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August 29, 2010 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION
 
Mr. William R. Manley 
NAVFAQ-HQ Cultural Resources
Washington, DC  
 
Re:Re:Re:Re:    Comments on Comments on Comments on Comments on Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation 

the the the the Joint Joint Joint Joint Guam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military Relocation
 
Dear Mr. Manley: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to summarize 
for Historic Preservation and the Guam Preservation Trust
status of the Section 106 consultation 
proposed military relocation and bui
Northern Mariana Islands (the “
comments on the draft Programmatic Agreement 
accompanying attachment to this letter
 
In sum, the DoD has (1) failed to
Village; (2) failed to coordinate Section 106 review effectively with the NEPA process; 
(3) failed to properly involve the public in consultation; (4) failed to propose 
adequate mitigation for the cumulative impacts of the Buildup on historic properties; 
and, (5) failed to conduct an open and transparent review process.
 
We remain extremely troubled 
responded to the overwhelming concerns 
throughout consultation.  We appreciate that the 
current Section 106 compliance deficiencies by deferring consultation on the firing 
range complex until after the Record of Decision (ROD
September 10, 2010).  This will afford additional time for the DoD to attempt to fulfill 
its responsibilities to develop and evaluate alternatives and modifications to the 
project that would avoid and minimize harm to historic pr
considering mitigation measures.  
issuance of the NEPA documents and the 
the effect of foreclosing alternatives for the firing range com
postponing the disclosure and evaluation of these impacts under NEPA is likely to 
have the effect of undermining timely and meaningful NEPA review of these issues.    
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Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation Section 106 Consultation and Programmatic Agreement and Programmatic Agreement and Programmatic Agreement and Programmatic Agreement 
Guam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military RelocationGuam and CNMI Military Relocation    and Buildupand Buildupand Buildupand Buildup    

to summarize the general concerns of the National Trust 
and the Guam Preservation Trust regarding the current 

status of the Section 106 consultation by the Department of Defense (“DoD”) 
proposed military relocation and buildup on Guam and the Commonwealth of the 

the “Buildup”).  In addition, we offer several specific 
the draft Programmatic Agreement (“PA”) dated 20 August 2010

to this letter.   

DoD has (1) failed to fully address concerns regarding impacts to Pågat 
Village; (2) failed to coordinate Section 106 review effectively with the NEPA process; 
(3) failed to properly involve the public in consultation; (4) failed to propose 

ation for the cumulative impacts of the Buildup on historic properties; 
and, (5) failed to conduct an open and transparent review process. 

troubled that the Section 106 process has not adequately 
responded to the overwhelming concerns of consulting parties and the public 

We appreciate that the DoD is attempting to salvage the 
compliance deficiencies by deferring consultation on the firing 

range complex until after the Record of Decision (ROD) is issued (scheduled for 
This will afford additional time for the DoD to attempt to fulfill 

its responsibilities to develop and evaluate alternatives and modifications to the 
project that would avoid and minimize harm to historic properties, in addition to 
considering mitigation measures.  However, we remain concerned that the 

ments and the ROD may, either directly or indirectly, have 
the effect of foreclosing alternatives for the firing range complex.  In addition, 
postponing the disclosure and evaluation of these impacts under NEPA is likely to 
have the effect of undermining timely and meaningful NEPA review of these issues.    
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address concerns regarding impacts to Pågat 
Village; (2) failed to coordinate Section 106 review effectively with the NEPA process; 
(3) failed to properly involve the public in consultation; (4) failed to propose 
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scheduled for 
This will afford additional time for the DoD to attempt to fulfill 

its responsibilities to develop and evaluate alternatives and modifications to the 
operties, in addition to 

However, we remain concerned that the hasty prior 
ROD may, either directly or indirectly, have 

.  In addition, 
postponing the disclosure and evaluation of these impacts under NEPA is likely to 
have the effect of undermining timely and meaningful NEPA review of these issues.      
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Interests of the National Trust and the Guam Preservation TrustInterests of the National Trust and the Guam Preservation TrustInterests of the National Trust and the Guam Preservation TrustInterests of the National Trust and the Guam Preservation Trust 
 
The National Trust is a private, nonprofit organization chartered by Congress in 1949 
to promote public participation in the preservation of our nation’s heritage, and to 
further the historic preservation policy of the United States.  16 U.S.C. §§ 461, 468. 
With the strong support of nearly 200,000 members, the National Trust works to 
protect significant historic sites and to advocate historic preservation as a 
fundamental value in programs and policies at all levels of government.  The National 
Trust has nine regional and field offices around the country, including our Western 
Office in San Francisco, which is specifically responsive to preservation concerns in 
Guam. 
 
