered. Iwatched the gradual conversion of Guam's
forests to golf courses and hotels. Apparently, there has been tremendous growth since I
left Guam. The remaining forests need to be protected, not only for the remaining
endangered species and hopefully future reintroductions but also for the other organisms
and plants that occur in these arcas. Additionally, much of the culture and stories of the
Chamorro people concerned the trees and forests; it would be a crime niot too preserve these .
arcas for future generations,

As a member of the scientific community, I urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
create a 28,320 acre refuge. If [ can be of any help or answer any questions, please do not
hesitate to call (404- 472-2043).

Sincerely,

L_/.Julic A. Savidge
Assistant Professor

University of Nebraska at Omaha University ol Nebraska Medical Center

S s e
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University of Hawaii at Manoa

Environmental Center
A Unit of Water Resourcas Research Conter
Crawford 317 + 2550 Campus Road + Honolulu, Hawail 96822
Telephone: {808) 956-7381

March 5, 1993
EA:00018

Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Ieader

Hawalian and Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex

P,0. Box 50167

HBonolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

Draft Environmental Assessment
Guam National Wildlife Refuge
Guam

The referenced project proposes to establish a national wildlife refuge
on certain lands and waters on Guam to be managed in coordination with the
Govertment of Guam and the Department of Defense (DOD). The refuge would
be established to (1) protect and recover endangered and threatened
species; (2) protect and restore essential babitats for listed species and
inplement recovery actions; (3) protect and manage migratory bixds and
other native wildlife and their habitats in order to conserve Guam’s
biological diversity; (4) control predation upon native wildlife by harmful
alien species and protect wildlife from poaching: (5) complement ongoing
Goverrment: of Guam and Federal programs in natural resources management,
conservation, law enforcement, research, and education; (6) provide
opportimities for public education, emjoyment of wildlife, cultural uses of
resources, and scientific research; and (7) maintain the scenic values of
the protected areas,

our review of the Draft Exvirormental Assessment (FA) was prepared with
the assistance of David Hopper, Zoology; Clifford Smith, Botany; and
Elizabeth Gordon, Envirommental Center.

Compliance with FA/EIS Requlations

Actions of Guam Goverrment agencies that involve even minimally U.S.
Federal funds, U.S. Federal lands, or U.S Federal permits came under the
aegis of NEPA and relevant U.S. Agency Regulations (EPA Report 8548).
Procedures for drafting Envirommental Impact Assessments to conform with
the Council on Envirommental Quality (CEQ)/NEPA regulations are outlined in

An Equsl Opportunity/Afirmative Action Institutlon

A © e pssessmerts apd Enviroomental Tmpact Statewents
(1980) prepared by the EPA. The Draft FA for the purposed wildlife
refuge does not adequately address the purpose of an EA; which is to
examine the potential impacts of a project and to determine if an
Envirommental Impact Statement (EIS) should be required (40 CFR 1501:43FR
55990). This Draft FA omits mention of the EIS process al and
states that a Final FA will be developed for the Fish and Wildlife Service
to make an informed decision on the benefits and costs of establishing a
refuge (p. 46). What is the rationalé used to arrive at the decision to
forego the preparation of an EIS, if indeed, that decision has been made
already? Will supplemental EAs ar EISs be required for subsequent
management: plans for the refuge? Clarification of the EA/EIS decision
process far this project is needed.

Previous Review

The Environmental Center coordinated a review of this project Angust 7,
1992, Our reviewers of the present document continue to bhave the same
reservations concerning the feasibility of the proposal. The mere act of
setting aside proposed lands will not accamplish the purposes for which
those lands bave been designated, without concurrent committments of
resources (i.e., people and funds) to develop, implement, and enforce
specific resourse management plans. The wildlife population on Guam has
already been severely decimated by poaching and from the introduction of
alien species, most notably the Brown Tree Snake. Refuges must be properly
designed and managed if they are to successfully eliminate or significantly
reduce these hazards,

Existing Copservation Areas

The Draft FA does not take into consideration other conservation areas
already established on Guam (e.g., by the Natiomal Park Service). Since
Guam is a relatively small land mass, the location and a brief description
of the physical characteristics of these existing conservation areas should
be included in the Draft EA.

Sonclusion

The establishment of the proposed wildlife refuge should provide a firm
foundation on which both educational and technical plans can be
formulated. The Draft EA should recognize the need to include a commitment
:tatglaishtjmed]y development of management plans once the proposed refuge is
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J.”Miller continued

Mr, Ray Rauch
March 5, 1993
Page 3

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft FA. We hope that

our caments are helpful.

cc: Roger Fujioka
David Hopper
clifford Smith
Elizabeth Gordon

Sincerely,

A

Associate Envirommertal Coordinator
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Mr. Ray Rauch

Project Leader

Hawalian and Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex
P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr, Rauch:

This Is in reference to FWS/ARW/HPINWR Complex. T am submitting
my written comments {n opposition to the proposed Guam National
Wildlife Refuge. 1 as ¢specially opposed to any move which sestricts,
limits or inhibits local landowners from fully accessing and freely
developing their own private properties,

I stron-gly urge the FWS to let the preferences of the people of Guam

.prevail over FWS experts and scientists concerning the magnitude,

areas, and mechanics of the proposed refuge. Nothing in the
Federal's final conclusion should deter or reduce the full opportunity

* for the private owners and the Chamorros from developing and

freely enjoying the fruits and benefits of their homeland. This is
Guam, and those who taoil, labor and make it their home and for
their heirs should have the first right to any determination
concerning their istand, The Chamorros are as indigenous as the the
plants, trec and wildlife of Guam.

n appears to me that findings and public comments were merely

- being used as lip service to the people of Guam. Far example, in

your response to the testimonies given in the 1991 public hearing
held in Guam, you stated that the majority of those presenters were
in favor of establishing a wildlife refuge in Guam; however, you
failed to acknowledge that the general concensus was asgainst the
cstablishment of the refuge as conceived by FWS,

Are you so determined to push forward the refuge that you are
drawing comments out of context? I have reviewed all the
testimonies of 1991, and with the exception of those from DQD and
US Gavernment ofticials T did not discover any local agency or
private owner who specifically said that they are in favar of your
plan in whole. In fact, the majority are urging that:

(1) the private land owners be given the opportunity to develop
their  lands without undue restrictions; and

'92-0Z-06 L1:ZE ITIE SN AGUAM §T147TISES

(2) some of the excess land be returned to the people of Guam and

to the
local government,

We, as did our ancestors, love and protect our wildlife counterparts.
We the people of Guam intelligent and sensitive,  Our clected
lawmakers have been responding to the local community needs and
desires.  Laws arc put into effect concerning wildlife and the
environment,  The local EPA, University of Guam  and  the
Agriculture Department are vigilantly operating in the protection of
air, water, and wildlife;  these agencies have been constantly
discovering and openly revealing wrongdolngs even in DOD and
Federal premises.  Given the opportunity and the seed monies, the
people of Guam themselves can expand and improve activities
commensurate with the intent of the U.S. laws relative to the
environment and wildlife.  In essence, things shove down our
throats in guise of health, safety and welfare, are subject to

- suspiclon If we have no handle on such actions.

Using the aforementioned statements as my guldeline, please allow
me to comment on the revised draft Environmental Assessment (EA):

1. You said that their would be more federal assistance to Guam
.in protecting the environment once the Refuge is established. My
response;

I have not seen more than a million dollars of federal assistance in
cradicating totally from the face of this island the brown tree’ snake.
IF the federal government s sincerc in its environmental policies,
why not first get rid of the snakes by pumping millions of federal
dollars into the program;  then allow time to see where the
endangered species will propagate best, and from there study where
the refuge should concentrate,

2, Please include as port of my comment herewith all the
testimonies which T have previously submitted on the same topic of
critical habitat and wildlife refuge, You do have them In fife.

3, Your plan to Incorporate Ritidian area in the Refuge is
objectionable in that i1 will infringe and restrict commereial and
public access to two prime private propertics.  You should once and
for all present no direct and indirect comtrol over the adjoining
private properties, Do nol perpetnate the interest of DOD over this

- weiiearersd (A— it
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arca under the name of wildlife protection. Your present plan covers
too much land of whatever little is feft for the indigenous people of
Guam, It is best for you to move the boundary of the proposed
refuge beginning Tarague Beach towards the northern cliffs and
around to Anao; I am almost sure that you would encounter very
minimal resistence from the people of Guam if this alternative is
sclected,

The maln issue here is that the local government wants some of
the federal excess land returned to the Territory, and the private
land owners want to exercise full right of entry and use of their
propearties,

4, Last but not least, the review and request for comments on the
revised draft EA should have a public hearing in Guam so that the
total community be given the opportunity to again provide their
input. If you werc sincere and honest concerning the refuge issue,
its intent and hencfits to the peopls of Guam, are they expected to
take the offer blindly. Isn't the good business motto "the customer is

always right” applicable to the Federal Government?

