Draft

Environmental Impact Statement /
Overseas Environmental Impact Statement

GUAM AND CNMI MILITARY RELOCATION

Relocating Marines from Okinawa,
Visiting Aircraft Carrier Berthing, and
Army Air and Missile Defense Task Force

Volume 1: Overview of Proposed Actions and Alternatives

November 2009

Comments may be submitted to:

Joint Guam Program Office
c/o Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Pacific
Attn: Guam Program Management Office
258 Makalapa Drive, Suite 100
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860



This Page Intentionally Left Blank.



DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS/OEIS)

Lead Agency: Department of the Navy
Title of Proposed Action: Guam and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI)
Military Relocation
Affected Jurisdictions: Guam, CNMI
Designation: EIS/OEIS
Abstract

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires federal agencies to examine the environmental
effects of their proposed actions. On behalf of the Department of Defense, the Department of the Navy is
preparing this Draft EIS/OEIS to assess the potential environmental effects associated with the proposed
military activities. The Navy is the lead agency for preparation of this Draft EIS/OEIS. The Office of the
Secretary of Defense directed the Navy to establish a Joint Guam Program Office that serves as the NEPA
proponent of the proposed actions. A number of federal agencies were invited to be cooperating agencies
in the preparation of this Draft EIS/OEIS. These agencies have either jurisdiction or technical expertise
for certain components of the proposed actions or a potentially affected resource. The agencies that have
accepted the invitation to participate as cooperating agencies are United States (U.S.) Fish and Wildlife
Service, Department of Transportation Federal Highways Administration, Federal Aviation
Administration, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, U.S. Office of Insular Affairs, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Air Force.

The proposed actions are complex, multi-service projects involving components of the U.S. Marine
Corps, Navy, and Army. Each volume evaluates a discrete portion of the proposed actions. Volume 1
presents an overview of the proposed actions and alternatives. The analyses presented in Volumes 2
through 6 each include the details of alternatives and a no-action alternative. The no-action alternative
represents status quo. The proposed actions would not occur and there would be no changes to military
facilities, training or operations, in Guam and on Tinian. Volume 2 analyzes the effects of the proposed
facilities and infrastructure to accommodate the Marine Corps relocation to Guam, including the
associated training and operations on Guam. Volume 3 analyzes the effects of the proposed facilities and
infrastructure for the Marine Corps, including operations and training on Tinian in the CNMI. Volume 4
analyzes the effects of the Navy‘s proposed deep-draft port with shoreside improvements creating a new
capability in Apra Harbor, Guam, to support a transient nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. Volume 5
analyzes the proposed site of the Army‘s Air and Missile Defense Task Force. Volume 6 evaluates related
actions such as utilities and roadway projects on Guam. Volume 7 summarizes the best management
practices, potential mitigation measures, and preferred alternatives impacts from Volumes 2 through 6. In
addition, Volume 7 includes an assessment of cumulative impacts. Volume 8 presents other
environmental and regulatory considerations that were evaluated and addressed.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1 INTRODUCTION

As a result of reviews of the United States (U.S.) defense posture in the Pacific region and the U.S.
alliance with Japan, a portion of U.S. Marine Corps (Marine Corps) forces currently located in Okinawa,
Japan would be relocated to Guam. This relocation is proposed to occur during the same timeframe as a
proposed wharf construction in Guam’s Apra Harbor to support U.S. Navy (Navy) transiting nuclear
aircraft carriers. A U.S. Army (Army) Air and Missile Defense Task Force (AMDTF) is also proposed for
Guam to protect against the threat of harm from ballistic missile attacks. For the purposes of this Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS), these three
proposed actions are referred to as the Guam and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(CNMI) military relocation.

This Draft EIS/OEIS was prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
(42 United States Code 8 4321, as amended); the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 8 1500-
1508, July 1, 1986); and the Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR § 775). It was prepared
to inform decisions based on an understanding of the environmental consequences of the proposed Guam
and CNMI military relocation and take measures to protect, restore, and enhance the environment. The
decisions to be made are whether and how to implement the proposed actions.