The Guam Preservation Trust was established by the Government of Guam in 1990 as 
a nonprofit public corporation to increase public appreciation of Guam’s historic 
places.  Guam Public Law 20-151.  Its mandated purposes include seeking grants and 
donations for the acquisition of threatened historic properties as well as supporting 
activities directly related to increasing the public appreciation of, and benefit from, 
historic places including public interpretation and presentation.  A central component 
of the Guam Preservation Trust’s public interpretation program includes hosting 
events and performances in direct association with specific historic resources, 
distributing educational tools for teachers, and publicizing information regarding 
historic resources and their associations.    
 
I.I.I.I. The The The The DoDDoDDoDDoD    has Failed to has Failed to has Failed to has Failed to Address Address Address Address the the the the Potential Potential Potential Potential Adverse Effects Adverse Effects Adverse Effects Adverse Effects of the Firing of the Firing of the Firing of the Firing 

Ranges on Ranges on Ranges on Ranges on the the the the PågatPågatPågatPågat    Traditional Cultural PropertyTraditional Cultural PropertyTraditional Cultural PropertyTraditional Cultural Property....    
    

One of the most substantial and longstanding concerns is the proposed construction 
of a series of firing ranges east of Route 15 on a terrace above several National 
Register-listed archaeological sites and a traditional cultural property known as 
Pågat.  The ranges would be built within several hundred feet of this ancient village 
site that is revered by the indigenous Chamorro.  DoD security measures would 
require the closure of Pågat because the cultural sites are within the Surface Danger 
Zones of the firing ranges, which the FEIS claims could operate 24 hours a day, 7 
days a week.1   The firing range plan has generated intense opposition by the people 
of Guam and Consulting Parties.2 
 
As you know, Pågat is a well-preserved ancient village site on land primarily owned 
by the Government of Guam, and is a unique educational resource, recreational site, 
and refuge for spiritual practices.  In fact, it was the first site in Guam listed on the 

                                            
1
  FEIS, Vol. 2 at 11-90. 

2
  For more information, as well as a petition signed by over 1,000 concerned individuals, see 

www.SavePagatVillage.com. 
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National Register of Historic Places in 1974.3  The site contains at least 20 lattes, or 
foundations of ancient homes, more than 50 mounds of artifacts and midden, 
remnants of trails, mortars and grinding areas, freshwater caves and rock shelters.  
Pågat plays an essential role in the ongoing cultural practices of the Chamorro 
people.  Its place name roughly translates into English as “to give advice.”  As such, 
Pågat is respected by traditional healers (suruhanos and suruhanas) who travel to the 
site to seek guidance from the spirits of the ancestors and to gather medicinal plants.      
 
The Pågat site was the only firing range location carried forward in the Environmental 
Impact Statement, contrary to the mandates of NEPA, and remains DoD’s preferred 
location for Marine Corps firing range training.  As described in more detail in our 
comments dated August 25, 2010, the Final EIS is a legally inadequate document.   
Among other inadequacies, the Final EIS does not contain a complete analysis of 
alternative firing range locations.  Unless supplemented, we do not believe the EIS is 
sufficient to support an ROD.  
 
The current draft PA at Stipulation VII.B.6. envisions a “supplementary consultation” 
to address the effects on historic properties caused by the firing ranges.  While an 
improvement over earlier drafts, this clause is insufficient to alleviate our concerns 
that alternatives will be foreclosed if the DoD signs an ROD placing the ranges at 
Pågat.  Some of these concerns could be alleviated if the DoD committed to 
following 36 C.F.R. § 800.6(a), which requires the DoD to “develop and evaluate 
alternatives or modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, minimize or 
mitigate adverse effects on historic properties” in order to resolve adverse effects.  
(Emphasis added.)  Nothing in the language of Stipulation VII.B.6., however, commits 
the DoD to complying with this requirement by exploring alternatives that would 
avoid and minimize adverse effects.   
 