In closing, there is something awfully suspicious ahout this whole
thing, The push from the federal side for critical habitat came at a
time when both private and local government are actively seeking
for excess land and access to most of Guam's beach properties. The
‘Federal and DOD entities appear to always work against local interest:
as there was & time when USFWS and USEPA declared that there was

" no danger to establishing a large military radar system over the

same areas they now claim any private or public development would
be detrimental to the eavironment, And there is the nuclear issue in
Palau where the US Govermment will not financially assist this fittle
island paradise full of nature's most precious und pristine waters
unless the people give in to a highly and potentially dangerous
clement to man and nature, Why is the USFWS not objecting to the
hazards of military ships intruding the very critical habitat of Palau?
T will agree to a Wildlife Refuge in Guam if (1) the size is reduced
and restricted only to those areas from Tarague to Anao inclusively
in the hands of the Air Force now, and those at Naval Station and
Naval Magazine; (2) the Federal Government will immediately put
more monies into the snake eradication program and rid the whole
island of them firstly: and provide seed money to the Guam
Legislature to initiate a locally designed wildlife refuge... let the
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people who live here have the final say so as to the areas and size of
the proposed refuge. .

1 thank you for this small opportunity of freely speaking out, and

hope that you will listen and pay heed to our lawful rights over our
homeland.

S lnécrcly'

/5

MR. PASCUAL ARTERQ SABLAN

TRANSMITTAL

ATTENTION: Ray Rauch, Project Leader

SUBJECT: FWS/ARW/HPINWR COMPLEX

FROM: PASCUAL A. SABLAN (GUAM)

PLEASE ACCEPT MY COMMENTS BY FAX. PACKAGE OF ORIGINAL AND
ENCLOSURES IN THE MAIL TODAY,
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P;0. Box 818
Agana, Guam 96910
June 22, 1992
Mr, Ray Rauch
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawail 96850 °
Mr. Rauch:

I am writing with regard to the proposal to designats 45,156 acres of Guam land as a National
Wildlife Refuge, I am adamantly opposed to this proposal for a number of reasons, but most
particularly because it Is clearly a transparent attempt by the federal government to perpetually
witbhold one-third of Guam’s land from its rightful owners, the Chamorro people,

Tt is clear that the Draft Environmental Asscssment on the proposal is an insincere attempt to
merely comply with the letter of the law, and that it s Intended to once more deccive the people
of Guam foto accépting an nnjust, unitateral action by the U.S, against them. The five-minuts
limit on presentations in the hearing on the Draft underscores the Iack of Interest on the part of
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Scrvice in giving serions consideration to affected landowners in Guam,
and my lmpression that the hearlng Is simply a hollow gesture, as opposed to the intent of the
law requiring it. ‘The continoation of this type of practice is the main reason that most people
in Guam no longer trust the federal government in general, and the Departments of Defense and
the Interior in particular.

I am resigned to the fact that there is nothing that I personally (nor anyonc clse fn Guam who
I know of) will be able to influence your decisions in this action, since we bave no effective
political representation in the affairs of the national government. We will certalnly not be able
to sway your decisions in the way that'the logging industry affected decisions regarding the
habitat of the Spotted Owl. However, you should know that there is little you (or anyone clse)
can do to make me believe that the intent of the Refuge designadon is to protect the endangered
species remaining in Guamy if that were the intent, the Service would first make some sort of
active effort to eradicate the brown tree snake from my island, ’

In the absence of any effort (or cven any plan of which I am aware) to rid the island of the
snake, the designation of a Wildlife Refuge wjll do nothing to protect the birds and the bats. It
only results in & pew land-grabbing scheme by the federal government bere.  This land has
tlready been withheld from the local civillan community for far too long, and is becoming an
cver-greater constraint on the economic opportumitics of my people. I can only conclude that this
is the Intent of the Department of Interior, which is supported by several decades of parallel
evidence from ather actions in the past. Your President does not favor "biodiversity,” yet this

. is the nnderlying premise of your proposal. Your Senate will revisit the Endangered Species Act

this year, and intends to inject some rational conslderation for human economic interests in the
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regulatory process. Perhaps this is why the Wildlife Refuge is intended to be designated so
suddenly: perhaps the Service is aware that more rational rules would prohibit this unconsclona-
ble stripping away of valuable resources from yet one more defenseless indigenous people.

I am attaching my written statement for the record, along with a letter to my sister written by
Senator Robert Packwood. Although I know that I am still exhibiting the faith of an ideallst, T
hope that what I say and write will help you to comc to the cotrect decision, and that you will
abandon this ill-conceived plan to continue colonialist oppression in my bomeland. Perhaps,
some day, I can be convinced that the United States government is not the petty, mean and
vicious tyrant that I perceive today; however, it will take a lot of positive actions (ke eradicating
the snake, so that no "refuge” for wildlife will be necessary in Guam), starting with the retum
of lands not in use by the Department of Defense to the people of Guam, rather than to another
intrusive federal agency.

Sincerely,

< oy

Pascual V.A, Sablan
Attachments

cc;  Senator Packwood
" Congressman Blaz
Govemor Ada
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Ray Rauch PAGE 2
Project Laadar
Hawaiian and Pacitic Islands National Wildlife Refuga Refarancat Proposad Guam MNatlonal Hildlifa "Refuga (Draft
B,0. Box 50176 ) Environmental Assassmsht, revised January 1993)
Honolulu, Hawail 3caso
Tha Castro famlly waa formally dotified by the US Navy that

Heferancat Proposed \Guam National Wildlife Refuge (Dratt bacause of tschnological advanc4s and psaca breaking out in

Environmantal Assasamant, ravised January 1993) the world, NAVFAC waa e { and that the 1land

would bea declared axcass and would bae eventually returned to

tha families of tha original heirs, It meems that when tha

Hear sir, Navy still had use for NAVFAC there was psver any

. conaidaration given to NAVFAC as! baing a praserva site, only

. now that the Navy has no longar any naed of tha NAVFAC

3“viah to presant my views on the abéve rafsrenced topic, At tha looation is 1t okay to consider [it as = mita for a wildlire
mtset I volca my opinion that I am not matisfied with any of the prasarve. ]

options prasented in the assesament. ‘But, having to chooas among .
ose altarnatives presantad, I chooss Alternative 5 (no actlon)y

tion 3 (submarged 1-nd-i. As wtatad {n the asaassmant, protection ) On one hand, the asmessment sthtas that one of the specific
sxists today for native wildlife as pef Section 9 of the Endangered objectivas of the praserve ls| to, "effect a long-torm,
wcies Act (page 43, last para), conprahanaive program to conservp and recover endangersd and

. thraatensd species, migratory birfls and othar native flora and

is my opinlon that tha assessmant [is fundamantally flawad and : fauna on Guan™ (page 3, para B.1)|. Yat the assessment goem on

to may that even though there ard shoals in Apra Harbor which

ntradictory in natures
provide important foranging habltht for tha greasn sea turtles

1) On one hand tha assessment states that the purposs for the . and tha andangersd hawkabill msep turtles, "The Hervica has

preserve 1s to, "halt and ravgree the decline of Guan's declided to excluds subnergad landp within Afrn Harbor from tha

endangerad and threatenad specied, migratory bhirds, and other proposed Rsfuga t t fliot with

native wildlifae.* (page 3, parn B]. Yat the assesanment clearly , [epphasis added) (pags 12, para

states in multiple places that even if a pressrva ia 2.3). .

implemented, the purpoma of the ﬁr--orvo wi1l be, "mecondaxy

to DOD'a mimsion, howaver, fhers re It ia my opinlon that becauss it appears to causa an

o _devalopment projeots within the inconvenience to DOD, tha 8erviga has decidad to macrifice

¢luding submorgs one o this Important aendangered  spéoles (forging habltat., A

(omphawis added) (page 17, parz A and page 38, 3rq para fro reasonabla person could conclude that the assecsment im

top of page). As stated {n the assessment, types of DOD ) \ advooating a Rafuge/Preserve as long as 1% does not propent

aotivities which may be alloved on preservs land inaluds, *  any Xind_of mn inconvenience norirsstriction to bob/military

"eraining axercises . agtivition.

ppecationn.® [cmphanis added) (paga 20, para 75).

In my opinion the stated purpose of tha preserva (protect 4) In addition, as wtatsd above in 1)y On one hand thae

native wildlife} and tha possible; usagas by boD at any time in assesament atatas that one of the spscific objectives of tha

tha future should they so dsclda te do mo (blow up native preserve ls to, "effact a long-term, comprehensive program to

conmerva and recovar endangared and threatened specles,
migratory bixda and other nativp flora and fauna on Guan"
(pAge 3, para B.1). Yet the nsssmemant veadlly admits that

wildlife) are contradictory.

