














Figure Ab.1-1a Concept Layout — RTG System
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Figure A5.1-1b

Ground Slots & Equipment Needs - RTG

Yard Alternate Y1 - Grounded RTG Dry / Block Stow Empties / Wheeled Others

Ground Slot Summary

Ground Slots
Ground Slots Required 33’::‘: y T,E::r’ zmﬂif Units siots | Available
ys Required | (Dwg Y1)
Transshipment & Guam.
Dry-Grounded 101,218 | 172,071 RTG TGS 1083 1188
Reefers- Wheeled 6,763 | 11,497 | Traller FGS 120 760
00G-Wheeled 1,054 1,791 | Trailer FGS 21 40
Empties-Grounded 80,942 | 137,601 | Side-Pick TGS 1245 1352
TOTAL 189,976 | 322,960 2470 3740
B

Yard System & Equipment

I Container Category System Conﬁguration
Full - Dry RTG 6 Wide x 1 over 4 High, 9 Blocks Ea. 22 long x 6 wide x 4 high
[Full - Refers Shipper Chassis 40' Trailers
Full - 00G Shipper Chassis Trailers
Empties Side-Pick 5 High x Block Stow (See Layout)
l(See Layout Alternate Y1 for Yard)
Eqm'pmnr: No. Comments
[Container Quay Cranes - New 3
[Container Quay Cranes - Existing 1
IRTGs 8 3/Guam 2/Transship stack or 2/Crane
[Top Picks 2
[Reach Stackers 0
I;ard Tractors - New 17 5/Crane plus 5 for Other Tasks

ard Tractors - Existing 8
Yard Chassis - New 50
Side Picks (Empties) 6 1/ Crane plus 2 Yard Service
Iﬁ Ship Cranes 2
[Mafi Trailers 8 3 / Ship Crane + 2 Spares
Iforklifts 20T 1
Forklifts 10T 1
[Forklifts 7.5T 2
Forklifts 5T 6
Trailer rBy S/L or Consignee

|
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RTG Pile - Median Peak Demand

ot AN sy

Indicates insufficient slots

<- 4 High -

<- Aisle ->

Yard Storage:

*Utlliz. = 75%

*Use 70% for stacking by BOL

* Access to support trucks coming for pickup of inbound boxes
* Minimize digging

* Stow in CY by Bill of Lading (BOL) off ship

* Good computer system will be required to achieve this

* Customs clears entire BOL

* Most times customer accepts any box in BOL

* Occassionally requires particular container

* Access from above by RTG Crane

* 4 high containers

* Across stack with computerized inventory control
* Max move 3 to get at a specific container

* Top Pick support elsewhere in yard

*O0G - On steam ship line chassis

* Reefers - On steam ship line chassis

* Empties - block stow by Owner, Type & Size



Figure A5.1-2a Concept Layout — Wheeled + Top-Pick System
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Figure A5.1-2b Ground Slots & Equipment Needs — Wheeled + Top-Pick

Yard Alternate Y2 - Grounded Transshipment / Block Stow Empties / Wheeled Reefers

Ground Slot Summary

Ground Slots
Ground Slots Required Bsi:f 4 T‘f::r’ :‘;:ef: Units Slots | Available
Required | (Dwg Y2)
Transshipment:
Dry-Grounded 5,062 8,605 | Top-Pick TGS 33 132
All Other:
Dry-Wheeled 96,156 | 163,465 Trailer FGS 1903 1385 Indicates insufficient slots on current layout
Reefers-Wheeled 6,763 11,497 Trailer FGS 120 160 Possibly an off site overflow yard
O0G-Wheeled 1,054 1,791 Trailer FGS 21 40
Empties-Grounded 80,942 | 137,601 | Side-Pick TGS 1245 1352
ﬁA_L 189,976 | 322,960 3302 3060 |

Yard System & Equipment
I Container Category System Configuration Yard Storage:

Full - Dry Shipper Chassis 40' Trailers (Somne 20" * Only Transshipment Full Cargo is grounded
IFull - Refers Shipper Chassis 40' Trailers * All other cargo Wheeled
Full - 00G Shipper Chassis Trailers * Utilization 90% for non-Transshipment dry cargo

Empties Side-Pick 5 High x Block Stow (See Layout)

FSee Layout Alternate Y2 for Yard)

Equipmen!: No. Comments
[Container Quay Cranes - New 3
IContainer Quay Cranes - Existing 1
IrRTGs 0
ITop Picks 5 3 for Transship Dry + 2
IReach Stackers 0
Eard Tractors - New 17 5/Crane plus 5 for Other Tasks

ard Tractors - Existing 8

[Yard Chassis - New 50

Side Picks (Empties) 6 1/ Crane plus 2 Yard Service

B/B Ship Cranes 2
IMafi Trailers 8 3 / Ship Crand + 2 Spares
Iforklifts 20T 1

Forklifts 10T 1
[Forklifts 7.5T 2
[IForkiifts 5T 6
IShipper Supplied Trailers 2775 |By SIL or Consignee (2000 Plus?)

