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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Region 1, Portland, Oregon 

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 associatea·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), including 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 limestone 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 Government 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: (l) 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 enforcement, research, and education; (6) provide 
opportuniti.as 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.G. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), the Fish and Wildlife Act of 
1956, as amended (16 U.S.G. 742a-742j, 70 Stat. 1119), and the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Act of 1929 (16 U.S.G. 715-715d, 715e, 715f-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. 

3. 

4. 

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

No private lands are included within the proposed Refuge. 

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. 
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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 archaeological 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 bar~schi; 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 Serian~hes 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 also 
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.O. 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 environment." 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 L. 1993. 
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LEAD AGENCY! 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
July 1993 

for the 
PROPOSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

Territory of Guam 

Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

RRSPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: Regional Director 

CONTACT: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland, Oregon 

Ray Rauch 
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

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 environment. The 
Government of Guam and the Federal government must continue cooperative 
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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 their 
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 1. 

Alternative 2. 
(Preferred) 

Alternative 3. 

Alternative 4. 

Alternative 5. 

Establish a Refuge on certain DOD lands (including 
operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility 
at Ritidian Point and certain Government of Guam lands. 

Establish a Refuge on certain DOD lands (excluding 
operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility 
at Ritidian Point and certain Government of Guam lands. 

Establish a Refuge on certain DOD lands (excluding 
operational areas), including the former U.S. Naval Facility 
at Ritidian Point, but excluding Government of Guam lands. 

Establish a Refuge only at the former U.S. Naval Facility at 
Ritidian Point. 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. The final Environmental Assessment provides detailed 
justifications for these recommendations. 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. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
for the 

PRQ-~OSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
.! Terri tory 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 (Rdipidura 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 threatened sea turtles, the ufa tree (Heritiera 
longipeti~~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 199la), and the Mariana common moorhen (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 199lb). 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 of!- the Service, Guam DAWR, and the U.S. Department of 
Defense (-~D). 
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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 development 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 ln 
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. 

B. 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 value. 

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; 
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II. 

3) 

4) 

5) 

complement Government of Guam's and Federal agencies' 
ongoing progr~ms 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 

6) 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 resources; 
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. 

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-
742j) 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. 

2. 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, monito~ing of endangered species populations and 
trends, wetland studies and delineations, research in the 
control of t4e 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. 
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3. 

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 Government of Guam. Currently, 
5,099 hectares (12,599 acres) of public land, or 51% 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 implement 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 ~ildlife management, 
forest management, cultural resources, and outdoor 
recreation. 

Each DOD installation has an office that is responsible for 
compliance ~ith 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 include endangered species recovery ~ark, 
cooperative biological surveys ~ith Guam DAWR, predator and 
feral animal exclusion studies, predator and feral animal 
control, public hunting programs, and la~ 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 
in~tallation. 

4. 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 control programs. 

7 

• 



5. 

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

Other Governmen~ 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 ~n 
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. 

2. 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 petitions 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. In 
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. 
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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 14SO 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 22o C (72° F) and 33° C (9lo F) on 
a daily basis, with cooler temperatures during the dry season. 
Annual rainfall varies considerably among years, averaging 218 em 
(86 inches) per year. Most of the rain falls from July to 
November at an average of 28 em (11 inches) per month. The dry 
season occurs between January and May when rains diminish to less 
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than 15 ern (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 
Ornar 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 Larnlarn 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 (BioSysterns Analysis 
1990). 

B. Biological Environment 

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. 
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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 ~n 
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. 

Coastal strand vegetation-- open sandy beaches; typified by 
Cocos, Casuarina, Ipomoea, Canavalia, Scaevola, Triumfetta, 
etc.; found on the perimeter of the island. 

Savannas -- 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 Rhizophora, 
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. 

2. 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. In 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 
swift let. 

Several 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 Point and are found 
in the coastal basin areas of northern Guam. The 
Micronesian starling may be found 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 l99lb). The endangered Mariana 
common moorhen is found in wetlands in central and 
southern Guam. Many of these wetlands are threatened 
by development. 

Whi~e the reasons for the decline of the endangered 
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 
(Der~ochelys coriacea)l are rarely seen on Guam. Of 
these, only the green sea turtle is commonly observed. 
The hawksbill turtle ahd leatherback turtle are listed 
as endangered, and thel green sea turtle is listed as 
threatened in the West

1

ern Pacific by the Service. 
Green sea turtles are known to nest on Guam beaches at 
Tarague, Ritidian, Uruhao, Cocos Island, Asiga Beach, 
and other sites (Pritcbard 1977). 

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

I 
(4) Plants I 

The hayan lagu (SeriaJthes nelsonii), tsatsa (Cyathea 
lunulata), and ufa (HJritiera longipetiolata) are 
plants listed as endarlgered by the Government of Guam. 
Only S. nelsonii, a mJmber of the pea family, is 
listed by the Servicelas an endangered species. 
H. longipetiolata, endemic to the Mariana Islands, is 
found on northern Guan~ in limited numbers. The only 
two known adult SeriaAthes trees on Guam were found on 
Andersen Air Force BaJe. One of these trees was 

I 

felled by high winds during Typhoon Omar, however, 
I 

eleven seedlings stil} survive under this tree (Wiles 
1992a). Cyathea lunu+ata 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). 

b. 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 valuable 
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. 

c. 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. 

3. 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 Government 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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2. 

3. 

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 international, 
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 
Orate 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 ~n 
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 ~o 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 1n 
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. 
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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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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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6. 

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 is 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 Government 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 Jinapsan 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 Air Force Base and the former Naval Facility at 
Ritidian Point. 

E. Economic Environment 

l. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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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The Government of !Guam conservation areas under study are 
all zoned for conservation use. 

Illegal land uses lmay be occurring on lands in the study 
area. These uses include trespass, illegal planting or 
harvesting, and wildlife poaching. 

Proposed land usel by the DOD and the Government of Guam in 
the study area intlude the possible expansion of operational 
areas in responselto the closure of Philippine bases and 
contaminant clean~p by the DOD. The Government of Guam is 
considering waterldevelopment projects on the study area 
which encompasses the northern aquifer. 

Land Use on Priva e Lands Surrounded by DOD Lands in the 

Study Area l 
Private lands tha are surrounded by DOD lands under study 
for incorporation! in the proposed Refuge are currently used 
for small-scale tourism ventures and private family use. 
Plans for the usej of these privately owned lands range from 
limited family us~ to resort developments of varying sizes. 

Local Economy 

Gross business re1ceipts in Guam for 1990 totalled 
approximately $4.1 billion, an increase of 61 percent since 
1988. Growth has been rapid in recent years; the 1988 
receipts represe~ted an increase of about 18 percent over 
1987 and an incr~ase of nearly 130 percent since 1980. The 
private business~sector accounts for 35 percent of Guam's 
1988 total gross business receipts. Other significant 
sectors are serv·ces (16 percent), construction (11 
percent), and wholesale (2 percent). Agriculture, 
manufacturing, a~d transportation account for the balance of 
gross receipts. 

DOD expenditures Jadd considerably to Guam's private sector 
economic activit~es through indirect spending of DOD 
personnel, emplotment of civilian personnel, construction 
contracts, materials and services purchases, and refunding 
of Federal incom~ taxes paid by DOD personnel. DOD 

I 

expenditures on Guam totalled over $327 million in 1990. 

I 
Over 59,000 people were employed on Guam at the end of 1990. 
Of these, 69 percent were employed in the private sector and 
31 percent worked in the public sector. Trade and services 
dominate private sector employment. In the last five years, 
total private and public employment has risen by nearly 
18,000, an increase of 58 percent. Unemployment rates are 
low and were estimated to be only 2.8 percent in 199~. The 
standard of living is relatively high. Guam has one of the 
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IV. ALTERNATIVES 

best deepwater harbors betreen Hawaii and the Philippines. 
With its strategic locatiop, harbor, and airfields, Guam is 
assuming a growing importance for DOD and private trade 
activities in the western racific (Engbring 1991). 

The driving force behind t e recent acceleration in economic 
growth has been foreign i~terest in resort facilities on the 
island, largely from Paci~lic rim nations. The construction 
of hotels, golf courses, ~esidential communities, office 
buildings, and condominiums has been accelerated by 
heightened foreign investJent activities. The value of the 
2,164 construction permits issued in 1990 was estimated to 
be $486 million. The 37,159 land parcels within Guam's 549 
square kilometers (212 square miles) were appraised at $3.66 

I 
billion in 1990 (Bureau o, Planning 1992). 

No other economic activit~ contributes as much to Guam's 
economy as tourism. A study by the Guam Visitors Bureau 
estimated that tourism pr~duced 13,000 direct and indirect 
jobs or about one-third o~ all private sector employment in 
1985 (Engbring 1991). From 1985 to 1989, tourism arrivals 
have increased tremendous~y with an annual growth rate of up 
to 20 percent per year. ~isitor arrivals to Guam in 1989 
and 1990 exceeded the 1988 projected increases of 700,000 by 
80,404 and 37,260, respec~ively. Visitor arrivals are 
expected to reach more thJn 1.5 million by the year 2000. 

A. Development of the Alternatives 

l. Land Selection 

A number of alternatives ¥ere developed with input from 
Federal agencies, Governm~nt of Guam agencies, private 
citizens, and other inter~sted parties. To determine which 
lands the Service should include within the boundaries of 
the proposed Refuge, parc~ls were evaluated on the basis of 
their biological importan~e to endangered and threatened 
species, migratory birds, I other native wildlife, and the 
conservation of biological diversity. Table 1 provides a 
list of the various land 11

arcels considered for inclusion ln 
the proposed Refuge. 

Federal and Government of Guam lands that were identified as 
"essential habitat" in published recovery plans for 
endangered forest birds, ~aterbirds, and fruit bats were 
considered priority areasffor protection. Other areas with 
outstanding conservation values that were considered for 
inclusion in the proposedfRefuge included wetlands, 
migratory bird foraging and loafing areas, and sea turtle 
nesting beaches. 
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Select DOD lands considered for inclusion in the proposed 
Refuge included lands thatt have been protected from 
development or other distJrbance and contain habitats 
considered essential to tlie recovery of endangered and 
threatened species. ThesJ DOD lands included native forests 
and native scrub on AnderJen Air Force Base, Naval 
Communication Station at ¥orth Finegayan, Naval Magazine and 
Reservation at Fena Reseryoir, former Naval Facility at 
Ritidian Point, Orate, and Public Works Center, Guam (former 
Federal Aviation Administtation 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 (Orate 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 Government 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 Government of Guam lands in the 
Refuge, the Service will seek the Federal Consistency 
Determinations from the Guam Coastal Management Program. 

2. Submerged Lands 

The Service considered including submerged lands offshore 
from select DOD lands in the proposed Refuge to pr6tect 
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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 
species 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 Orate Point Ecological Reserve 
Area, and the Andersen Air Force Base Marine Resources 
Preserve. 
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There is a dispute by the Government 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 qf 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. 

3. 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 va·lue 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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B. 

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 thro·ugh 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 Government 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. 

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. 

b. 

c. 

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 mbni~oring, endangered 
species recovery, brown tree snake control, research, 
technical as.sistance, public hunting, and other 
management programs on the Refuge. 

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 ~n 
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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d. 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. 

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

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

2. 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, ~ndangered 
species recovery, brown tree snake control, research, 
technical assistance, public hunting, and other 
management programs on the Refuge. 

b. 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. 

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. Certain Government of Guam lands would be included 1n 
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. 

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

f. Alternative 2 would result in a proposed Refuge size 
of approximately 11,489 hectares (28,389 acres). 
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3. 

4. 

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. 

b. 

c. 

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 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. 

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. 

b. 

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. 

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

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). 

5. 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 species 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. 

C. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. Option 4. No action. This Option excluded submerged lands 
from the proposed Refuge. 
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v. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TEE 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 w~ter supplies. 

Whether or not military operational 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. 

B. Effects on the Biological Environment 

Alternative 1 incorporates the areas identified 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 1n the Guam Excess Lands 
Bill (H.R. 4164). 

Alternative 2, though smaller in acreage, is similar to 
Alternative l 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 Mariana 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 l, 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. 

C. 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 

l. 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 experience 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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2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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, "iimited 
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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 public 
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 to 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. 

Effects on the Economic Environment 

1. Effects on General Land Ownership and Land Use on Guam 

2. 

3. 

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 ~n 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 

42 

,. .r .. 
r·· 
i 
t 
':!. ••• 

I 
I 
I 
I 



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 l, 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. 

4. 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 Government 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 va~ue 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. Prope~ty 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 value 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 value of private lands would represent an 

45 



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 overlook 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. 

2. 

3. 

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

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

Option 2 incorporates the Orate 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. 

2. 

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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. Option 1: 
was larger 
endangered 

The Service rejected Option l because the size 
than necessary to protect foraging habitats for 
and threatened sea turtles. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

C. 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 

49 



2. 

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 be 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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3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. The Government of Guam 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 ~n 
the pending Guam Excess Lands Bill (H.R. 4164, 102d 
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 values 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 proposed 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 value habitats for endangered species. 

8. The Government of Guam recommended that the proposed Refuge 
should be 5,000 acres in southern Guam and 12,500 acres ln 
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. 

9. 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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D. 

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. 

2. 

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 values 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. 

54 

:;-
! . 
'f.' L,t 

.~.,: . ·'· 

. ; 

r 
L. 

ff 
I 

r 
L. 

I 
I 
I 

f 
l 

" 

. .. 

l 
:; 
!. 

I 
t 



3. 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. 

4. Include only DOD lands from Tarague to Anao Point. 

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

5. 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. 

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 

2. 

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. 

3. 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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B. 

c. 

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 Options. 
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. 

D. 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 social 
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. 

E. 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.O. 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.O. 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.O. Box 50167, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850, Phone: (808) 541-1201. 

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

1. Federal Agencies 

U.S. NayY 

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 Station 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 

Departmen~f the Navy, Deputy Director, Real Estate Division, 
FaciJ,..:..i ties Planning Department, PACNAVFACENGCOM, Pearl 

·..:\.... . . 
Harbor, Hawau. 

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 Judg~ Advoc~te, 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 

U.S. Army 

Division Eljgineer, Pacific Ocean Division, Fort Shafter, Hawaii 
Director o~Engineering, Department of the Army, U.S. Army 

Engineer District, Fort Shafter, Hawaii 

Devartment of 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 l, 

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 

Histaty, Washington, D.C. 
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Other Federal Agencies 

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, H.onolulu, 

Hawaii 
Department of Agriculture, Animal Damage Control, District 

Supervisor, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Fishery Biologist, 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 

Office, 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, Tuman 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, 

Ms. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Ms. 

Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
M. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
Ms. 

Montana 
Eleanor Pangelinan, Tamuning, Guam 
Ellen K. Rice, Saipan 
R. Happy Rons, Esq., Agana, Guam 
Julie A. Savidge, Ph.D., University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 

Lincoln, Nebraska 
Cynthia M. Schubert, Tuman, Guam 
Derek W. Stinson and Ms. Colleen M. Stinson, Saipan 
Alfonso M. Pangelinan, Agana, Guam 
Gary J. Wiles, Guam 
Tony Rodrigues, Portland, Oregon 
Roy T. Tsuda, Duenas & Associates, Inc., Tamuning, Guam 
Sanchez, Sigma Trading, Tamuning, Guam 
Arne Liberg, Barrigada, Guam 
Grace G. Moore, Yigo, Guam 
Vincereo Garrido, Tamuning, Guam 
T. Kawasaki, President, Guam Urunao Resort Corporation, Tokyo, 

Japan 
Gerald F. Schiappa, Guam Urunao Resort Corporation, McLean, 

Virginia 
Rollin H. Baker, Eagle Lake, Texas 
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. John Ford, former Pacific Islands Land Protection Coordinator, Region 1, 
Honolulu, Hawaii. 

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

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

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

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

Mr .. Andrew Yuen, Pacific Islands Land Protection Coordinator, Hawaiian and 
Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex, Region 1, Honolulu, 
Hawaii. 
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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: 
Site: 

DOD LANDS: 

NCTAMS Finegayan North 
Pu~lic Works Center, Guam 
NAVMAG 
Apra Harbor2 

Andersen Air Force Base 
Ritidian Point 

Total DOD acreage: 

GOVERNMENT OF GUAM LANDS: 

F~lcona Beach 
Bolanos Conservation Area 
Anao Conservation Area 
Cotal Conservation Area 

Total GovGuam acreage: 

Alternative total: 

Alt. 1 
(acres) 

2,249 
{'."'• I 860 

8,287 
8,959 

15,431 
371 

36,157 

97 
2,830 

695 
552 

4,174 

40,331 

Alt. 2 
(acres) 

1,932 
344 

8,287 
1,692 

11,589 
371 

24,215 

97 
. 2,830 

695 
552 

4,174 

28,389 

Alt. 3 
(acres) 

1,932 
.· 344 

8,287 
1,692 

11,589 
371 

24,215 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

24,215 

Alt. 4 
(acres) 

o1 
o1 
o1 
o1 
o1 

371 

371 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

371 

Alt. 5 
(acres) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

Under Alternative 4, DOD lands would not be Included fn the proposed Refuge, but natural resources on these areas would be 
managed through multi-agency cooperative agreements. A Refuge would be established only at Rltldian Point. 

·>Ojl 

2 Apra Harbor Includes areas in Naval Station, Naval Supply Depot, Orote, and Public ~orks Center. See Figures for areas Included. 
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Table 2. summary Hatrlx -- 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 
IJater resources ++ ++ ++ + - 0 0 0 0 
Soils ++ ++ ++ + - 0 0 0 0 

BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
Natural Communities ++ ++ ++ + -- + + + 
Ill ldll fe 

Endangered/threatened species ++ ++ ++ ++ -- ++ ++ + 
Avifauna ++ ++ ++ ++ -- 0 0 0 0 
Fruit bats ++ ++ ++ ++ -- 0 0 0 0 
See turtles/marine mammals + + + + - ++ ++ + 
Plants ++ ++ ++ ++ -- + + + 0 

Hfgratory birds ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ ++ + 
Other native wildlife ++ ++ ++ ++ - ++ ++ + 

Harlne Resources 0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ + 

IJILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
Recovery of endangered/threatened species ++ ++ ++ ++ -- ++ ++ ++ 
Alien species control ++ ++ ++ + -- 0 0 0 0 
Lew enforcement ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + + 0 
Cooperative management efforts ++ ++ ++ ++ 0 + + + 0 
DOO natural resource management compliance ++ ++ ++ + 0 + + + 0 

'-.) Guam DAIIR 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 0 
Indirect tax revenue + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 
Land values on study area 0 0 0 0 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 + + + + 
DOO training activities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Development on private lands + + + + 0 0 I 0 0 0 

OTHER ISSUES 
Contaminants remediation + + + + 0 0 0 0 0 

-~~-----------------
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. 

U.S. NAVAL 
MAGAZINE 

U.S. NAVAl. 
COMMUNICATION 
STATION. FlNEGAYAN 

U.S. NAVAl. STATION 

§] 

• 
LEGEND 

U.S.. NAVAL 
FACIUTY, 
RmDIAN POINT 

ANDERSEN AJR 
FORCE BASE 

Patl 
Point 

DOD Lands 

GovGuam Lands 

Alternative 1. Proposed Guam National ~ildlife 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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2 3 4 

U.S. NAVAL 
COMMUNICATION 

- 3-r.i.TJOH. FINEGAYAN 

FALCONA BEACH 

U..S.. NAW F'UBUC 
WORKS CENTER- GUAM 

U.S. NAVAL Sl:I.TION 

FACIU1Y, 
RmDIAN POINT 

LEGEND 

[I DODL.ands 

• GovGuam Lands 

ANDERSEN AlR 
FORCE BASE 

Pat! 
Point 

Alternative 2, the preferred Alternative. Proposed Guam National ~ildlife 
Refuge on certain DOD lands (excluding 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 11,489 
hectares (28,389 acres). Final boundaries would be determined following 
negotiations with the landowners. 
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U.S. NAVAL 
COMMUNICA"TION 
STATION. RNEGAYAN 

U.S.. NAVY PUBUC 
WORKS CE!flER- GUAM 

U.S. NAVAL STATION 

LEGEND 

U.S. NAVAL 
FACIUTY, 
RffiDIAN POINT 

DOD U!ncls 

Patf 
Point 

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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WJI.£S 
U.S. NAVAL 
COMMUNICATION 
S"V.IlON. FINEGAYAN 

U.S. NAVAl.. S"D.IlON 

m! 

• 
LEGEND 

U.S. NAVAL 
FACIUTY, 
RmDIAN POINT 

DOD Lands Managed 
Under Cooperative Agreement 

GovGuam Lands Managed 
Under Cooperative Agreement 

Patl 
?Qint 

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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GUAM 

OROTE 
ECOLOGICAL 
RESERVE 
AREA(Navy) 

Figure 6. 

LEGEND 

~Cocos Island 

SUBMERGED LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR INCORPORATION INTO 
REFUGE 

Submerged lands Option 1. Proposed Guam National Yildlife 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. 

LEGEND 

V'cocos Island 

SUBMERGED LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR INCORPORATION INTO 
REFUGE 

Submerged lands Option 2, the preferred Option .. 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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Figure 8. 

LEGEND 

~Cocos Island 

SUBMERGED LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR INCORPORATION INTO 
REFUGE 

Submerged l~nds Option 3. Proposed Guam National Wildlife Refuge on submerged 
lands only within established DOD and Government of Guam marine conservation 
areas. Boundaries shown are approximations and include an estimated 566 
hectares (1,399 acres) of submerged land. Final boundaries would be 
determined following negotiations with the landowners. 
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Endangered and threatened wildlife of Guam. 

Corrmon name: 

NATIVE FOREST BIRDS: 
Nightingale reed-warbler 
Micronesian starling 
Mariana crow 
White-throated ground dove 
Guam Micronesian kingfisher 

Micronesian megapode · 
Guam broadbill (=flycatcher) 
Micronesian honeyeater 
Mariana fruit dove 
Guam rail 

Rufous-fronted fantail 
Guam bridled white-eye 

NATIVE CAVE SWIFTLETS: 

Scientific name: 

Acrocephalus l· luscinia 
Aplonis opaca guami 
Corvus kubaryi 
Gallicolumba ~- xanthonura 
Halcyon £· cinnamomina 

Megapodius l· laperouse 
Myiagra freycineti 
Myzomela rubrata 
Ptilinopus roseicapilla 
Rallus owstoni 

Rhipidura rufifrons 
Zosterops £· conspicillatus 

liM!i 

Official 
Federal 
status: 

~ 

Official 
Guam 
status: 

Endangered Endangered 
Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 
Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 
Endangered Endangered 

Endangered 
Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 

Endangered 
Endangered Endangered 

1.-ii:Jl 
____ ...,j 

Corrments on Guam population: 

May be extinct. 
Uncommon. 
Fewer than 100 on Guam. 