2) on ons hand tha Assessment states that, "The Barvice la no while soma of these propose preserva lands wera in the
longer proposing to include certain lands identified in the possesalon of DOD, significant |contaminants and hazardous
pending Guam Excesa Lands Aot.,," page 11, 1st para). Yat the vaste mites have bean ldentified 4in areas containing
former US Naval Facility (NAVFAC] at Ritidian Point which ia signizicant wildlife habltat values (paga 15, para E,1),
considered axcaas to the misslon of the US Navy (page 13, para

#3.2) 1s now included in all tha preserve alternatives sxcept In my opinion, this assessment is’ asking us to trugt tha Fish
#5 vhich is the "no action" altstrnative. t Wildiite Bervica (uwhich ls a branch of the US Federal

Govarnment just as DoOD la) In thﬁt thay will be battar
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PAGE 3

Proposed Guam Natlonal Wildlife Rafuge (Draft

Referencet
Environmental Aseassmeht, revised January 1993}

caratakers of the 1and; but at the sama time the Service will
fiot  be held yxasponsible for any of tha hazardous
waata/contaninated sites, The implication is that we should ba
at a«awe because tha BSarvics will badger a fellow Govarnment
agency to clean up the meas, It uzgeara by thia assessment
that the ' Us Government did morx an thsir fair share of
damage to Guam's native flora & fhuna, I fox one am not calmead
nor raassursd that the Servics wlll do any bettsr than DOD,

5) on one hand the asxasgsment xequests cooperation batvean all
parties concarnsd to make thas |proposed presarve/refugs a
succuess, Yat the aamassmant aldo states that thers atill
cemalne the pomsibllity of & cpltical habitat dasignation
baing imposed on Guam (pags 16, lst para).

In my opinion, the Ssrvice {s sttem ting to blackmail the
sopla of Guanm by atating that if{you do not approve what aver
¢ tinally proposed for the prasarve/refugs; tha U8 dovernment

w111 impome a much hacshax criti¢al habitat designation.

In summary, I belleve a éth altarnative should have besn sxploraed.
The land was condemned trom tha Guamanian psople for the dafansa of
the US (under questionsbla falrness/au ority). Simply atated, DOD
no longer has nesds for tha unused portion of the con amnad lands,
Large tracta of thasa condexnad lands Yemain axcass or idle today.

I proposs that the excess/idle condamned lands ba yaturned to the
heirs. I proposse that tha halrs or represantatives of tha hairs be
tiained in presarving/maintalning/prppagating native flora und
tEuna. 1 submit that the Chamorro heirs of the properties would be
mlich better caretakers than the U8 Federal Govarnmant has baaen as
dtcum-ntnd in the assasement., Take |for {nstance tha Castro's
f {vate property In Jinapsan sandviphed baetwaen condexned DOD

tndu. This aseesement makes hgts of the contaminated
sites/hazardous waste dumps on. all the surrounding POD lands, yet
ng such contaminatlon/hazardous waste sites exist on the castro'a

oparty. In tact the ssmwesamant acknowledges that tha privata

ands surrounded by DOD lands contain in ract many of the
fiora/tauna this refuge i3 dasigned to protect, It is an implied
admission of tha assessmant that tha ppivate land ownexs hava baen

miich bettsy caretakers of tha land as

In this age of dwindling faderal budgs
could ba trained and put into motlon)
more affective than any
propose dus to hudgat constralints.

comparsd to DOD,

ta, an unpaid army of helrs
thus being a thousand times

1imited ataffing Flsh & Wildlife may
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Rafarence! Ptogo-ed Guam National Wildlife Rafuqge (Dratt
| Environmantal Assessment, revisad January 1993)

i am appreciative of thim opportunil
y to voice my opini
;o::a:s:igzgininéhq totth- zroposad Guam national w{ldfitc 22:u;:?
e at any tine to furth
Sointa T bave prossmeed. er expand or clarify any of tha

Guérraxo
fember

qdot Governor
Lt Qovernor
Spaaker

Mr vork phone number and walllng addrpas followsa:
T{671) 477-8931/2/3/4 ext. 313

1026 Cabras Highway
sulte 201

pPitl, aQuam 96925
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Ray Rauch A CRopnen
Project Lead‘cl:;, l;lawaifian and Padfic\sjané's' S-por
National Wildlife Refuge Complex “o&
US. Fish and Wildlife Service ez ot
P.O. Box 50167 -
Honolulu, Hawali 96850

Dear Mr, Rauch:

I am writing to urge you to establish a wildlife refuge on Guam. Iam
concerned that in the past decade Guam has lost the Guam broadbili, the
Guam bridled white-eye, and the rufous fantail. The Guam rall and the
Micronestan kingfisher only survive.in captivily. Guam's Vanikoro swiflet,
Mariana frultbat, Mariana common moorhen, Micronesia starling, Mariana
crow, and sea turtles need protecton immediately!

Wildlife protection Is long overdue on our island. The catastrophle
decline of our Island’s wildlife can no longer be ignored by local or federal
governments. The USFWS should establish a refuge so that Guam can
receive badly needed funds to enforce conservation regulations and establish
neglected environmental education for our children.

The urgency of the situation is clear. Blologists estimate that fewer
than 70 Marfana crows persist on Guam. The Micronesia starling, the
Marlana moorhen and the Marfana fruitbat all survive in decreasing
numbers each year,

As a resident of Guam, I support the designation of an overlay wildlife
refuge. I urge you to select Alternative 2 for the protection of Guam'’s
endangered birds and mammals.

Sincerely,

(b OV
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March 1, 1993

Ray Rauch

Project Leader, Hawalian and Pacific Islands
Natlonal Wildlife Refuge Complex

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

P.O, Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawali 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

I support the establishment of an overlay refuge on Guam's remaining forest
habitat. 1 support altermative 2 of the draft Environmental Assessment which includes
Ritidian Point. Turge the USFWS to establish a refuge and work cooperatively with DOD
and government of Guam officials to establish a meaningful refuge on Guam.

Land ownership on Guam Is an especially controversial issue. However, the land
ownership debates should not undermine our concern for the native wildlife on Guam, 1,
for one, am concemned that in the recent decades at least three birds and one fruitbat species
have gonc;jxtlincx on Guam, Protection of our wildlife may be too lats, but it does not have
to be too little

1 urge you to establish an overlay refuge to protect the remaining Vanikoro swiflet,
Mariana fruitbat, Mariana common moorhen, Marlana crow, and sea turtles. There is no
tme to wait as these specics persist only at very small numbers.

The Government of Guam is Intcrested in the conservation of our native wildlife,
However, resources have not been prioritized to maximize protection of our endangered
specics.  The USFWS is an essential source of funding for enforcement and
implementation of conservation regulations, establishment of education pro s to teach
our children about the uniqueness of Guam's wildlife and the creation of hm trails for
recreation and hunting.

The people of Guam need the resources of the USFWS to protect our native
wildlife, Alternative 2 is reasonable approach to mecting the biological needs of our
imperiled birds and the financial and professional needs of our local govemment
conservation efforts.

1 look forward to learming of your refuge designation decision.

Sincerely,
/n' Y
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135 Martyr St.
Agana, Guam 96910
February 25, 1993

Ray Rauch &2

Project Leader, Hawatlan Pacific Islands
National wildlife Refuge Complex

U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service

P.0. Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch,
My name Is Joy Yamamoto and | am a senlor at $t. John's High

School. ( have recently finished reading the Environmental
Assessment dratt for the proposed Guam Natlonal Witdlife Refuge for

- my Environmental Sclence class. Having been ralsed on Guam for the
*soventeen years of my life, | bellsve that Guam could benefit from

hauving a wildlife refuge,

Guam's natural wildlife has truly been degraded by the brown
tree snakes, human development, and human enploitation. This should
have been prevented many, many years ago, However, | helleve that

_ It is not too late to bagin and this proposed plan could help restore

Guam’'s habltat and protect Its endangered species. The Marlanas frult
bat, sea turtles, and Marlana crow are only a few of the many
spocles that are endangersd here on Guam. These speclaes should be
protected and recavered because It Is Important to provide a
relationship between humans and the envircnment. By recovering
Guam's habitat and endangered specles, Guam's ecosystem will he
tealthy. Most of Guam's wildlife are not belng cared for and as a
rasult, Guam Is lasing something valuabla if It is not already lost. |
agree that "both the government of Guam and the Federal
government have obligations to thelr cltizens to provide opportunities
to betler understand and appreciate wildlifa.” This cauld enable the
people llving on Guam the opportunity to see Guam as an "island” and
not oniy as a developing center. Instead of rarely seelng birds flying
around Guam, people would actualiy get to see many birds flying
araund if this Refuge is established.

A National Wiidlire Refuge should be estabilshed on Guam's lands
and waters, | support flternative 2. Alternative 2 states;
Estaulisn a Refuge on certaln DOD lands (excluding operational areas),

Including the forrer U S. Naval Facility at Ritidlan Point, ana certain
Government of Guam lands.
Since the former U.S. Naval Facility at Ritidian Point already contalns
significant habitats for endangered specles and other wildlife as
designated in the recovery plans, this area would he the ldeal place to
establish a Refuge. RAlso, Department of Defense (D0OD) and
Government of Guam lands should be used sincé the Refuge is for the
sake of recovering Guam's natlve wildlife, Rccording to the
Assessment Drart, DOD lands are found to have "some of the best
remaining habitats for endangered and threatened species® diid =™~~~
Government of Guam lands are found {o have natural areas that
“cantain the essantial habitat” for endangered speciss liks, the
Mariana frult bat and the Marlana comnmon Maoare's. ]

1T both the Government of Guam and the Federal government .~
have the same Interests for the racovery of Guam's wildlife, then the 1,
National Wildlife Rafuge should he established. It wauld nat only
benafit the endangered specles, but the Island residents as well.