Additionally, Appendix A2 of the PA suggests that the supplementary consultation on 
the firing ranges will not involve a realistic discussion of alternative locations.  That 
document shows a map indicating that the Area of Potential Effects (“APE”) for the 
ranges has already been defined and includes the entire traditional cultural property 
site at Pågat, as well as several National Register-listed and eligible archaeological 
sites in and around Pågat.  Further, the supplementary consultation is located within 
Stipulation VII.B. of the PA which is entitled “Mitigation for Direct and Indirect Effects 
for Known Historic Properties.”   If the DoD is serious about further exploring 
alternative range sites to avoid and minimize harm, it would not refer to the 
supplementary consultation as mere “mitigation.”  
 
If the DoD proceeds with its plan to construct and operate firing ranges at Pågat, 
supplemental consultation simply will not result in an acceptable resolution of 

                                            
3
  Na’ Nina’’etnunen Linahyan Ni’ Manmaaloffan: Connecting the Community to the Past: A 

Comprehensive Historic Preservation Plan for Guam, 2007-2011 (Guam: Department of Parks 
and Recreation, 2007): p. D-8. 
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adverse impacts.  The firing ranges are fundamentally incompatible with public 
access, a point confirmed in the Final EIS, which states that DoD would have the 
discretion to allow military personnel to use all ranges “as much as 7 days per week.”  
(FEIS Vol. 2 at 11-90; Appendix M; M-5).   DoD originally proposed to develop an 
“access plan” to resolve adverse effects, but that commitment has never gained the 
support of the public or the consulting parties.  The proposal to develop a “plan” at a 
future date begs the question of whether public access will be allowed once a week, 
once a month, or once a year.  (All of these options would be considered inadequate 
by members of the public who use the site and engage in traditional cultural 
practices there.)  We remain unconvinced that a future access plan could resolve 
these concerns and provide adequate public access, considering the magnitude, risks, 
and intensity of the military use. 
 
Rather than relying on a future “access plan,” the DoD must vigorously pursue 
alternative locations for the ranges.  From the outset, our central inquiry has been 
why the DoD chose an obviously sensitive and actively used cultural site as its 
preferred location for a firing range complex.  We believe alternative sites and 
configurations for the ranges have not been adequately studied and any further 
consultation must contemplate measures that would fully avoid impacts to Pågat.   
 
II.II.II.II. The The The The DoDDoDDoDDoD    HasHasHasHas    Failed to Failed to Failed to Failed to CoordinateCoordinateCoordinateCoordinate    its its its its NEPA and NHPA NEPA and NHPA NEPA and NHPA NEPA and NHPA Reviews, Reviews, Reviews, Reviews, Which Which Which Which 

Undermines the Undermines the Undermines the Undermines the Legal Validity Legal Validity Legal Validity Legal Validity of Bothof Bothof Bothof Both....    
 

We would also like to reiterate our concerns regarding the lack of integration 
between the National Environmental Policy Act review and Section 106 consultation 
under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  As a general rule, the DoD is 
encouraged to coordinate its Section 106 obligations early in the NEPA process.  See 
36 C.F.R. § 800.8(a)(1).  However, the effectiveness of the Section 106 process has 
generated skepticism from the public and consulting parties precisely because the 
EIS has largely downplayed prospective impacts to Pågat.  In fact, the Draft EIS 
stated only that loss of access to Pågat “could be perceived as an adverse impact by 
the public,” and went so far as to suggest that construction of the firing ranges 
“would have a beneficial impact to the sites” (DEIS Vol. II; 12-43) (emphasis added).  
Notwithstanding the overwhelming public objection to these assumptions, the Final 
EIS continued to downplay prospective impacts to Pågat, still maintaining that 
“[c]onstruction [of the ranges] would not have a direct or indirect impact on the 
Pågat Site Complex or Marbo Cave.”  (FEIS Vol. II; 12-47).   
 
This conclusion is indefensible.  Had the NEPA process been coordinated with Section 
106 consultation, the Final EIS would have recognized that construction of the firing 
ranges would indeed have adverse impacts on the Pågat site—both direct and 
indirect .  For instance, the grading required for the ranges will cause the destruction 
of a substantial amount of primary limestone forest around Pågat, which contains a 
variety of traditional plants and trees that are gathered and used by cultural 
practitioners.  Additionally, as discussed in more detail in our comments on the Final 
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EIS, the grading could impact the groundwater system that feeds into the freshwater 
cave complex, which is a central component of the Pågat    traditional cultural property.   
 