L-....,~ 

Very rare in 1979. May be extinct on Guam. 
Extirpated from the wild. Exist only in captive 
breeding populations. 
May be extinct on Guam. 
May be extinct. Not seen since 1984. 
May be extinct on Guam. 
Very rare on Guam in limestone forests. 
Extirpated from the wild. Exist only in captive 
breeding populations. 
May be extinct on Guam. Not seen since 1984. 
May be extinct. Not seen since 1983. 

Vanikoro swiftlet Aerodramus vanikorensis bartschi Endangered Endangered Rare. One colony left on southern Guam. 

NATIVE WATERFOWL: 
Mariana mallard 
Mariana common moorhen 

NATIVE MAMMALS: 
Pacific sheath-tailed bat 
Mariana fruit bat 

Little Mariana fruit bat 

SEA TURTLES: 
Loggerhead sea turtle 
Green sea turtle 
Leatherback sea turtle 
Hawksbill sea turtle 
Olive (Pacific) ridley sea turtle 

NATIVE PLANTS: 
Tsatsa 
Ufa 
Hayan or Tronkon (Pea family) 

Anas platyrhynchos oustaleti 
Gallinule chloropus guami 

Emballonura semicaudata 
Pteropus mariannus mariannus 

Pteropus tokudae 

Caretta caretta 
Chelonia mydas 

· Dermochelys coriacea 
Eretmochelys imbricate 
Lepidochelys olivacea 

cyathea lunulata 
Heritiera longipetiolata 
Serianthes nelsonii 

Endangered Endangered 
Endangered Endangered 

Endangered 
Endangered Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 

Threatened Threatened 
Threatened Threatened 
Endangered Endangered 
Endangered Endangered 
Threatened Threatened 

Endangered 
Endangered 

Endangered Endangered 

May be extinct on Guam. 
Rare. Approximately 150 remain on Guam. 

May be extinct on Guam. 
One colony left on northern Guam. Less than 
400 individuals on Guam. 
May be extinct. 

Nest on northern Guam. 
Accidental visitor. 

Rare. 
Rare. Found on northern Guam. 
One adult, 11 seedlings left in the wild. 
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APPENDIX B. 

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 = Endemic to Guam 
EM = Endemic to Marianas 
N = Native resident 

C =Common 
U =Uncommon 
R =Rare 

I = Introduced resident 
M = Migratory 

A = Accidental visitor 
E = Extinct on Guam 
SU = Status unknown 
H =Hypothetical 

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

FAMILY AND 
SCIENTIFIC NAMES 

Tree Snails (selected species included) 

Partula gibba 
P artula sali{ana 
Partula radi.olata 
Samoana fragillis 

Land Snails (selected sr...cies included) 

Melampus flava 
rythia scarabaeus 
Succinea guamensis 
Himeroconcha lamlamensis 
Himeroconcha rotula 
Himeroconcha quadrasi 
Himeroconcha ;usca 
Landronellum mariannarum 
Semperdon heptaptychius 
Semperdon rotanus 
!Ampryocystis denticulata 
Lampryocystis misella 
Lampryocystis fastigata 
Liardetia sculpta 
Liardetia dolwlum 
Achatina fuljca 
Gonaxis kibweziensis 
Gonarisquadrilareral.~ 
Euglandina rosea 
Cainaenid sp. 
Subulina octonia 

PAGURIDAE 

Coenobita spp. 
Birgus latro 

XANTHIDAE 

Cardisoma camifex 

ENGLISH 
NAME 

Tree Snail 
Tree Snail 
Tree Snail 
Tree Snail 

Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 
Lar."ld Snail 
Land Snail 
African Land Snail 
Carnivore Snail 
Carnivore Snail 
Carnivore Snail 
Land Snail 
Land Snail 

CRUSTACEANS 

Hermit Crab 
Coconut Crab 

Land Crab 
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CHAMORRO 
NAME 

.Akaleha' 

.Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
.Akaleha' 

.Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
.Akaleha' 
.Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
.Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 
Akaleha' 

Duk'duk, Urnag 
Ayuyu 

Pang1ao 

STATUS 

N,R . 
EG,E 
EG,R. 
N,R 

N,UC 
N,R 
N,E 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
N,SU 
I,C 
I,E 
I,E 
I,E 
I,C 
I,SU 

N,C 
N,U 

N,C 



AM:EHIBIANS 
BUFONIDAE (Toads) 

B ujo marinus Marine Toad Kairo' I,C 

HYLID AE (Tree·Frogs) 

lito ria fall ax Eastern Dwarf Tree Frog Kairo' I,C 

REPTILES 

CHELONIDAE (Sea Turtles) 

Chelonia mydas Green Sea Turtle Haggan N,R:j:** 
Eretomochelys imbricata Hawksbill Sea Turtle Haggan Karai N,R@* 

DERMOCHELYIDAE (Leatherback Sea Turtle) 

Dermochelys coriacea Leatherback Sea Turtle 

GEKKONIDAE (Geckos) 

Gelryra oceanica Oceanic Gecko Achiak N,R 
Geliyra muJilata Mutilated Gecko Guali'ek N,C 
Nactus pelagicus Rock Gecko Guali'ek N,E 
H emi.diictylus frenatus House Gecko Guali'ek I,C 
Lepidodactylus lugubris Mourning Gecko Guali'ek N,C Perochirus ateles Speckle- ellied Gecko Guali'ek N,R 

IGUANIDAE (True Iguanas) 

Anolis carolinensis GreenAnole Guali'ek I,U 

SCINCIDAE (Skinks) 

Carlia fusca Curious Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' I,C 
Cryptoblepharus poecilopleurus Snake-eyed Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' N,R 
Emoia slevini Slevin's Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' EM,R 
Emoia caeruleocauda Blue-tailed Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' N,C 
Emoia cyanura Azure-tailed Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' N,R 
Emoia atrocostata Tide Pool Skink Guali'ek Halom Tano' N,R 
Lipinia noctua MothSkink Guali'ek Hal om Tano' N,R 

V ARA1\'IDAE (Monitor Lizards) 

V aranus irulicus Monitor Lizard Hilitai I,C 

TYPHLOPIDAE (Blind Snakes) 

Ramphotyphlops braminus Blind Snake Ulo' Attilong I,C 

COLUBRIDAE (Colubrid Snakes) 

Boiga irregularis :J:?rown Tree Snake Kolepbla I,C 

BIRDS 
DIOMEDEIDAE (Albatrosses) 

Diomedea nigripes Black-footed Albatross H 

PR OCELLARIIDAE (Shearwaters and Petrels) 

Pseudobulweria rostrata Tahiti Petrel A 
Calonectris leucomelas Streaked Shearwater A PE pacificus Wedge-tailed Shearwater u 
P mus tenuirostris Short-tailed Shearwater M,C 
Pu znus newelli Newell's Shearwater A 
p lherminieri Audubon's Shearwater A 
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HYDROBATIDAE (Storm-Petrels) 

Oceanodroma leucorhoa Leach's Storm-Petrel A 
Oceanodroma matsUdai.re Matsudaira's Storm-Petrel u 

PHAETH01\TIDAE (Tropicbirds) 

J P haethon ZeptLUUS White-tailed Tropicbird Fakpe, Utag N,R 
P haethon ruhricauda Red-tailed Tropicbird Fal.-pe, Utag A 

SULIDAE (Boobies and Gannets) 
~, 

Sula dactylatra Masked Booby Lu'an R 
Sulaleucogaster Brown Booby Lu'an u 
Sulasula Red-footed Booby Lu'an u 

PHALACROCORACIDAE (Cormorants) 

Phalacrocorax carbo Great Cormorant H 

] FREGA TIDAE (Frigatebirds) ' . 

Fregata minor Great Frigatebird Payaay~GagaMoa R 
Fregata ariel Lesser Fngatebird Payaa~ Gaga Moa H 

I ARDEIDAE (Egrets, Herons, and Bitterns) 

Jxobrychus sinensis Yellow Bittern Kakkak N,C 
D1eetor flavicollis Black Bittern A 

I Ar. a cinerea Grax-Heron A ' IJ!:,.etta sacra Pacific Reef-Heron Chuchuko N,C ' gretta intermedia Intermediate Egret Chuchuko M,U 
Egretta garzetta Little Egret Chuchuko M,R 

1 
.Afdeola bacchus Chinese Pond-Heron A 
Bubulcus ibis Cattle Egret Chuchuko M,"Q 
B uta rides striatus Green-oacked Heron A 
Nycticorax nycticorax Black -crowned Night-Heron A 

1 ANATIDAE (Ducks, Geese, and Swans) 

Anascrecca Green-~ed Teal ~anga A 
Anas platyrh:fochos oustaleti Mariana ailard ganga EM,E@* 

J 
Anas poecilorhyncha ~t-billed Duck Nganga A 
Anasacuta orthem Pintail Nganga M,U 
Anas querquedula Garganey Nganga M.R Anas clypeata Northern Shoveler Nganga M,U 
Anas penelope Eurasian ~eon Nganga A 

J Anas americana American 1ieon Nganga A 
Ayt!Jya f!!rina Common Poc ard Nganga A 
Aytliyafuligula Tufted Duck Nganga M,U 

j 
ACCIPITRIDAE (Hawks and Eagles) 

Pan.dion haliaetus Osprey A 
Accipiter gularis As1atic S~owhawk A 
Accrpiter soloensis Chinese oshawk H 

] Buteo buteo Common Buzzard H 

FALCONIDAE (Falcons) 

.. 1 Falco peregrinus P~eFalcon Pi@ 
I Falco Sub buteo No ernHobby H 

_, 
MEGAPODITDAE (Megapodes) 

J Aiegapodiuslaperouse Micronesian Megapode Sasngat N,E@* 

PHASIANIDAE (Quails, Pheasants, and Allies) 

''} Franco linus francolinus Black Francolin I,C .. Coturnix chinensis Blue-breasted Quail Bengbeng I,U 
r.:. 

' -~ 83 j 



RALLIDAE (Rails, Gallinules, and Coots) 

Rallus owstoni Guam Rail Koko EG,E@* 
PorztJJUl cinerea White-browed Crake Bako N,E 
Gallinula chloropus Common Moorhen Pulattat N,U@* 
Fulicaatra Eurasian Coot A 

CHARADRIIDAE (Plovers) 

P luvi.alis %uatarola Black -bellied Plover Dulili M,U 
Pluvialis minica Lesser Golden-Plover Dulili M,C 
Charadrius mongolus Mongolian Plover Dulili M,C 
Charadrius lesclienaultii. Greater Sand-Plover Dulili M,U 
Charadrius a1exandrinus Snowy Plover Du1i1i A 
Charadrius hiaticula Common Rin~ed Plover Dulili M,R 
Charadrius duhius Little Ringed lover Dulili A 

HAEMA TOPODIDAE (Oystercatchers) 

Haematopus ostralegus Eurasian Oystercatcher A 

RECURVIROSTRIDAE (Avocets and Stilts) 

Himan.topus himantopus Black-winged Stilt A 

SCOLOPACIDAE (Sandpipers, Snipe, and other waders) 

T ring a nebularia Common Greenshank Dulili M,R 
Tringa guttifer Nordmann's Greens hank Du1i1i H@ 
Tringa totanus Common Redshank Duli1i A 
Tringa erythror.us ~tted Redshank Dulili H 
Tringa stagnatrlis arsh Sandpiper Dulili M,R 
Tringa glareola Wood Sandpper Dulili M,U 
Heteroscelus brevipes Gray-tailed attler Dulili M,C 
Hcteroscelus incanus Wanderin~ Tattler Dulili M,V Actitus hypoleucos Common andpiper Dulili M,U 
Xenus cinereus Terek Sandpiper Dulili A 
Numenius minutus Little Curlew Kalalang A 
Numenius phaeopus Whimbrel Kalalang M,C 
Numenius tahitiensis Bristle-thighed Curlew Kalalang A 
Numenius madagascariensis Far Eastern Curlew Kalalang A 
Numenius arquata Eurasian Curlew Kalalang A 
Limosa limosa Black-tailed Godwit Kalalang A 
Limosa lapponica Bar-tailed Godwit Kalalang M,R 
Arenaria z.nJ.erpres Rudd)' Turnstone Dulili M,C 
Cali.dris tenurostris Great Knot Duli1i A 
Calidris alba Sanderling Duli1i M,R 
Cali.dri.s ruficollis Rufous-necked Stint Duli1i M,U 
Calidris subminuta Long-toed Stint Duli1i A 
Calidris acumi.nata Sharp-tailed Sapdpiper Dulili M,U 
Calidris milanotos Pectoral Sandprper Duli1i A 
Calidris alpina Dunlin Dulili A Cali.dris ferruginea __ Curlew Sandpiper Dulili A 
P hilomachus pugnax Ruff Dulili A 
Gallinago ~ala Swinhoe's Snipe Dulili M,R 
Gallinago g 'nago Common Snipe Dulili A 

LARIDAE (Gulls and Terns) 

Larus ridibun.dus Common Black-headed Gull A 
Larus sch.i.stisagus Slaty-backed Gull A 
Sterna bergii Great~ted Tern A 
Sterna hiriuu:lo Common Tern M,R 
Sterna sumatrana Black-naped Tern A 
Sterna albifrons Little Tern M,R 
Sterna fuscata Sooty Tern R 
Chlidonias frybridus Whiskered Tern A 
Chlidonias leucopterus White-winged Tern M,R 
Anous stolidus Brown Noddy Pahang N,C 
Anous minutus Black Noddy Pahang c 
Gygisalba White Tern Chunge N,C 
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COLUMBIDAE (Pigeons andDoves) 

Ptilinopus roseicapilla Mariana Fruit-Dove To tot EM,E* 
Gallicolumba :xanJhonura White-throated Ground-Dove Paluman Apaka ~male) N,E* 

Stre~lia bitorquata Philipbine Turtle-Dove 
Paluman Fachi ( emale) 
Paluman Senesa · I,C 

·"' Col livia Rock ove Paluman Mansu I,C 

.1 STRIGIDAE (Owls) 

Asio flammeus Short-eared Owl Mongmo A -l APODIDAE (Swifts) 

Aerodramus vanikorensis Island Swiftlet Yayaguak N,R@* 
Apus pacificus Fork-tailed Swift A 

ALCEDINIDAE (Kingfishers) 

Halcyon cinnamomi.na :Micronesian Kingfisher Sihek N,E@* ; . ., 
Alcedo atthis Common Kingfisher J A 

HIRUNDINIDAE (Swallows) 

J. Hirundo rustica Barn Swallow 

DICRURIDAE (Drongos) 

Dicrurus macrocercus Black Drongo Sali Taiwan I,U ] CORVIDAE (Crows and Jays) .. 

Corvus kubaryi Mariana Crow Aga EM,R@* 

J MUSCICAPIDAE (Old World Flycatchers and \Varblers) 

Acrocephalus luscinia Nighti~ale Reed-warbler Ga-kaliso, Ga-kirriso EM,E~* 

l 
Myiagra freycineti Guam ~catcher Chu~guang EG,E * 
Rhipidura rufifrons Rufous antail Chic · • N,E* 

MOTACILLIDAE (Wagtails and Pipits) 

1 Motacilla cinerea Gray Wacrtail A Motacilla alba "White Wagtail H 
~;:5 

STURNIDAE (Starlings) 
...• 

Aplonis opaca Micronesian Starling Sali N,U* 
.... 

MELIPHAGIDAE (Honeyeaters) 

J Myzomela rub rata :Micronesian Honeyeater Egigi N,E* 

ZOSTEROPIDAE (White-eyes) 

Zosterops conspicillatus Bridled White-eye Nossa' N,E@* 
] P ASSERIDAE (Weavers) 

Passer montanus Eurasian Tree Sparrow I,C 
' I 

ESTRILIDAE (Weaver Finches) 
-.._1 

Lonchura malacca Chesmut Mannikin Rice Bird I,R 

J 
J 
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MAMi\1ALS 

SORICIDAE (Shrews) 

Suncus murinus Musk Shrew Cha'ka I,U 

PTEROPODIDAE (Fruit Bats) 

Pteropus mari.annus Marianas Fruit Bat Fanihi N,R@* 
Pteropus tokudae Little Marianas Fruit Bat Fanihi EG,E@* 

EMBALLONURIDAE (Sheath-tailed Bats) 

Emhallonura semi.caudata Pacific Sheath-tailed Bat Payesyes N,E* 

MURIDAE (Old Worldrats and Mice) 

Rattus exulans Pol)'Ilesian Rat Cha'ka I,U 
Rattus rattus Roof Rat Cha'ka I,C 
Rattus norvegicus Norwar_tat Cha'ka l,U 
Mus musculus House ouse Cha'kan Halom Guma l,C 

CANIDAE (Dogs, Foxes, and Wolves) 

Canis familiaris Feral Dog Ga1agu I,C 

FELIDAE (Cats) 

Felis catus Feral Cat Katu I,C 

SUID AE (Pigs) 

Sus scrofa Feral Pig Babui I,C 

CERVIDAE (Deer) 

Cer;us wzicolor Philippine Deer Benado I,C 

BOVIDAE (Cattle, Sheep, Goats, and Antelope) 

Bubalus bubalis Feral Asiatic Water Buffalo Carabao I,U 
Capra hircus Feral Goat Chiba I,R 
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APPENDIX C. 
TAKE 

United States Department of the Interior ~r~~ 
• -

TISH .1\....l'm \VILDUFE SERVICE 
HAW AllAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDS 

.,_ - -• 
In Reply Refer To: 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPLEX 
Region 1 - Refuges and Wildlife 

P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9685(}4996 

(808) 541-1201 
FAX: (808) 541-1216 

FWSfARWJHPINWRComplex 

Dear Commenter: 

SEP 1 8 1992. 

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 revi.ewed 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. 
E::.even were from U.S. Government agencies including Department of Defense 
agenc~es, 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 conservation organizations, 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 -.rritten 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 additional 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. After 
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 follo~ing may provide clarification about Service programs ~n 

general: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

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

A: The Service is mandated by la~ to protect and restore certain 
~ildlife 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 ~ldlife and habitats. 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

What is an ''environmental assessment" and ho~ is it used? 

The Service is required to fulfill its mandates in a manner that 
is consistent ~th 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 quality of the 
environment. An EA should evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
that will meet stated objectives and address the possible 
environmental, social, and economic impacts. The Service uses 
EA' s and other documents to inform and involve the publi"c about 
its plans, and to make decisions about whether to proceed with 
various proposed projects, and if so, in ~hat 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, evaluating the impacts, and selecting a 
preferred alternative. 

_What is an "overlay refuge", ho~ is it created, and how does it 
protect wildlife? 

A: An overlay refuge, once established, becomes a unit of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System and is administered by the 
Service, but the Service does not have primary jurisdiction over 
the underiying 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 
bet~een 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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4. 

5. 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

overlay refuges in the Pacific. Mid~ay Atoll is an example of the 
type of overlay refuge being proposed for Guam since the 
Department of Defense is the primary lando~er there. 

What is "critical habitat" and ho~ does it protect ~ildlife? 

Critical habitat is 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 ~, does not establish sanctuaries or provide for active 
management, all Federal actions and all projects on private lands 
designated as critical habitat ~hich 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 allo~s 
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"? 

A: By la~, ~hen a Federal agency that o~s property no longer needs 
the property to accomplish its' mission, it is considered "Excess 
Property" and ~ell-defined procedures are follo~ed to trinsfer 
title (dispose of the property). In 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 is 
interested, the parcel ~ill 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 aadressed in a generic question and ans~er 

format as follo~s: 

1. Q: 

A: 

What is the proposed s~ze of the Refuge and ~hat lands ~ill be 
included? 

A range of. alternatives that examine the feasibility of a Refuge 
of various acreage (and o~erships) Yill be presented in the 
Revised Draft EA. In general, based on the comments received to 
date, it is expected that the Revised Draft EA ~ill address 
additional alternatives that ~11 probably be downsized from the 
alternatives presented in the previous Draft EA. 
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4 

Q: Who vill manage the proposed Refuge? 

A: The Service vill 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 betveen these agencies. 

Q: 'What is the ability of Department of the Interior to manage a 
Refuge on Guam? 

A: The Servtce has the proven ability to professionally and 
adequately manage refuges through its ovn on-site personnel, or 
through cooperative agreements vith the Department of Defense 
agencies or State or local governmental agencies, or through a 
combination of these approaches. 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

What is the availability of funding ~n 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 vill 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 1n terms of specific management plans on 

Guam? 

A: Management plans vill be developed for the proposed Refuge and 
vill 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 vildlife, and continues to vork cooperatively 
vith local wildlife management agencies and other concerned 
parties to address these issues. 

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

A: 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 vill address these issues. 
Hovever, controlled public use could be managed to insure 
compatib~lity with the proposed Refuge. 
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What will the Service do about excess lands; particularly Ritidian 
Point? 

This will depend on the selected alternative. It is assumed that 
if a Service-managed Refuge is 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 prese~es. 
Recreational and commercial use of marine areas will be regulated 
by the appropriate agency. 

How does the upcom~ng 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 prop.osed 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 a 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 
AFB. The Air Force will conduct an investigation of the extent 

_1> 

91 



... ·.-:-···· 

6 

and nature of the contamination and wiil 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 scm~ 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 Yill 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. 

~. 
Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 
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Mr. Ray Rauch 
Refuge Complex Manager, 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islands 

.frt•t1(l'.Y f(~~N"m 
;:l,. riiMi't~u 'lluum 

l~E\lFniEtil'l'.'UI~ 
l'fl:'itNAN I UAI.Vr:LJ,HI 
.J,IJ,\NA. ~ot.'AM ~IJ II :i A. 

National Wildllf& Retune Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wi!dilfe Sorvlce 
P.O. Box 501£7 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Hafa Adal Mr. Rouch: 

MAR 0 5 1993 

On behalf of the people of the T:lrrltory of Guam, I am submitting my comments on 
the revised draft Environmental AssessmAnt (EA) for the Proposed Guam National 
Wildlife Refuge. I commend you and your staff for your continued concern, Interest 
and efforts for the protection and restoratron of Guam's threatened and endangered 
species. I assure you that I, too, remain committed In my Interest to protect and 
restore such species and continue to support a comprehensive approach tci the 
resolution of problems that have resulted In the decline and possible extinction of 
many of these species and their 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 recovery and preservation of 
endangered species and other wildlife and their habitat. In addition, It would Increase 
the opportunities for public recreational use of some 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 decision-making 
process that will decide whether the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) will 
continue to pursue the development of a Guam National 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 jointly-managed overlay refuge. The 
Government of Guam must necessarily be party to all these Implementing mechanisms 
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by virtue of the fact that 1) there are existing "Cooperative Agreements for the 
Protection, Development end Management of Fish and Wildlife Resources" on each 
of the military Installations on Guam, 2) Guam enjoys concurrent jurisdiction over all 
federal 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. 