]
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Figure A5.1-3a

Concept Layout — Top-Pick System
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Figure A5.1-3b Ground Slots & Equipment Needs — Top-Pick

Yard Alternate Y3 - Grounded Top-Pick Dry / Block Stow Empties / Wheeled Others

Ground Slot Summary

Ground Slots
Ground Slots Required Bsi:f 4 T‘f::r’ :‘;:ef: Units Slots | Available
Required | (Dwg Y3)
Transshipment & Guam: Top Pick Pile - Median Peak Demand
Dry-Grounded 101,218 | 172,071 | Top-Pick TGS 1213 1286
Seeemneee 2 - 3 Wide -
- - Indicates insufficient slots
Reefers-VWheeled 6,763 11,497 Trailer FGS 120 160 '
O0G-Wheeled 1,054 1,791 Trailer FGS 21 40 o
Empties-Grounded 80942 | 137,601 | Side-Pick TGS 1245 1282 &I
uw
TOTAL 189,976 | 322,960 2600 2768 v <-100' Aisle-> <-100' Aisle->
Yard System & Equipment
Yard Storage:
I Container Category System Configuration *Utiliz. = 60%
Full - Dry Top-Pick 3 Wide x 5 high back to back *Use = 50% for stacking by BOL
Full - Refers Shipper Chassis 40' Trailers * Access to support trucks coming for pickup of inbound boxes
Full - 00OG Shipper Chassis Trailers * Minimize digging
[Empties Side-Pick 5 High x Block Stow (See Layout) * Stow in CY by Bill of Lading (BOL) off ship
FS& Layout Alternate Y3 for Yard) * Good computer system will be required to achieve this
* Customs clears entire BOL
* Most times customer accepts any box in BOL
* Occassionally requires particular container
* Access on both sides of pile
* 6 wide row of containers
Equ:'pment: No. Comments * & high in center 2 container rows only
[Container Quay Cranes - New 3 * Max move 8 to get at a specific container
IContainer Quay Cranes - Existing 1 * Some Reach Stacker support reduces it
IRTGs 0 * O0OG - On steam ship line chassis
ITop Picks 10 2 [ CGrane Plus 2 * Reefers - On steam ship line chassis
Reach Stackers 0 * Empties - block stow by Owner, Type & Size
ard Tractors - New 17 5/Crane plus 5 for Other Tasks
Yard Tractors - Existing 8
lYard Chassis - New 50
Side Picks (Empties) B 1/ Crane plus 2 Yard Service
IB/B Ship Cranes 2
Mafi Trailers 8 3/ Ship Crand + 2 Spares
Forklifts 20T 1
[Forkiifts 10T 1
lforklifts 7.5T 2
Forkiifts 5T 6
Shipper Supplied Trailers 1By S/L or Consignee
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Concept Layout — Reach Stacker System

Figure Ab.1-4a
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Figure A5.1-4b Ground Slots & Equipment Needs — Reach Stacker

Yard Alternate Y4 - Grounded Reach-Stacker Dry / Block Stow Empties / Wheeled Others

Ground Slot Summary

Ground Slots
Ground Slots Required Bsi:f 4 T‘f::r’ :;’S'tign': Units Slots | Available
Required | (Dwg Y4)
Transshipment & Guam. Reach Stacker Pile - Median Peak Demand
Dry-Grounded 101,218 | 172,071 |Reach-Stack TGS 1103 1147
<-4 Wide ----- >
Indicates insufficient slots
Reefers-VWheeled 6,763 11,497 Trailer FGS 120 160 'i'
O0G-Wheeled 1,054 1,791 Trailer FGS 21 40 5
Empties-Grounded 80,942 | 137,601 Side-Pick TGS 1245 1352 A
w
ﬁA_L 189,976 | 322,960 2490 2609 | A <- 70' Aisle-> <- 70" Aisle->
Yard System & Equipment
- Yard Storage:
I Container Category System Configuration *Utiliz. = 65%
Full - Dry Reach Stacker 4 Wide x 1 over 5 High (nearest) * Use 55% for stacking by BOL
IFull - Refers Shipper Chassis 40' Trailers * Access to support trucks coming for pickup of inbound boxes
Full - 00G Shipper Chassis Trailers * Minimize digging
Empties Side-Pick 5 High x Block Stow (See Layout) * Stow in CY by Bill of Lading (BOL) off ship
See Layout Alternate Y4 for Yard) * Good computer system will be required to achieve this
F * Customs clears entire BOL
* Most times customer accepts any box in BOL
* Occassionally requires particular container
* Access on both sides of pile
* 4 wide row of containers
Equipmen!: No. Comments * 2 high in center 2 containers only
[Container Quay Cranes - New 3 * Max move 3 to get at a specific container
IContainer Quay Cranes - Existing 1 * Some Top Pick support
IRTGs 0 *O0G - On steam ship line chassis
ITop Picks 2 * Reefers - On steam ship line chassis
IReach Stackers 8 2/Crane plus Top Picks Above *Empties - block stow by Owner, Type & Size
Eard Tractors - New 17 5/Crane plus 5 for Other Tasks
ard Tractors - Existing 8
[Yard Chassis - New 50
Side Picks (Empties) 6 1/ Crane plus 2 Yard Service
B/B Ship Cranes 2
IMafi Trailers 8 3 / Ship Crane + 2 Spares
Iforklifts 20T 1
Forklifts 10T 1
[Forklifts 7.5T 2
lforklifts 5T 6
Trailer rBy S/L or Consignee
]
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Appendix 5-1 Public Presentations &
Comments

On February 7, 2008, the Master Plan report was released in draft form for public review and comment. A
copy for download was posted on the Port Authority of Guam website. The following presentations and
meetings were also conducted.