Sincersly,

WA

Jdy (I vaiamoto
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Ray Rauch

Project Leader, Hawailan and Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex

U.8, Fish and Wildlife Service

P.0, Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawail 96850

Dear 8ir ox Madam,

I have lived hete on Guam for seventeen years. In this
short time frame, I have been able to observe the decline of
Guam's wildlife, with specific references to many bird
speciea., I feal that a wildlife refuge ia long overdue for
the island of Guam since the cbserved drastic decline of
genetic and blodiversity among the i{sland's wildlife since
the end of the World War II. I

Peing a native high school student on the island,
studying Bnvironmental Science at St. John's School, I have
grown Aincreasingly concerned with Guam's ecological and
biological status; After having read the Draft
Environmental Aesessment for the Proposed Guam National
Wildlife Refuge, I feel that the implementation of
Alternative 2 and Option 2 would bring about numerous
positive changes For many aspects of 1ife on Guam.

Choosing Alternative 2 and option 2, for submerged lands,

would create sufficient areas to support the threatened and

endangered species on the island such as the Mariana fruit

Uil vl el e B beensd L RNIOR S S

bat, Marlana crow, Micronesian kingfisher, and green sea
turtle. Creating a refuge in areas auch as Anderson Alx
Force Base, Ritidian Point, U.S8. Naval Magazine, and Bolanos
Conservation Area 1s essential to the success in presexving
Guam's xremaining native terrestrial mammals, birds, and
reptiles. This alternative includes the protection of
wetlands, nesting beaches, a 30 meter contour around many
beaches, and the only known nesting cave of the Vanikoro
swiftlet,

I feal that the oreation of a refuge under thae
guidelines of alternative 2 would be ideal. Alternative 1.
includes too much land, which infxinges upon the local
people's right to property. Yet alternatives 3, 4, and 5
lack in volume to produce the objected recovery goals for
the many threatened and endangered species on Guam.

The creation of a refuga would benefit the wildlife of
Guam as well as the human inhabltants of the island. In my
whole life, I have naver been privileged to see the Mariana
crow, the green sea turtle, or a colony of Marianas fruit
bats. I think it is a shame that this is so and hope that I
will eventually get to see these species that were once a
prevalent sight to my ancestors. I would think that many
other natives as well as residents and tourists of Guam
would appreclate the preservation of Guam's wildlife
populations. )

I think that there is a responsibility of our species

ng mer— e m
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K.F. Wilson, continued

to help preserve and protect other specles' genetic
diversity, especially since we hava been the main cause of
theixr drastic deoline in population., I hope that the plans
for thia wildlife retuga.-ucceeda in getting established and
fulfills the duties of preserving and pfotecting the unique

and fragile native wildlife Guam posses.

‘ Bincerely,

Tigtie, AWl

Kedstina Flores Wilson

2 March 1993

Dear Mr, Rauchi

I would like to comment on the draft EA for an overlay
refuge on Guam. I am concerned that many of the island’s
birds are going extinct without any substantial plans for
conservation. The dire aituation on Guam is clear by thae
loss of the Guam broadbill, the Guam bridled white-eye, and
the rufous fantail, I support the establishment of a refuge
on Guam and I racommend that Alternative 2 be lmplemented as
soon as it ia possible.

The protection of Guam’s endangered wildlife is very
controverasial because much of the military land was taken
wrongfully from some Chamorro families, However, the
extinction of Guam’a unique birds and mammals is important to
the people of Guam, too. I want to see protection for the
Chamorros who live today as well as the surviving animals
that are native to Guam,

These two goals should not be exclusive, HWithout a
refuge the birds of Guam are sure to go extlnct. Please do
not let the contxoversy over land on Guam overshadow the dire
need to protect the remalning wildlife on Guam, Thé Guam
rall, kingfisher, atarling, crow and moorhen need our help
today.

I look forward to yow speedy action on thls issue,

Thank you,

Wy fdireg
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Ray Rauch

Project Leader, Hawallan and Pacllic Islands
Natlona! Wildlife Refuge Complex

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawali 86850

Dear Sir,

| have recleved a copy of the
, and glven the fact | am a resldent of Guam, | support
this project. Wae should bring the Refuge Into elect in order to preserve the Fish and
Wildlife on Guam. | supponrt Allemalive 2, which slates "Establish a Refuge on certain
DOD lands {excluding operational areas), Including the former U.S. Naval Faclllty at
Ritidian Polnt, and certain Governmant of Guam lands.”

The primary purpose of this Reluge project Is to halt and reverse the decline of
Guam's endangered and threalened species, migratory birds, and other native wildllfe.
I, therelore, belief that Alternalive 2 would provide long-term benefils, such as
conserving and protecting the endangared and threatened specles, and providing for
the development of research and environmental education programs, compatible
public use, and public access to enhance the public's enjoyment and appreclation of
Guam's unique natural rasources,

The Importance of Allernatlve 2 Is that it provides the use of the former U.S.
Naval Faclllty at Ritidlan Point, which contains significant habltats for endangered
fores! birds, endangered frult bats, threalened green sea furtles, and a humbar of
migratory seabirds and shorebirds. This area would not only benefit {he endangsred
and threataned specles, but would also provide the residents of Guam and the visllors
an opportunlly to enjoy the wildlife scenic values of the area.

Such spacles that would benafit from this Alternative are the Marlana crow,
Guam Micronaeslan kingllsher, Guam broadbill, Guam bridled while-eye, the Marfana

{fruit bat, Vanikoro swifilet, Marlana common moorhen, and the green sea turlle.

Alternative 2 focuses on certain DOD lands, This would provide a beneficlal
way of prolecting the endangered and threalened species since there Is no general
public access to lands on DOD bases. Thus, meaning thal public hunting Is reduced
and Is allowed only at certain times. This Alternatlve, If proposed, would also provide
greal means to control the brown tree snakes, provide research, and to assist In
recovering the endangered specles In a vas! area of approximately 11, 461 ha (26,320

acres). i

B 1

In addiltion, | understand the fact that the selaction of
' an Alternative Is impartant
since Il will be a long-term impact for the residents of Guam. Again, | believe lhz?
Allernallve 2 would be bensliclal bacause as stated In the dralt, "it would help malntaln
groundwater quantity and quality underlying northern Guam by protecting large tracls
of forested habitat from alteration. The protection of large acreages of lorest would
‘ahllow tr;]e con(lnued“pet:m’:;aﬂ:)n of rainfall Into the northern lens and would malntaln
8 recharge capaclly of this Important aqulfer.” The northem aqu
because it Is Guam's primary source of v?a!er. m equlferis Important
Overall, in the case of establishing this Reluge with the pro osal of Al
lernatl
2, It would cret'lle benelils for Guam's Fish and Wildlife as meapns%f habltats ar?:n:')e
harm for Guam's ptimary source of water. The residents would be provided the
:)g)cport:;nltylto Tnjoy th'e natural :nd cultural resource. It would be avallabla for
reatlonal enjoyment, research, and education. In the case of
this would also provida job opporiunilies. aee of maintalning servie,
I am a resident who s concern for such matiers as this
project. | hope that
Alternative 2 would appeal lo you as Il does appeal lo me. In any case, | h%pe that my
response to this Refuge would help in considering your declslon to do what [s best lor
the endangered and threatened species on Guam.

Sinceraly,

Mariebslh A, Unsay

=
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March 5, 1993

Ray Rauch . o

Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands " -
Nadonal Wildlife Refuge Complex b N

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ihpat

P.O. Box 50167 T

Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

T would like to comment briefly on the proposed overlay refuge considered for Guam, 1
have read the draft EA and am very concermed that the considered altematives do not
consider the inclusion of any private land. [ think this {s especially problematic because the
private land adjacent to the proposed refuge lands is slated (albeit unofficially) for resort
development. Given the imperiled status of the Marlana crow, Mariana frultbat, Mariana
common moorhen, the Guam rail and the Micronestan kingfisher, the draft EA should have
considered the biological importance of including the private land of the Antero and Castro
families. Even if the current political climate deem the inclusion of these propertics
Infeasible, the biological importance of protecting that land should have been demonstrated

_by including it as an alternative. The biological Implications of various refuge altematives,

not the political feasibility, should be the top priority of the USFWS for Guam,

T am also critical of the fallure to assess the impact of probable development on lands
adjacent to the refuge, An analysis (or even acknowledgement) of proposed development
plans would be an important opportunity to educate local government officials and land
owners about the adverse effects of commercal development of Guam's remaining forests,
This kind of educadon is especlally important because the refuge will be managed by
cooperative agreements between Gov. Guam, DOD and the USFWS. Iam confident that
many government of Guam officials are uneducated about our island's endangered specics
crisis, These same officlals are saylng that they support species protection and also support
all local land owners desires to get their piece of the tourism ple via development. The
disrcgard for environmental impact of development projects is already painfully
documented on island,

T want to urge you not to let the controversy over landownership deter you from your
agency's mandate, Itis true that the DOD land on Guam was taken wrongfully from many
Chamorro families. All my life T have wanted the military bases to leave this colony and
testore rightful ownership to the Chamorros. However, I also understand the tragedy that
most people on Guam have not been educated about the native wildlife and its importance
1o the Chamorvo culture. The reason few Chamomos are up in arms to save the imperiled
birds and mammals is because there has been almost no environmental educadonl! Asa
result, the whole debate nbout establishing u refuge on Guam is overpowered by the
concems about land ownership.