I am pleased that the revised draft Environmental Assessment has deleted significant 
areas previously Identified as excess to military needs, such as the Harmon Annex 
area, as these land.s have ll.t_tle significant habitat value but hold great potential for 
Guam's future growth and development. However, upon review of the draft EA for 
the wildlife refuge proposal, I found that some of my concerns which were expressed 
in prior letters were stili not adequately addressed In this draft EA. Therefore, I feel 
that I must be straightforward in re-expresslng my concerns and have presented them 
In the following questions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Will 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. 

Will development of private and public lands (the Artero property In particular) 
be prevented or required to be reviewed more rigorously than is currently 
required with the approval of the Wildlife Refuge proposal? Again, 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 oroposal 
states that there will be Increased cooperation among FWS, DAWR and the 
Department of Defense (DOD I. Additionally, the proposal states that roles and 
responsibilities between FWS and DAWR within the proposed Refuge would be 
formalized through a separate inter-agency agreement. 

Will FWS support the land transfer of the U.S. Naval Facility property at Rltldlan 
and any other federal property proposed for Inclusion In the wildlife refuge that 
may be excessed In the future to the Government of Guam7 The proposal 
states that FWS would seek the transfer of the NAVFAC property for Its use, 
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• 

• 

• 

The proposal also states that essential habitats at South Flnegayan 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). 

Will FWS commit to a certain level 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 mechanisms and that such funds could coma 
from various sources Including direct congressional appropriations. 

Will the Navy be allowed to relocate its activities from Naval Air Station (NAS), 
Agana to Andersen Air Force Base 7 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 habitats for endangered and threatened species 
Indicate a low likelihood of significant development projects on lands targeted 
for Inclusion in the proposed Refuge. 

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

I believe that if these questions are answered either In a separate letter to or In the 
final EA that is r:onsistent with the Government of Guam's position on these Issues, 
then we can wholeheartedly support the establishment of the refuge. However, to 
fully support the refuge proposal, as written, would be unwise. 

Assuming that the above answers are favorable to the Government of Guam, we then 
would support a refuge of the size that would satisfy refuge objectives. I had 
previously stated that I 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 12,500 are in northern Guam in the NCS Finegayan area, Northwest 
Field area, and Andersen Air 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 acres of habitat. According to the Recovery Pian, 700 crows (200 
in the south) is the objective to reach in order to downiist the species. 

Mr. Ray Rauch 
Page 4 

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

Regarding the alternatives specified in the draft, I tend to support Alternative 2 with 
the condition .that· tho Guam Lcglsloture, which is the entity responsible for the 
designation of "public land use, approves of the inclusion of the 4,174 acres of 
GovGuam land as part of the refuge. Alternative 2 includes 24,146 acres of DOD 
land, consisting of 13,853 acres in the north and 10,293 acres In the south. In 
northern Guam, I 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. 
I 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, I 
recommend that FWS consider exclusion 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 belief that all 
submerged lands surrounding Guam belong to the Government of Guam by virtue of 
the Organic Act of 1950, As I had stated In our conditional concurrence with the Air 
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 agencies of responsibility, or through a joint/equal partner management regime 
with federal government level of participation based on their contribution. Because 
of this point, I suggest that submerged lands be deleted from consideration, at least 
until such time as a satisfactory management MOU Is developed and approved. 
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To reiterate, my full support of the proposed wildlife refuge is hinged on favorable 
answers to the questions that have been raised. 

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

Sinseru, 

()~Jv~. CQ___ 
I JOSEPH F. ADA 

Governor of Guam · 

~ ~ itsf'ii ~ '-- -... ... ~ ~ ... ~___....... ,__._ .... _,· 
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Department of Agriculture 
Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources 

P.O. Box 2950 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Totophono Nurnboro I171)704-3H3/3DH/3DU/52U 
Fu Numbor 1871)734-1570 

E·mollcSUNtPORTALICUP.PORTAl.COMtoUAM·DAWR 

Man;h 5, 1993 
/~L~~~. /~,..,. ......... 

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

Dear Mr. Rauch: 
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The Division of Aquatlc and Wildlife Resources has reviewed the January, 1993 revision 
of the Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the Proposed Guam National 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 species and other wildlife and their habitat. In addition, It 
would Increase the opportunities for publlc recreational use of some areas that heretofore 
have been off-limits to clvlllans, provided that the recreational activities are compatible 
with the goals of the refuge. 

The comments that follow are limited to the various alternatives proposed for the refuge 
In the order of preference. I am encloslns 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 Is our preferred allematlve. The basic difference between this 
alternative and Alternative I Is that the operational areas of the DOD lands are 
deleted. Protection and management of Important resources that might 
occasionally be found In deleted operational areas could be addre~sed by existing 
agreements and under existing Federal and local laws. Alternative 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 alternative Includes 
existing Government of Guam lands that nrc currently designated as conservation 
areas. These lands would still remain under Government of Guam owner;hlp and 
control but would have the added advantage of additional protection and more 
active management for conservation. We anticipate tho! Inclusion of these 
Government 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 resoun;es of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Including 
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their Education, Publication, Interpretation and Cultural Resources (EPIC) 
Division, would be available to the Government of Guam for application .to our 
lands Included under the refuge umbrella. · 

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

Altematlve I. 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 Rltldlan Point, and certain Government of Gunm lands already 
designated as conservation areas. Although this alternative includes some 
operational areas thnt 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. 

Alternative 3. This option would also be acceptable to us because It would include 
most federal land considered essential for the recovery of Guam's native forest 
bird and fruit bats In the Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plans. Although this 
alternative excludes Government 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 altematlve 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 pennnnent USFWS presence on Guam. We are concerned 
that this alternative would not adequately provide for the recovery of Guam's 
endangered species. However, It would presumably allow for the future 
development of cooperatlve agreements between the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the Government of Guam, and the various Federal Government entitles 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 unacceptable as it would 
provide no additional actions for the conservation and protection of endangered 
species and their habitat. 

Submerged land opllons. 

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 I. While we are not necessarily oP.posed to this option, we see no reason to 
include submerged land out to three miles. We believe that the refuge should only 
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R. Anderson continu~d 

Include Important land habitat and adjacent reef areas. The mall !mum we advocate 
would be to protect reef habitat out to the Umits of the photic zone, approlllmately 
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 government land important for endangered species recovery 
and protection would be included. Other local and federal laws would be used to 
protect reef areas adjacent to lands ellcluded by this option. 

Option 4. This "no action" option would be the least preferred as it would provide no 
· additional opportunities for conservation and protection of endangered species and 

their 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 species and their habitat, but feel that Alternative 2 In the case of both the 
terrestrial and submerged lands Ia the best alternative to pursue. In any case, no matter 
which of the "action" alternatives tho USPWS chooses to work toward, the final outcome 
will be dependent on the cooperative agreements drawn up between the military, the 
Government of Guam and the FWS to actually Implement our shared goals. 

We would Ulce 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. 

·~ 
ROBERT D. ANDERSON 
Acting Chief 
Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources 

~ .... ..... ~ _.,.,;i 1.---· _ .. _..-4 ............... 
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PROJECT LEADER 

OO!ftrr u( t!Jr ~peaker 
TWENTY-SECOND GUAM LEGISLATURE 

1.15 H"ltrSI. 
ApnJ, Gu•m U.S.A. 96910 

To!: (671)4n-Ul7/9ll0 • (u: (671H77-H70 

February 25, 199J 

HAWAIIAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDS 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPLEX 
P.o. !lOX ~0167 
HOLOLULU, HAWAII 968~0-.996 

Dear Hr. Raucht 

Havinq reviewed the r•vised draft laYiron=eatal Aaa••n•eat 
(~) tor the proposed •stablishment of a National Wildlife 
Retuqe on Gua~, I •ust •ay that I stand on my previous 
co~ents and opposition on the oriqinal draft Environmental 
Aosesament. The revised draft merely overstated what the 
original draft int•nded to do and that is for the Federal 
Government to have a reaeon, not n•eessary legiti~ata one, to 
be able to keep federal lands that are declared excess and 
also lands which are in the verqe o! being declared excess, 
rather than to qive them back to the people of Gua~. Of the 
first tour alternatives listed in the revised dra!t1 it is 
very·clear that the Federal Government intended to xeep the 
former u.s. Naval Facility at Retidian Point after beinq 
declared exeese to the •ieeion o! the u.s. Navy, It is also 
very obvious that the Federal Government upon realizing that 
a larqe areas of land no~ aaintained by AAFB specifically 
Taraque, Xortbwe•t rield and the fo~•r bomb •toraq• area• 
would eventually be considered excess because ot the 
reduction ot the defense posture, ar• includinq them in the 
proposed National Wildlife Refuge. 

The only dit!erence between the original and revised dra!t 
(EA) that I can see ~ould be the three parcels o! land which 
are identified in the pending Guam Excess Lands Act: aarmon 
Annex, south riaeqayan, and south Anderson which were not 
included in the proposed National Wildlife Refuge. These 
parcels ot land ate considered a very small portion of an 
exchanqe Cor the larger, tar aore valuable prime parcels 
which the Federal Government intends to keep (Taraque, 
Horthwest Field, !ormer bomb storage site adjacent to HW 
Field Naval Communication station and former u.s. Naval 
Facillty, Retldian Point), What I am merely saying here is 
it appears that the Feder•l Government in the revised dra!t 
is no~ willing to qive back those three parcels ot land 

mentioned earlier in an attempt to pacified the people ot 
Guam while at the aame 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 Air Force, specifically, colonel Steve McClain, 
6JJrd Air Base Wing Commander, when he designated all the 
offshore areas from Tarague to Pati Point as federal marine 
resources preserve, as cited in the Pacific Daily News, page 
J, dated February 6, 1993. My understanding trom the revised 
draft environmental assessment that the~e offshore areas are 
also included in the proposed National Wildlife Refuge to be 
considered after all comments and recommendations are 
received by the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of 
Interior. This type of action substantiated my position that 
the Federal Government have no intention of returning the 
lands identified in the proposed National Wildlife Refuge 
back to the people of Guam. . 

I am not against the preservation of Guam's natural resources 
nor the protection of endangered species 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 species. I further believe 
that the designation, the administration and the management 
of these resources should be the prerogative of the people of 
Guam. 

Attachments sincerely yours, 

C}J../l.iJ:rv 
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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 !rom Governor Bordallo to Secretary o! 
Interior Cecil Andrus requesting to list six (6) 
species on Gu~ under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA), 

Ltr. !rom 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 Regional Director Region 1, FWS 
requesting com=ents to list 12 species on Guam 
Under ESA, ' 

Ltr, fro~ Harold J, o 1connorl Oeputy Associate 
Director Department ot Inter or to John Bushman, 
u.s. ACOE informing ACOE that FWS considering 
designation ot Critical Habitat (en) and 
requesting tor intormation ot future construction 
projects on Gu~. 

Ltr. !rom Mr. Richard Parsons, Director FWS to 
Guam state Clearinghouse requesting tor 
information on activities on proposed CH. 

FWS issued Final Ruling in Federal Register that 
designation ot CH not prudent. 

Ltr. !rom Governor Ada to Frank Dunkle, Dir. FWS 
requesting designation o! CH. 

Ltr. !rom FWS Dir. Dunkle to Governor Ada 
responding to 8-17-87, FWS will conduct review and 
take approp~iate action. 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. to Secretary 
o! Interior Donald Hodel informing Secretary Hodel 
that the National Audubon Society and Marianas 
Audubon Society are petititioning !or emergency 
rule making to designate en under ESA, 

Ltr. !rom Governor Ada to Secretary Hodel, 
provided copy o! 8-17-87 Ltr. to FWS Dir, Dunkle, 
Advised that no action to date as per FWS Dir. 
Dunkle response in 9-23-87 letter. Proposed 
Relocatable over the Horizon Radar proceeding/ 
recom=end 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 

~ 
I :: 
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19th Guam Legislature Resolution No. 339 
requesting Secretary o! Interior to issue 
emergency rule to designate en !or endangered 
forest birds and bats, 

Ltr. !rom Dir. Dunkle to Gov. Ada responding to 3-
16-88 letter to Secretary Hodelt USN declared 
moratoriUJII on ROTHRI FWS will continue to gather 
information to decide on CH request, 

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

Ltr. !rom Department o! Interior to SCLDF Inc. 
responding to 8-5-88 letter and denying violations 
ot ESA, 

Director o! Agriculture - position paper on need 
!or CH and impact o! ROTHR. 

Memo !rom AG to Governort Subjects Legal Analysis 
ot Federal Environmental Laws and the proposed 
ROTHR Project. 

Memo !rom AG to Governor - recommending that 
Government o! Guam obtain TRO to atop proposed 
radar project to prevent habitat destruction, 

Ltr. !rom FWS Director Dunkle to Governor Ada 
responding to petition to designate en. Agrees 
with merits o! petition. Instructed Regional 
Director (RD), Region 1 to take necessary steps 
and ESA, 

Ltr. !rom Governor Ada to Secretary o! Interior M. 
LUjan, Jr. following up on 3-16-88 request to 
designate en. 
Department o! Agriculture Brie!in? Paper on CH and 
RDTHR - prepared tor Governor Ada a meeting with 
Admiral Johnson. 

Ltr. !rom E. Kosakal FWS to R. Anderson, Acting 
chief, DAWR furnish ng description and map o! 
proposed areas tor CH 

Ltr. !rom A, Marmelstein, PIA, FWS to Governor Ada 
informing o! favorable response to designate CH 
and recommending meeting with Government o! Guam, 
Federal and Non-government organization (NGO) 
representatives, 

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

-2-
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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 

11-12-92 

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 o! Agriculture to Governor -
advising that Government of Guam may have acted 
hastily on petition to designate CH. 

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

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

Ltr. from J, Ford, FWS toR. 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 !or 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 
species 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, Regional 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 pr~posed G~~ 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-reiterated 
concerns of 7-15-921 active participation by 
Government o! Guam in the management of GNWR. 

-J-
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March 5 1 1993 

U.s. Fish ~ Wildlife Se.vice 
Dtpartmant Of tho Interior 
Pacific Island O!!ica 
HonolUlu, HI 

Via ~ax - (808) 5~1-1215 

Paar Birt 

Please accept thesa commants regarding the Draft 
tnvironmental Asseasm~nt (EA) tor the Propo•ed Guam 
National Wildlit• Rafuge (January, 1993), 

W• h01lhve that it iB Mcessary to establish a 
vildlite refuge on Guam !or th• purposes proposed 
in the EA. Joint "!torts by th01 u.s. FiS~b ' 
Wildli!• S•rvice, Departm~nt of Dafen'a and other 
ted&ral agenci•s with Govornmant o! Guam agencies 
aro n•c., .. sacy to protect r111.111Alning nlltural 
t-esources and alloll racovary of endant;arad and 
threatened 11pecios on Guam. 

Analysis of long-rang• impacts of the alternatives 
suggested in the EA is quite dit!icult, especially 
because o! lack of predictability on the tuture of 
snake populations on GUII.II and. their impacta on 
wildlife, Also, Federal and Government ot Guam 
tinancial and manpowar r~ources needed to operate 
and maintain any r•tuge in the future ar.. not 
prediatahla or cannot P., quarant .. d at thb time.. 

Rather than choosing a final permanent designation 
of refug• bounda.rias >tt thi" time, it may be 
preferable to astablish a refuge of an initial si~a 
that may be ~andecl in th• !uture, u progre.sa on 
ra!uge =anagament programs is made. 

'l'he best alternative. to take 'may ha an intv::mediate 
laVQl o! action bet~een ~lternatives J and •· 
cooperative agreement~ 1/ould b,. necessary to avoid 
appearances ot Faderal extension of control.. over 
non-Federal lands and ~aters. l!ecause of legal 
quastions on jurisdiction over submergad land5 1 I 
su'J.gest that submerged lands not be inclUd«d in the 
in tial refuge boundari!!s. Endangered nea turtle' 
can be protectad llithout requiring submerged refuge 
areas. Govarnrnent of GuaJD. can s•parately 111anag• 
submerged lands: llhile the Fish ' Hildlt• Service 
need not have jurisdiction there, 
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consideration should P., given to tho long-range 
planning r•quireliJents of re-establishing Northllest 
Field at Andersan Air Force Base as an active air 
field to replace the NaVal Air station as the sit• 
!or international civilian air services. Continued 
Usa of NilS a!l Guam's 111ain airport is not 
appropriate because o! impacts and rastr:ictions on 
land use in the cent•r o! the 111ost intensoly 
de.v•lopad areas of the island. Northwest Field 
a.Cfords the saC .. ty o! plane appro,chos and 
d•partures being diractod over. undevelopable areas. 
Although parts of North11est Field have soma ot the 
limestone forest rogro~ing end can serve as .Corage 
araas for e.nda.ngerad fruit bats and forest birds 
and re-establishmant sites for endangerQd .Clora 
such as Sorhmthus nell!oni, other undeveloped 
t;ovarn=ent l•nds should •lao ••rv• th•ae purposas. 

At the pres .. nt time, larg• inacc•ssible are~s for 
toraging o! !ruit bats appear to ba needed ~!thin 
the security and isolation of Northwest Field and 
oth•r part• o! MF& t:or the next decad.,, 

If ~ndangered species recovery plans on Guam 111ake 
progress, the 'major threats ot predation by snakes 
and poaching by hlllnans will ba ovarcoJIIQ, This 
vould allow truit bat5 and forest birds to safely 
increase in numbars and extend their ranges 
throughout the island. Once the poaching is 
permanently controlled through antorcement and 
•ducation, fruit bats will be abh to Corage in 
non-retuga area!! and extensive refuges ~rould not be 
needed, Tbaretore, pftrlllanent r•fuga status tor 
Nortbw•at riald is not supported, 

Long-rang,. planning is necessary tor wildlife 
pressrvation. Hol<aver1 long-range planning l!!Ust 
allow for flexibility, with review and revision in 
the future, as is being proposed ~ith the 
Government of Guam Land Use Plan, 1-Tano•ta. 

ay astabllshing evan a small refuge area on Guam 
and building on its successtul programs ~ith !uture 
eXpansion, wh•n justiti<td, the people and the 
wildli!e of Guam may obtain best bensfits. 

since.roly, 

r;:;;;;:;(LI\NNrNG COO!ICIL 

Mike G~vel 

~ ~ 

~oul 
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·C~ .: Hr. Ray Rauch 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
llonolulu, Hawaii 96850 

llafa 1\dai Hr. Rauch: 
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The Guam coastal Hanagement 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 (option 2 - submerged lands) . 

The Bureau's position on the proposed wildlife refuge remains the 
same as expressed in Governor Joseph F. Ada's letters of Harch 5 1 

1993, and october 15 and July 15 1 1992 (see enclosures) . The 
issues and concerns raised in the letters are of great concern to 
the Government of Guam, and we believe 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 consistency 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 GCHP will issue a consistency 
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 given their permission. 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. Hore specifically: 

1. 1950: organic 1\ct for Guam rclquired the u.s. Government 
to list all real properties on Guam they wished to 
retain, with all unlisted, U.S. owned properties then 
being transferred to the ci villa n Government of Guam. 
Submerged lands were not listed or mentioned in any of 
the retention documents therefore, GovGuum recci ved 
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ownership to submerged lands on october JO, 1950. 
submerged lands and their resources were identified as 
real property belonging to the United States in a Supreme 
Court case in 1948 1 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. 
District Court ruled; "··.(after citing the Organic Act 
as above).... Nevertheless, the waters immediately 
adjoining the Naval Communication Station below the low 
water mark were, in effect, expressly excluded from the 
Executive Order No. 10178 reservation of jurisdiction", 
and folloHed by "In the light of the above, the waters 
immediately adjacent to the Naval Communication station, 
and b~low 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 Hhich the applicant has no rights 
over, the Guam Coastal Hanagement Program has determined that 
Option 2 must be excluded from the proposal until such time as the 
permission of the rightful o~mer, (Government of Guam) has been 
obtained. It is highly probable that the owner would grant 
permission if asked, and after an agreement in principle over 
management of that area has been reached. Until such time, the 
Guam Coastal Hanagement 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 1 the GCHP 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. Ne do, however 1 

find Option 2 to be improper and we cannot review this option as 
the requester does not have legal grounds for the request. 

Enclosures 

Si Yu'os Ma 1 ase', 

~l,; .. ~-~n/ 
Hl:CIII\EL . . S!~UZ 
Acting D relij:or 
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DEPAAHIEI4T OF TilE NAVY 

OtfiC:l Of 111( J.t•ltiJ>Hf ,.ICI'I(IAI'Il 

IIHU..I.llAIIOti• ,q·tb U4VI'IOH~tHtl 

WA.HIHGICIH. k1 C. hiU·•••• 

llaglon I - RoCugea and Hlllii!Co 
U.s. rloh and Ulldll!o B•rvlco 
P.o. Box 50167 
llonolulu, Jlallall g6850-HH 

Dolle Hr. Rouohl 

5 tl.lrch 199) 

Thlo In raoponaa to your lottee datoo.l 19 January 1991, 111\lch 
Corllarded the revised drott £nvlron~ental Aasooo~ont (EA) tor tho 
proposed ouu llatlonol IHidllla Ro!ugo (Ro!uga), 'l'ha rovloed E:>
preaent• A rang~ ot alternllt!Voa and optlono 11nd atoteo that thu 
U.S, l'l3h and HlldllCa Sorvlca (Be-.:vlco) 11111 proparo 11 tinal V. 
llhich 11111 lnoluda a raoo~~•nded oltern•tlva, 

The Dopnboent aC llovy (DOll) allpporbs aatabllohlng o. Ro(uga 
on GUll~ and agraos that ouch a raCuga \/auld lnoreaoa tho ouev1val 
potential and gonatlo dlvardlty at ondengerad and threatanad 
ftpaolu. Using tha teolnology ot th• r•vlud EA 1 th• DOll 
andor••• alternotlva l Cor upland •r•••• and option l toe 
1Ub=•r9od land~ •Ubjeot to tho tollo~lnQI 

o aCCoctad oganolta •~• aCCo~dad tha opportunity to cammont 
on the final £A bator• l dool•lon an thli reoom,undad altarnotlva 
is liiAd&j 

a the Clnnl El -.:ecagnlroo tho p~imnry detansa-raloted 
purpoaa and 10laaion of DOll Instal htlan~ on Guu and atateo that 
future uoeo of the property 11lthln tho Rafllga by tho DOll ln 
turthoronoo ot that 111loolon lo not precluded/ 

o tho rlnal £A racognlx•• that certain aroaa ~lthln tho 
Ra{ugo ~Ill be cloaod l:o public occaao Co~ tho prol:actlon oC 
andongarod apooioa and archaologlcal ~aaourc~•, a~ tor roaoon• oC 
10llll:acy eecurlty1 •alent!Clo occaso to ouch reatrlcl:ad araoa 
11111 be coordln~ted 11lth ond ba perlor~ad Undo~ tha parmlaalou oC 
tho ~pproprl3to ~uthorltloa, ~= ldont1f!oo.l In future cooparQti~e 
ogro&loant•l and 

o controlling prellotlon by the l>~o~n treo onoko Ia a 
olgnlflcAnt co~panont of cooperative ogruomonta that aru 
establhhe<l betlleon the DOll and the Service, 

Thank 
Con~ard to 

you Cor the chenoa to oo•uooiit an tho EA 
revle~lng tho tlnal EA. 