DATE TO

2/11/08 Governor, Lt. Governor and staff.

2/12/08 Representatives of Honolulu District USACE, NOAA/U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Guam and
Guam Environmental Protection Agency

2/13/08 Chamber of Commerce

2/13/08 Port Shipping Lines or Carriers

2/13/08 Public Hearing at Piti Social Hall

2/14/08 Guam Legislature at the Public Hearing Room

3/5/08 Second Public Hearing at the Port

The date for receipt of comments was first set for March 19, 2008, 5:00 PM but was extended to March
31, 2008 at the request of some stakeholders. The following is a list of written comments that were
received through March 31, 2008. Copies of the written comments are attached herewith in this
Appendix 5.

Source No. of Pages

Bureau of Statistics and Plans

Carriers Matson, Horizon & Seabridge

Fung Li Fisheries, Inc.

Guam Chamber of Commerce

Guam Environmental Protection Agency

Hanson Permanente Cement of Guam (via Carlsmith Ball LLP, attorneys)

Rick Agustin, Private Citizen

Al P O W| N[ P N &

U.S. Coast Guard
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BUREAU OF STATISTICS AND PLANS

(Bureau of Planning)
Government of Guam
Felix P. Camacho
Govermnor of Guam
P.O. Box 2950 Hagétfia, Guam 96932

Michael W, Cruz, M.D. Tel: (671) 472-4201/3 Alberto “Tony” Lamorena V
Lieutenant Governor Fax: (671) 477-1812 Director

MEMORANDUM 2008

To: General Manager, Port Authority of Guam

From: Director, Burean of Statistics and Plans

Subject: Port Authority of Guam Draft Master Plan Update 2007

The Bureau has reviewed the subject Draft Master Plan Update 2007 for the Port Authority of Guam (PAG)
to provide for the needs of ocean commerce, shipping, recreational and commercial boating and navigation
of the territory of Guam. The PAG operates the largest U.S. deepwater port in the Western Pacific serving

as the only commercial seaport and the main lifeline of all cargo entering the island. It is also a vital partof -
Guam’s economic infrastructure handling 95% of the island’s total imports (civilian & military), loading and -
offloading of cargo for Guam and Micronesia. It serves as the transshipment hub for the entire Western
Pacific Region. However, due to the magnitude of the potential cargo volumes associated with the proposed
Marine relocation from Okinawa to Guam, an Impact Assessment on the PAG facilities is being prepared

in order to implement needed changes and/or upgrades to accommodate the anticipated activities at the port.

Potential improvements to be investigated include the proposed improvement in the Commercial Port’s
infrastructures, relocation of the break-bulk yard, expansion of F-7 and constructing a larger and deeper
anchorage area within the PAG to accommodate larger vessels. Many of the larger vessels require additional
time to maneuver in the narrow branch channels, thereby increasing operating costs to shippers. Mitigation
measures have to be identified and viable alternatives developed. Fairly simple sensitivity test must make
sure that there is a reasonable or good solution and that great risk are not being taken with apparently the
preferred options. It is critical that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared for all the planned
port improvements.

This current Draft Master Plan includes recommended changes in Land Use and Zoning, such as change of
the areas that are dependent for their operations on access to deep-draft oceangoing vessels with associated
water borne transportation needs directly to or from the facilities, to “Marine Industrial Designation,” as
follows:

Land Use Change #1, in Figurc E6.5-1 cncompassing Outhousc Beach, Golf Picr and Scaplane Ramp be
changed to “Marine Industrial” zone.

Bureau’s comments: The land area is too limited, with the exception of the seaplane ramp area, for
industrial uses; the lack of storm water infrastructure to contain any pollutants from spilling directly
into the marine environment. We do understand in the long term this area is being recommended
for filling in to create more wharf areas. We are concern that there are still marine environments and
coral reef habitat in the immediate off-shore area that must be taken into account prior to those plans
being finalized. It may need to be surveyed and the amount of compensatory restoration/mitigation
be determined by using the Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) similar to Kilo Wharf.

Page 1 of 4
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Land Use Change #2, the land use for the designated area highlighted “Recommended Land Use Change
#2” in Figure E6.5-1 be changed from “Open Space” to “Industrial.” This sets aside a contiguous area within
the Commercial Port with more flexibility for fulfilling the needs of the various terminals.