I support the refuge and also the eventual retum of Chamorro land to Chamoro people (I
am a caucasian who grew up on Guam.) The remaining birds and mammals cannot wait
for the arduous political process of restitution for the Chamorro people. My hope is that
the establishment of a refuge will afford new opportunities for education so that more
islanders understand that species protection and Chamorro rights are not exclusive goals
but in fact interrelated ones.

Finally, the draft EA summarizes your legal obligation to designate a refuge on Guam. “All
of Guam's natlve terrestrial mammals and birds arc in danger of extinction in the immediate
future.”

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

VA -4-1-’6":“'
:7-4?;”-7‘ )t

Tiffany' Larscheid
VO, Byt 2157
/:‘fjmw., Crvdeny T~
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March 5,1993

Ray Rauch

Project Leader

Hawalian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife
Refuge Complex

P.O, Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

Re: FWS/ARW/HPINWRComplex
Dear Mr. Rauch:

I know that this comment to the raevised draft EA for the proposed
Guam Natlional Wildlife Refuge will not meet your deadline however
I hope that you consider my input nonetheless.

I believe in the intent of the proposed refuge, However I do
have resaervations about what type of public uses will be allowed
once the refuge becomes a reality: Will there be attempts by
overzealous or extreme conservationists to ban all humans from the
area except for scientific researchers and refuge staff? That such
a refuge will in fact become the personal playground and laboratory
of the Service, DAWR, DPR and other privileged agencies is a scary
thought. This has already occurred at the Tarague to Patl area
with the designation of that area as a natural area and Marine
Preservae,

I frequently - fished, mainly spearfish, for basically
subsistence and occasionally for some money 1in the proposed

submerged offshore areas, including Tarague to Pati, Now I am told *

that cannot fish from this area. I can agree with that for now but
I would like to observe the results of such protection. In other
words I would like the freedom to swim or dive to witness if such
a designation works. B

I also collect other types of marine and terrestrial resources
such as crabs, coconuts, eta. I do not hunt wild game on land and
probably never will but I do believe that people who do hunt for
subsistence should be allowed to do so and that a managed hunting
program is the best approach to protect those resources from over
exploitation. Probably the same could be sald for fishing

activities.

However, as I have recently found out I cannot even traverse
the designated protected shoreline and boonie areas at Tarague to
Pati unless I have a boonie permit. And I cannot get that permit
unless I fall into one of four categories. And all X wanted to
collect were some coconut webbing. No, not I was not golng hunting
or fishing.

So you see, it, restriction to most but a select few, has
already occurred in this area with it’s designatlon as a preserve.
Can the Service guarantee this will not occur with the most of the
areas proposed in the refuge? Give us a better plcture of how you
propose to manage the refuge such as more specifically delineating
areas and the specific management plans proposed for speclfic
areas, eg. public recreation, critical habltat, resource site, etec.
Then, perhaps more of the local opposition to the refuge would give
way to acceptance., Would you want to eat something if you did not
know what ingredients were put into it? Sometimes, I do that but
I don’t always do so comfortably "or without reservations.
Additionally I suggest that public input regarding the management
plans and the speciflc areas delineated by those plans should
allowed and provided for.

I would also llke to comment that, No.6 and No., 3 (fox:
submorged lands) tha spocific objectives outlined in 8. Purposo ot
Actlon, regarding development of research and environmental:

. éducation programs, compatible public use, public access to enhance:

the public’s enjoyment and appreciation of Guam’s unigue natural:
resources, should be given as much priority as some of the other
objectives. This could give more support for the refuge.

So taking into account all the above commaents my -choices for.
the refuge alternatives is Alternative 2 with oOption 3 for-
Submerged Lands.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.,

el B Y
Victor jé/ orres
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Fish And Wildlife Service March 1, 1993

Hawaitan and Paciliic Islands

Nat'l Wildlife Refuge Complex

P.O. Box 50167

Honolutu, Hawali 96850-4996

Atin: FWS/ARW/HPINWRComplex
Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader

Dear Mr. Rauch,

| agree that the proposal for a Fish and Wildlife Refuge Is nesded on Guam.
Endangered species, both flora and launa need an area adequate enough to sustain a
healthy environment for growth,

Please allow ma o shara a little bit of my history with you. | grew up in Northern Guam,
on forty acres ol my father's property. My lalher was an orlginal land owner of Ritldlan
Point, Growing up | saw a number of wild birds. | used to be able to hear and see them
fitty feet In front of me whenever we drove around on those florly acres. | also saw fruit
bats fly In the night during the full moon, | recall my lalher telling me of the Ilight pattern
of thase fruit bats. Another fond memory Is seelng a herd of deer ( aboul 9 or so) about
onca a waek on our propeity. :

Then the birds started to disappear to the point where | could not even spot one Fanlai
bird for days. 1 think they are exlinct on the Island of Guam now. | could no longer sea
the Irull bats during a full moon, or spol a deer for weeks.

| was al the properly (Chamorros call this a "ranch”) seven days a week, at least seven
hours of the day. Here Is where we would larm, and raise livestock and hunt for our

daily consumption.

A year ago an assessmen! of Ritidian point was conducted which concluded that very
tew deer, wild plgs or birds visited this area regularly. There are plants and historlcal
replicas that could be studied though, such as Lalte Stones, and some ancient pottery.
Why did Fish and Wildlife choose Lhis particular piece of property?

In the 1960's, a portion of Rilidlan Point was ulllized by the U.S. Military for a radar
cenler. The property was laveled, roads were paved, running water and eleclricity were
also Inslalled. Since the military relinquished this property (from it's original land
owners) building a housing and research cenler with litile or no environmental damage
by the Fish & Wildlife Refuge Is possible. But the question Is, why Is all of Rilidian Point
needed lor this purpose when one or Iwo hectors would be adequate? The rest of
Ritidian Polnt should be considered excess land.  :

There are four parcels of land In the Northern part of Guam thal Fish & Wildlife has

proposed lo sel aslde lor their Refuge project. The proposed use for Rilidian Point Is for
use as a cenlral point for the project's research and whare the human researchers

would live and work,

Ritidian is in the middle of two privalely owned landlocked properiies. The left side Is
(Arunao) owned by tha Artero lamily and the right side Is (Jinapsan) owned by the
Caslro family (cousins lo my father's family). Recently, evidence was found of humans
camping on a secured area of Ritidian Poinl. Motor vehicle tracks were also discovered
by the beach. When these privale owners develop thelr properties in one form or
another, people will eventually travel to Rilidian Point - U.S. Security or no U.S.
Securily. Il the U.S. Securily cannol protecl the wildlife at Ritidian, then it Is only logical
to relurn this property to the paeople of Guam.

A grave Injuslice was done lo my father's family when they were told after World War |l
lo leava thelr property (their home), and to find lhemselves somewhera alse 1o live so
that the U.S. Military could do their job in protacting them and the rest of the Islanders
from aggressors. Tha U.S. Military would rent the properly of ten acres for $1.00 a year
trorn my family unlil they saw olherwlise. This olfer was a "lake It or leave it" oler.

In 1863 my father's family and other landownaers of Rilldian Point were diclated to sell
thelr properlies under a fee simple agreement for the value that the U.S. Military
delermined. Prior lo this diclation, the orlginal landowners were denled any access to
their home, thelr history and their heritage for 10 years. At this present time people
other than original landowners have baeen allowed access to these properiles without
any securlly clearance.

The Fish & Wildlife movement is commended In Iheir actions o save the endangered
species of Guam, bul the two heclors thal has already been ulilized by the U.S.
Government should be more than sulficlent to meel the needs of a refuge and central
information center. I Ritidian Is lo be made inlo a Wildlife Fefuge, the fale of the
endangered specles because of the close proximity of the privalely owned properties is
not guaranteed for survival. Adequate control of people entering inlo a secured area
cannot be mantalned because as | pointed out earlier evidence of respassers has been
found and no one has been arrested nor charged wilh criminal traspassing.

Why am |, a descendant of an orlginal land owner, denled access to the place where my
father grew up, learned how to fish, learned the lumber trade from his father, and where
he wanled his children and thelr children after them to exparience the land that meant
so much lo him and his tamily.

My father mentioned to me many limes that he was under the assumption that when the
U.S. Government was finished wilh the properly that they were using for "security
reasons only" that the original landowners would have the chance to obtain thelr
birthright back.

indeed a grave Injustice was done by the U.S. Military when they denied the otiginal
landowners any access to thelr properlles, diclaling a lease agreement to thelr own
benefil, and leading these property owners lo sell thelr rights to their property while
knowing that the U.S. government would creale a law that would deny lthem the right to
purchase back thelr property.

Any U.S. Agency In the mainland has the first opporlunity lo obtain any or all of these
properlies before any orlginal landowner could purchase it back. These were steps of
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J.P. Castro continued
dictatorship. Not |ustice, or fairness to the people of Guam who were comrades In arms

during World War Il. The people of this island shed their blood In the name of the
United States of America - I3 this the type of treatment that we deserve? No, it Is not.