1 
/ 

<k, . .-1 ;( J./7(:= 
ond llo logk 
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[,EIHS 1\, SIIOTTOII 

Dlrecl:or, Environmental Planning 
and llatunl Reoaurcas Polley 

Copy to1 . 
Hr. Harvin Plener:t, Roglonol Dlrnctor 
Raqlan 1 lloadquortaro 
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DEPARTMEIH Of TilE NAVY 
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rro101 

To I 

Cali\111&ndlnq oUlcer, U.s. tlo.val Colnputt•r l>nd 
'I'olocoiM\llnlc•tlon• At"e.b Hutor st~tlcn HES'l'PAC 
Cammond•r In Chiel 1 U.S. Pocltlc rleat 

Subj I PROPOSJ:O OUAH IIATIDIIAL lllLOLif£ REfUGE 

R•ll (•) Dr•Ct £nvlr:om11ont•l Asoao•m•nt toe tho Propooad 011A111 

ll~tlon~~ llll<lllla 1\aluqo 

l. Ravlou or nlo-.:enoa (A) 1 has Jdoni:Uicd alt~~~:notlva (2) ontl 
option (1) ba thla commAnds rbcOm~Andatlon Cor the propo~ed GUolll 
IIHlon~>l HlldlUa RoCuga. 

l. ,l.ltarnatlve 1, o{ nto~:onco (ol 11lll per\1\lt IICTAI1S liESTPIIC to 
•dmlnl•tar tha undovelopod And dovatoped braoo anrroundln<J l:hG 
~xl~tln9 tiCT:>-lls {Acllltlo3 and Cnlly houaln1 aeoao roora 
•U•otlVolY than It thA anth:o t&.olllty 1101 nalll<hd 11ithln tho 
lllldlita 1\HUIJ•• 

l. option (I) ol reCoronco (•) provld•• "great•r "e"" of 
protection !or tha ondAngered apaclo~ ol ae& turtles ldentllied 
In Appundlx ,1. ol rolurenoo (a). The o-.:oatlon oC ~ hrgar 
o!fahor• protocte.d btaa 1/ould also ~nhanca the foraging habitats 
ol tho endAngor•d ~oa turtlu. AdditionAlly, option (1) \IOU!d 
provide a 91:6ater l•v•l ol protootlon tor the tHls cound 11ithln 
this prot•ot•d ~rca And tha inhobltlut• o! tho•• raots. 

4. A t•laphono oonvor~otlon botuoon thlo com\1\and l>nd Lt. J, 
Provott, A~glon~l t:nvlronmtlht:bl Coooedlnatoro StoC(, , 
COIIIIAV11ll\r.l.lllS, indlcctad that our oommnnb •hollld bo !ot:I/Ardod 
(O\' your roVIo~ on thl" propoHI. Hy paint o! oontaot 1s Hr. 
RII!Juoll R. P'llon<lt, l:h• comhl~nd' • Envltonrnental l'ral:octlon 
SpooiAlht, lla cAn b• reAched lt (0911) l55-5611. 

Copy to1 
COIIIIAVHIIRlllllhS 
COIIIIAVCOIITEt.COI1 
u.s. tlah ' lllldlllc s .. evlco 
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United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
Attn: Mr Ray Rauch 
Region 1 - Refuges and Wildlife 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-4996 

Gentlemen: 
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5090 
Ser 04/0377 
24 Mar 93 

The u. s. Fleet 8nd 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,l993, 

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 llan of 
July 1990 indicates, one rare plant species (Podonaea y scosa) is 
found in the high savannah, and FISC's ~etlands may also serve as 
habitat for the endangered common Marianas Moorhen. However, 
FISC Guam cannot support establishing a refuge overlay ~n lands 
that would include current or future operational areas.' The 

~ mission of FISC Guam's Fuel Department is to provide fuel 8nd 
C) fuel-related support to Navy and other 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 military 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 their habitats on this island. 

----- --------· ---------------------·-·--------

...... ~ ~ ~ . ---' .,___~ 

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. 

._......d 

My point of contact ie 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, 

. ~ 

copy to: 

~KUL<R 
COMNAVMARIANAS (N4) 
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND 
(USCINCPAC) 

CAMP H.M.SMITH. HAWAII96B61·!502!5 

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 species and 
archeological resources and for reasons of military 
security, This will, of necessity, limit the scope of 
"ecotourism" possibilities. Scientific access to such 
restricted areas will be coordinated with and be performed 
under ~e 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 species unless significant attention is given 
to controlling predation by the brown tree snake. 
Cooperative agreements must be established to emphasize that 
control. 

..~'\017';8;:%!)·; 
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Additional specific comments on the draft EA are 
enclosed. Thank you for the chance to comment. We look 
forward to reviewing the final EA. 

Mr. Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 

sincerely, 

9-Q~ 
J, R, RYAN 
Rear Admiral, u.s. Navy 
Director, Logistics-

Security Assistance 

Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex 

P.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 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 1 sec 3; and page 4, para 21 line 11 delete 
"other" before "Federal." GovGuam is not a Federal agency, I.C 
it makes more sense, change to read: "Complement other Federal 
agencies, and Government o.C Guam's ongoing programs ••. " 

b. Page 11 (top paragraph) states that excess lands 
identified under the Guam Excess Lands Act legislation (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 proposed 
refuge, Northwest Field is part of Andersen for National 
Prioriti~s List purposes and can't be excessed under current law. 
However, eventually it may be excessed after olean up. 

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

Harmon Annex 
Harmon POL 
Harmon VOR 

Total 

1 1 !520 AC 
14 
ll 

1 1 616 AC 

d, Page 15 1 sec, E1 1 para 2 1 line 71 change "a commitment 
of funds" to "a commitment to seek funds,• The Anti-Deficiency 
Act subjects AF personnel to criminal liability for committing 
funds for a use other than that for which the tunds were 
appropriated, It necessarily follows that, i.e no .cunds have been 
appropriated, an individual cannot commit an expenditure, Under 
the law we must make every reasonable and responsible effort to 
secure funding; our "elected" representatives ultimately 
determine the extent to which we obtain any or all. 

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

f. Page 40 1 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 1 last para, third sentence: Implies the Refuge status will 
lead to increased public access, The extent of public access is 
directly related to the degree to which mission requirements 

.... ~ ~ ~ __...J \.,..,..-- ---....1 

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

h. Page 42, second full para, line 11 change "is" to 
"becomes," The Service is nat yet a landowner. 

i, Page 42 1 last paragraph. Referenced benefits o.C 
"eootourism" have nat taken into account the potential 
environmental impacts o.C 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.c. 

j, Page 44 1 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 nan
operational tracts so that there is refuge .Car species. 

~.,~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OffiCt or fHEASSISTAHT SECROARY 

Kr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USFWS/ARW/HPINWR Complex 
P.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850-4996 

Dear Kr. Rauch! 

11M 2 9 1993 

My office is 'responsible !or policy regarding installations 
and real property in the Air Force, The enclosed comments 
(Atch 1) are provided in response to the reis&uad draft 
Environmental A&aeasment (EA) tor the proposed Guam National 
Wildlife Refuge, In addition to these comments, we request 
.that you1 (1) aub~it a formal proposal for tha refuge overlay 
to ~y office !or raviaw and concurrence before any decision is 
made to create a refuge on Andersen AFBI and (2) provide the 
Air Force with info~ation on the legal basis for an overlay 
refuge. Furthermore, the Air Faroe expects to retain 
management responsibility for all lands at the base, 

our point of contact !or these comments is Haj Tom Lillie, 
HQ USAF/CEVP, (703) 697-8937 or Kr, Brian Kang, HQ PACAF/CEVP, 
(808) 448-0474. 

1 Attaclunent 
Comments 

cc: HQ PACAF/CEVP 
HQ USAF/CEVP 

~- ""- /'\R\ 
~~EST 

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

HQ USAF COMMENTS 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PROPOSED GUAM NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
(January l.99J) · 

1, Page J 1 B (J) and Page 4 1 paragraph 2, line 11 Delete •other• 
bafora •radaral•. Tha aovarn-ant ol auaa ia not • federal agency. 

2. Page 11 1 paragraph 11 Total acreage for Harmon Annex is 1616 
acraa 1 not 1819 acraa aa oitad in text, 

J, Page 14 1 II, paragraph Jl rully detail the propooed U,B, Fish 
and Wildlife service (USFWB) role in anlorce~ent of gaae law• on 
DoD and DAWR land a, 

4, Page 15, E (1) paragraph ll Changa •commi~ent ol funds" to 
·~itatlllt to aaalt funda", 

8, Page J6 1 Bl cite and detail statu~ o! the Andersen Air Force 
Base Karin• Resources Preserve (KRP)I include seaward cocrdinates 
vith approxiaate aile equivalents. Andersen KRP contain• element• 
ot the aubaarqad landa included undar option• 1 1 l 1 and J o! thia 
aaotion, 

8, Page J8 1 81 Anderaan KRP ahould aloe be referenced in 
aaotiona A and 8 undar Znvlronmontal Cpoaeaueocea 0 ! Altornatlvea, 

7, Page 40 1 V, Dl Defina propoaed UBFWB rola in entorcamant ol 
qaaa lava on DoD and DAWR landa, 

8, Page 41 1 D para9raph 1 1 rlrot sentence and para 2 1 third 
a@ntencel Add taxts •certain araae within the Refuge may ba 
olooed to public accoea Cor the protection of end•ngered species 
or tor reaaons of ailitary security. sclentiCio access to such 
restricted area• aust be coordinated with •nd ba per!or.ed under 
the permission ol the appropriate authorities (military 
inotallation, Guaa DAWR 1 USfHS 1 etc)", Comments As written, text 
implies Refuge atatua would necessarily entail gr@ater public 
accaoa to refuge lands, 

9. General coaaanta on public accosa isouess 

a, Publio acceos may conflict with ailitary mission 
activitiea on certain DoD lands, Public acceos criteria must 
recognize aa!aty and security restrictions on l•nds under military 
jurisdiction/ ~her 0r not suRh_lAn~• are included within the 
prooomad oyorloy re!ugo io wholly immaterial. 

b, Unrestricted public occeos m•y be highly undesirable lor 
both acientitic and conaervation purposes in areas which provide 

:·. 

!• 
1:· 
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G.D. Vest continued 
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h~bitat for endangered plants or !oragingfnesting/roosting sites 
tor endangered bird ~nd bat epeciae, EA should address whether 
increosed public ~ccess to closed ore~a on DoD londs could 
signi!icontly increose potential !or the unouthorized toke o! 
endongered epecies due to harann~ent (both intentional and 
unintantionol) and/or poaching. 

10. Page. 42, Poragraph 3 line lt change "where the Service ia 
the londowner" to "beco•e•"· (Service 1• not yet a'landowner 
hera). 

11. Page 42, third paragrapht Delete entire paragraph. 
commentt This paseage can be read to imply thot DoD intends the 
co~ercialization o! existing DoD londs. This and other such 
grotuitoua and lorgely irrelevont references to the potentiol tor 
•ecotourls~• development on •ilitary londa within the Refuge 
co~plax ehould be eliminated !rom the text. 

11, Page 42, last poragrapht . ~dd text hera and in Section• v. A, 
v. B, and v. c. regarding potentiol adverse impacts o! 
unrestricted public accase. Commontl The potential !or adverse 
environmental impaota o! increased public access to lands 
currently oft-limits tor •uch activities needs to be addressed, 
Proposed benefits o! •ecotourism" in connection with the proposed 
Ratuqe here ond elsnwhere in text do not adequ•tely toke into 
account the potential datrimantol Lmpnctn ot public nccnnn to k8Y 
ondnngerod opec!~• hnbitat arean (!oragingfnoatinq/rooating wltea) 
locot•d within th• propoaed ratugo. I 

13. Thonk you tor givinq u• an opportunity to comment on the 
document. 

ii!il'!il ..... ~ ~ 1.1...-~ ___.; 

DEPARTMENT oF THE AIR FdRCI'. 

633 o\B~/CC 
Unit 14003 
APO AP 96543-4003 

Hr Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 
US Fl5h & ~ild1ife Servico 
Region 1 • RofUJe5 and ~i1dlife 
P.O. Box. ~0167 
Honolulu, Hl 96850-4996 

Dur Hr Rauch 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES 

1,.-...... 

0 5 MAR 1993 

~56'>i. 
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l::i , .'..:: ~r:'r ·:r:0 .. 
·~ r:·'S.f.<'·~· . t: ~ ... ,, vrJ;o 
~.!? '1>\ 

' ~lz07;G~ 

I have rovio11ed the 1 Feb 93 revised dra~t £n roTUiental A55Usment (EA) for 
the propo,.d GuOJ!I NAtional ~lldlife Rofugo. ank you for incorporating our 
technical eommont• to the 14 Nov 92 dra£ • e find no furthor comment5 or 
i•~ueo to be included in thl•. EA. 

Of the five lond aren altorr.o.tbu and four 5Ubt .. rg•d l•nd option• under 
eonaidot:ation fot" refuge, \le prefer altern tivc ~o and option thre11, 
rospeatlve).y. ~e fool that tho .. tnblishment o rofuge on c.rtnin DoD lAnds, 
(oxaludlng tho operational areas), tho former U S. No val Fnaility at Ritldian 
and GovGuau conservation areas, ~111 be the mos •ucce~sful eholce ln meeting 
the refuge objeetivu. Inalusion of submerged lands only within establhhed 
DoD and GovGuam con•drvAtion tn~ea•, (Haputo t olop;ie.al Re:~erve, Orote Point 
Eaological Ruerve, and Andersen AFB Horine P. sourcu Preserve, dedicated 5 
Feb 93) would provide added proteation Cor thoae important marine habitat•. 

1 am pleased that you were abh to dotdl Hr ~ave Potter to GuiUII, to answer 
tho concerns and ~uestions of the publia. ~. 1 ok forward to 11orking with you 
ln thb aontinuin& e!!ort to addru• tho cOJJplo. environntentol and hnd issu05 
on Gu.a,.. 

Sinctroly 

~\,c C}cv--=> 
STEPHEU H. MCCLAIN, Colonel, USAF 
Co~ander, 6J3d Air Base ~ing cc: HQPACAF/DEVP 

Gua111 DAI."R 

_ _.j 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U. 9, ARMY EIIOIHEE/l DISTRICT, HONOLULU 

FORT SHAFTER, HAWAII 96151-54-40 

March 4, 1993 

Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader 
u.s. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-4996 

Dear Hr Rauch: 

m I~; 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) !or 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 
Department o! the Army (DA) permits under the Clean Water Act1 the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 18991 and tha Marine Protection, 
Research and'Sanctuaries Act. 

a. Mr. Frank Dayton of our Guam Operations 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 containing flood hazard areas, We will 
provide the required information once the refuge sites have been 
determined, 