Bureau’s Comment: Our concern with the Industrial Zone designation for the area north of the
Route 11 and east of the fuel storage tanks is its location on a very narrow strip of land, part of which
is on the existing limestone bluff that once made up Cabras Island. This bluff protects the Port
assets from the fury of the ocean that lays just seaward of it. The rest of the bluff has been quarriced
down to the road level along the whole stretch of road fronting the Port’s container yard.
Unfortunately, this leaves the yard vulnerable to high winds and waves, as was evident in previous
typhoons, including Typhoon Ponsona in 2002. As a result of this vulnerability there is an
application to build a seawall where a naturally occurring limestone bluff used to exist. The
remaining existing bluff should be preserved to act as a protective barrier for the Port.

Land Use Change #3 in Figure E6.5-1 be changed from “Open Space” to “Marine Industrial” use. This
change would relocate Route 18 to the south and around this zone in order to provide land adjacent to deep
draft navigation in Cabras Channel.

Bureau’s comment: The recommended Marine Industrial (MI) designation for the area near the
Marianas Yacht Club is known to be primarily comprised of mangrove and wetland areas. We feel
that the footprint of the recommended MI designation should be reduced to stay within the fast lands.
The proposed rerouting of Route 18 appears to be within the wetland areas. With the limited amount
of mangroves in the wetlands of Guam, the Bureau recommends that this area be reduced to save the
wetland areas.

Family Beach and Hotel Wharf

The Bureau is encouraged by the fact that the Dogleg Pier area has been retained as a place for water
recreation activities. We hope that this will also mean an increase of public access to the local community.
We recommend that the Family Beach area be also designated for Water Recreation and not as a Fishing
Facility, as shown in Figure 6.5.1. Those uses may not be compatible.

The Hotel Wharf Area designated as Dinner Cruise could also be moved to the west to be adjacent to the
Water Recreation areas. The Dinner cruises and water recreation uses seem to be a good mix that
compliment one another. Tourists can spend time on Family Beach and on the water and go on a dinner
cruise before heading back to the hotel.

6.6.4.2 Entrance/Exit Facility

It is not clear where this main entrance/exit is proposed to be. Currently there is a check point on Route 11
that was erected after the World Trade Center Bombing in 2001. The Main entrance to the terminal area is
also a gated entrance. We have concerns about restricting public access to marine resources in the other
portions of Cabras [sland that are supposed to be unrestricted areas. Such Public Facility areas include the
Family Beach and Dogleg Pier area to access the coral reefs and Outer Apra Harbor water recreation areas.
To the maximum extent possible, we agree that the Port should provide a separate public access to those
public areas. As indicated in Section 6.6.5 Public Facilities, “It would be preferable that civilians using the
public facilities would not have to enter and exit through the main terminal gates. Therefore, these public
facilities must be physically separated from both the commercial and military facilities.”

6.7 Marinas, General Operational Improvements
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The plan does point out that PAG has the three (3)Marinas that “Together they provide opportunities for most
of the public’s small boat needs.” However, we agree with the plan when they point out that “the condition
of these facilities does not allow the public to benefit fully from their amenities.” The PAG should
implement the Plan’s general improvements recommended for the Marinas and specific action items for each

Marina.

The really poor and unsafe conditions documented in this plan at some of the Marinas have existed at some
of these facilities for quite a few years. We believe they may have a direct detrimental effect on our visitor
industry. Each day these facilities are frequented by our visitors and the local community. If, PAG does not
have the funding to upgrade and maintain these facilities then they should seriously consider privatizing their

operations.

6.9 Site Utilitie i

We do concur with the plan that should major upgrades to the utilities be required, a full review on the
utilities routings as a whole is recommended, especially since some of the existing utilities (e.g. storm drain
direct discharge to sea and mixed supply for fire water and domestic water) were designed to meet the codes
or engineering practices of some 35+ years ago. As recommended, a code compliance check would be

necessary.

Especially important to the Burean’s Guam Coastal Management Program(GCMP) is the Storm Water
Drainage System, under its Nonpoint Pollution Program. We concur with the plan that “instead of directly
discharging to the sea as per the existing system, an oil/sediment in-line unit is recommended to provide basic
treatment to the storm water before discharging to the sea. A gravity drainage system with additional new
outfalls would be required for F-7, the Break-Bulk & Bulk Terminal, and the extended container yard” is

highly recommended.

Phasing

Though there is a sense of utmost urgency in order to complete the modernization outlined in the plan
because of the impacts of the proposed military expansion, we do caution that as much as reasonably
possible, the modernization improvements should be phased properly to minimize disruptions to the
operations of the port as well as to the local community, and to minimize adverse effects to the environment.
We also urge the Port to assess cumulative and secondary impacts of the DOD developments as part of the

EIS.