These flawed conclusions raise serious concerns about the legal validity of the NEPA 
and NHPA process for two critical reasons.  First, since the DoD has opted to enter 
into a Programmatic Agreement under the NHPA, and plans to defer consultation on 
Pågat to a future date, the NEPA conclusions lack credibility and are based on a false 
premise.  For instance, the “no adverse impact” determination directly contradicts 
overwhelming evidence provided by consulting parties that the destruction of the 
limestone forest, re-grading and alteration of water flow into the site, security 
fencing, noise imposition, and access limitations in and around Pågat have the 
potential to dramatically and permanently impact the site.   
 
Second, the NEPA conclusions have had the effect of seriously limiting meaningful 
consultations in the future under the Programmatic Agreement.  Since consultation 
on the Pågat issue would not occur until after the final ROD is signed, the “no 
adverse impact” assumptions in the Final EIS (e.g., FEIS Vol. II; 12-47) will be 
memorialized as a definitive conclusion, however flawed.  We fear that such a finding 
will impede the central purpose of the consultation process to focus on strategies to 
“avoid, minimize, or mitigate” adverse effects to historic properties since the DoD will 
have already made its determination of effect for Pågat unilaterally.  36 C.F.R. § 
800.6(b)(1)(i).  
 
III.III.III.III. The The The The DoDDoDDoDDoD    Has Failed to Fulfill its ReHas Failed to Fulfill its ReHas Failed to Fulfill its ReHas Failed to Fulfill its Responsibilitiessponsibilitiessponsibilitiessponsibilities    to Engage and Invite the to Engage and Invite the to Engage and Invite the to Engage and Invite the 

Public to Participate in ConsultationPublic to Participate in ConsultationPublic to Participate in ConsultationPublic to Participate in Consultation    on the Buildupon the Buildupon the Buildupon the Buildup....    
 
We are particularly troubled by an e-mail distributed by the DoD on August 10, 2010 
stating that throughout “more than three years of consultation . . . . DoD has been 
committed to supporting full and appropriate participation by the public [and] 
interested parties . . . .” in the Section 106 process.  In our view, this is a 
mischaracterization of the review process that has actually taken place under the 
National Historic Preservation Act.   
 
In contrast, the National Trust has witnessed a Section 106 process in which 
consulting parties and the public have been largely excluded from the development 
of a PA to address the adverse effects of the Buildup on historic properties.  The 
highly controversial Buildup, including the relocation of approximately 8,600 U.S. 
Marines and their 9,000 dependents to the small island of Guam, has triggered an 
enormous outcry from the general public, and is likely to have substantial effects on 
historic properties, both direct and cumulative.  In meetings on Guam hosted by the 
Council on Environmental Quality on July 23, 2010, we observed that many residents, 
including members of the indigenous Chamorro people, feel excluded from the 
review process, particularly with respect to the consideration of impacts on 
traditional cultural properties.  Most of these parties have simply been unaware of the 
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opportunity to participate in consultation toward the development of a Section 106 
agreement until August 2010.  
 
As we have expressed in previous correspondence to the DoD on March 3 and April 
23, 2010, we believe that the nature and extent of public outreach and consultation 
by the DoD has been grossly inadequate under Section 106.  DoD did not hold a 
single consultation meeting between February 10 and August 23, 2010.4  
Furthermore, as we currently understand it, the August 20 draft PA will only be 
circulated once before a final PA is presented for signature. 
 
The Section 106 regulations clearly state that “[t]he views of the public are essential 
to informed Federal decisionmaking in the section 106 process.”  36 C.F.R. § 
800.3(d)(1).  The Section 106 regulations also indicate that the agency’s public 
involvement efforts should correspond to the scope and magnitude of the 
undertaking, including: 
 

the nature and complexity of the undertaking and its effects on historic 
properties, the likely interest of the public in the effects on historic 
properties, . . . and the relationship of the Federal involvement to the 
undertaking. 

 
Id. § 800.2(d)(1).  See also id. § 800.2(a)(4) (the agency “should plan consultations 
appropriate to the scale of the undertaking and the scope of Federal involvement, 
and coordinated with the requirements of other statutes . . . such as [NEPA].”)   
 