·-----·-- -----

Sincerely, 

~~/
~~~ung, P.E. 

Director of Engineering 



r __ ~· . . ~ .............. 

·. -:.;;-.. 

r;:. 
~ 

I 
\.... .. - :;,...J ~ L __ ~l~ 

.Februar:r 26 1 1993 
P.o. Box 8497 
Ta.muni 7 }f;:; 

Hawaiian & Pacific Ialand ~~ ~ 

~ 

. .• National Wildlife _Refuge Co•plex ._'1- t} .,~-(,) 
.... P.O.Box5016_7 .·: . · .·.· .. I ~~ .'to' ••.... 
...... Honolulu, III ·.96850 ~ ~. · . · , · ·, •· ,. •· - t; .·, -~~ ~ "lt. ··""">: •· · • · 

:''Mir~;;;~~~~;:Q~~~~~·r::·i!~~~~.~~!~~~;~tjr:~.;! 
.:.:~~'.:.. ·. · ... 'I would like •:r ooal!lenta to be aub•itted in favor of Option : 
.. · .. ··::·2 for 28 1 320 acres of Oua•'• land to be proposed aa a Wildlife ~ 
· · ···Refuge, I would also' like to see submerged lands to 3 •ilea · 
.,, :;··included in the _protection ·plan .for .. !lu•••. ;•::~ ... ':. .. ; .. i." ,: .. ,: .·:;;:~ ;;.c :'; .. i: .... · .. , ·.-

.:: .. ~ ... :·:·; . . .. • . . :.~~~;;, :·~~~-~";v;·~.!r.·:..t:.:. ~,~· ·~ :-:<· .• ::., \-t"·~-ti:~~:·· ~~::· .. •1 .-:·.' ••. ••. :.. :. ·'~~:·.· .·'·· .. ~·. ,.: • •• ••. ·~ .. ;· 

. .· :~·';;;.:'. · .•. Emplo:r"d in' the' t~u~i.;t industr:r,··:r e..' eapeciall:r i?-... ~a_vo.~.~": ~ ::: <::.~..: 
: ... .,./,,;.;..of aetting up a wildlife ·refuge a11 :ret another •eans of .. ~.;· '·· ·'4}i~v.~: ;·.'(:: ,,< 

. , l: { !:·,';.'f;'!;~prot..cting <lua~>:'• habitat for enJo:rment' for the resident a and_ ·~J:'i¥,<~.r;·;~! 
._ .... ,;:;:· ?;ltourista alike,· 11·1 have ,via! ted •an:r wildlife refugea in ·,the 'il!at~ 

v;t;!~ _ }·~eetern ''united "states :an.tl ?ound ,th~•. t_o be· important "gre,en'·-~·~; 
, ,~:·/,,if;"~;. ~apac~:,;.ar"": :th~t add~ ta'!'orabl:r ,to the aho•phere o( the region a,<,., .. 
: '':.',.''.'··_.,...,.";,..Bosque ,Del Apanhe in ~ew Mexico is a favorite Touriat deatination ~~·<',1i.fJ;\.::,.c 
; ... · .::~~~~~~.~lor watching Sand Hill ·a!'d Whopping Crane• I as -well as an 1:·)\:'~~·.;i·.~~·~ ... A• 

· : · importan~ habitat refuge for the endangered Whopping Crane, ' ' 

•.. _.,., ... , .. ,.,. ........ ,_, .. , ,,OuaJI!!,s n'?ticeable.J,-aclt o( bird life is a d"triment to .. ..-~--~::~:!.~;.:~;' 
... ; .. '1\J(i~;·;touri&m. ',\The. plea11ing l•tropical sound of birds when :rou 11et .!Jff_ !!'.,_F·~-,.1:;: 

·-~ .. ,:!\•~';,:_; the, airplane on Ou.i.a is !lot .heard, This lack of birdli fe is ·:; "-'' ~;.~;"':~'-jr.::~ 
· .:·.~ ';7<;f~: .noticed and commented on by tourists, We do not have the r.eatl.ul ·::: ~-.'··t· 
;•>·t . .i;;:f;·~~~~tropical lHest:rle f~~nd on Salpan 1 Rota or Tinian o~ the, __ ;·:·,~•/'.:tri;.f~~~~'ifi 
l.'··•·'·.':jl :•;,~.-,.·; acces&ible parks for. relaxation all found in Ha~<aii, This ia an. ~s .. "".v'-""'·:,,,,:' 
r~·;>:<. ·r.~ or:·' "' · "b .. · · · 'd i "' · d d·"'- '"41· '~-~---' :O:i.~ ''i;!: .. •:·~:;;i:~!i.ahosphere that .must e., .. Pruerve , · A w ldlife refuge ia ,nee ?, .. ": · .:j~';.l,~:r/ 
1: ;.~·j4 .. ;. ?::.~.~~~-~to "ave land for nat~ve apecie~t t especiallT if the br-own trtH!,; \~1:~~;~:~~~~:?~ 
:.·::.\::..·, ~~-;~·:· .. :·: flhake is ever gotten under control here on Ouara. But beSide .. the ;;•:·!~::~·:"'':i 
: h ·JC ·•:•::·:;, birdlHe 1 the trees and grasalsnd ar.,as n""d to be protected fro~ .. :~~~::~:/· 

' _;,;' future development, Thill are• is alao precious to maint•ining a. ~-,". ;;!.. · ·.; 
· '' ·• ·"resort" at~J~osphere in Oualll, I can also comment furth"r on ho" · · · " 

"xciting it is for tourist to se" the gre"n sea turtlea IIWi.,.ing :r 
around the re.,fs and how important it is to prot.,ct their · 
breeding grounds and the reefs, 

The adv~ntages of this wildlife refuge and submerged land 
protection ar" numerous, Once again, I lfould like to urge the 
acceptance of Option 12 to cover 28 1 320 acres of <luam und"r 
wildlife refuge protection and Option 1 to protect submerged 
lands to 3 miles, Thank :rou, 

Sincerely, 

c-)c~""" 2:r-~u...-.J~ 
Jan Shark~T ' 

~ ~ 

~ 
Umtod Statos 
Dopartmontof 
Agncunure 

~ 

February 26, 1993 

Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 

~..-..~ 

Sort 
Conservauon 
S•Nlc• 

Ha~aiian and Pacific Island NWRC 
P o Box 501.67 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Oea~ Hr. Rauch, 

......... -J \...-

Pacific Basin Area 
CCIC Building, Suite 602 
414 W~st Soledad Avenue 
Ag~, Guaa 96910 

____ ,.~ 

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. Perry 
Director, Pacifi asin Area 

"' 

TntSI)ICotl .. rvaii<W1~ 
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Marianas Audubon Society 
P.O. Box4425, Agana, Guam 96910 

Ray Rauch 
Refuge Complex Manager, Hawaiian/Pacific Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Ha!Vaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

The Marianas Audubon Society (MAS) Is a chartered chapter of the 
National Audubon Society and was 'organized In 1983. It 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 wlldllf~ of Guam was the major reason for the 
formation of our,organi7.atlon. 

Since the Ma~a~~ Audubon Society was founded nearly a decade ago, we 
have witnessed thi: 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 ( Mylagra freycineti), the Guam 
bridled white-eye (Zosterops conspicillatus conspicillatus) and the little. 
Mariana fruit bat (Pteropus pteropus tokudae). The Guam Micronesian 
kingfisher ( Halcyon cinnamonina clnnamonina) !s extinct in the 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 I 00 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 these 
endangered animals, such that these animals can once again obtain viable 
populations. Such a wildlife refuge on Guam will insure the preservation of 
Guam's unique and endangered natural heritage. It would contain much of 
Guam'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 largest 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 
wilt 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 

.as deer and coconut crabs; protection of the forest and many kinds of 
native plants. The refuge wilt include large watersheds that help recharge 
the island's reservoirs and freshwater tens. 

We support Alternative 2 creating a Guam 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 endangerei:l 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. In our opinion, the refuge should include submerged 
lands to at least 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 
·--------·-·· 

portion of Guam as a 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 shallow reef areas, but, as 
adults, live in deeper water in the photic zone. Designating submerged 
lands to only 100 feet, as proposed in option 2, would be Inadequate 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 hand, Including 
submerged lands to three miles offshore as proposed in option I 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 
little impact on the management of these resources. We support tho 
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 tho 
Pacific Daily News. 
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Hawaiian and Pacific Island NWR Complex ;; tGS{ H~\l )I ;:; 
P.O. Box 50167 ~ ~ ..qc;, 

Honolulu, Hawall96850 "~·~ V ~,'~~"' 
1 ~Lilo~G'3 

Re: Revised USFWS Dr.Ut RA lor the Propoud GIWll National Wildlife Refuge 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

I would llke to again express my support for the proposed creation of the Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge. Throughout the past three decades, the population of the 
Marianas hull bata CPitropm mariannU&) on Guam hrul dropped from an estimated 
3000 indlvlduals to less than 500, due In large part to commercial hunting. Although 
hunting of these endangered balll Is no longer legal on Guam, poaching remains a 
threat. In addition, the Introduction of the brown tree snake, which preys heavily on 
young bats, Is having severe delelerloWJ e{fectll on the populations. The only 
remaining colony of the Marianas hull bats roosts within the boundary of the 
proposed refuge, and clearly needs additional support If this Island population Is to 
recover. The e.~tabUshment of this refuge would provide such support through 
protection and management. 

The latest revised draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed refuge considers 
five alternatives mnging In size from over 40,000 acres to 0 acres. I am concerned 
that the refuge be large enough for both bat foraging and for the establishment of a 
second roost sUe. The larger alternative contalnlng 40,262 acres, Includes operational 
areas such as buildings and runways not considered critical habitat under the 
proposed plan, while the alternatives conlalnlng less than 24,146 acres would make 
recovery dlflicult. Therefore, I support P.lther thP. 28r320 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 
lndlgenoWJ 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 eslabllshment of the Guam National 
WUdUfe Refuge that contains no fewer than 24,000 acres. A refuge of this size would 
provide an opportunity for the recovery of the Marianas fruit bat, as weU as supply 
vital habllat for many other endemic species. 

Sincerely, . 

t!~~ 
Executive Dlrector 

hi CIH"Unt-lh,.. lr~IOT'i>tflt~t II tupfK'rlN h;r W tiHuctlbl~ m"trlhullmu ut#'rl/rl'l'" pubUc rdur:•dln,_ m~ lfP1wll C'f)tt.Uf1'flll<lft nflbrnJitrt"' •rul ~"KrTN b.IU 
hintnf on k«tdt'd l':&p« 
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Thursday, February 25, 1993 

Ray Rauch 

l3 
Refuge Complex Manager . 
Hawaiian and Padflc Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu 
Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch, 

I would like to support the (:reatlon of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge. While 
I cannot speak to the dlHerent alternatives that have been suggested, I can speak to 
the continued need to protect the unique biodiversity of Guam. Gaum represents one 
of the most Interesting Insular radiations In the Padflc, and It truiFeptesents a 
biological tragedy that so many of the mammal and terrestrial nesting birds are In 
danger of extinction. NYZS The Wildlife Conservation Society has been Involved In 
supporting captive breeding of many of these species and In providing support to local 
research efforts on the Island. We believe that every effort must be made to stop the 
continued declines o! many spades. The creation of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge would be an Important atep to realize that goal. 

r. John G. Robinson 
VIce-President, International 

Conse.rvatlon 

. " University of 
Nebraska 
Lincoln 

Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources 

Mr. Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 

Department of Forestry, Flsherto• and Wildlife 
202 Natural Resources Han 

East Campus 
Unro!n, NE 68583·0819 

(402) ~72·2188 
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Hawaiian and Pacific l.!lands National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
P.O. Box 50167 ~ £66C UYH J 

~ - "' Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 
-'1-<!'( \1 '11"'"' 
<"~ 

I reviewed the draJ\ Environmental Assessment for the proposed Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge. I support creating a refuge of 28,320 acres on federal and government of Guam 
lands. Before accepting a position at the University of Nebraska, I WBj on Guam for!! 
yean conducting my doctorate research on the reuons for the decUne of Guam's avifauna. 
Because of my familiarity with Guam and Its probletnJ, I believe I am qualliled to conunent 
on this Important luue. 

My rese=h found predation by the Introduced brown tree snake responsible for the 
declines and extinction of much of Guam's terrestrial avifauna. Many of the specie$ are 
now extinct In the wild on Guam but stlil occur on other Islands or are being raised in 
captivity. Of course, the ultimate gonl of the captive efforts with the kingfisher and rail b 
to eventually release the bird! back to Guam. Without appropriate habitat, effom will be 
futile. When I was on Guam, one of tho few places one could find any_ of the bircb and 
bats Wl!j In the remalnlng forest habitat. Forests are still important for the Mariana Crow (a 
unique species found only on Rota and Guam) and Mariana Fruit-bat Both are also 
federally and locnlly Us ted~ endangered. I watched the gradual conversion of Guam's 
forests to golf courses and hotels. Apparently, there hll.'! been tremendous growth since I 
left Gunm. The remalning forests need to be protected, not only for the remalnlng 
endangered species and hopefully future reintroductions but also for the other organisrru 
and plants that occur in these areas. Addltlonaily, much of the culture and stories of the 
Cha:morro people concerned the trees and forests; It would be a crime not too preserve these 
arell.'! 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 l can be of any help or answer any questions, please do not 
hesitate to cail (404- 472·2043). 

Unlvmlty ol Nebraska-tlnooln Unlvo~lly of Nebraska at Omaha 

Sincerely, 

f)~ A''A-'--"~- ' 
{Julie A. S~v~~ 

Assbtant Professor 

University ol Nebraska Medical Center I ,. 
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University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Environmental Center 

A Unit of Water Re~our'Ces Research Conter 
Crawford J17, 2550 Catnpw Road • Honolulu, Hawaii 96622 

Telephone: (808) 9511-7361 

Mr. Ray Raudl, Project leader 
Hawaiian an:l Pacific Islarrls 

Natiooal Wildlife Refuge O:nplex 
P.o. Box 50167 
Hcr10lulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Raudl: 

Draft Dw.ircnnental. ~ 
Qlmn Natiooal Wildlife Refu;Je 

GUam 

r' (" •• • (\ •• ~ 
\ •""·.:;.··~:r··· ~ 
1> • •,· ~ 

oo!' .qt 
~~-

Hardt 5, 1993 
EA:OOOlB 

~ referenced project pxq:oses to establish a natiooal wiJ.dlife refuge 
on certain lands an:l waters on GUam to be managed in coox:dination with the 
Govel:nmel1t: of GUam an:l the Department of Defense (000) • ~ refuge 1ooU.lld 
be established to (1) protect an:l recover etrl.m;Jered an:l threatened 
species; (2) protect arrl restore essential habitats for listed species an:l 
inplement recotery acticns; (3) protect an:l manage migratory birds an::l 
other native w:Udlife an:l their habitats in order to ca1SerVe GUam's 
biolO]ical diversity; (4) cxutrol predatioo upon native wildlife by harmful 
alien species an:l protect w.Udlife fran poac::hin;J; (5) ccuplemmt co;10in;J 
Go\lernm:!llt of Guam an:l Federal programs in natural resources n>anagemmt, 
oonservatioo, law enforcerrent, reseru:c:h, ani education; (6) provide 
q:portunities for p.lblic education, enjoyrrent of w.Udlife, cultural uses of 
resources, ani scientific research; arrl (7) naintain the scenic values of 
the protected. areas. 

our review of the Draft Er1Vironrrental Assessrrent (EA) was prepared with 
the assistance of t:avid llq:per, Zoolo;JYI Clifford Smith, llotany; arrl 
Elizabeth Gox:doo, Environmental Center. 

carpliance with WEIS Regulations 

Actions of GUam Goverment agencies that involve even minimally U.s. 
Federal funis, u.s. Federal lands, or u.s Federal permits cane un:ler the 
aegis of NEPA arrl relevant u.s. l\gency Regulations (EPA Report 8548). 
ProcedUres for drafti.o;J Ertvit:onrrental Inpact Assessments to conform with 
the CoUncil an Environmental Q.lality (CEXI)/NEPA regulatians are rutl.ina:t in 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Institution 
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b GUide to Envirqr,ental 1\ssessrren\:s Nrl Eny~ stat:ements 
(1980) prepared by the Guam EPA, ~ Dr:a.ft EA for the p.n:posed wiJ.dlife 
refuge does oot adequately address the pn:pcGe of an EAI which is to 
fOOlllline the potential inpacts of a project am to determine if an 
Dwirconental Inpact statemmt (EIS) shoold be required (40 CFR 1501:4JFR 
55990). nrl.s Dr:a.ft EA anits mention of the EIS process altogether ani 
states that a Final EA will be devel.q>ed .for the Fish arrl Wildlife Service 
to li'ake an in.fonred decisioo co the benefits am OJSt:s of establishin;J a 
refuge (p. 46). What is the raticoala used to arrive at the decision to 
forego the preparatioo of an EIS, if indeed, that decision has been made 
already? Will SUWl~ EAs or EISs be required for subsequent 
management plans for the refuge? Clarificatioo of the E1I,IEIS decision 
process .for this project is needed. 

rreviws Eeview 

~ Dwixonnent:al Center ooox:dinated a review of this project ~ 7, 
1992. our reviewers of the present docurrent cootinue to have the same 
reservations cxn::erni.rq the feasibility of the prcp:ool.. ~ 100re act of 
sett:in;J aside proposed lands will not ao:x:tiplish the p.uposes for which 
those lands have been designated, without cx:n:::urrent o:mnitbnents of 
:resources (i.e., peq>le arrl furrls) to develcp, ilrplemmt, arrl enforoe 
specific ~ mmag"ement plans. ~ w.Udlife J:XPJ.].atioo an GUam has 
already been severely decinated by poac::hin;J ani fran the introc'loction of 
alien species, 1IOSt ootably the Brown Tree Snake. P.ef'Uges lll.ISt be prq>er1y 
designed an::l n>anaged if they are to sucoessfully eliminate or significantly 
reduce these hazards. 

E>dst:ln:r o:.nservatioo Areas 

~ Draft EA does oot take into =!deration other CX>I1Sel:Vation areas 
already established oo Guam (e.g., by the National Park Service). Since 
Guam is a relatively small lard nass, the location arrl a brief description 
of the Ii"Jysical characteristics of these ex:4rl:irg oonservatioo areas shoold 
be inclu:led in the Dr:a.ft EA. 

QJDclusioo 

~ estab1i.s!nrent of the prcposed w:Udlife refuge should provide a finn 
foordatian oo which both educational ani technical management plans can be 
fotm.tlated. ~ Draft Ell. shoold reccgnize the need to include a o::mnibnent 
to the tllnely develcpnent of n>anagemmt plans orx::e the pn:posed refuge is 
established. 
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J.~Miller continued 

Mr. Ray Rauch 
March 5, 1993 
Page J 

~ yru for the q:tx:Jrb.mity to review this Draft EA. We hope that 
our ccmnents are helpful. 

oo: Fo';ler FUjioka 
r:avid Hewer 
Cl.iffm:d Smith 
Elizabeth Gordon 

sfn:,erely, • 

~/;-~ 
C,S~,~~lin Miller 

Associate Enviroomental Cbol::dinator 
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Mr. Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

. ~ .. . 

This Is in reference to FWS/ARWIHPINWR Complex. I ~m submitting 
my written comments In opposition to the proposed Guam National 
Wildlife Refuge. 1 a~ espednlly opposed to any move which restrict~. 
limits or inhibits local landowners from fully accessing and fret:ly 
developing their own privnte properties. 

I strongly urge the FWS to let the preferences of the people of Guam 
.· . prevail over FWS expert$ and scientists concerning the magnitude, 

areas, nnd mechanics of the proposed refuge. Nothing in the 
Federal's final conclusion should deter or reduce the full opportunity 

· for the private owner~ and the Chnmorro~ from developing and 
freely enjoying the fruits and btnefiu of their homeland. This i.~ 
Guam, and those who toil, lniJor and make it their home and for 
their heirs should have the first right to any determination 
concerning their island. The Cbamorros nre ns indig.:nous as th~ the 

. plants, tree and wildlife of Gunm. 
ft."~~·-~:;~~ .. :; . . . 
~:.;::.:.::·,'-;; Tt npp~ars to me thnt finding~ and public comment~ wtre merely 
!.: ·.. · being used ns lip serVice to the peoplt of Guam. For example, in 

your response to Jhe testimonies given in the 1991 rublic hearing 
hc:ld in Guam, you stated that the majority of those presenters were 
in favor of establishing n wildlife refuge In Gunm; however, you 
failed to acknowledg~ that the gen~ral concensu.~ was ngninst the 
establishment of the refuge ns conceived by FWS. 
Are you so d~te.rmined to push forward the refuge that you ore 
drawing comments out of context'? I hnve n:viewed nil the 
testimonies of 1991, ond with the exception of those from DOD and 
US Government officials I did not discovet· any local agency or 
private owner who specifically snid that they are in favor of your 
plan in whole. In fact. the majority nrc urging that: 

(1) tht private land owntrs be given the opportunity to develop 
their londs without undue restrictions; and 

·.::·.·· ·'"':"··-·. .~. __ ... _ .. --:- .. •·· 
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(2) some of the excess lnnd 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 Gunm intelligent and sensitive. Our el<:cted 
lawmakers have been responding to the local community need.~ and 
desires. Laws are put into effect concerning wildlife nnd the 
environment. The local EPA, University of Guam and the 
Agriculture Department nre vigilantly operating in the protection of 
air, water, and wildlife; the.~e agencies hove been constantly 
discovering ftnd openly revealing wrongdoings even In DOD and 
Federal premises. Given the opportunity and the seed moni.,~. the 
people of Guam them.~elves can .expand and improve a.ctivitks 
commensur11te with the intent of the U.S. laws relative to the 
environment and wildlife. In essence, things shove down our 
thronu in ~;uisc of health, u.fety and welfarl!, nrc subject to 
suspicion If we have no handle on such actions. 

Using the aforementioned stntements ns my guideline. pkase allow 
me to comment on the revi.~ed draft Environmental Assessment (EA): 

I. You said that their would be more federal a.,sistancc: to Guam 
. in protecting tht environment once the Refuge is established. My 
response: 

I have not seen more than a million dollors of federal as.dst:tnce in 
eradicating totally from the face of this I~ land the brown tree· snake. 
IF the federal government Is sincere 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 s~e where tht: 
endnnge1·ed species will propagate best, and from thert: study when: 
the refuge should concentrate. 

2. Please include u port of my comment herewith all the 
testimonies which I hnve previously submitted on the same topic or 
critical habitat and wildlife refuge. You do have them In file. 

3. Your plan to ltH.:orporate Ritidinn area in the Refuge is 
objectionable in that It will infringe and restrict commerci~l nnd 
public access to two prime priv~te properties. You should once and 
for all present no direct and indirect control over the adjoining 
private properties. Do nul perpetuate the interest of DOD over this 

P.oo::: 
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area under the nnme of wildlife protection. Your present pb.n cover~ 
too much land of whnttvcr little Is left for the indigenous people of 
Gunm. It is best for you to move the boundary of the proposecl 
refuge beginning Tnrngue Bench towe~rds the northern cliff~ and 
around to Anno; I om almost sure that you would encounter very 
minimal reshtcnce from the people of Guam If this o.lternative h 
selected. 

The mnin issue here Is thnt the local government wants some of 
the federal exces3 land returned to the Tcrrltory, and the private 
land owners wnnt to exerche full right of entry and use of their 
properties. 

4. Lnst but not least, the review and reque~t for comments on the 
revised draft EA should hnve a public hearing In Guam so thut the 
totnl community be given the opportunity to again provide their 
input. If you were sincere and honest concerning the refuge issue, 
its Intent and benefit., to the peoplol of Gunm, ~re they expected to 
take the offer blindly. Isn't th~ 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 criticnl habitnt cnme nt n 
time when both private and local government nre actively seeking 
for excess land nnd acces.~ to most of Guam'~ beach propertie~. The 

·Federal and DOD entitit:s appear to always work against locnl interest; 
as there was n time when USFWS and USEPA declared that there was 
no danger to e.~tablishlng a large military radar system over the 
Mme areas they now claim any private or public development Would 
be detrimental to the environment. And there is the nuclear issue in 
Palau where the US Government will not financially nssist this little 
l~lnnd paradise full of nature's most precious uml pristine waters 
unless the people give In to a highly and potcntlnlly dangerous 
ekment to man and nnture. Why is the USFWS not objecting to the 
hazards ot' military ships Intruding tht: very critical hnbitnt of Palau'/ 
T will agree to n Wildlife Refuge In Guam if (l) the size i~ reduced 
nnd restricted only to those nreo~ from Tarague to Anno inclusively 
In the hand~ of the Air Force now, nnd those at Naval Stntion and 
Naval Mngnzlne; (2) the F~deral Government will immediately put 
more monies into the: snake erudi~ation program Jnd rid the whole 
Island of them fir~tly; and provide ~eed money to th~ Guam 
Legislature to Initiate n locally design~d wildlife refuge... let the 
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people who live here hnvc the final s01y so as to the areas and size of 
the proposed refuge. 

I thank you for this small opportunity of freely ~peaking out, nnd 
hope that you will llsten 11nd pny heed to our lawful rights over our 
homeland. 

Sincerely, 

If;! 
MR. PA~CUAL ARTERO 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, 

P.005 
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Mr. Rily Rauch 
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U.S. FISh&: Wlldllfe Savlce 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 · 

Mr. Rauch: 

~ •. il'!ij ~ i __ _ 
~-~ ~ 

P:O. Box 1121 
A!J'IMI, Guam '6910 

June 21, 1992 

I am writing with regard to the prop<Jsal to designate 45,156 acre$ of Guam bnd u a National 
Wlldllfo Refuge. I am adamantly opposed It) this proposal for a ownber of reuoru, but most 
particularly because It Is clearly a transparent attempt by the fedcra.l government to perpetually 
withhold noe-thln:l of OlWll'l land from 1u rightful o.wncn, tho Chamotro people. 

It Is clear that the DI1Ift Environmental Auemneot on the proposal is an Insincere attempt to 
merely comply with tho letter of the law, aod tbat It Is Intended to once more dccdve the people 
of OlWll Into acceptlni an nn]ust. tiDiWt:ral action by the U.S. against them. Tho five-minute 
limit on presenllldou..s In the bearing on tho Draft on~ the lac)c of Interen on the part of 
the U.S. Fuh &: W'Udllfe Savlce In giving smou..s consideration to affected bndowners In OlWtl, 
and my impre!slon tbat the hearlng Is simply a hoUow gesture, as opposed ro the Intent of tho 
law requiring iL The continuation of this type of practice Is the main reason that most people 
In G UJUll no longer trust the federal govemmcnt In gcnc:nl, and the Departmcnu of De{ ense and 
the Interior In partlcul.ar. 

I am resigned to the fac1 that there u nothing that I personaii y (nor anyone else In G nam who 
I know of) wU1 be able to Influence your &cWoD$ 1o tbU actlon, since we ~ve no effective 
poUtical representation In the affairs of the national government We wiU ccttalnly not be able 
to sway your &cWoD$ In the wsy that· the logging Industry affeclt:d deci.dons reg!.rolng the 
~bltllt of tho Spotted Owl Howevtt, you should know that thcrc u Uttle you (or anyone else) 
can do to mah me beUeve that the Intent of tho Refuge dC$Ignadon u to protect the endangered 
specie$ remaln1ng In Guam; if that wcrc the Intent, the S avlce would first make some sort of 
active effort to eradicate the brown tree snU.c from my Wand. · 

In the absence of any effort (or even any plan of wbicb I am aware) to rid the island of the 
scale, the designation of a Wildlife Refuge wp.t do oothiog to protecl the birds and the bats. It 
only resulu In a new land-grabbing scheme by the federal government bcrc. This land bas 
r.lready been withheld from the local civilian community for far too long, and Is becoming an 
ever-greater constraint on the economic opportunities of my people. I can only conclude that this 
Is the Intent of the Department of Interior, which u supported by several dc=dcs of parallel 
evidence from othtt actions In the past Your President docs not favor "biodlversity," yet this 

. u the underlying premise of your prop<Jsal Your Senate wiU revisit the Endangered Species Acl 
this year, and Intends to injecl some rational consideration for bwnan economic lnteresu In the 

~ .... ~ 1.--J ---~ 
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regulatory process. Pabaps this l.s why the WUdlife Refuge Is Intended to be designated so 
suddenly: perhaps tho Service Is aware that more rational rules would prohibit this unconsciona
ble stripping away of valuable resourceS from yet one more defenseless lndlgenous people. 

I am atlllcbing my written stat.ement 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 ao ldea.llst, I 
bopo tbat wb.a! I say and wrlte will help you to come to the correct decision, and that you will 
abandon thU lll-roocdved plan to continue colpnlalist oppression In my homeland. Perhaps, 
some day, I can be convinced that the United States govemmcnt u not the petty, mean and 
vicious tynmt that I percdve today; bowevci, It will take a Jot of positive actions (lllce aadicating 
the snake, so tba.t no "rcfu ge • for wildlife will bo necessary In Guam), Wutlng with the return 
of lands not In use !Jy the Department of Defense to the people of Guam, ratbtt than to another 
Intrusive federal agency. 

Attachments 

cc: Senator Pacl:wood 
Congressman B l.az 
Governor Ada 

Sln=ly, 
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Ray Rauch 
l'rojaot Ludu 
Hawaiian and Paoitic Ialands National Wildlito Retu9e 
~.o. J!ox !50176 
~onolulu 1 Hawaii 9~aeo 
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J1aterenotl Propo1ed ,Guam Nation~l Wildlit• Ratu9e (Dratt 
tnvironmantal Aaaaaamant 1 ravia•d January 1993) 

Qur Sir, 

:d whh t'o preunt lilY vhwa on tha ab~va rataranoad topic, At th• 
dutaat l voioa my opinion that l am not aat!afiad with any ot tha 
dptiona pru11nUd in th• aealll!lamant. 'llut, havin(l to ohoou among 
~o•e altarnativaa preeanted 1 l chooaa Altarnatlv• !5 (no action)/ 
~tion 3 (aubmarqad land•l• Aa atatad tn the aeaaaamant, protoction 
axiata today tor nativa w ldlita as pa Saotion 9 ot the lndan9•r•d 

*
aoiea Act (pagl 43 1 laat para), 

!a mr opinion that tht!l •••••amant 1• tundamantally flawed and 
ntrad ctory in natural 

1) On on• hand tha aaaasamant at~taa that tha purpoaa for the 
preaarv• h to, "halt and rav;ru the daolina of au am '• 
endan9arad and threataned •p•ciad, migratory birda, and othor 
nativo wildlih." (pa.q• 3, para 111. Yilt tho uuumt!lnt cll!arly 
atat•• in multipl• place& th~t IVan it a preaarve ia 
implemented, tha purpoae of the ~r•••rv• will be, "aacondary 
to DOD'• mis•ion, how•v•r, tharl r•m!inl thl potept!A~ that 
tho noo 111ay propgu l&r9t 4ovdopmont pro1!qtl vithin tbt 
boynd§ri•• [inolydinq 1ubmorqe~ lknd) oC tbt proco••4 roCugo.• 
(omphuh ad dad] (paga 37 1 vara ~ and pag• 38 1 3rd para trom 
top ot page), As atatad in th auu•m•nt, typu ot DOD 
aotivitiaa which 1111y bo allow• on ra11orv• land includo, 
11 tninln9 tlCarchul uplq!lyo orafnanp• detonation u4 
ootratiqnl.~ (emphaa • addad] (paqa 30 1 para I~). 

. I 
In lilY opinion tha atatad purpo~• ot th• praatrve (protact 
native wildlife) and th• po••ibla,uaag•• by DOD at any tilllt in 
the rutura •hould thay 10 dooid'. to do 10 (blow up nativlil 
wildlita) aro contradioto~, I 