As a descendent of an orlginal landowner, | would llke to be glven back the right to
purchase the land thal Is a birthright to me and my brothers and our children. 1t is only
right.

dl Jesus B, Caslro, original landowner, Ritldian Polnt, Guam
Pale Ramon Haya

Sulle #1186, Box #86

Ylgo, Guam 96929

cc:  President Bill Clinton, USA

cc:  Congrassman Robarl Underwood, Guam
ce:  Governor Joseph Ada, Guam

cc:  Jinapson, Guam Landowners

cc.  Arunao, Guam Landowners

R
AR ATRREN

£66T YR

March 3, 1993

Ray Rauch

Refuge Complex Manager

Hawalian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Complex
PO Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

Deaxr Mr., Rauchi

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment for a proposed
Guam National Wildlife refuge. I support the establishment of
such a refuga and believe the 28,320 acre alternative is best.
This elze refuge will provide for the rotection and recovery of
a variety of T&E specles on Guam and ugll provide a focal point
for brown tree snake research and control/eradication. Too many
species have already been extirpated on Guam and throughout the
Pacific Islands. The time to act is now (actually it was 20
years ago).

Binceraly,

}j«w fut

James D, Relchal
Zoologist

[RTRR Y
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Ray Rauch

Refuge Complex Manager, Hawaiian/Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

In recent years, we have witnessed the rapid loss of Guam's indigenous
wildlife. All of Guam's native mammal and forest bird populations are in
danger of extinction. Three of ten species of Guam's birds listed as
endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in 1984 are now

believed extinct.Only the Mariana crow and the Mariana fruit bat maintain

populations in the wild,

. Because these animals are on the brink of extinction, we need a nationat
wildlife refuge on Guam to actively manage these endangered animals, such
that these animals can once again obtain viable populations. A national
wildlife refuge on Guam will insure the preservation of Guam's unique and
endangered natural heritage. It will contain much of Guam's best
remaining native forest, which is the preferred habitat for most of our
endangered animals. The refuge will include a forested area believed
large enough to maintain a minimum viable population of Mariana Crows,
the species with the largest requirements for its breeding territories. Tt will
preserve some of the last remaining Green sea turile nesting beaches. Most
importantly, the establishment of the refuge would represent a commitment
by the federal government to the goals of preserving Guam's endangered
species and controlling the brown tree snake population,

The people of Guam will benefit from such a refuge.” Millions of
federal dollars that will be spent in employing people to operate the refuge.
The refuge will serve a role in educating our children about Guam's
natural heritage and the significance that Guam's wildlife has in the
Chamorro culture.  Many archacological sites will be preserved. The
refuge will preserve areas used by Guamanians for such outdoor aclivities
as hiking, camping, deer hunting, crab hunting, and the traditional
gathering of varions plant items such as betel nut, fadang, and lumot.

I support .., your proposal to create a Guam National Wildlife
Refuge.l believe it should include 28,320 acres.

Sincerely yours,

)C ovs”
Happy Rons
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Gary Wiles
P.O. Box 24471 MPO
Guam, GU 96921

28 February 1993

Mr. Ray Rauch

Project Leader

Hawaiian arid Pacific Islands Nationat Wildlife Refuge Complex
PO Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

{ am writing to give my support to the establishment of a national wildlife refuge on Guam.
Rapid development and population growth on the istand dictates that a refuge to protect
wildlife and a variety of other natural resources be set aside soon before the opportunity is
lost altogether.

[ believe that Option 2, which would encompass 28,000 acreas of land as described in the
environmental assessment for the proposed refuge, is the best choice for the size of the
refuge. 1tisin the best interests olPthe island's natural resources that both federal and
Govemment of Guam lands be included in the refuge. Despite what some officials in the
Government of Guam say, wildlife management on GovGuam lands is poor ovenall,
especially on property in northem Guam. These lands would benefit greatly by being
included in the refuge. Regarding the inclusion of submerged fands, Options 1 or 2 should
be accepted, based on whatever is judged most beneficial to sea turtles.

Sincerely,

’W,.f / A

i b -

L WS’ -~ Jo— | Yermernarey . US| [V

- Marvin Q. Aguilar
g 218 Y-Seng Song Rd.
g, Dededo, Guam 96912

th
Ray Rauch N .
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Istands -
National Wildlife Refuge Complex "
US Fish & Wildlife Resources
PO Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

Being born and raised on Guam, I have been afforded the unfortunate opportunity to watch
the population of our native bird species dwindle. In the past two decades, the survival of
these species have been threatened by our inability to contain the Brown Tree Snake (BTS).
The BTS problem has been coupled by receding habitat resources due to development and
illegal hunting, ’

Arguments highlighted by our local media brought concerns regarding the "best use" of
properties that have been proposed for a wildlife refuge. Some argued that because of
rising cost of dcvcloEablc land, it would be more appropriate to dedicate these areas to the
people of Guam for home use. However, these arc hard times that must be met with hard
decisions. We as caretakers of the island are presented with an opportunity that would
provide areas devoted to the enhancement, protection and preservation of our native
wildlife population. What better way is there to link my people with their heritage, but to
preserve our island natural beauty and integrity!

Presently, existing indigenous species are on the endangered list. This includes the
Vanikoro Swiftlet, Marianas Fruitbat, Marianas crow, and certain Sea turtles, Their
survival have been miraculous as they are either sporadically located in areas untouched by
man or areas which restrict human access and intervention,

A wildlife refuge will: increase local and federal enforcement agencies monitoring abilities
of these species; provide an area secured for the resurrection of species population; and
provide an area for the people of Guam to experience her natural beauty,

In reviewing the submitted draft, [ recommend that the US Fish and Wildlife Service select
Alternative 2 of the draft Environmental Assessment as the best aliernative towards the
Wildlife Refuge goal.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Sincerely, .. ..

% ; AT - Ui \'\\/

b A
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Tina Campus
113 W. Endon Ct. Perez Acres

March 3, 1893

Ray Rauch

Project leader, Hawallan and Paclfic Islands
Natlonal Wildllfe Service

PO Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawalii 96850

Dear Mr, Ray Rauch,

| am a student In high school and am very concemed about the current issue of
Guam's proposed Wildlife Refugs. After studying the detalls of establishing a refuge, |
have formed an opinion on which atlemative should be used for the island of Guam,

Many youths and adulis allke are not aware of the preclous nature present on
the Island. Thelr lives conslst of ime spent In traffic, office bulldings, and tha other
“benefits” of Industrialization with maybe a couple of outings to the baach, As tourlsm
grows and the economy blossoms, animal and plant life deteriorates, causing an
lgnorance In some of the public about the marty species that are Important to our
Island.

Being an environmental science student and becoming more concemed and
awara of my surroundings, | have experienced the characteristic of paradise that
Guam exhibits. On a field lrip to Audobon bay, | was able {o experlence a rare sight. |
actually saw flocks of varlous types of birds! | viewed the lesser golden plover,
whimbrels, reef herons, and ruddy tumstones. This experlence amazed me and
caused me lo realize that if birds are capable intended to inhabit Guam, and we have
a complete rasponsibility to revive thelr population. Hikes to varlous sites and trips to
the mudllats and mangroves has also sparked r:ny awareness In the neccessity to
conserve animal and plant Iife, These areas were thriving with life that Is not usually
witnessed. This lifa, whether it be a lres or a bird, plays an Important pant in its

ecosytem, no matter how large or small thesa parts are.

| find it completely necessary to conserve and revive all plant and animal life
possible and ballevae that a refuge to accomlish this is completely necessary.
Alternative 1 proposed in the Draft Environmental Assessment for a Guam refuge
appears to be the most lflaal plan to bring the nature back to Guam. Alternative {
provides the wikilife a chance 1o thrive again as well as benefits for humans. it is
necessary to choosa the largest conservation plan to mairntain Quam's biodiversity,
Without the presence of nature, man cannot survive and live a content Ilfe. Not only
will Aternativa 1 protect spacies diversity, it will also protect fresh water supplies and
quallty as well as the thin layer of preclous topsoil. The refuge would be benaficlal not
only for the specles, but for the public as well. Wih Increased recreation, education,
research, and enjoyment, the public can experience nature for spiritual enhancement.
The proposed Altemative 1 will also create jobs for Quam to help Improve the

. economy and focus altention on the local culture, it may help to increase tourism while

at the same time, offer a different aspect of Guam which tourists normally do not have

the oppurtunity to experience.
Thank You,

Dl

Tina Campus
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Hawalian and Pacific Islands ee

National Wild)ife Refuge Complex N Ogslm,_\%\"/

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service e -
P.0. Box 3501467 : ) s
Honolulu, HI 94850 : .

Dear Ray Rauch,
I am a high-school student on Buam. Having graown up on
the island, | have experienced first-hand the rapid decline
of Guam’s patural wildlife brought upon by the recent surge
ot tourism and developmant. I have recently Jearned about
the behavior and biology of some of Buam’s native flora and
fauna 1n my Environmental Science class, such as the hayun
(Serianthes nelsonii), tsatsa (Cyathea Junulata), and the
" ufa (Heritiera Jonelpetiolata) plants and the Marlana fruit
. bat, the Mariana crow, the Mariana cammon moorhen, the Buam .
. broadbill, the Buam bridled white—aeye, and the . - . ¢ v
rufous—fronted fantai) animals, but could not make use ‘of my
= newly acquired knowledge dua to the unsuccessful findings’of *
‘these species on our frequent excursions to their habitats, .. .