Actions with the potential to significantly harm the environment beyond U.S. territorial waters (i.e.,
beyond 12 nautical miles (nm) (22.2 kilometers [km]) must be analyzed using the procedures set forth in
Executive Order (EO) 12114 and associated implementing regulations. An impact statement prepared
under EO12114 is identified as an Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS). Although this
document was also initiated as an OEIS, EO 12114 is not applicable to the actions as now proposed. The
document, through this draft, remains labeled as a Draft EIS/OEIS. It will, however, be re-titled as an EIS
and developed solely under NEPA, subject to information received during the public comment process.

The three main components of the proposed actions are briefly stated as follows:

1. Marine Corps. (a) Develop and construct facilities and infrastructure to support approximately
8,600 Marines and their 9,000 dependents relocated from Okinawa to Guam. (b) Develop and
construct facilities and infrastructure to support training and operations on Guam and Tinian
(CNMI) for the relocated Marines.

2. Navy. Construct a new deep-draft wharf with shoreside infrastructure improvements creating the
capability in Apra Harbor, Guam to support a transient nuclear powered aircraft carrier.

3. Army. (a) Develop facilities and infrastructure on Guam to support relocating approximately 600
military personnel and their 900 dependents to establish and operate an Army AMDTF.

The proposed action for the Marine Corps includes personnel from the units being relocated and the
associated base support personnel that must also be present at an installation to support the military
mission.
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The project locations addressed in this Draft EIS/OEIS are Guam and Tinian. Guam and Tinian are part of
the Mariana Islands archipelago. They are located within the Mariana Islands Range Complex (MIRC), an
area used by the Department of Defense (DoD) for readiness training. Figure ES-1 depicts the region for
the proposed actions.

ES-2 OVERARCHING PURPOSE AND NEED

The overarching purpose of the proposed actions is to locate U.S. military forces to meet international
agreement and treaty requirements and to fulfill U.S. national security policy requirements to provide
mutual defense, deter aggression, and dissuade coercion in the Western Pacific Region. The need for the
proposed actions is to meet the following criteria based on U.S. policy, international agreements, and
treaties:

Position U.S. forces to defend the homeland including the U.S. Pacific territories
Location within a timely response range

Maintain regional stability, peace and security

Maintain flexibility to respond to regional threats

Provide powerful U.S. presence in the Pacific region

Increase aircraft carrier presence in the Western Pacific

Defend U.S., Japan, and other allies’ interests

Provide capabilities that enhance global mobility to meet contingencies around the world
Have a strong local command and control structure

ES-3 GLOBAL STRATEGIC PERSPECTIVE

The U.S. maintains military capabilities in the Western Pacific to support U.S. and regional security;
economic and political interests; and to fulfill treaty and alliance agreements.

Relocation of Marines to Guam

In response to the evolving security environment in the Pacific region, the Integrated Global Presence and
Basing Strategy (IGPBS) and Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) initiatives began to focus on posture
changes in the Pacific region. These initiatives included reduction of overseas forces while striving to
base forces in locations that support flexibility and speed of response to anywhere in an unpredictable
environment. Based on the QDR recommendations for global repositioning and operational realignments
in the Pacific Region, the Department of Defense began to identify suitable locations to relocate the
Marine Corps from Okinawa that met: (1) treaty and alliance requirements; (2) response times to potential
areas of conflict; and (3) freedom of action (use of base without restrictions).

In a parallel initiative with the IGPBS that began in December 2002, the U.S. engaged the Government of
Japan in discussions to coordinate changes in U.S. force posture in Japan and the options on how best to
coordinate those changes with other force realignments in the Pacific. Over a three and one-half-year
period, the U.S. engaged with the Government of Japan in a series of sustained security consultations
under the auspices of the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee (SCC), the pre-eminent treaty
oversight body, composed of the U.S. Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense and the Japanese
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Minister of Defense. These talks, which came to be known as the Defense
Policy Review Initiative (DPRI), were aimed at evolving the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance to reflect
today’s rapidly changing global security environment. The DPRI, which served as the primary venue for
accomplishing IGPBS objectives regarding Japan, focused on alliance transformation at the strategic and
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operational levels, with particular attention to the posture of U.S. and Japanese forces in Japan, as well as
transforming capabilities in the Western Pacific around the U.S. and Japanese alliance.