2) on one hand tho ~aaossmant •tataa that, "The Service i~ no 
longer propelling to include cort'ain lllnd• identi!ied in tho 
pending Guam Exceaa Landa Act,,.~ paga 11 1 1•t para), Yet the 
tormar US Naval raoility (NAVFACI at Ritidian Point which iA 
con1idarad axot!lss to tho mlaa!on ?'the US Navy (page lJ, para 
ll.2) ia now includad in all the praaerva alternative• oxcept 
15 which ia tho "no action" alt•~nativo. 
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Roferanoal Propo1ad Cuam Nat!on~l Wildlite Ra!uga (Dratt 
Environmental Aaaaasmapt 1 revised January 1993) 

Tho Caatro tamily waa tormally 
baoauao of toohnological advanc 
tho world 1 NAVFAC waa e 1 and that tha land 
would be declared axe••• and wou~d ba ovantually returned to 
the tamili•• ot tho original h~ra, It •~•mo that when tha 
Navy •till had uaa tor NAV AC there waa ~ any 
conaidaration given to IIAVl'AC aa being & praurva dta. Only 
now that the Navy hu no len er any need of tho NAVFAC 
location ia it okay to oonaid•r it ea a aita !or a wildlife 
praaarv•• . 

3) on on• hand, the &8aaaa111ent •t,tea that one o! the •peoiric 
objectiv•• ot the prasarv• ia to, "a!toct a long-torm, 
comprehanGiva pro9ram to conaerv and recover endangarad and 
thraatanad •paciaa, migratory bir a and other nativa tlora and 
cauna on Guam" (pa~e 3 1 para B,l). Yet the assessment goan on 
to aay that even though thor& ar •heal• in Apra Harbor which 
provide important foraging habit t tor the green sea turtl•a 
lnd tha endangorud hawkabill •• turtlea, "Tha Servioo haa 
d•oidad to axolud• aubmergad landp within Apra Harbor from the 
propo•ad Rotuqa booau$t pt tho potantial oon!liot ~ith 
gommaroial an4 DOD ooaratipnl, [a~phaai• added) (paga 1~, para 
2.2). 

It i• lilY opinion ·that b•cauat it appears to oauae an 
inoonvaniance to DOD, tha Servi e haa d~cidod to •~critic• 
thi• i111portant andang•rod •p oios forging habitat, A 
reasonable peraon could concluaa that tha aaseaamant ia 
advooatin9 a Ratuge{Pres•rve ~~~· it 4oot_n~~nt 
~in~ ot an inaan~~~triation to poD/m1lltAxt 
aativitioa. 

4) In addition, as •tlltad abo~• in 3) 1 On one h~nd the 
•••essment at~to• that one o! th' apecitic objective• of tho 
pruerva ia to, 11 aUect a long-tarm, coll>prahansive prograll\ to 
conserve and recover end~ngare~ and threat!ned apeciea, 
migrotory hirda •nd other natlva tlora and fauna on Guam" 
(P&.9• 3, para ll,l). Yet tha usoaeme.nt readily adrnita that 
while aomlil of these propose pl:aserve lllnds were in the 
ponndon of DOD, aignll!cant !contaminants and hazardous 
wa•t• aitos have bean identiried in areas containing 
•igniticant wildli!a habitat valuea (pag~ 15, para E,l). 

I 
In my opinion, this aeaeosment ie' asking ue to ~ the Fish 
' WildlHe Service (llhlch h a' branch ot the Us raderal 
Govarnmant just aa DOD is) in th~t they will ba bottar 
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RaUrencol Propoeed Guam National Wildlife Ratuge (Oratt 
Environmental A1aa•amaht, revi••d January 1993) 

oaretakarl ot the landl but at the aama tim• tha sarvloa will 
not ba bald ruponeibh tot any o! th• haurdou• 
1/Uh/contaminal:ed dtu, Tha illlp'lioa.tion h that Ill ahould ba 
at •••• becau•• tha Sarvica will badtjer a talloll GovarrumRnt 
aqency to ohan up th• )lieu, It appears by thh a•uul!lant 
that tba' US llovnruunt did •ort than th.tr tair •hare at 
damaqa to Guam'• native tlora ' t una. X tor one am not calmed 
nor roa••urad that the service 11 11 do any batter than DOO, 

e) on one hand tha ••••••mont rtq ••t• cooperation b•tw••n all 
pa.rtin concarnad to Jlaka tha propcnd pranrvetrotuga a 
IIUCCIU, Yat th• U .. U1111nt Al 0 1tatu that thera I till 
remain• the pouibility of 11. c !tical habitat duitjnation 
bainq impoaed on Quam (par,~• 16 1 •t para). 

In lilY opinion, the su~vica b tttlllptinll to blacbail tha 
paoph ol aual!l by •tatinq tha.t it you do not approva what aver 
h tinally propoud tor tha puu Vl/refuqa; tha us aovarnmant 
will l=poaa a liiUOh harahar oriti ~1 habitat daaiqnation. 

In eu~ary, I b•lieve a 6th alternatiV. ahould hava been axplorad. 
tho land ~•• oondo~ed trom tha cua~Qnlan peopll for th• datanaa ot 
th• US (under quaationabla tairn•••/a~thority), simply atatad, 000 
no lonqar ha• need• tor th• unuaod portion oc the oond•~•d land•. 
~rr.~• traota ot th••• oond•mn•d land• ~e111ain axe••• or idla today. 

I propose that the excesafldla condam ed landl be r•turhed to tha 
heira, l repose that the hair• or r•p •••ntativea at th• h•ir• be 
t~· dned fn praurvinq/lllainblininq/pr paqatin11 native tlora and 
t una. I aubmlt that th• Cha=orro hei1 at tha proportiaa would be 
111 ch bott•r caratak•rs than tha us re eral aovarnment hal baan as 
dbcwuntad in tha auuament. 'l'ak• tor instanoa tha castro '• 
pl:ivats property in Jinapun undlli had batwun condemned DOD 
l~nds, Thia &I&Ota=•nt ~akea n te ot tho contaminated 
altaafha%ardou• WaJta dump• on. all th Jurroundlng POD landa, yet 
np auch contalllinatlon/hazardou• wa1ta 1altoe •Miat on the castro'• 
property, In tact th• aeaua1unt ao~nowhdgu th&.t th• privata 
lands aurrounded by DOD landa con~aln in ract Jlsny ot thl 
tiort/tftuna thl1 refuga i~ daeiqnod to protact, It la an .lmpllad 
admi••ion ot the ••••a•~ont that tho pf.ivata land o~~nera have bean 
~rch b•ttar oar•takar• ot tha land aalcomparad to DOD. 

In thi• aqe ot dvindllnr,~ taderal bud91ta, an unpaid army of halra 
could be train•d and put into ~otlon1 thua baing a thouoand time• 
111ora arrectiv• than any limited at1ftinq rlah ' llildlira ~•Y 
propose dua to bud~at oon•tralnta, 

~ ~ k--.i ' -- i,............. __ ._.J. 
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Ralaranoal Propoaed Guam National Wildlita Ratuqe (Draft 
I Environl!lental Asaal&lllant, raviaad January ligl) 

~ ftlll appraolativa o! thia opportunily to voico 111y opinion• and 
eoncarna pertaining to tha proposed Guam national ~lld11te ratuge. 
1 •111 available at any ti111a to further expand or clarity any ot tha 
oint• I bav• praaanted. 

Governor 
Lt aovarnor 
Spukar 

work phona numhar and 111ailin9 addr~a• followo: 

(~71) 477-,931/2/l/4 aMt, .3ll 

1026 Cabra• Uir,~h~ay 
suita ~01 
Pit!, GU&l!l 96925 

,..--·· 
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Ray Rauch r.frt:!l'Fr. 
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific tslan.fs''$-r ·:: 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex \~~ , 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ~-1:" 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

t ___ _J ~-l<~ 

March 21 1993 

I am writing to urge you to establish a wildlife refuge on Guam. I am 
concerned that In the past decade Guam has lost the Guam broadblll, the 
Guam bridled white-eye, and the rufous fantail. The Guam rail and the 
Micronesian kingfisher only survive, In captivity. Guam's Vanlkoro swlflet, 
Mariana frultbat, Mariana common moorhen, Micronesia starling, Mariana 
crow, and sea turtles need protection Immediately! 

Wildlife protection Is long overdue on our Island. The catastrophic 
decline of our lslartd'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 
neglecled environmental education for our children. 

The urgency of the situation Is clear. Biologists estimate that fewer 
than 70 Mariana crows persist on Guam. The Micronesia starling, the 
Mariana moorhen and the Mariana frultbat all survive in decreasing 
numbers each year. 

As a resident of Guam, I support the designation of art overlay wildlife 
refuge. I urge you to select Alternative 2 for the protection of Guam's 
endangered birds and mammals. 
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Ray Rauch 
Project Lender, Hawallan and Pacific Islands 
National Wildllfe Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

._J.,.._., \........-.. 

March I, 1993 

I support the establishment of an overlay refuge on Guam's remaining forest 
habitat. I support alternative 2 of the drart Environmental Assessment which Includes 
Rltidlan Point. I urge the USFWS to establish a refuge and work cooperatively with DOD 
IUld 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. I, 
for one, am concerned that In the recent decades at least three birds and one fi-ultbat species 
have gone e~tinct on Guam. Protection of our wildlife may be too late, but It does not have 
to be too lirtlel 

I urge you to establish an overlay refuge to protect the remaining VaJ!lkoro swiflet, 
Mariana frultbat, Mariana common moorhen, Mariana crow, and sea turtles. There Is no 
time to wait as these species persist only at very small numbers. 

The Government of Quam Is Interested In the conservation of our native wildlife. 
However, resources have not been prioritized to ma~lmlze protection of our endangered 
species. The USFWS Is an essential source of funding for enforcement and 
Implementation of conservation regulations, establishment of education programs to teach 
our children about the uniqueness of Guam's wildlife and the creation of hildng trails for 
recreation and hunting. 

The people of Quam need the resources of the USFWS to protect our native 
wildlife. Alternative 2 is reasonable approach to meeting the biological needs of our 
Imperiled birds and the financial and professional needs of our local government 
conservation efforts. 

I look forward to learning of your refuge designation decision. 

?Ainc.l'rely, 

/ ;:> .· )})_., . 
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·:.!'"' o-.~ Ray Rauch "~ . 
Project Leader, Hawaiian Pacific Islands 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50 167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear t1r. Rauch, 

135 Martyr St. 
Agana, Guam 96910 
February 25, 1993 

My nnme Is Joy Ynmnmoto nnd I nm 11 senior nt St. John's High 
School. I hnue recently finished rending the Enulronmentnl 
Assessment drnft for the proposed Gunm Nntlonol Wildlife Refuge for 
my Enulronmentol Science clnss. Hnulng been rnlsed on Gunm for the 

· seuenteen yenrs of my life, I belleue that Guttm could benefit from 
houlng 11 wildlife refuge. 

Gunm's nnturttl wildlife hns truly been degrnded by the brown 
tree snnkes, humnn deuelopment, nnd humnn eHplolttttlon. This should 
hnue been preuented mnny, mnny years ngo. Howeuer, I belleue that 
It Is not too lote to begin nnd thh proposed pion could help restore 
Gunm's hnbltat nnd protect lh endangered species. The Mnrlonas fruit 
bnt , sea turtles, nnd Morlnna crow nre only 11 few of the mnny 
lpecles thnt nre endongered here on Gunm. These species should be 
protected and recouered becnuse Ills lmportnnt to proulde a 
relationship between humnns nnd the enulronment. Dy recouerlng 
Guam's habltnt nnd endangered species, Gunm's ecosystem will be 
heolthy. Most of Guom's wildlife 11re not being cored for and os a 
result, Guam Is losing something uoluable If It Is not lllrendy lost. I 
ngree that "both the gouernment or Guam ond the federal 
gouernment haue obllgotlons to their cltlzen.s to proulde opportunities 
to better understand nnd nppreclote wildlife. • This could enable the 
people llulng on Gu11m the opportunity to see Guam liS on "Island" nnd 
not only ns 1'.1 deueloplng center. Instead of rarely seeing birds flying 
around Guom, people would octunlfy get to .see mony blrd.s flying 
nround If this Refuge Is established. 

A Notional Wildlife Refuge should be establl.shed on Guom'.s lond.s 
ond waters, 1 support Alternlltlue 2. AlterlllltiUe 2 .stllte.s: 
Estattllsn a Rer'u•,Je on certain DOD lands (excluding operational areas), 

.. . 
:.·· 

lncludln~ the rorrn~r U 5. Naval Facility at Rltldlan Point, anoJ certain 
Governrn'ent of Guam lands. 
Since the former U.S. Noun! facility 11t Rltldlon Point olreody contains 
significant habltots for endangered species nod other wildlife os 
designated In the recouery pions, this oren would be the lde111 ploce to 
estnbllsh 11 Refuge. Also, Depnrtment of Defense (DOD) lind 
liouernment of Guom londs should be used sind! the Refuge Is. for the 
sake of recouerlng Gunm's nt.~tlue wildlife. According to the 
Assessment Draft, DOD lands nre round to hnue "some of the best 
remaining htJbltats for endangered ftnd threntened species• tii'i'd ...... ·---·-- · 
Gouernment of Guam lands nre found to haue noturnl oreos that 
•contnln the essentlnl hnbltot• for endangered species lll<e, the 
Morlano fruit bot and the Morlo1111 common Moore's. 

If both the Gouernment of Guam ond the federal gouemment . 
hnue the snme Interests for the recouery of Gunm's wildlife, then the }, 
Nntlonol Wildlife Refuge should be established. It would not only ·.-:·· ::: 
benefit the endnngered species, but the lslnnd residents I'IS well. . ... '" 

Sincerely, 

Jta~a:J .. 
) 
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Xristina Flores Wilnon 
P, o. Box 3427 

Agana, Guam 96910 

Much 1, 1993 

Ray Rauch 
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific Inlands 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, ~awaii 96850 

Oear Bir or Madam, 

,;~ __ ,_.(~ t 
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I have lived here on Guam for seventeen years. In thia 

short time frame, I have been able to observe the decline of 

Guam'• wildlife, with 1peoific references to many bird 

species, I feel that a wildlife refuge ie long overdue for 

the leland of Guam aince the observed drastic decline of 

genetic and biodiversity among the island's wildlife since 

the end of the World War II, 

Being a native high school student on the island, 

studying Enviro~ental Science at St. John's School, l have 

grown increaningly concerned with Guam's ecological and 

biological statue, After having read tho Oraft 

Environmental Asnesament for the Proposed Guam National 

Wildlife Refuge, I feel that the implementation of 

Alternative 2 and option 2 would bring about numerouo 

positive changes for many aspects of life on Guam. 

Choosing Alternative l and Option 2, for aubmerged lando, 

would create sufficient areas to support the threatened and 

endangered species on the island such as the Mariana fruit 

~ ...... ~\ 1...-i ---4 ~-

bat, Mariana crow, Micronesian kingfisher, and green sea 

turtle, Creating a refuge in areas such ao Anderson Air 

Force Base, Ritidian Point, u.s. Naval Magazine, and Bolanos 

Conservation Area is essential to the succeoo in preserving 

Gu~'• remaining native terrestrial mammals, birds, and 

reptiles. Thin alternative includes the protection of 

wetlands, nesting beaches, a 30 meter contour around many 

beachea 1 and the only known nesting cave of the Vanikoro 

awiftlet. 

I feel that the creation of a refuge undor the 

guidelines of alternative l would be ideal. Alternative 1 

includes too much land, which infringea upon the local 

people's right to property. Yet alte~natives 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 refuge would benefit the wildlife of 

Gu~ as well aa the human inhabitants of the island. In my 

whole life, l have never bsen privileged to see the Ha~iana 

crow, the green sea turtle, or a colony of Marianaa fruit 

bats. I think it is a shame that thia ia so and hope that I 

will eventually get to sea these apecies that were once a 

prevalent sight to my anceators. I would think that many 

other natives as well as residenta and touriots of Guam 

would appreciate the preoervation of Guam's wildlife 

populations. 

I think that there is a responsibility of our speciea 
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K.F. Wilson, continued 

to help preserve and protect other species' genetic 

diversity, especially since we have been the main cause of 

their drastic decline in population, I hope that the plana 

for thia wildlife refuge •Ucceeds in getting established and 

fulfills the dutiaa of preserving and protecting the unique 
I 

and fragile native wildlife Gu~ poaaea. 

Sincerely, 

~YL }low-W~nu 
Krietina Floras Wilson 

Dear Hr. Raucna 

~sS."'-
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2 Haren 1993 

I would like to comment on the draft EA for an overlay 
refuge on Guam. I am concerned that many of the i8land's' 
birds are going extinct without any substantial plans for 
conservation. The dire situation on Guam is clear by the 
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 recommend that Alternative 2 be implemented as 

soon as it is possible. 
The protection of Guam's endangered wildlife is very 

controversial because much of the military land was taken 
wrongfully from some Chamorro families, However, the 
extinction of Guam's unique birds and mammals is important to 
the people of Guam, too. I want to see protection for the 
Chamorroa who live today a8 well as the surviving animals 

that are native to Guam. 

These two goals should not be exclusive. Without a 
refuge the birds of Guam are sure to go extinct. ~lease do 
not let the controversy over land on Guam overshadow the dire 

need to protect the remaining wildlife on Guam. The Guam 
rail, kingfisher, starling, crow and moorhen need our help 
today, 

I look forward to yourspeedy action on this issue, 

war~-· 
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Ray Rauch 
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Marlebeth A. Unsay 
P.O.Box 4397 

Agana, Guam 96910 

Project Leader, Hawaiian and Paclllc Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Sir, 
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I have tecleved a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Proposed 
Guam Nallanal Wildlife Refuge, and given the facti am a resident of Guam, I support 
this project. We should bring the Refuge Into eHect In order to preserve the Fish and 
Wildlife on Guam. I support Alternative 2, which states •Establish a Refuge on certaln 
DOD lands (excluding operational areas), Including the Iormor U.S. Naval Facility at 
Rltldlan Point, and certain Government of Guam lands." 

The primary purpose of this Refuge project Is to halt and reverse the decline ol 
Guam's endangered and threatened species, migratory birds, and other native wildlife. 
f, therefore, belief that Alternallve 2 would provide long-term benents, such as 
conserving and protecting the endangered and threatened species, and providing for 
the development ol 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 Importance of Alternative 21s that It provides the use ol the former U.S. 
Naval Facility at Rltldlan Point, which contains significant habitats for endangered 
forest birds, endangered fruit bats, threatened groan sea turtles, and a numbar of 
migratory seabirds and shorebirds. This area would not only benant the endangered 
and threatened species, but would also provide the residents of Guam and the visitors 
an opportunity to enjoy the wildlife scenic values ol the area. 

Such species that would bane lit from this Alternative are the Mariana crow, 
Guam Mlcronaslan klngllshar, Guam broadblll, G,uam bridled whlta·eya, the Mariana 
fruit bat, Vanlkoro swlftlet, Mariana common moorhen, and the graen sea turtle. 

· Alternative 2 focuses on certain DOD lands. This would provide a baneflclal 
way of protecting the endangered and threatened species since there Is no general 
public access to lands on DOD bases. Thus, meaning that public hunting Is reduced 
and Is allowed only at certain times. This Alternative, If proposed, would also provide 
great means to control the brown tree snakes, provide research, and to assist In 
recovering the endangered species In a vast area of approximately 11, 461 ha (28,320 
acres). 

h!!i!iiif ~ ~ 1.-,..,y -~ ~·~-..... 

In addition, I understand the fact that the selection of an Alternative Is Important 
since It will be a long·tarm Impact lor the residents of Guam. Again, I believe that 
Alternative 2 would be beneficial because as stated In the draft, •tt would help maintain 
groundwater quantity and quality underlying northern Guam by protecting large tracts 
ol forested habitat from alteration. The protection of large acreages of forest would 
allow the continued percolation ol rainfall Into the northern lens and would maintain 
the recharge capacity of this Important aquifer." The northern aquifer Is Important 
because It Is Guam's primary source of water. . 

Overall, In the case of establishing this Refuge with the proposal of Alternative 
2, It would create benants lor Guam's Ash and Wildlife as means ol habitats and no 
harm lor Guam's primary source of water. The residents would be provided the 
opportunity to enjoy the natural and cultural resource. It would be available lor 
recreational enjoyment, research, and education. In the case of maintaining service, 
this would also provide Job opportunities. 

I am a resident who Is concern for such matters as this project. I hope that 
Alternative 2 would appeal to you as It does appeal to me. In any case, I hope that my 
response to this Refuge would help In considering your decision to do what Is best lor 
the endangered and threatened spades on Guam. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Mariebeth A. Unsay 

-r·-· 
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March 5, 1993 

Rny Rauch 
Project Lender, Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 
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l would like to comment briefly on the proposed overlay refuge considered for Guam. 

have rend the draft EA and am very concerned that the considered alternatives do not 

consider the Inclusion of any private land. I think this is especially problematic because the 

private land adjacent to the proposed refuge lands is slnted (albeit unofficially) for resort 

development. Given the Imperiled status of the Mariana crow, Mariana frultbat, Mariana 

common moorhen, the Guam rail and the Micronesian kingfisher, the draft EA should have 

considered tho biological importance of including the private land of the Artcro and Castro 

famlties. Even If the cUITent political climate deem the inclusion of these properties 

Infeasible, the blologicnllmportance of protecting that land should have been demonstrated 

by lncludlng has an alternative. The biological implications of various refuge alternatives, 

not the political feasibility, should be the top priority of the USFWS for Guam. 

I am also critical of the failure 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 !mponant opportunity to educate local government officials and land 

owners about the adverse effects of commercial development of Guam's remaining forests. 

Thlsldnd of education Is especially imponant because the refuge will be managed by 

cooperadve agreements between Oov. Guam, DOD and the USFWS. I am confident that 

many government of Guam officials nrc uneducated about our Island's endangered species 

crisis. These same officials are saying that they suppon species protection and also supporl 

all local land owners desires to get their piece of the tourism pie via development The 

dlsregard for environmental impact of development projects is already painfully 

documented on island. 

I want to urge you not to let the controversy over landownership deter you from your 

agency's mandate. It is true that the DOD land on Guam was taken wrongfully from many 

Chamorro famllies. All my life I have wanted the rnilhary bases to leave this colony and 

restore rightful ownership to the Chamorros. However, I also understand the tragedy that 

most people on Guam hnve not been educated about the native wildlife and its importance 

to the Chamorro culture. The reason few Chamorros arc up in arms to save the imperiled 

birds 11nd miUTUllals is because there has been almost no environmental education II As a 

rcsl•lt, the whole debate about establishing u refu~e on Guam is overpowered by Ute 

concerns about land ownership. 

I support the refuge and also the eventual return of Chnmorro land to Chamorro people (I 

am a caucasian who grew up on Guam.) The remaining birds and mammals cannot walt 

for the ~~rduous poUtlcal process of restitution for the Chamorro people. My hope Is that 

the establishment of a refuge will afford new opponunhies 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 native terrestrial mammals and birds are in danger of extlncdon In the Immediate 
future." 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 
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March 5,1993 

Ray Rauch 

[_ __ 

Project Leader 
Hawaiian and Pacific 

Refuge Complex 
P.o. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 
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Islands Hntiona1 Wildlife 

Re: FWS/ARW/HPINWRComplex 

Dear Hr. Rauch: 

--

I koow that this comment to the revised draft Eh for the proposed 
Guam National 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 reservations 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 Pati area 
with the designation of that area as a natural area and Marine 
Preserve, 

I frequently · fished, mainly spearfish, for basically 
subsistence and occasionally for some money in 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 \{arks. 

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 said for fishing 
activities. 

..... ...... .,.. I:;,...,..;. I ___, i-._;. _..J 

However, as I have recently round 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 I wanted to 
collect were some coconut webbing. No, not I was not going hunting 
or fishing. 

So you see, it, restriction to most but a select few, has 
already occurred in this area with it's designation 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 picture of how you 
propose to manage the refuge such as more specifically delineating 
areas and the specific management plans proposed for specific 
areas, eg. public recreation, critical habitat, resource site, etc. 
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 specific areas delineated by those plans should 
allowed and provided for. 

I would also like to comment that, No.6 and No. J (fox. 
submerged lnnds) tho specific objectives outlined in 0. Purpooo ol 
Action, regarding development of research and environmenta~ 
education programs, compatible public use, public access to enhancru.· 
the public's enjoyment and appreciation of Guam's unique 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 comments my choices for. 
the refuge alternatives is Alternative 2 with Option J for·. 
submerged Lands. 

t comment. Pportunity o ~ the 0 

Tho"k you '•< 'iJdfk"'(ff. o~ 
Victor • 
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Fish And Wildlife Service 
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 
Nat'l Wildlife Refuge Complex 
P.O. Box 50t67 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850-4996 
Attn: FWS/ARW/HPINWRComplex 

Mr. Ray Rauch, Project Leader 

Dear Mr. Rauch, 
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March 1, 1993 

I agree that the proposal for a Fish and Wildlife Refuge Is needed on Guam. 
Endangered species, both flora and fauna need an area adequate enough to sustain a 
healthy environment lor growth. 

Please allow me to share a lillie bit of my history with you. I grew up In Northern Guam, 
on forty acres of my father's property. My father was an original land owner of Rllldlan 
Point. Growing up I saw a number of wild birds. I used to be able to hear and see them 
fUiy feel in front of me whenever we drove around on those forty acres. I also saw fruit 
bats fly In the night during the full moon. f recall my lather telling me of the rllght pallern 
of these fruit bats. Another fond memory Is seeing a herd of deer (about 9 or so) about 
once a week on our property. 

Then the birds started to disappear to the point where I could not even spot one Fantail 
bird for days. I think they are exlfncl on the Island of Guam now. I could no longer see 
the fruit bats during a lull moon, or spot a deer for weeks. 

I was at the property (Chamorros call this a "ranch") seven days a week, at least seven 
hours of the day. Here Is where we would farm, and raise livestock and hunt for our 
daily consumption. 

A year ago an assessment of Rllldlan point was conducted which concluded that very 
few deer, wild pigs or birds visited this area regularly. There are plants and historical 
replicas thai could be studied though, such as lalla Stones, and some ancient pollery. 
Why did Fish and Wildlife choose this particular piece of property? 

In the 1950's, a portion of Rltldlan Point was ulfllzed by the U.S. Military lor a radar 
center. The property was leveled, roads were paved, running water and electricity were 
also Installed. Since the military relinquished this property (from It's original land 
owners) building a housing and research center with lillie or no environmental damage 
by the Fish & Wildlife Refuge Is possible. But the question Is, why Is all of Rilldlan Point 
needed lor this purpose when one or lwo hectors would be adequate? The rest of 
Rltldlan Point should be considered excess land. 

There are four parcels of land In the Northern part of Guam that Fish & Wildlife has 
proposed to set aside for their Refuge project. The proposed use lor Rilldlan Polnlls lor 
use as a central point for the project's research and where the human researchers 
would live and work. 

Rllldlan Is In the middle of two privately owned landlocked properties. The lell side Is 
(Arunao) owned by the Arlero family and the right side Is (Jinapsan) owned by the 
Castro family (cousins to my father's family). Recently, evidence was found of humans 
camping on a secured area of Rltldlan Point. Motor vehicle tracks were also discovered 
by the beach. When these private owners develop their properties In one form or 
another, people will eventually travel to Rllldlan Point - U.S. Security or no U.S. 
Security. lithe U.S. Security cannot protect the wildlife at Rllldlan, then Ills only logical 
to return this property to the people of Guam. 

A grave Injustice was done to my lather's family when they were told alter World War II 
to leave their property (their home). and to lind themselves somewhere else to live so 
that the U.S. Military could do their job In protecting them and the rest of the Islanders 
from aggressors. The U.S. Military would rent the property ol ten acres lor $1.00 a year 
from my family until they saw otherwise. This oiler was a "take It or leave It' olfer. 

In t963 my lather's family and other landowners of Rllldlan Point were dictated to sell 
their properties under a fee simple agreement for the value that the U.S. Military 
determined. Prior to this dictation, the original landowners were denied any access to 
their home, their history and their heritage for 10 years. At this present time people 
other than original landowners have been allowed access to these properties without 
any securhy clearance. 

The Fish & Wildlife movement Is commended In their actions to save the endangered 
species ol Guam, but the two hectors that has already been utilized by the U.S. 
Government should be more than sulllclenl to meet the needs of a refuge and central 
Information center. II Ritidlan Is to be made Into a Wildlife Refuge, the late of the 
endangered species because of the close proximity of the privately owned properties Is 
not guaranteed lor survival. Adequate control ol people entering Into a secured area 