Environmental Concerns

The increased awareness of environmental conditions has significantly influenced port planning and
operations. The drcdging or deepening of channels to maintain their navigability involves removing
sediment, rock, and debris from the channel bottom. We are concern whether the mud that's being dredged
is contaminated and posses a danger to nearby areas. Because dredging disturbs the bottom material as well
as the plants and animals living in the water, its environmental impact depends partly on the type of channel
bottom. If channel bottom material is contaminated, disturbing the sediment can further degrade the
environment by distributing or releasing these contaminants. The disturbance of contaminated sediments
is usually an issue when dredging and then finding and identifying proper/duly approved disposal sites for
these contaminated sediments is another concern. In dredging a lot of high-value marine habitat might be
destroyed. The dredging may also literally change the way water circulates. The other major concern is the
turbidity in the dredge area. With regards to dredged materials, please note that a Memorandum of

Page 3 of 4



B TR VIV VRV LT T [CIVEFAVES Rviviv)

Understanding (MOU) was signed on April 12, 2001 between the Department of the Navy and the
Government of Guam for the beneficial use of dredge material from the Navy construction dredging project
in Inner Apra Harbor for proposed Port Authority of Guam (PAG) construction Projects. We understand that
the material to be disposed of at this offshore site will be considered “clean” or “suitable,” but it is not clear
exactly what standards are used to determine if the material is suitable or not. PAG development within the
Zone requires consideration of many environmental factors that impact water and air quality. Many of the
Critical Area regulations that control development consider impacts on water quality and seek to encourage
the identification of best practices to reduce run-off associated with ncw development.

In addition, coordination and improved communication between the Government of Guam agencies must
continue throughout the review and construction process. In order to ensure that proper monitoring of
impacts to natural resources are properly monitored, it is critical that baseline data be collected. This effort
needs to be initiated as soon as possible to ensure that data is collected prior to the start of any project.

Overall, it is important that the EA/EIS and the Final Master Plan be provided to all concerned Federal and
Government of Guam resource agencies for Federal Consistency review in order to thoroughly review all
types of activities associated with the proposed development. Please refer to the Procedures Guide for
Achieving Consistency with the Guam Coastal Management Program. The CZMA federal consistency
requirements are found at 15 CFR Part 930.

The Bureau commends the PAG for taking this initiative, working diligently to reach the point where
conceptual recommendations can be presented for consideration by decision makers. Thank you for giving
us the opportunity to comment and should you have further questions or concerns with regards to our
comments please do not hesitate to contact our GCMP Administrator, Ms. Evangeline Lujan at 475-9672,
email: vangelujan@yahoo.com or Amelia F. De Leon at 475-9669.

CIAC

ALBERTO A. LAMORENA V
Director

cc: GEPA
DoAg
DPR
DLM
DPW
ACOE
Mayor of Piti
Office of the Governor
JPark/BillMillhouser
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Port Authority of Guam Master Plan Comments

Carriers submitting input: ~ Matson, Horizon, Seabridge

1) Carriers agree with the choice of a “Wheeled + Top Pick™ operation.

2) Of the two terminal layout alternatives presented in Section 5.5 Selected
Alternative (5.5-1 and 5.5-2), the carriers support 5.5-2 or what is called
Break-Bulk West Variation for the following reasons.

* It keeps the container yard as one continuous yard with no mixture of
breakbulk cargo traffic.

* It keeps the hardened area for container loads on chassis and serves as a
backup should it be needed to ground containers. Putting breakbulk cargo
there makes it harder to convert the yard if needed.

* BB cargo West also keeps the distance between the pier and the laydown area
a shorter distance than working the ships at F4-5 and traveling through the
container yard to store the cargo.

* BB cargo in the “EAST” layout also requires more equipment to move
breakbulk cargo from shipside to yard area since it is a greater distance to
travel.

* Although future military RORO ships may require berthing at F7, most of that
cargo will be RORO. So cargo can be staged in the BB WEST area and
“driven” to the ship no matter what pier it is located at.

3) A suggestion is to have a separate lane to handle breakbulk cargo at the
terminal gate so that container traffic does not mix with breakbulk cargo
traffic. Another option would be to keep a separate gate area for breakbulk as
they do today and that is the gate area near the current maintenance shop.

4) Both terminal layouts call for the removal of the warehouse that houses
Matson, Horizon and Cabras Marine maintenance facilities. We would like to
see these facilities relocated to the area outlined as Industrial Park on page
116 which outlines the recommended land use. Carriers would continue to

lease the warehouse from PAG.

5) Section 6.1.10 (terminal operating system) is critical to the success of the port
efficiently handling the increased throughput in the years ahead. This new
system should be put in place in the next twelve months so that any systems
issues could be addressed prior to the start of the buildup.

6) Section 6.1.11 (labor availability & productivity) professional



training be provided to the various categories of skilled labor in
order to operate new technologies...

7) Section 2.4.6 Fire Protection System......page 58. We support the
recommendation of the fire alarm system being connected with the local fire
station. Although the port of Guam does not have a fire station on site, it
should ensure that the Guam Fire Department has personnel trained to handle
shipboard fires just as the Guam Airport Authority has fire fighters trained to
handle aircraft fires.

2.3.1 Berths F-2 through F-6

Maintenance and Operational Improvements

"It was clear during the condition survey that the structures have not been maintained on
a regular basis. The damage to the fenders and the coping beam is extensive and also no
corrosion protection system has been employed in order to protect the sheet piles on the
older structures. Major work to replace the sheet pile supported sections of the facility
will be necessary as part of a modernization plan for the Port of Guam."