The means for securing the welfare of Buam’s endangered

wild) ife depends on the safe—-guarding and preservatlion, of‘
.. their habitat. ‘Through propositions such as the Nationatl "
"r _Wildlife Refuge, the future protection of the welfare of s
SN these organisms seems imminent, ..The Refuga would be .
knowl edga to its people and a chance for the wildlife to _':*
,Thae Refuge would {ncrease Guam’s cconomy
v~by further -nhanclnq Guam’s unique and natural beauty, the
 factor that makaes for Guam a favorite tourist spot. L
. Among the five altaernatives under consideration, the -
- fifth and most inactive alternative must never be initiated,
for it is only a matter of time before all of Guam’s native
and natural wildlife disappears. 6uch nonaction will only
encourage the present disturbance and degradation of not
anly the wild animals, but the environment as well., Without
the natural beauty, Guam’s present economic boom wil}
falter, thus in the long run, this alternative will not be
worth the (nonteffort. Without proper regulation,
industries would take aavantage of the wildlifae by
daveloping and holding human activities in areas not their
own .

Alternative five should not also be passed because the
peopl® of Guam will only do as they were taught to do: the
Anerican way of Industrialization and development. Through
education, this initial wal) of ignorance, for tha people of
Guam must be taught to be more in sync with nature as were
their predecessors, Will than come crashing down.

e — keSS
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Alternative four should be the future alternative plan
for Guam‘s endangered and threatened wildlife. This is
bacause it provides optimum land usage (at 16,294 ha or
40,262 acres), for all the space is needed for wildlife to
thrive thhout the stress and competition ln overcrowding.
Much security will also be offered under the coordination
and cooperation of influential and competent groups, such as
the Bervice, Guam DAWR, and DOD, in dealing with the
wildl ife recovery plans, Measures, such as resarch, tne
coordination of biological monitorings, and the control of
brown tree snakes, to regenerate the wildlife population of
Guam’s flora and fauna would be set through this alternative
plan. .

Since the welfare of the wildlife is a fact of Buam
life, it is a duty for al}l the cltizens to therefore save a

plece of its natural heritage before that identity is lost.
WE owe it to nature to reimbursa what it has given us tq
utilate for our enjoyment and benefit, for if we furthenr
exploit Buam’s flora and fauna, we endanger the sustainment
of Buam’s anthropological animals, ourselves. Thank You.
. .

.
Ry

. Co ’ R e Bincerely,

Susan Ji
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March 1, 1993

. Rey Rauch

t  Projecl Leader, Hawallan and Pecific 1stands
. Nelmnel Wlldllre Refuge Complex
“ ¢y POBS50167

Jgit” Honoluly, Hawall 96850

« Re: Guam National Wildiife Refugs : .o
e Dear Mr. Rauch,

. 1 am writing loyou to express my opinions on the formation of a Guam Nallonal Wildlife Refuge.
. I have been a resldent of Guam (or 3 years now and from Lhe very beginning of my stay here |
*=-. was struck by the tolal lack of birds and bird song. There are virtually no feathered bodles
fitting around, no bird fesders, and sadly, no songs to wake you In the morning, or slng you to
.-+ slesp. There are birds here thal are barely noticeabls, Httle brown Junk birds, we call them,

" «2 They ore introduced European sparrows and they offer nelther song nor solace for the bird
laver, Thay have somehow survived the Brown Tres Snake and survive In the concrate Jungle
because they are funk blrds. | am currently laking e correspondence course in Bald Eegles from
the Unlversity of Alaska and the assignment o do IS hours of bird watching and obsarvalions Is
Impossible to complele. Theonly native birds one s Ilkely la sea are shore birds, and lhose are
visiblg to the casuat obsarvelr on (hs once a year Audubon B1rd Watch when as a group we travel
to tha most Isolsted parls of Guam and 'hunt them’ out so lo speak, Finding blrds here Is hard

. work

et

‘here Is wncrele end {raffic nolse, -

e W -

R ~§7. Tha near exllncilnn of {he bats on Guem has fed lo serlous problems WI(hout lhe polllnallng *. '
10 ',-(rul( eaters lhe frults & rot end glve r'}se to hoards of (rull files which become pests to -

¥ ogr!cullure which ror ua Inlo the deslrucllve cycle of pesllcides All because the bals i ere gone

N

" goom the remalnlnq endem ic memmals and blrds n Is sad to think that Guam may be another
2 place we deny them lhere nesls nurserles and homes . : . i

! Plant Ilre here Is abundanl where lnere ls no concrele or where poachers who start fires have
“been controlled. .These 3 problams take a loll on native forests. Three tres species are on
Buam's endangered specles st and | am not sure as lo why they are not on tha Federal lisl. Ona
of these trees has only one adull lsft. All thres of {hess lrees are found In only one area of
Norlhemeuam where tl}ere arg as yal, fio ho(els "_. s )

kN ‘ .~,'. lu |'_

ut.; L
I3 iy

here In my Ielter but I vmuld !ika lo quole. §

\|.4 s,

I know you have lhe Envlronmenlal Assessmenl berore you and you do nol wanl to read it ooaln I

v

“Over the past 30 lo 40 years, Guom's native wlldlfe has undergone a calastrophle decline from
a varlely o causes including predation by the introduced brown tree snoke, loss ond degrodation
of habitats from davelopment, and human exploilation. ..... All of Guam's native terresirial
mammals and birds are In danger of extinction In the Immediale fulure.”

* It Is an al} too common scenarfo, being played out hare on Guam with (rightening speed. Whal
- should we do? Whot Is most Importont to us, how do we find a way to please the ever growing
©," population of humans, and save whal's left of the wlldlife?

Save whol Is lefl, save whal Is left. [Uhas ascory ringto Il Save whal is left, Just thal phrase
“ should maks us spring Intoaction. How cen we lst yet another Guamanian Inhabitant march
* down the ong-way road to extinction. Who are we humans, If In full knowledga, we allow It lo
happen...ane..more...tima???

It 15 this alarming stole of affalrs which has brought Guam to iU's current cholce: sel up a
rofuga, a proper refuge wilh the right allottiment of land, money, and manpower to prevent one
more spa,les from golng down he deep six.

Thls Is where Guamenlans fInd themselves...lo save the land for wildlife, or lo keap It for
humans, end write of the wildllfe.

Forlunotsly, Fedoral Law glva3 u3 soma guldalings. 1413 Law 1o proteot Endandared Speclaes,
Recovery Plans for all specles have been wrilten, The marminals and birds thal have already
gone the way of exlinction should be our blueprint for what lo avold. Although there Is always
hope that ons of these will be accldentally located agaln, 11ke the Black-Fooled Ferret of
** Wyoming, or thal s caplive brreeding program may establish a fow of lhese some where olher
, then Guam, tha lusson should already be learned, The Nighlengale reed-warbler, the White
- hroated ground tbve chroneslen Kingfisher (Guam), Microneslan megapod, Guam brosdbhl, .
. <Microngsien horiéyealer, Merlana frult dove, Guem rell, Ruious fronled fanlall, Guam brldled '
*whlle éye, Harlana mallard, Peciflc shaath- lelled bat and the Little Marlana (rull balereall,” 3 By
e!recuvely gons,” Buam's ecosystems no Tonger supporl these animals nor do we reap the benarll 2
o( thelr ecosyslem services. We Jose out by simple llving In a world withoul them. Days :
“without birdsong, fakes wilhout ducks, nlghlskles withoul the flulter of bals thisise !racllon
o7 OI whal we lose

N -

Whal about the health of tha rest of Guam's.endemlc organlsms. As the reporl Says. AN
_endemlc mammals and birds are in danger of extinction in the immediats fulure.” :

S N ... Flveolher birds ore all endongered. Flve specles of sea lurtle are endangered or threatened.
IR : Even 2 speciss of natlye geckos are rare, 4 skinks, the Fruft bat, the starting, crow, swifllel,
) ) moornen all, ore havlng avery hard llme and are eilher rore or endangered :
RS . e, K
Heve you seen an area so beleaguered? As an Island Guem hes no where lo go Wlldllre can not
eastly move when habllats are deslrwed Humen belnge ore Increeslng lhelr presence at an
iy elarmlng relal We neede refugel RGP

b : v ¢:|
5--‘q'. R - - -.'.. G, e .

The EA presenls us wllh 'S'cholces. For the grealest securlty the plan ullernullve "l ls the besl.
N {1 has tha grealest amount of land and wauld ensurs the besl possitile chance for saving specles
and recovery. The land near Apra Harbor sccommodales shore birds and other antmels by belng

W0
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L. Glismann continued
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an area other (han the north of Guam, If \fp do not put enough land In the refuge at first, It wil

be impossible lo get it loler. k

v Do
The silernallve #2 Is tha ong thel the loca) Fish and W1ldiife Author Itles support, 1 reduces the
screage perhaps to gain approval from tocal authorities although no privale lands or Included In
any of the plans, GovGuam may prefer lo hava lhls land turned over lo hem Inslead of Lo 8
YWilaHfe Refuga and § think 1t 18 Imptrtant to prevent the fulure spolling of Jend Whet Is truly tn
Himited supply when the endemlo specles are In such danger.