All of these criteria reinforce our concerns that the degree of public involvement is 
inadequate here.  In this case the scope of the action is enormous; it is one of the 
largest projects ever undertaken by the DoD, and the undertaking is entirely federal in 
scope.  At the same time, the level of public objection to the undertaking is 
enormous.  There is no compelling authority in the regulations as to why the Section 
106 process should be exclusive to signatory parties.     
 
In addition, the DoD did not effectively inform the interested public of its rights to 
comment on the development of a Section 106 agreement.  According to meeting 
minutes provided to us on April 13, 2010 by the DoD, the extent of the DoD’s public 
outreach and education on the PA process was that during one series of public 
meetings in January 2010 “DoD/Contractor staff members at the meeting for NEPA 
were told to personally escort any persons that had cultural resources questions so 
that they could speak with us face to face about any concerns/suggestions/questions 
that they had.”   

                                            
4
 At the February 10 meeting the National Trust was the only consulting party in attendance.  

The August 23 consultation meeting was scheduled with less than 24 hours’ notice, just one 
working day after distribution of the draft PA, and was held in the middle of the night for 
those within the continental U.S.     
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Groups that have as their mission the protection of Guam’s heritage, such as We Are 
Guåhan, Fuetsan Famalaoa’an, and the Chamorro Tribe, were never invited or made 
aware of their rights to formally participate as consulting parties.  The lack of formal 
invitations to consultation is of particular concern to the indigenous Chamorro 
community because their traditional cultural practices are likely the most directly 
affected by the DoD’s plan.  The lack of any meaningful outreach to these groups has 
contributed to the broader public perception that Section 106 consultation is merely 
a government process behind closed doors, not a meaningful opportunity for public 
input.  
 
Rather than engaging the public in the development of a PA, the DoD chose to 
develop that Agreement with only a small group of governmental signatories—to the 
exclusion of not only the public, but consulting parties who had already expressed a 
“demonstrated interest in the undertaking.”  36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(5).  The Section 106 
regulations require that consulting parties have a “consultative role” in the process.  
Id. § 800.2(c).  Consultation requires the DoD to engage in “seeking, discussing, and 
considering the views of other participants, and, where feasible, seeking agreement 
with them regarding matters arising in the section 106 process.”  Id. § 800.16(f).  
Based on this definition, consultation on the draft PA has not been sufficient, 
especially considering the very limited timeframe given for public comment on the 
draft PA.  We are concerned that the consulting parties will simply be presented with 
a final “take it or leave it” agreement document that reflects no effort whatsoever to 
achieve consensus on several unresolved and controversial issues. 
 
Adequate public outreach and open dialogue with consulting parties is particularly 
important in this case, because the cumulative impacts of the Buildup will 
dramatically affect the public at large.  It is also critical for the public to be informed 
about the development and proposed provisions of the draft Programmatic 
Agreement, because the PA will substantially affect traditional cultural sites, and the 
ability to participate in future consultations or decisions regarding site-specific 
impacts. 
 
IV.IV.IV.IV. The Proposed The Proposed The Proposed The Proposed Mitigation for Mitigation for Mitigation for Mitigation for Cumulative Effects is InadequateCumulative Effects is InadequateCumulative Effects is InadequateCumulative Effects is Inadequate....    

    
The DoD’s proposed mitigation for the cumulative effects of the Buildup on historic 
properties is insufficient.  A critical shortcoming is that the draft PA contains no 
definitive guarantees of support for the Guam State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO).  The statement in Stipulation VII.D. that “DoD has not been able to identify a 
means by which it can directly provide support to the Guam SHPO” conflicts with the 
accepted interpretation of Section 110(g) of the NHPA, which authorizes agencies to 
provide federal assistance to states when it would advance the goals of the Section 
106 process.  Rather than address the controversy or offer an alternative solution, 
DoD simply states that it “commits to continuing explorations of appropriate 
authorities or mechanisms” to support the Guam SHPO.  This provides no enforceable 
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guarantee of tangible support and thus is virtually worthless as a mitigation measure.  
Even more discouraging is that we were told on the August 23 consultation call that 
the DoD Federal Preservation Officer stated that resolving this issue was “at the 
bottom of her to-do list.”  DoD’s recalcitrance in its interpretation of the NHPA, 
notwithstanding objections by the ACHP, is a grave cause for concern. 
 