2.3.2 Container Crane Rails on at Berths F-4, F-5 & F-6

Maintenance and Operational Im provement

"... due to difficulty in crane movement along the rails. The permanent damage that
happened to the structure during the 1993 earthquake may have caused the piles to move
sideways due to plastic deformations. This could be one of the factors that caused the
rails to move making it difficult for the crane travel along the rail. Some strengthening or
total replacement of the rail supporting structure may be necessary in order to remedy this
problem. This should be investigated as part of an overall modernization program for the

terminal."

Paul

Horizon
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FUNG LI FISHERIES,INC.

ADDRESS: 1026 CaBrAas Hwy #300 PITI, GUAM 96925
TeEL: ( 671 ) 475-7502—4 FaAxX: 472-4247

Mr. Carlos Salas, Interim General Manager March 04, 2008

Port Authority of Guam
Government of Guam

1026 Cabras Highway, Suite 201
Piti, Guam 96925

Attn: Dot Harris, Chief Planner
Subject: PAG Draft Master Plan

Re: Concurrence with respect to fishing industry operations at warehouse #1

Hafa Adai Ms. Harris,

Thank you for your work in successfully managing the on-going Port Maser Plan.

We have reviewed the draft plan and concur with the recommendation that
Warehouse #1 be reserved for the fishing industry, and current tenants may remain in
place. It does appear, however, that this space assignment may not be permanent., so we
respectfully request that the Port’s master planning scope reach beyond this
recommendation and lay the groundwork for permanent accommodations for Guam’s

fishing industry.

Perhaps you would find it useful to organize a task force comprised of Port
officials and representatives of Guam’s fishing industry to start this next phase of
planning. If so, we will be pleased to assist.

Sincerely,

CHENG 1 /M/?

S.Y. Hung, Presiden
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GUAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
PARTNERS IN PROGRESS
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March 18, 2008 I “En a8 S Ofic,

MONTE MESA

Chairman

Port Authority Board of Directors
1026 Cabras Highway, Suite 201
Piti, Guam 96915

RE: PORT MASTER PLAN

Dear Mr. Mesa,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments relative to the Port Authority of
Guam's Draft Master Plan Update 2008.

The presentation made to the Guam Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors and
Maritime Affairs Committee (MAC) members on February 13, 2008 was well received.
At the onset, we would like to reiterate our concerns about the critical need for the Port of
Guam to not only move forward with efforts to grow its capacity to support the ongoing
and planned military buildup, but more importantly to support the natural growth of our
local community.

Island merchants are behind the Port's initiatives for steadfast improvements because the
loss of military cargo movements will leave a tremendous void and result ina
commensurate increase in port costs for downtown businesses. These costs will
ultimately be borne by Guam’s residents.

We are encouraged by the draft Master Plan Update, as it addresses our major concerns
such as acquisition of necessary equipment and modernization of facilities to improve
overall Port operations. However. in order for the Master Plan to achieve success, the

following must be considered:

I. Establish realistic timelines for execution:

2. Identify adequate sources of funding:

3. Maintain continuous communication throughout the execution process via
stakcholders; and

4. Consider and incorporate concerns addressed by Port users as listed in enclosed

document.

173 Aspinall Avenue * Suite 101. Ada Plaza Center, Hagatna = P.O. Box 283, Hagatia, GU 96932
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Guam Chamber of Commerce
Letter to Port Authority of Guam
Re: Port Master Plan Update 2008
March 18, 2008

Page Two

The Guam Chamber of Commerce stands ready to assist. and looks forward to being an
active participant in carrying out the solutions presented in the Port Master Plan.

Sincerely.

LAURA-LYNN DACANA
Chairwoman, Board of Difectors

Enclosure

ce: Maritime Affairs Committee, Guam Chamber of Commerce
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MEMORANDUM
TO: General Manager. Port Authority of Guam REL 1T o
FROM: Administrator

SUBJECT: Jose D. Leon Guerrero Commercial Port of Guam Master Plan Update
2007 Report

Buenas! The Guam Environmental Protection Agency (Guam EPA) has reviewed the
393 page Draft of Jose D. Leon Guerrero Commercial Port of Guam Master Plan Update
2007 Report. We offer the following comments, questions and suggestions regarding this
plan and its implementation.

1. We suggest that additional data on fisheries use and transshipment at the Commercial
Port be included.
Future demands projections did not include fishery demands.
¢ This plan should recognize that multi-year cycles of regional tuna stocks
availability near Guam and farther east, based on El Nino oceanic changes, affects
demand for use of Guam facilities. Data from longer term, many vear fisheries
statistics should be used for planning purposes.
* This plan should distinguish between Long Line and Purse Seine fisheries for
tuna.
* Do purse seiners use Port Authority of Guam (PAG) facilities only for repair at

Casamar?

Do purse seiners ever transship at Guam?

Do they refuel at Guam?

Are visits influenced by advantages in fuel pricing for fisheries vessels on Guam?

Will this change in the future?

What are the plans for fisheries facilities at Hotel Wharf?

The plan should tie in availability of air cargo space from Guam to Asian markets

for fresh fish.

e If port needs for the fisheries industry are not accommodated during the military
build-up. the value to Guam of the large, long term and sustainable tuna fishery in
the region may be lost. It would be difficult to re-establish fisheries use of the
Port of Guam if it were lost during the period of expanded military cargo needs.