cannot be manlalned because as I pointed out earlier evidence of trespassers has been 
found and no one has bean arrested nor charged with criminal trespassing. 

Why am I, a descendant of an original land owner, denied access to the place where my 
father grew up, learned how to fish, learned the lumber trade from his father, and where 
he wanted his children and their children after them to experience the land that meant 
so much to him and his family. 

My father mentioned to me many limes thai he was under the assumption I hal when the 
U.S. Government was finished with the property that they were using for "security 
reasons only" that the original landowners would have the chance to obtain their 
birthright back. 

Indeed a grave Injustice was done by the U.S. Military when they denied the original 
landowners any access to their properties, dictating a lease agreement to their own 
benefit, and leading these property owners to sell their rights lo their properly while 
knowing that the U.S. government would create a law that would deny them the right to 
purchase ba.ck their property. 

Any U.S. Agency In the mainland has the first opportunity to obtain any or all of these 
properties before any original landowner could purchase It back. These were steps of 
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J.P. Castro continued 

dictatorship. Not justice, or fairness to the people ol Guam who were comrades In arms 
during World War II. The people of this Island shed their blood In the nama of lhe 
United Slates of America -Is lhls the type of lrealmenllhal we deserve? No, Ills not. 

As a descendent of an original landowner, I would like to be given back the right lo 
purchase the land !halls a birthright to me and my brothers and our children. Ills only 
right. 

kyou,\:\ 

~'-Y. Co-l>\""\) 
esse . Castro 

So I Jesus B. Castro, original landowner, Rilldian Point, Guam 
Pale Ramon Haya 

Suite N 116, BoK R66 
Ylgo, Guam 96929 

cc: President Bill Clinton, USA 
cc: Congressman Robert Underwood, Guam 
cc: Governor Joseph Ada, Guam 
cc: Jinapson, Guam Landowners 
cc: Arunao, Guam Landowners 
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Karch 3 1 1993 

Ray Rauch 
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Refuge Complex Manager 
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Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Complex 
pO Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch! 

I have reviewed the Draft Envirorunental Assessment tor a proposed 
Guam National Wildlife refuge. i support the establishment of 
such a refuge and believe tho 28 1 320 aero alternative is best. 
This size refuge will provide tor the protection and recovery of 
a variety of T'E species on Guam and will provide a focal point 
tor 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). 

Sincerely, 

~~D-qtuJJ) 
James D. Reichel 
Zoologist 
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Ray Rauch 
Refuge Comple)( Manager, Hawaiian/Pacific Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge ComplelC 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Bo" 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 
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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 Stntes 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 e)(tinctlon, we need a national 
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. 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 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 archaeological sites will be preserved. The 
refuge will preserve areas used by Guamanians for such outdoor activities 
as hiking, camping, deer hunting, crab hunting, and the traditional 
gathering of various plant items such as betel nut, fadang, and lumot. 

............. ···:·.:·.-··;-~-=·.·····•·"'" ··-- .......... , . 
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I support :;. your proposal to create a Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge.! believe it should include 28,320 acres. 

Sincerely yours, 

xw.aa~ 
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 and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
POBox50167 
Honolulu, HI 968.50 

Denr Mr. Rauch: 

I am writing to give my support to the establishment of a national wildlife refuge on Guam. 
Rapid development and population growth on the island dictates that a refuge to protect 
wildlife and a variety of other natural resources be set aside soon before the opportunity is 
lost altogether. 

I 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. It is in the best interests of the island's natural resources that both federal and 
Government 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 overall, 
especially on property in northern Guam. These lands would benefit greatly by being 
included in the refuge. Regarding the inclusion of submerged lands, Options I or 2 should 
be accepted, based on whatever is judged most beneficinl to sea turtles. 

Sincerely, 
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Ray Rauch -'· -:-, 
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacific 1Sfands ··. · 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex -- · · 
US Fish & Wildlife Resources 
POBox50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

'-""- ---.i 

Marvin Q. Aguilar 
218 Y-Seng Song Rd. 
Dededo, Guam 96912 

Being born and raised on Guam, r 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 becaU$e of 
rising cost of developable land, it would be more appropriate to dedicate these areas to the 
people of Guam for home use. However, these are hard times that must be met with hard 
dec1sions. 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, I recommend that the US Fish and Wildlife Service select 
Alternative 2 of the draft Environmental Assessment as the best alternative towards the 
Wildlife Refuge goal. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

-~ 

_ ~i~(cerely,: ..• 
! I I ~ ... _ - .. 
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March 3, 1993 
Ray Rauch 
Project leader, Hawallan and Pacific Islands 
National Wildlife Service 
PO Box 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Ray Rauch, 

Tina Campus 
113 W. Endon Ct. Perez Acres 
Ylgo, Guam 96929 . 
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I am a student In high school and am very concerned about the current Issue of 

Guam's proposed Wildlife Rofuge. Aller studying the details of establishing a refuge, I 

have formed an opinion on which alternative should be liSOO for the Island of Guam. 

Many youths and adults alike are not aware of the precious nature present on 

tho Island. Their lives consist of tlma spent ln trafflo, office buildings, and tho other 

"beneflls• of Industrialization with maybe a couple of outings to the beach. As tourism 

grows and the economy blossoms, animal and plant life deteriorates, causing an 

Ignorance In some of the publlc about the many species that are Important to our 

Island. 

Being an environmental science student and becoming more concerned and 

aware of my surroundings, I have experienced the characteristic of paradise that 

Guam exhibits. On a field lrlp to Audobon bay, I wes able to experience a rare sight. 

actually saw flocks of various types of birds! I viewed the lesser golden plover, 

whlmbrels, reef herons, and ruddy tumstones. This experience amazed me and 

caused me to realize thalli birds are capable Intended to Inhabit Guam, and we have 

a complete responsibility to revive their population. Hikes to various sites and trips to 

the mudflats and mangroves hes also sparked my awareness In the neccesslty to 

conserve animal and plant life. These areas were thriving with life !halls not usually 

witnessed. This life, whether It be a tree or a bird, plays an Important part In hs 

ecosytem, no matter how large or small these parts are. 

I find It completely necessary to conserve and revive all plant and animal life 

possible and believe that a refuge to accomllsh this Is completely necessary. 

Alternative 1 proposed In the Draft Environmental Assessment for a Guam refuge 

appears to be the most f?eal plan to bring the nature back to Guam. Alternative 1 

provides the wildlife a chance to thrive agaln as well as benefrts for humans. It Is 

necessary to choose the largest conservation plan to maintain Guam's biodiversity. 

Without the presence of nature, man cannot survive and live a content life. Not only 

will Alternative 1 protect species diversity, It will also protect fresh water supplies and 

quality as well as the thin layer of precious topsoiL The refuge would be beneficial not 

only for the species, but for the public as welL With Increased recreation, &ducatlon, 

research, and enjoyment, the public can experience natura for spiritual enhancement. 

The proposed Alternative 1 will also create jobs for Guam to help Improve the 

economy and focus atterrtlon 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 oppurtunlty to experience. 

Thank You, 

~~VJ 
Tina Campus 
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Hawaiian and Pacific Islands 
National Wildl lfe Refuge Complex 
U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96850 

Dear Ray R~uch, 
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I am a high-school student on Guam. Having grown up on 
the Island, t have experienced fir•t-hand the rapid decl !ne 
of Guam's natural wildlife brought upon by the recent surge 
of tourism ~nd development. I have recently learned about 
the behavior and biology of some of Guam's native flora and 
fauna 1n my Environmental Science class, such as the hayun 
(Serlanthes nelson!!) 1 tsatsa (Cyathea lunulat~) 1 and the 

. Ufa (Heritlera longlpetiolata) plants and the Mariana fruit 
;. ":·· ·. bat, the Mariana crow 1 the Marl ana common moorhen, the Guam'· 

'! ·:;~·~:;·. broadbill, the Guam bridled white-aye, and the . . .; ';-
.. ,.... rufou&-fronted.fantail'anlm•ls, but could not make use 'of my· 
·'',;.; newly acquired knowledge due to th& unsucces•ful f !nd!ngs 'of · 

·these species on our frequent excursions to their h•b!tat•. u 

The means for securing the welfare of Guam's endangered 
w!ldl !fa depends on the safe-guarding and preservation of 
their habitat, ·Through propo,.itions such ;as the Nat:loijal ': .. ··;:-••; 

~,.W!ldl He Refuge, the future protection of the wel·hre of ..... ·· 
· · these organisms seems Imminent, .. The Refuge would be ; 
-~::::•·'beneficiAl for.Buam 1 for it would offer much &clentlflc · 

, ..... ;·,,;,;:.,.;·, knowlRdge to it11 peoplR .and .a chance :for th~t wi 1 dlifa to •... 
:;~·'::/~:~~~ ;~)~:i_~thr 1 ve onC:• •gain. ,The Refuge waul d .tncre.ase Gu.am' • economY~=~.:~;·~ 
.:.•.;.-.:;.;.:., ... :",-by further .•nh;ancing Guam'• unique lind n.alural baauty 1' th": 7 .. ,. 
~· ·'!;_:;-·~;:!.~: f~ctor that makou for Guam ;a f.avorit" touri•t •pot. . .:" · • 

·•·· .~. Among th~t five alternatives under consid&ratlon, th~t 
fifth .and most inactive altern~tive must never b~t initiated, 
for it I~ only a matter of time before .all of Guam's native 
and natural wildlife disappears. Such nonaction will only 
encouraglt the present disturbance .and degradation of not 
only the wi 1 d animals, but tne environment as we) 1 • Without 
the natural b~tauty, Guam's present economic boom will 
falter, thu5 In the long run, th1s alternatlv~t will not be 
worth the (non)effort. Without proper regulation, 
IndustrieS would take aovanta~e of the wlldl ife by 
oevelopin9 and holding human activities in arehs not their 
own. 

Alternative five should not also be passed because tne 
peopl~ of Guam will only do as they were taught to dol the 
American way of industrialization and development. Through 
education, this initial wall of ignoranc~t, for the people of 
Guam must be taught to be more In sync with nature as were 
their predecessors, will then come crashing down. 
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Alternative four should be the future alternative pl~n 
for Guam's endangered and threatened wildlife, This Is 
b~cause it proVIdes optimum land usage (at 16 1294 ha or 
40

1
262 acres) 1 for all the space is needed for wi 1 dli fe to 

thrive without the stress and competition In overcrowding. 
Much security will also be offered under the coord1nat1on 
.and cooper.atlon of Influential .and compet~tnt groups, such ;as 
the Service, Guam DAWR 1 and D00 1 In deal lng with the 
wildlife recovery plans, Measures, such as resarch 1 tne 
coordination of biological monitorings 1 and the control of 
brown tree snake~, to regenerate the wildlife population of 
Guam's flora and fauna would be 5Qt through this alternativ~t 
pl~n. 

Since the welfare of the wlldl lfe Is a fact of Guam 
1 ife 1 It is a duty for all the citizens to therefore save a 
piece of Its natural heritage before that identity is lost. 
We owe it to nature to reimburse what it has given us tq 
uti late for our enJoyment and benefit, for. if we further 
exploit Guam's flora .and faun.a 1 we endanger the sustainment 
of Guam's anthropological animala, ourselves. Thank You. 

' ~·· 

JJ=:b~ 
Susan Ji 

:€~ 

. : -..... -... r __ 
.-'1' ·;-. •.•• ··-: 

..... -· 



...... 
w 
0\ 

;,1 . .. . .'\• 
. <···~··' I ,,\1 ••·. 

•r.-,'1.' 
.~ . 

March I , 1993 

Rw Rouch 

.. 

Project Leoder, Howollon and Pacific Islands 
Hattonol Wildlife Refuge Complex I. . POB 50 16 7 : 

· .i/··;· Honolulu, Howoll 96850 . . .; . 
Re: Ouom Notional Wildlife R&fuoa 

.· 
Dear Mr. Rouch, 

'· _; ·: :=>:~~\it::·:·.;._ 
··~·~· 
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;.· . I om writing to you to express my opinions on the rormollon oro Gu~m Notlonol Wildlife Ret'uge. 
I have been a resident of Guam (or 3 years now and from the very beginning of my slay here I 

;;, ·. was struck by the total lack or birds and bird sonQ. There ore virtually no feathered booles •f 

· .. fill ling around, no bird fetlders, and s&Jiy, no song:; to woke you In the morning, or sing you to 
sleep. There ore birds here thot ore barely ootlcedble, little brown junk birds, we coli them. 

'~: They ore Introduced European sparrows and lhey offer nellher sono nor solace for \he bird 
lover. ThiJ)I hove somehow survived the Brown Tree Snake and survive In the concrete )UrllJle 
because they ore junk birds. I om currently toklnga corresponoonce course In Bold EllQies from 
the University or A Ieske end the osstgnmentto do 15 hours of bird wolchlnQ and observations Is 
Impossible to complete. The only native birds one Is likely lo see ore shore birds, and those are 
Yl$lbl~ to tM cu~udl obset•vet• on lha once a year Audubon Bird Walch when as o Qroup we troval 
to the mosllsoleled ports of Guam end 'hunt them' out so to speak. Finding birds here Is hard 
work. 

••. ,; •. -· ~ ~. • . .,~··,1!1,'\ . 4 . • 'h•\ • •. . .... 

; ::;~ .•. :.i:The absence of this wildlife os wall os memmols makes Ouom strange end amply. There ira no . 
,:,; ·~J). 'ducks ori the ~llr cOUrSes, no plrds Oylng over head, no songs In the olr. fruit rots on the plant ·1· 

· J.':f;~~~h~)~i)fo( yto'n!.~f ,l~e.~~~~~ Fr.ult Bo~~· ~d -~~!.1 ~ (o!;.ft~i~ eat!ng blr_ds:' ond W~?t,w~:~oj.?,laft./.. .1 
·: f~~·"l:;;;'her.e Is concrete end tremo noise. ·[·.;d·-l.'.t · -'~ •1 .• " • .. • • • '·" : .. •. '·t -~P" ,,.,,. .,•: '{ 
· :,~--~~·-~:~~~~flt*:U~lJf. \'k!~!if~.tmt~r~·:{!~ ~·~. ··:··:;~~;: .. ~::., · J •• • :· • •• :;· t :. £.,_ • .•. • · .: ~· :~~-~;·iL.~ .. \~~.!~t= ... · · 
'' · .~:f.~~{7~·The, f.1~r·8XunclJon of !~a ~ots on Guam has led to serious problems. Without the pollln~llrlQ ~·· 
.t}j.'j-r.f('UII ~tars t~a (ru[\~-~ ro! end give rise lo hoards of fruit files Which become pests to · ::,- · : 
·.·~ .f:;J;'~'.r?'lcullur~·.Yih)~~Jo.r,.~sl~l~ the deslrucltv~ cycle of pestlclde3. All because the bets ·are \W)e. 
~ ... ·.{'\ ·.· ,-., ·.'~ ·.:t~tJ,.,;,t~~,,.:l~.h \ 0 ·•,:.·j·· . . :• t 

• ("f1;!!J;::,D'evei()Jiment'h~re'!~·ra:mpant. 31ven permlsslOI) the local powers thot be WOUld put high rise 
: • 1 : 1 •• ,.;·hotels on ell the beaches, effectively wiping out the sea turtles that nest on Ouam, as welles 
·, ~: ,. :·doom lhe remalrilniJ'imdemlc mammals and birdS. 'Ills sad to thin~ thai Guam may be another 
\:::.~1':;· place we deny them there nests nurserles,'and homes.·. . . (1 

~(:~:rij.:·· ... ···.::···:· '<f.·~.::~:~i~.:~:~· ... -.. ~····~~.:":·:.~~.---~· 1 ··.- · =· , ·· ·. 
·• · . Plant life here Is abundant wheralhere Is no concrete or where poachers who start fires hJVe 

i': :. :, ··.l .. :boon ron trolled. ;fh~se} problems ta~e o toll on native forests. Thre~ tree species are on 
· Guam's endangerea species list end I om not sure as to why they ere not on tM Fedarelllst. One 

. • of these trees hos only one edullleft. All three of these lrees are round In only one area or 
· .; ; : ;"- . Nort~e1110uam .' w~e~~ \~,er~~~~.~ a~ yet: rio ~?!~.Is:.:·... . . . . : 
\,\ :· ·r" .. ···. . .. ,, ~::-\:,; ;.,·~;·~~~··· !·-.~·.,:!: ·. ·7.:. . . . .·. ~ 
,. ,••.;,-;·. • 1 know you havalhe Env.lronmental Assessment before you and you do not want to read It ooaln. , · ·. 

(<:~i~?:,:.her~ In myl~l.\er:bu~~.~~~~~.'\~~t·?.?~ci!e:'~"::··! ,; • .. ,. · · 
... ~ • •. ..:·.', .,:;. ' ,• '•o 1 o o : 1 'It . 
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"Over the past 30 to 40 years, Guom's native w lldll fe has under !)One a catestroph lc !hlcllne from 
a variety or couses Including predJtlon by the lntroouced brown tree snoke, loss ond dtJ9rod~l10n 
of habitats from development, and human exp loltallon ...... All of Guam's native terrestr Ia I 
mammals and birds are In diln\)<lr of extinction In the Immediate ruture." 

Ills on all too common scenario. bel no played out here on Guam wllh friQhtenlnQ speed. What 
· should we do? Wholls mosllmporlonllo us, how dow~ find a WfiY to please the ever growing 

population of humans, and save what's left of the wildlife? 

Save what Is left, save wh~tls left. It has~ scary ring toll. Save whalls left. Just thai phrase 
·should mok~ us spring Into octlon. How can we let yet onotMr Ouarnenlan lnhallltant march 
·down the one-way road to extinction. Who are we humans, If In full knowledge, we allow II to 

heppen ... one .. more ... llme??? 

Ills this alormtng state o(a((alrs which has brought Guam to It's current choice: set up a 
rMug.J, e proper refuge with the right alloltment of land, money, and rnMpower to prevent one 
more ~pecles from gal no oown the deep six. 
• . I ·~ 

This Is where Ouamonlons find themselves ... to s:wetha l6nct for wildlife, or to keBp It for 
humans, ~nd w_rlle of( the wildlife. 

Fortunotely, Faoot·ol Low glv~su~ $0f1W •JUhNIIIl83, It Ia Law to prol~ol En•J-lnooroo Species . 
Recovery PIons for oll species h~e been wrlllan. The mornrnals and birds that have already 
gone the way of extinction should be our blueprint for what to avoid. Although there Is always 
hope that one or these will be occldentally IOC3ted ao.)aln, like tho Block-Footed Ferrel of 

, . ·· · · Wyom lng, or thut o C<Jptlvu breeding program may estulJIIsh a few of thllStl some whore othor 
.:~:.,·. ;..';:-~-~then Ouom, lh~ lus~Jl ~hould alrendy IJe laarne<.l. Ttie Nlghlon(Jllle rt!i!d-wa•·bler, lila White 
;, ( :•,; ~.1.::.;: ~-.lhroat.ed ground .~vq, M.Jcroneslon K lngflsh.er (Guam), M lcroneslan megap_oo, Guam ~roo.Jb Ill, •. ·:. 
. ;;, :~·,-: ·.:., :.MicrorJeslen honeyealar, ~)or lena fr~ll dove, Guam rail, Rufous rronted fantail·, Guam bridled . .·.·: 
·-.::~t·::: ~ ; while eYe, l')rirlona mol lard, Pacific shs;lth-talled bel and I he Lillie ~larlona frull bat ore oil, 1 

:.;. • ; 

. 'iJ~;'i, :·; ~lfcctlvely; I,Xlne,' Ou~m·s ecilsyslams no longer support these animals nor do we reap the benefll .).; • • 
:· ·· .. !. oflhelrecosystemservlces. Weloseoutbyslmplallvlnglnaworldwllhoutthem. Days :.-':: : 
· . •·: . wllhout blrusong, Ia~ as w llhoul ducks, n lghtsk las without the flutter or bats, this Is o fraction . .'· , •. 

or what we lusa. ' · : · 
.•:' 

What about the heallh of tM rest of Guam's.endem lc organisms. As the report S<tys. "All 
endemic mammals and birds are In d~ngar of extinction In the lmrnedlala futuro." 

:;; i ,.· •' 0 '', .. 0 '· 0 0 •, 1 ' I 

· ' .. ' · . : five other birds are all endJngered. Five species o( saa turtle are endangered or threatened. 
· · · Even 2 species o( native !J<)Ckos are rere, 4 sklnks, the Fruit bat, the starling, crow, swlftlel, 

. :. moorhen, oil, ore having a very hard time and are ellher rare or endangered. · 
·~f :, o • • • • I, I o • ' ' • o • • .'\, • ,: ,: 

Have you sean an area so beleaguered? As an Island Ouam hos no where logo. Wildlife can not 
. :. easily move when habitats are destroyed. Human beings ere Increasing their presence at an 

; ... :·:·.:·:;~larmlpgrt:!el ,Waneeda_refugel .. :.. .· ·;'-.:, ·,.,· •. :·_.: :· 
•: r_:: i( ,: :.·. \ o 
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, !;;-· ~: •, .. ,j ,:\~ :··~:~';::.'1 .•-= 0 •, • ' ''• I If,, '::: • • 'I 
0 

"" : : 

; · \ · : · ·The EA presents us with 5 choices. For the greatest security lhe pl~n oltarnotlve #I Is the best. 
: : :~:. ::· :: :·, II has "the greatest amoui1t of land and woi1 ld ensure the best posslb le chonce for saving species 

· · · and recovery. T)la lan~neor Apra Harbor accommcxlates shore birds ond other animals by belnQ 

.. .·• .. . . 
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L. Glismann continued 

:: •• ~ 0 •• • • • 

.. ; ~ ii\l~..:" • .:; .,..:! r:., .;r·;.;, . ;.·;~~ ,, ... -h-, · ..... I ·I ! 
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, '· :. :.r: :···:·--:~ .. -
an are.J other than the north or Ouain. 1r w'e oo not put enouoh land In the refu!}) at first. It wIll 
be Impossible to get It loter. · :. ··.( · 

I. 

The alternative .tt2 Is the one thot the locoi Fish ond Wildlife Authorities support. It reduces the 
ocre~ perhaps to !)llln approval from loco I oulhorltlas olthouoh no prlvola lands or lncluootlln 
any of the plans. GovOuam moy prefer to have this land turned over to them Instead of to a 
Wildlife nofUQ9 ond I thin~ lllslmp(,-tonl to pr6vent I he future spolllnaof IGrod thGlls truly In 
limited supply when the endemtospeoiO$ ere In such danger. .· .. " . . . 
t\llernollve ... 3, ... 4, ond ... 5o~~ oli compt~tely'unocceptoble. t\lternollve ... 3 laoVIJ!! the 
Bolanos endCotol Conservation Araos vutneroble. These must be Included In the refU(}l as they 
ore lnclu!h:lln .tt2 and .tt I: Allernotlve .tt4, like #3, foils woy short of the minimum needed 
lond oreo for the reC1l'leryo( the endon(J6red speclas. t\llernollve •5 would ot the very least be 
bloloolcally stupl~and at t~e.veiy_I_YO!'St, llle<Ja!· : . 

: :·! ·' -~ . . . 'J ••• 

For the terrestrial ecosystem I vote for .tt I, the bi~X)6St land ore~~. We need to show lhe world 
thJt we can shore this eorth we live on. · 

:'. ..· .. 
As for the marine environment, I ni'ust Insist on Option# I. The propOSIII or #2, which Is only 
I 00 feet from shore, Is woefully lnodequote to serve cs ony proper buffer for the land ond for 
the marine species thot need o healthy shoreline 110d oonllnentel shelf • 

. .. ·t. r.;!";•t"· :r· . : .. · . 
To concluoo, I wont to see t\lternollve • I !Kbpted for both the terrestrial ond the morlne 
environment. Other pB<Jpla will push (or less th611 Is CIOOquole, butlthlnk the evidence for & 
stronQ refu!}) Is overwhalmlrlQ end must not be Ignored. You hllVe o touoh Job In front of you end 

. we on Ouof!l wls~ yo~ theb~\ I~ t~ls dl.f!lcullt~~· ·., 

. • . I. f ~ -.ff-·t.~·,fh:t\:~! - ' ·~... :"··· .. ·. •, 
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; ·.~ ... ::: ~ .~Than~ yo~ ror y(Ju·r 'oite '\i~ lo~ls _rpatter:" .. ~ f-1 ~ :r. ~-: .. 
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Ray Rauch 
Project Leader, Hawaiian and Pacillc Islands 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. Fish and Wlldllle Service 
P.O. Box 50167 
Honolulu, HI 96650 

I am writing In support ol a wildlife reluge lo prolect Guam's last 
remaining native birds and lrullbats. I am In support ol 

..... -·· ... 

Allernallvet ol the dralt Environmental Assessment. This 
alternallve would establish a reluge on certain DOD lands (Including· 
operallonal areas), Including lhe former U.S. Naval Facillly at 
Rllldlan Point and cerlaln Government o( Guam lands. 

As a local resident, I leal lhat such a project Is long overdue. I 
would like my children to be able to sea animals such as lhe Mariana 
lrullbat and the Micronesian klng/lsher In the wild. The only way 
this will be possible Is II lhls reluge Is made a raallly. 

One Item I am concerned with Is lhe ambiguity concerning public 
access. Does public access entail military personnel as well as 
local resldenls or does It enlall access only for military personnel? 
I feel that lhts Issue should be addressed, especially with lhe 
present access problems through mllllary land that local residents 
are experiencing. I leal that aH residents should be given lhe 
prlvlledge to access the refuge, 

Thank you lor this opportunity lo comment on the USFWS policy In 
Guam. 

SlnceLely, 

~·· "'""·----
qeorgettf B. Oullugua 

P.O. Box 25017 
GMF, Guam 96921 
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Ray Rauch 
Project Leader 
Hawaiian and Paclrlc Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge CompleH 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serulce 
P.O. BoH 50161 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch, 

Marc 
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Rs a resident or Guam, I support wildlife protection and the 
establishment or a wildlife refuge. I support Rlternatlue 2 as the 
best alternatlue for Wlldllre protection. 

It Is time that Guam recelue funding and professional 
support from the US Fish and Wildlife Serulce to en force 
conseruatlon regulations. Also, Guam needs more research on 
the lnuaslon of the brown tree snake which continues to 
decimate local bird populations. 

Please act quickly on this uery pressing matter. I look 
forward to the designation or a refuge on Guam. 

Thank you, 

y~ 

~ &YlU(C-~'o"! 

2556 Hilgnrd Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94709-1105 

Fax (SI0)-843-S501 Tel (510)-845·5313 

Ray Rauch 
Refuge Complelt Manager 
Hawaiian and Pacific Islands National Wildlife Refuge Complelt 
P.O. Bolt 50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Dear Mr. Rauch: 

February 23, 1993 

I am writing you to strongly support the 28,320 acre alternative for the Guam National 
Wildlife Refuge proposed by the Service. As a wlldllfc biologist with some ~rofessional 
experience In the Pacific I am keenly aware that the status of much of Guam s native wildlife c;ould 
be renlisticnlly described as desperate. The combination of overeltploitation, habitat alteration and 
particularly introduced predators has lend to several extinctions, with more in pros peel 

The establishment of this refuge on military and government of Guam lands would 
formnlly protect habitat crilicnl to the long term survival of native animal species and conslruclively 
coordlnntc Its manngemenl Further institutional commitment by tho 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 

#~2:~' 
William E. Rainey, PCo. I 
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Ray Rauch 
Refuge Complex Manager, Hawalian!Pactric Islands 
National Wildlife Refuge Complex 
U.S. flsh and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box50167 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96850 

Deat Mr. Rauch: 

~ 

:' 

2128193 

Att.ached Is a petition •lened by variou! people in support of a 28,000 
acre refuge, 

Sincerely you11, 

J<. ~ G..,.._./ 
Happy k61.sJU 

~ll.ll~ • ..?$ ;'\ ; ... ,. . " 
~ ~ ~-".ii"S.:'.:I 
'; 03.li:J~}3U 
~ tmm 
.,_':'- ~ .. 
\~,n._V --~~ 
~ 

.: .. ·:. 

~~ ~ ~ ~ .... , 1 .. ,;.~ 

We, the undersigned support the United States Ftsh and Wildlife 
Service's proposal to create an overlay refuge on government land 
on Guam. We believe such a refuge Is necessary tn order ror the 
brown tree snake to be controlled and for the preservation or Guam's 
wildlife heritage. or the proposals betng considered by the servtce, 
we support Alternative 2, which would create a refuge or 
approximately 28,000 acres. 

Print Name Signature Village 

A~ 

1\tn\J Wt-f:\ l1..w ur ... rv..,.,.., 

-I 

I 
! 
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H•rch 2 1 1993 ~ tl~}:fl 

=:~J:~~c~ •• ~.~,. ~;j.;f"t ~n ·,nd' P~c'i {ic ht andtl 
·"'~+;: ;: r: .. · ,.t:·. 

~ t'ur.~· . National Wlldllh Sltfuo• Complex 
U.~. Floh ono Wlldllh Sorvlco 
P.o. lox 1501157 
Honolu!u, HfMll! 96850 

Our- Hr. Ray Rauch 1 

• \o • 

:·;> .. ·!. J~_h:vc: b.tn a '"~.•ld•nt ot Guu. tor ."••rlv t7 v••~•;;'l~- ~~--~· -.•. ·;· -~~-

~: .. ;;.~-;•\t !~ .. ~ -~o~ ly 17 v_•~r;::~!~>, ·.~;d_.} ~-~~·. n;_v;.: ... ~.~~..!.:~ ~Aw.1.•::. ~f::<~ ,·.~ ..... 
·: :..~.oJ ..._t~! ~?fl!nt. •.~d ~t~!r011ty qf ttlt~t! th&t 1JQodtrn hat\ ~n. •"C! ~·:-. 1-fr=::.:"£. l~ 
·: . • ,._:J..\ in~tt, ~~. rJ;ti!'~ t'~v~·-h:~· o'n ~~·i:;,--::d"',;:~iu;~·i: ~;-~·~:::t·;I:~;.~!~-~ · ·' v···, ,. . . · . ~ .. .. . ·· .... , .. ... .~·•· . - -· 
··.:·~::)t~-;;~1. .. r·~;,,;«· ~~ ·n·tilt l •ct~allr. kV~~ ·~boUt oua:.~::~::~-f~:.\~:~~;·:.:-::;~ 

hablute and ulldllh until I b~toan uldng an tnvlronm.ntal 

. ~..:; .... Scl•n_C_• · ci'lu• ~dtJrln·O ·mv~ ~~~nior riar·-~-~.~tf· •~hool ~ '.: \~~! .. ·;:.·. ·.~:. !-~-~ .. 1~ 
:."4 ~~:.:~~ :!";} ~ utlt a·\.1.;.

1 ol •nvlronmental·p~obl'u:~• thAt p•op'(•':i~c~· ::·.:· :~-~·.£. 
.\-:_.; •• ,..~.. • . . .• . • • " 't .. .c-!...i.g'--~ ... -# 

·.':.~··~ Ql,o_bad 1 .... •uch u o~o-~~.1 ,_,anal.~o::. •,I("P~!.Iut,lo~! dutruct"lon o J;i~ .. ~ 
'1- 'o.l 01 -.. ,,._. .t .. '.• f.- .\..-.• t,., I• · • • .. ,~,4/:..-·;.. I ~\t• ot~~ ~Jc;-' $. 

....... • habl t•t'•. anct ... diiP l'tt'foh ... Ot th• ~ .iri"hr.i ... nat.'u"i-•1 r.~cit7rcw~!t!\~:. ~~ .. :~~~f-i 
·- •· .. ~·.· ~-· .......... •.•--:.-!j.r".f.r·· .. v'4f!lt 

Thu•, t try tCJ do ~V ;han htu on ~ltll by r•crol &no; ...,.;; .. ,.:·.:• , ...... . : .. ~ t' . . .. :.:.:....-;.. ~--, ... •. 
eonurvlng, and o•lno •nvlror'l$•nh11V-frl•ndlf product•. • • 

Hwtvu·, "'y tnvlronmtntal Schnct cia•• ha• brought th••• 

glObal pt"ot>hln. to a mort rulletlc and pcr•onal ptreptctlvf by 

•hwlno ... hov th•r arc occurring dght •tn I!:IY bac6( yard,• 

Att•r numtt'Ol.IS Cleld ttlp• to endu&lc hlblhta .uch •• th• 

~•norov• ~&ops to t&t<e uat•r Bt.QPle•, condlJct piAn~ •tudl••• 

ana ocstrve th• lac:tonr that con•tltutt an •co•r•t•m. J hav• 

gained a ouptr unoerstlndlno and lpprtt;:latlon tor Duln!~"• 

lt..i~ 

••• ·: ,t. 

~ ~ ... tW:--!W ~~ 

ulldlllt and YtoHHlon. HoueY«r, •~ 1 hiiYII 11e•n In my short 

IIH tim•, au~ .. ~~ natlv• Anlm&lll •nd llnlqut tco,E~yetanus are 

dleappearlno as the prlct ve ~nust pay for modernization and 

hchnolooy. 

Tht ttfod. and :~utrlou' conalderatlon that hu bun olv•n 

to th• ••t•bllahmtnt ot • propo:U!:d f't'lugt I• exciting . .-nd 

thcouraolng. I hH• r•ad th• l'i'93 revlud Oratl Envlron~ntntll 

At~attll!llllent and hav• carefully cQnsldtred th• t I Vt AI hrnH I v•• 

prtunud. I htl that u• ~h• ~st ruGonabl• •nd prActical 
~ • I o • ''o ""I~.. • •- • • .o 

• • "t;- . option, Alternative 2 \.IOt.Jid boDt fulfill th• purpo•t• ot a 