Allernotive #3, 24, and #5 sro ol complelely unocceplobls, Allernslive #3 lesves the
Bolanos and-Colat Consarvation Aress vulnersble. These must be Included In the refugs es they
ore Included In#2 and # 1, Alternativa #4, like #3, falls wey short of the minlmum needed
land area for the recovery of tha endangered species. Allernstive #5 would el the very least be

biologically stupldand at lhe,‘ve'ry_\yo.rsl. Megal,
For the terresirial ecosystem | vole for # 1, the blggest 1and area. Wa need lo show the world
that we can shara thls earth we llve on, .

As for the martne environment, | must Insist an Optlon 1. The proposal of *2, which Is anly
100 feel from shore, 13 wosfully inadequata lo serve as eny proper bulfer for the 1and and for
the morIne specles that nafg 3_?\39!!!‘_:)! shoreline and continental shelf.

To concluds, | want 1o ses Allernative * | adopled for both the terrestrial and the morine

envlronment, Olher people will push for less then Is edequale, but | think the evidence for &

strong refuge Is overwhelming end must not be fgnored. You

wa on Guam wish you Lhe besl 1 (his difficult tesk. -,
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have a tough Job In front of you and

March 6, 1893 At -
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Ray Rauch

ProJect Leader, Hawallan and Pacillc |slands
Natfonal Wildiife Refugs Complex

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, HI 96850

I am wriling In support of a wildlife reluge to protect Guam's last
remalning nalive blrds and frultbats. | am In supporl of '
Alternativel of the dralt Environmental Assessment. This
alternalive would establish a refuge on certain DOD lands (including*
operallonal areas), Including the former U.S. Naval Facillly at
Rilldlan Polint and cerlaln Government of Guam lands.

As a local resident, | fee! that such a project Is iong overdue. |
would llke my chlidren 1o be able to see animals such as the Mariana
lrultbat and the Microneslan kinglisher in the wild. The only way
this will be possible Is if this refuge Is made a reallly.

One llem | am concerned wilh Is the ambligully concerning public
accass. Does public access entail military personnel as wall as
local residents or does It entail access only for military personnel?
I tesl that this issue should be addressed, especlally with Ihe
present access problems through military land that local residents
are axperlencing, | fesl that all residents should be given the
priviledge lo access the refuge,

(Tahank you lor this opportunlly lo comment on the USFWS pollcy In
vam.

SlqpeLely,

%\wbvé/
Géorgells B. Quilugua

P.O. Box 25017
GMF, Guam 96921
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ay Rauch N ;*' U

Project Leader LY gy

Hawallan and Pacific tslands AN 101'%
National Wildlife Refuge Complen \LE” Rt

I.S. Fish and Wildiife Service
P.0. Boxt 58167
Honoluly, Hawall 96858

Dear Mr. Rauch,

As a resident of Guam, | support wildlife protection and the
establishment of a wildlife refuge. | support Alternative 2 as the
best afternative for wildilfe protection.

It Is time that Guam recelve funding and professional
support from the US Fish and Wildlife Seruvice 1o enforce
conservation regulatlons. filso, Guam needs more research on
the invaslon of the brown tree snake which continues to
decimate local bird populallons,

Please act quickly on this very pressing matter. | look
forward to the designation of a refuge on Guam.

- Thank you,
(AU

M &mch‘m

2556 Hilgard Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94709-1105

Fax (510)-843-5501 Tel (510)-845-5313

February 23, 1993
Ray Rauch
Refuge Complex Manager
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex
P.O. Box 50167
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850

Dear Mr, Rauch:

I 'am writing you to strongly support the 28,320 acre altermnative for the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge proposed by the Service. As a wildlifc biologist with some Profcssional
expedence In the Pacific [ am keenly aware that the status of much of Guam's native wildlife could
be realistically described as desperate, The combination of overexploitation, habitat alteration and
particularly introduced predators has lead to several extinctions, with more in prospect.

The establishment of this refuge on military and govermment of Guam lands would
formally protect habitat critical to the long term survival of native animal specics and constructively
coordinate its management. Further institutional commitment by the Service to addressing the
brown tree snake issue should ultimately reduce the risk that this devastating introduction will be
dispersed to other island ecosystems, The 28,320 acre alternative provides an effective nucleus
protecting much of the best forest habitat remaining on Guam.

Sincerely

%%;f

William E. Raincy, Ph.D,
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Ray Rauch

Refuge Complex Manager, Hawalian/Pacific Islands
National Wildlife Refuge Complex

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

P.O. Box 50167

Honolulu, Hawali 96850

Dear Mr. Rauch:

Attached Is a petition signed by varfous people in support of a 28,000

acre refuge.
* Sincerely yours,
s Qo
Happy
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Do-Yon Ahn
P.O, Box 7
Tamuning.

March 2, 1993

Ray Rauch 2 ° *

Prolect Leader, Haw-llnn and Pacific 191ands
. Natlonat Wildlite Refupe Complex

U.S. Fish ana Wildiite Secvice

P.0. Box 50167

Honolu!u, Haualy 96850 [ PR

Dear Mr. Ray Rauchi

tin only 17 yaAru ody, and T have n-vor been lully Au.r-.'
s~ et SEALE LTS
rlty ql ctlcct 'Rnt nodornlxut\on ang

S opee ‘-v-..wl.u w«-»u. o by

had on our l-lnnd'u naturul bo.uty

Eome iy ¢

Illlxntlun h

4
alze hou Ilttlt 1 nckunlly knev about aunn'

B T W e

obully. luch

""1." e

o 'hnblttt-. -nd dtp't(lnn of tho carlh

conserving, and using “anvironmentaliy-felendly producll.‘_ -t
Howaver, my Enviconmental Sclence class has brought thess
ploba) problems to a more redllstic and personal perspactive by
shoving me hovw they are occurring right *in my back yard,"
After numecous flela trips to endemic habltats such am the
mangroves svamps to tike Water wamples, conduct plnnf studles,
ano ooservey the factors that constitute an 'cunv-t';. 1 have

Qalned a ceeper unoerstinalng and sppreciation tor Guam’s

3

.o
¢!.
Ju

B e

== = R N

wildlite and vegetatlon. Houwsver, an ] have seen In my short
11te time, Guam’s native animals and unlque ecosystema are
disappearing a3 the pclce we muat pay for modecnlzatlion and

technoloay. .

The eftort and serlous conalderation that hn; bean olven
to the establishment of a proposed refuge Is exclting and
encouraglng. 1 have cead the 1993 revised Drafl Enviconmentsl
Awsssoment and have cacefully consldered the tlve Alternatives
I tuel

pressnted. that as th mcsl rtusonnblu and practical

optlon, AI(:rnatlv: 2 uould benl lul(lll tho purpa-e- of a

R { .
LN )
SRR SNSRI O PR S
Al\nrn-tlvn 2 pruvlden naarly thl vame protect|on ot

i
[

t
n:nnntlnl hnbl(nl. tor the lellna crau. th- Gulm Hicronestan

.ilnqlluh!r. lhc Gu&m broadbltl, thn GuAm brldltd vhllc -¢ye, the

Nnrluna !rull bat, Haclana cunnon moorhen, and (ht Vanlkore

-vlltltt; but nnrnly doc. nol cover as much scredge am

ln Addltlon. hltnrn-\lv. 2 ad'qultlly protcu!-
ML i WL

tht

vs l.
T .
n sea lurt' i

and 4 elther do not or lnsutficlently provide protection.
Thus, ! beliwve that Alternative 2 sncompamsen the most
feaslble and etlective plans for a succesatul wlidil{s refuge
oh Guam.

Desplte the misconceptions of limitless outaoor activities
and scenic parks that one might have of Guam as an islang, they
ara highly false In my opinlon. Thera are many outdooc sports

much as jet skling, vlnosurflng, and pacasailing. but they are

[EASPRr

Pomm—— At e

not wecy dccesslple to tne locals. One must either own
pecsscnal equiptment ar pay a heity tourlst price toc 4 10
minute rice. Also, | have peen & long-time reajcent of Guam
ana cannot hame one mafe, clean, ano scenlc park Vith benches
ana tacliitlies for a plenic,

Because aimost every form of entectajnment Ana lelsure In
centeced arouna tourists, the establishment of & refuge would
be a4 healthy and long-delayec glft for the peopit of Guam. HNot
only would a retuge pressrve ouc Islana’s natu}nl heritage and
genetic blodiversity, but It would also provige Increased
opportunlties tor the enjoyment, eoucation, and appreciation of
Guam’s natural resources.

A3 long as a refuge i ultimately entanlished to protect

ana preserve Guem’s natural environment {rom wman o aestructive

enature® (it Im Jronic hou We must cConstruct bacclecs to
protect nature from ourselves), ! ulll continue to be hopetul

and optimistlc that Guam w{il not tollovw In the {ootataps of

Ite Inoustelal models,

- Sincecely,
g el

Bo-Yon Ahn
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