2. The proposed Open Space Zone on the peninsula leading to the Delta and Echo
Wharves and the Marianas Yacht Club needs to include a buffer. with no development
allowed, surrounding the existing mangrove and fisheries preserve area of Sasa Bay.
* This mangrove community and adjacent mud flats are unique habitats among all
the Mariana Islands and are critical to fisheries productivity.

]
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* This mangrove stand is recognized as the largest mangrove community on US soil
throughout the entire Pacific and, therefore. requires special attention and
preservation,

3. The plan should mention archeological sites at the Open Space Zone around the
Marianas Yacht Club. in Section. 2.1 4.

4. More discussion is needed on the Port Authority of Guam’s Deep Draft Harbor
proposal and DEIS in Section 2.3.1.9 .

e  Whatis its status?

¢ How does it relate to this master plan?

* Will it be implemented in future years?

5. No information is provided about seawater fire fighting facilities at the commercial
fuel storage area. (Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.6.)

6. Support for cement carriers. (Section 2.5.4.)
* The plan should include projections of quantities of cement needed in future
years.
® The feasibility of dredging for bulk cement carriers and partnerships with the
cement carriers to do this as part of the urgent development should be addressed.

7. Environmental Impact Assessment.

* An Environmental Impact Statement is needed for the planned port
improvements.

* The urgency of implementing the port plan suggests that immediate steps are
necessary to expedite the NEPA and permitting processes.

e [tis recommended that the immediately needed developments (not all the longer
range plans) such as F-7 dock face construction. dredging for access at F-7. and
container yard expansion should be the subject of an expedited EIS.

* Much information on the area to be impacted off F-7 is available from earlier
studies on biological resources, sediments, currents and water quality, thus, saving
the PAG time and money in the NEPA process, compared to the Deep Draft
Harbor DEIS.

* Quality of the sediment to be dredged requires urgent analysis to allow for its
planned disposition and to determine costs for its storage, use or treatment it
necessary.

* Cumulative impacts of DOD developments and other proposed developments in
Apra Harbor will need to be assessed as part of the EIS.

* Local expertise (e.g., the University of Guam Marine Lab, or local environmental
firms) is available and can provide better. cheaper and quicker environmental
studies and EIS’s than contracted off-Island companies.

* The option of the PAG contracting such studies through its own RFP should be
considered. rather than waiting for the Army COE to do this, which would take a
longer time and much greater cost.

12



*  CWA Section 404 and 401 permits as well as historic site clearance and
Endangered Species Act Scction 7 and Essential Fish ITabitat reviews should be
initiated to run concurrently with the EIS process as much as possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft plan and provide input to your planning
process. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact our Chief
Planner, Mike Gawel. at 475-1646 or email: Mike.Gawel/@ guamepa.net

7 ,. '_), ‘L,.—\, o
LORILEE T. CRISOSTOMO

Ce:  Director, Bureau of Statistics and Plans, Attn.: GCMP
Director, Dept Ag., Attn.: DAWR
Director, Dept. Parks and Recreation, Attn.: HPO
Administrator, GEDCA
ACOE, Guam
US F&WS
NMFS
US EPA
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A LIMITED LIABILITY LAW PARTNERSHIP
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DIRECT DIAL NO.: DLEDGER&CARLSMITH.COM OUR REFERENCE NO.:
X302 031459-00009
February 26, 2008
VIA HAND DELIVERY
22A HAND DELIVERY
Mr. Carlos H. Salas, Interim General Manager
PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM
Suite 201

1026 Cabras Highway
Piti, Guam USA 96915

Re:  Draft Master Plan:
Hanson Permanente Cement of Guam, Inc.'s proposed investment

at the Port of Guam

Dear Mr. Salas:

Our firm represents Hanson Permanente Cement of Guam ("Hanson") -- a Port of Guam
tenant for nearly 50 years. We are writing to you in response to the Draft Master Plan recently

presented by way of public hearing.

Of particular interest to Hanson and our office is that portion of the Master Plan
concerning the need to increase capacity to import cement to Guam. As cxplained below,
Hanson has already submitted to the Port Authority a proposed means to supply the anticipated
additional capacity and, what's more, is prepared to undertake such capital improvement at its
own expense. In other words, Hanson is offering a "public-private partnership" under which the
"public” portion of the investment of funds is basically nil.

1. Background

On October 30, 2007 Derek Sadler, Guam-based General Manager of Hanson, and Dave

Hummel, California-based President of Lehigh Hanson West Region', met with former Port Gen.

idelberg Cement, Lehigh Hanson is the 3 largest construction materials producer
ees operating in 50 countries. Lehigh Cement (North America) sold approximately
ment terminals in North America,

' Following a merger with He
worldwide with 70,000 employ
14.9 million tons of cement in 2006 and operates |3 cement plants and 60 ce

HonoLutu ' KAPOLED - Huno ' Kona Maui : Guam SAIPAN LOS ANGELES
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Mr. Carlos. H. Salas

Interim General Manager

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM
February 26, 2008

Mgr. Ken Tagawa to discuss Hanson's desire to increase capacity to import cement, and in
particular to meet demand for cement during the military build up.