In addition, a pledge that DoD makes in Stipulation VII.C. to “seek Congressional 
authorization and appropriations” of $5 million for the Guam Museum and Cultural 
Center provides no solid safety net for the public in the event the appropriations 
request falls through.  The commitment to “reinitiate consultation with the parties to 
this PA” in the even the funding is not secured is unsatisfactory because it provides 
no clear road map as to how DoD will address cumulative effects.  By that time the 
Buildup may be fully underway and DoD would have no concrete obligations to 
address cumulative effects, particularly if it maintains its rigid position that it cannot 
provide direct funding to support the Government of Guam. 

    
V.V.V.V. The The The The DoDDoDDoDDoD’s ’s ’s ’s Consultation Consultation Consultation Consultation Process Directly Conflicts With the January 2009 Process Directly Conflicts With the January 2009 Process Directly Conflicts With the January 2009 Process Directly Conflicts With the January 2009 

Presidential Memorandum on Transparency and Open GovernmentPresidential Memorandum on Transparency and Open GovernmentPresidential Memorandum on Transparency and Open GovernmentPresidential Memorandum on Transparency and Open Government....    
 
Since consultation on the PA has been reduced to a secretive process involving only 
government officials, it also directly conflicts with the January 2009 Presidential 
Memorandum directing federal agencies to “ensure the public trust and establish a 
system of transparency, public participation, and collaboration.”5  Similar to the 
observations regarding the essential role of the public in Section 106 consultation, 
President Obama’s directive noted that “[p]ublic engagement enhances the 
Government's effectiveness and improves the quality of its decisions.” 
 
ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion    
 
We urge the DoD to reinitiate meaningful discussions with consulting parties as well 
as the public in light of the fundamental principle in the Section 106 regulations that 
the “views of the public are essential to informed Federal decisionmaking.” 36 C.F.R. § 
800.2(d)(1).  A legally sufficient Section 106 process for an undertaking of this 
magnitude must involve more extensive consultation with and input from consulting 
parties than two hurried meetings in August at the very end of the process.  Further, 
Section 106 discussions should not be fast tracked in such a way to give consulting 
parties less than a month between the time the revised draft PA is distributed and 
expected to be signed. 
 
 
We look forward to discussing these concerns in more detail.   
 
 

                                            
5
  Available at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/TransparencyandOpenGovernment  
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Sincerely, 

 
Brian R. Turner 
Regional Attorney, Western Office 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 

     
Elizabeth S. Merritt 
Deputy General Counsel 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
 

 
Joe Quinata 
Chief Program Officer 
Guam Preservation Trust 
 
 
Enclosure:  Attachment A: National Trust for Historic Preservation and Guam 
Preservation Trust Comments on 20 August 2010 draft Programmatic Agreement for 
the Military Relocation to Guam and CNMI 
 
 
cc: Dorothy Robyn, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and 

Environment 
 Major General David F. Bice, Director, Joint Guam Program Office 

Maureen Sullivan, Federal Preservation Officer, Department of Defense 
 James Van Ness, Acting Deputy General Counsel (Installations & Environment), 

Department of Defense 
 Paul Sullivan, Department of Defense 
 Sue Goodfellow, Federal Preservation Officer, U.S. Marine Corps 
 Tony Babauta, Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Insular Affairs 

The Honorable Madeleine Z. Bordallo, U.S. House of Representatives 
Reid Nelson, ACHP 
Caroline Hall, ACHP 

 Louise Brodnitz, ACHP 
 Stephanie Toothman, Associate Director for Cultural Resources, NPS 
 Deborah Bardwick, NPS 
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Barbara Alberti, NPS 
Nancy Sutley, Chair, CEQ 

 Horst Greczmiel, CEQ 
 Mary Hassell, CEQ 
 Richelle Takara, FHWA 
 Joseph Duenas , Guam HPO 
 Linda Aguon, Guam Deputy HPO 
 Tony Ramirez, Guam Museum 
 Sylvia Flores, Department of Chamorro Affairs 
 Dr. Thomas F. King 
 Leevin Camacho, We Are Guåhan 
 Therese Terlaje, Fuetsan Famalaoa’an 

Frank J. Schacher, Chairman, Chamorro Tribe 
  