Ultimately, these discussions and negotiations resulted in an agreement known as the Alliance
Transformation and Realignment Agreement (ATARA). In development of the ATARA, the U.S. and
Japan confirmed several basic concepts relevant to bilateral defense cooperation, the defense of Japan and
responses to situations in areas surrounding Japan. These concepts include the following: (1) bilateral
defense cooperation remains vital to the security of Japan as well as to peace and stability of the region;
(2) the U.S. will maintain forward-deployed forces, and augment them as needed, for the defense of Japan
and to deter and respond to situations in areas surrounding Japan; (3) the U.S. will provide all necessary
support for the defense of Japan; (4) U.S. and Japanese operations in the defense of Japan, and responses
to situations in areas surrounding Japan, must be consistent to ensure appropriate responses when
situations in areas surrounding Japan threaten to develop into armed attacks against Japan, or when an
armed attack against Japan may occur; and (5) U.S. strike capabilities and the nuclear deterrence provided
by the U.S. remain an essential complement to Japan’s defense capabilities and preparedness in ensuring
the defense of Japan and contribute to peace and security in the region.

At the May 1, 2006, SCC meeting, the two nations recognized that the realignment initiatives described in
the SCC document U.S.-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation (the “Roadmap”) would lead to
a new phase in alliance cooperation. The Roadmap outlined details of different realignment initiatives,
including the relocation of the Marines and associated cost sharing arrangements with the Japanese
government. The Mutual Security Treaty and follow-on U.S.-Japan agreements require the U.S. to
respond quickly to areas of potential conflict in the Asia-Pacific region. Consistent with these obligations,
the ATARA and Roadmap initiatives require relocating approximately 8,000 II1 Marine Expeditionary
Force personnel and 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam with a target completion date of 2014.
Moving these forces to Guam would place them on the furthest forward element of sovereign U.S.
territory in the Pacific capable of supporting such a presence, thereby maximizing their freedom of action
while minimizing the increase in their response time relative to their previous stationing in Okinawa.

Under the ATARA and Roadmap, Japan has agreed to a cost-sharing arrangement with the U.S. that
would assist in funding up to $6.09 billion of the facilities construction costs for the relocation of the
Marines from Okinawa to Guam. This cost-sharing agreement acknowledges that the Marine Corps forces
on Guam would continue to support U.S. commitments to provide for the defense and security of Japan.
These international commitments for funding, and locations of the repositioned forces were re-affirmed
on February 17, 2009 in the document titled: Agreement Between the Government of the U.S. and the
Government of Japan Concerning the Implementation of the Relocation of the 111 Marine Expeditionary
Force Personnel and Their Dependents from Okinawa to Guam (Guam International Agreement), signed
by the U.S. Secretary of State and the Japanese Foreign Minister. The Agreement was approved by the
Japanese Diet on May 13, 2009 and transmitted to the U.S. Congress in accordance with each party’s
respective legal procedures.

Training on Tinian

Guam cannot accommodate all training for the relocating Marines. Tinian is approximately 100 mi (160
km) away and provides the best opportunities for training groups of 200 Marines or larger due to greater
land availability. It provides reliable access and maximum opportunity to realistically train with their
weapons and equipment while minimizing “down time” lost when travelling to training locations. The
northern two-thirds of Tinian are leased to the DoD. Company and battalion level non-live fire training
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areas already exist and are utilized on these lease parcels. The land, however, could be developed to
accommodate live fire ranges.

Development of a Navy Transient Aircraft Capability in Guam

The 2006 QDR states that the U.S. realignment strategy included the need for greater availability of
aircraft carriers in the Pacific to support engagement, presence, and deterrence, supplementing current
ship deployments, port visits in the region, and the aircraft carrier base (homeport) in Japan. Port visits are
generally of short duration with limited availability for maintenance support. In contrast, a transient
capable port has greater support for vessel maintenance and crew quality of life enabling longer stays in a
region to meet the QDR strategy. Based upon the QDR and treaty and alliance requirements, DoD began
to identify suitable locations for a new transient carrier capability in the Pacific that met: (1) treaty and
alliance requirements; (2) response times to potential areas of conflict; and (3) freedom of action (use of a
base without restrictions, including implementation of force protection measures to deter/avoid terrorist
attacks). The QDR concept is that the U.S. should strive to position forces in locations that support
flexibility and speed of response to anywhere in an unpredictable environment. The proposed action to
create a transient carrier capability on Guam meets all of these requirements.

