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SENT VIA EMAIL AND U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 

Major General David F. Bice, USMC (Ret.) 
Executive Director 
Joint Guam Program Office 
Department of the Navy 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 
(Installations and Environment) 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350- 1000 

Re: Guam Tourism Industry and the impacts of the Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation as presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Dear Maj. Gen. Bice: 

I have reviewed the responses to my specific concerns regarding the Guam and 
CNMI Military Relocation in relation to tourism. 

Section 4.3.8.1 of Appendix F, Volume 9 acknowledges, as  the corresponding Draft 
Environmental Impact (DEIS) sections did, that  tourism is a primary private- 
sector source of outside dollars injected into Guam's economy. As Chairman of the 
Legislature's Committee on Tourism, I submitted 18 comments with respect to the 
impacts of your proposed actions on tourism. I note that there were virtually no 
changes made to Section 4.3.8.1 of Appendix F or any other sections of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) regarding tourism. 

The concerns include (with reference to responses included in the FEIS): 

Inadequate input from Guam's tourism industry (K-033-001) 
The potential of increased traffic to adversely impact tour bus operations 
and access to key tourist assets (K-034-001) 
No analysis on the impact on the Monthly Excise Tax on Occupancy of 
Hotel and Similar Lodging House Facilities (K-036-001 & K-143-001) 
The impact of increased militarization on Guam's image a s  a friendly 
visitor destination (K-038-001) 



The degradation of Apra Harbor through dredging and the harbor's 
continued viability a s  a n  attraction for scuba diving and submarine tours 
(K-039-001) 
The loss of tourism's workforce andlor wage increases. (K-077-001 & K- 
108-001) 
Need for Visa Waiver program for China and Russia (K-107-001) 

I commented about the fact that  there were only three general sources of 
interviews to study tourism: the Guam Visitors Bureau, the Marianas Yacht Club, 
and the Fiesta Resort. Given the size and scope of the tourism industry's role on 
Guam's economy, the input gathered remains inadequate. Under the FEIS, there 
is no indication that  any effort was made to solicit, receive from, or collect any 
input from tour bus operators, taxi operators, tour operators, or local tax officials. 

While over 200 pages were dedicated to the topic of roadways on Chapter 14 of 
Volume 6, virtually nothing was included discussing the specific needs of the 
tourism industry on Guam's roadways, particularly that  of tour bus and taxi 
operators. Nothing was presented to acknowledge, plan for, or mitigate the effects 
of increased traffic congestion on popular tour bus routes. 

Nothing in the FEIS discussed how the hotel occupancy tax would be impacted. 
Nor does there seem to be any indication DoD even sought input from local tax 
officials. In  your response to my comment, you cite Section 4.3.3. of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study which does not study the hotel tax and 
whose estimates, according to your response, are  "intended to be a n  approximate 
measure of revenue from certain major sources; it is not intended to be a complete 
accounting of revenues." 

With all due respect, visitor arrivals and the corresponding level of hotel 
occupancy tax revenues are important indicators of Guam's overall economy. I t  is 
alarming that  the FEIS can dedicate a n  entire volume (approximately 700 pages) 
to Guam's economy without a substantial analysis on tourism. 

The FEIS proposes nothing to mitigate against the decline in visitors who may shy 
away from Guam due to the impending construction activity and increased 
military presence. The response given was that  such losses would be made up for 
by increased visits from members of the military who are tourists. Nothing, I 
repeat 'nothing,' in the FEIS presents any evidence to substantiate this claim. Nor 
is it indicated anywhere in the FEIS what the potential loss would be and how 
much in increased military tourist arrivals would make up such loss. 

On my concerns about the proposed dredging and how it will affect Apra Harbor 
as  a tourist attraction, I was shocked to read tha t  the only response the DoD could 
provide is that  the turbidity and sedimentation is only temporary. Your response 
included the "use of silt curtains and operational measures that  exceed Guam 
Environmental Agency Water standards." With all due respect, these regulations, 
adopted over a decade ago, were designed primarily to guard against activities 
that  render waters hazardous to human health, not to protect delicate marine life 



(i.e. coral), which are among the primary reasons why Apra Harbor is a vital 
tourist destination in the first place. 

While much was analyzed in  the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (SIAS) 
about labor needs in support of the Marine relocation, very little was presented on 
how to deal with the industry losing workers to the buildup. The FEIS 
acknowledges this a s  a "highly likely outcome" on Page 4-57 of the FEIS SIAS, yet 
absolutely nothing is suggested on how this could be mitigated. 

In  response to my concern over the need to expand Guam's tourism from China 
and Russia with respect to Public Law 110-229, the DoD literally washes its hands 
of the issue by saying "U.S. security policy and visitor clearances are  not under the 
purview of the DoD." Ironically, it is in fact DoD that  has  lobbied very strongly 
against Chinese visitors to Guam. This was even noted in the interviews with the 
Guam Visitors Bureau. A reverse in policy by DoD on this issue could go a long 
way toward mitigating the damage to the industry tha t  will come a s  a result of the 
proposed actions. 

In  sum, the FEIS purports nothing to analyze our most important industry and 
proposes nothing to mitigate the potential impacts of the Marine relocation. I 
again call for no action. 

Sincerely, 
n 