~~~-t-:~.-Y'"~·-~~ "~-:-.:::.~ .. ~::=~:t:~."::; . r.i~ i J --~ :. ~; .1 
f.;4;~"WOO:: :-; AIUrnatiV·, 2. provide• nearly th• •am• P""rot•ctlon o( :· .. ' J .t=,-t ......... .... .. . : .. : .. ;.l1·.. • .. 
!--.J.:-;-::.·~·••untlal hablht• for the H•rlana crou, 'th~ Cull!! Hlt:roncslan 
.f~•"tol'• "f ••'• . •• • •• ...... • _... •... . .~ ,o t 

klnvflehu, tht GuAJn bro•dblll. thf Gu.t.IQ brldltd \Jhlt~-•v•. th• 

.... -u. -·- ~adana frlllt bit, H•rhna C:C1a1110tl raoorhcn, •nd tht Yanlkoro 
'!·~\t"?l-~;!. ..:.· 0 0. O :: • ..::. ·-M 0 O ...... 0. o•• OO 0, 

·:' .!!::··;~ ~ Nl H ht ." bt.tt ~~·~·IV doc• nol cov•r'" •• ~RUCh •c:ruo• •• 

:~~~-~~·f:;:;,.· ~lt.;nallve ,· •. in addition: .A.Ittrnatlvt 2. 41d•quat.ly prot.ah ~ 
l'r ·• 4o ·.~&.;;): J.·~·.;.~ . .,. .. ~;~·<<t.t, 1,!\.ffti,~'>,,\Jit,c,i " '-."• ·~ -i ol •; •f 
~ ·• . ...:the g-r••n u• turth•. tht 'vita\ nOr'thtrn aequlhr and th• , 

r~ -~·~:t. ~~~ll:t.Y 0; ~rl~o• ·v.t:.:~·-,~~~~r~..m~·: for \Jhlch Alhrnat~v••' 
:- " .. :···r . 
: .'::.

1 '.!_ and -4 •lther do not or ln•ulflc:l•ntly provldt prottctlon. 

'fhu•, l b•lltYt that AI ttrna t I v• "2 •neompa••t-e tht ~t~ost 

tu•lbl• and cfhct lvt plans tor 1 •uccel!l:~tul \JIIdll h r•fuot 

on Gu.t..nl. 

b•.splh thlt ll'llseonctpllone ol lltzdth·•s outaoor actlvlth• 

and •c:•nlc pu-k11 th.H on• 1Ripht h.&Yr- ot Guam as an l•l,.nd, th•r 

are hlohl¥ talu In mv opinion. Ther• •n many outdoor •Port• 

•uch •t~ )u •ld I no. ulna:surt lng, •nd p•rualllno." but thotY •r* 

·- .. -.. : :.-: ........ 7 ·•t".""":"': ._...... --.-.-.-.• -. --r-: -;•··::7"·n·-::·-r-.:-':"' ·,-··;~:;-;-:;:,:---:~! -:•-""; • 

~~~~~h~ 
,-

.....--.i ~ .... __......i --· 

not ·1~r'J •cc•:~~.=.lol• to tn• locals. Ont must ttther ovn 

PII:'"50na1 •qulptmr:tnt or pay • hetty tourist prlc• tor a 10 

minuu ria•. Also, I havt ocen l lonQMtlme r~:rlcent of Oulm 

and c•nnot n.unt- on• ••'-· cltln. ano :~~ctnlc p.lir~ V!lh be-nchc• 

AOd hcllltl•e tor a picnic, 

hcauu •l~•t •v•rv form of anttrtalnm•nt And lcllllur• I• 

ctnt•rtd around tourl•t•. th• ~•labll•hm~nl ot·a r•fugc uould 

b• • hulthy and long-delt'I'*O giH tor th• ptoplt ot Ouam .. Not 

only uould a r•tuo• pr•nrvt our l•IAnd"'• natu~al h.rlt~or- and 

genetic blodlver•ltr, bUt It vould al:ro provlo• lncr••CicO 

opportunltl•• for tht •nJoylner'lt. toucatlon, and appr•clallon of 

Ouo1111 1
• natural rt•ourc••· 

A:r lonQ a• a rttuQt 111 ultimately otDt•bll:sht:d to proUct 

•nc pr•u·rv• Do.~-.m•• n~otur&l cnvironll".tnl tron, ~r ... n • o~:~lr\lctiv• 

•naturt~ Cit I• Ironic hov Ull 11'\U:tt conetruct b&rrlotr!l to 

prot«ct natur• from out"stiYtll), 1 1.1111 contlnu• to bft hop•tul 

and Qptlml•tlc that GuUI \.II II not toll~ In th« toot:~lep:~ ot 

It• lndUetrlal ~aodel11. 

Slnccr•lr. 

~--~ 
Do-Yon Ahn 
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