Development of an Army AMDTF

The proposed Army AMDTF would be placed on Guam to defend U.S. interests on Guam. Its defensive
umbrella would ensure that local military assets are protected and remain available to meet their military
missions.

ES-4 PROPOSED ACTIONS

The main components of the proposed actions are as follows:

1. Marine Corps. (a) Develop and construct facilities and infrastructure to support approximately
8,600 Marines and their 9,000 dependents relocated from Okinawa (Japan) to Guam,
(b) Develop and construct facilities and infrastructure to support training and operations on Guam
and Tinian for the relocated Marines.

2. Navy. Construct a new deep-draft wharf with shoreside infrastructure improvements creating the
capability in Apra Harbor, Guam to support a transient nuclear powered aircraft carrier.

3. Army. Develop facilities and infrastructure on Guam to support relocating approximately 600
military personnel and their 900 dependents to establish and operate an AMDTF.

The proposed actions are a complex, multi-service proposal involving components of the Marine Corps,
Navy, and Army, as well as existing Air Force assets on Guam. Facilities construction and improvements
would be necessary to accommodate the three major elements of the proposed actions. The proposed
actions would entail increased operational activities associated with Marine Corps and Army basing, more
frequent ship berthing, and the establishment of aviation maintenance operations and facilities. There
would also be increased opportunities for additional military personnel to meet critical training
requirements. Training could take the form of communications/control, combat skills, aviation,
amphibious vehicle maneuvers, and weapons firing activities. Thus, required construction would include
the facilities and infrastructure for maintaining a permanent presence on Guam, and the creation of new
training ranges to accommodate training a larger population of military personnel. These training facilities
would be located on Guam and on Tinian. In summary, implementation of the proposed actions would
result in the following:
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Temporary increase in population related to the construction-related work force

Permanent increase in number of military and civilian personnel and dependents on Guam
Increase in transient presence on Guam and Tinian

Increase in number and type of major equipment assets to support military personnel and
operations (e.g., aircraft, ships, amphibious watercraft)

Increase in number and type of training activities

Construction of new facilities

Improvements to existing facilities

Improvements to infrastructure (including roads and utilities)

Acquisition or long-term leasing of additional land (required for three of the Marine Corps
Relocation — Guam action alternatives)

Proposed Population Changes

Even though Guam currently hosts a significant permanent Navy and Air Force population, the proposed
actions would increase the direct military population on Guam as summarized in Table ES-1. The
proposed action for the Marine Corps relocation include personnel from the units being relocated and the
associated base support personnel that must also be present at an installation to support the military
mission. The transient population would increase due to the Navy’s transient berthing of an aircraft carrier
that is usually accompanied by supply and combatant escort ships. Collectively, the aircraft carrier and
accompanying ships are referred to as a carrier strike group (CSG). Table ES-1 portrays the maximum
potential loading of permanent and transient personnel. Given the transient cycle of both the Navy and the
Marine Corps, however, the projected average daily loading is 2,178, much less than the potential 9,222
transient loading for both services.

Table ES-1. Summary of Direct Military Population Changes on Guam

. DoD Civilian

Permanent Transient Workforce

Service Military Dependents Military Subtotals by Service
(from off
Personnel Personnel -
island)

Marines 8,552 9,000 2,000 1,710 21,262
Navy* 0 0 7,222* 0 7,222*
Army 630 950 0 126 1,706
Subtotals Total Proposed
by Population 9,182 9,950 9,222* 1,836 Actions Population
Type = 30,190*

*Note: Up to 7,222 personnel on the aircraft carrier and CSG could be in port at a given time, currently planned for a
cumulative total of up to 63 visit days per year with an anticipated length of 21 days or less per visit. Marine Corps
vessels would be berthed at Apra Harbor when in port. These vessels could include up to 6,213 personnel. However,
this group would not be in port at the same time as the Carrier Strike Group, so the larger of the two personnel numbers
is used in this table for conservative analysis purposes.

Uniformed military personnel would be supported by civilian personnel some of whom would likely be
newly relocated to Guam and some would be current Guam residents. For purposes of this analysis it was
assumed that of the DoD civilian workforce: 75% would be coming from off island and 25% would be
current Guam residents. It is also assumed that 25% will live on base (because they are military

dependents) and 75% will live off base.
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