On December 3, 2007, Hanson wrote to Mr, Tagawa to follow up on the October 30th
meeting. A copy of that letter is attached as Exh. A. Unfortunately, with Mr. Tagawa's
resignation the dialogue stopped, hence this letter to you in your capacity as Interim Gen. Mgr. ,

2. Hanson's business and need to increase import capacity.

Hanson imports bulk cement from foreign countries, primarily Japan, and sells it to
customers on Guam, primarily redi-mix concrete producers Hawaiian Rock and Perez Bros.
Hanson imports the cement with ocean-going bulk carrier vessels and stock-piles the product at
its plant. As you know, Hanson's plant is located next to Shell's F-] facility on land leased from

the Port under a sublease agreement dated January 14, 1971 2

Hanson's facilities include a concrete wharf which it constructed, owns, and maintains,
However, the Port's harbor water adjacent to Hanson's wharf is not deep enough to berth the
vessels used to import the cement. So far, Hanson has mitigated the effect of the shallow water
by installing a "breasting barge." The "breasting barge" essentially extends the concrete wharf
into deeper water where the vessels are able to berth and off-load cement. Hanson pays the
entire cost for the breasting barge. Even with the breasting barge, the vessel must light-load to

avoid grounding,

This already marginal situation is made worse by the fact that the vessels coming on line
to transport greater quantities of cement are larger and draft even more water. These vessels,
unless likewise light-loaded, will be unable to berth at the outer face of the breasting barge. In
other words, greater water depth is the only answer to meet the anticipated demand for cement.

3. Hanson's proposed investment in Port facilities

Plainly the stakes are high for the Port of Guam and the entire island. Equally plain is the
difficult task of funding the improvements needed to meet the Master Plan's stated goals. Delay
in implementing the Master Plan due to lack of funding, and delay in importing a sufficient
i » would have a marked negative impact on construction and in turn the island

economy,

Initially, Hanson proposed dredging adjacent to its wharf but as acknowledged in the
Master Plan, dredging is an expensive and time consuming project requiring, among other things,
lengthy impact studies and difficult to obtain permits. As a result, more recently, Hanson
proposed (to Mr. Tagawa) that Hanson construct a free-standing dolphin mooring system

? Prior to signing this lease in 1971, Hanson operated for 12 years from a different location in the commercial port.
Plainly, Hanson has a long history as a good and valuable tenant at the Port,
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Mr. Carlos. H. Salas

Interim General Manager
PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM
February 26, 2008

adjacent to Hanson's wharf to achieve the water depth needed to accommodate large cement
carriers.

Simply stated, Hanson proposes a means to meet the Master Plan goal for increased
capacity to import cement. With increased water depth for full load vessels Hanson will be able
to meet the island's demand for cement, just as it has for the past 49 years.’ Plainly, larger cargo
vessels than currently possible with the existing harbor depth will be needed. At present
Hanson's capacity to meet the increased demand is constrained only by the too-shallow water
adjacent to Hanson's wharf. To solve the load limit problem Hanson proposes to construct a
dolphin mooring system in deeper water, at no cost to the Port. In exchange, Hanson would have
exclusive use of the mooring system. In the unlikely event Hanson ever vacates its leased
property, Hanson would relinquish all rights in the mooring system to the Port. In sum, the Port
would receive a substantial upgrade to its facility and meet a stated goal of the Master Plan --

without investment of its own Sunds.

Hanson seeks your assistance in moving forward with the proposed investment and urges
you to bring this matter to the attention of the Port Board at your soonest opportunity. Hanson
believes the Board would readily see this proposal as the win-win situation it truly is. Mr. Sadler
and [ are available to attend a Board meeting to further explain the water depth problem and the
proposed solution. Likewise, we are available to meet with you personally.

4. Conclusion

While foreign cement companies may be looking at Guam as an opportunity to sell
cement during the military build up, no such company likely considers Guam a long term

/!

/"

’ Here is a convenient juncture to point out that of the five reported cement shortages discussed during the public
hearing on the Master Plan, only two involved Hanson. The other three instances stemmed from a local contractor
trying to import its own cement and then failing to meet its own needs. This further highlights that the business of
importing cement should not be undertaken by companies unable to deliver,

' By "exclusive" we do not mean that no other vessel could ever utilize the mooring. Rather, as in past instances
when the Port lacked sufficient wharf space for vessels, Hanson would accommodate like instances so long as doing

o would not prevent Hanson from berthing a cement vessel.
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Please contact me if you have questions and to schedule a meeting meet with us and Mr.
Sadler.

Besyr{g‘a/;ds,
/

David Ledger

cc: Mr. Monte Mesa, Chairman, Board of Directors, Port Authority of Guam
Enclosures: Exhibits A

4827-5503-8722.1.031459-00009
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December 5, 2007

Mr. Kenneth T. Tagawa
General Manager

Port Authority of Guam

1626 Cabras Highway, Ste 201
Piti, Guam 96915

RE: Kttagawa@gortofguam.gom

Dear Mr. Tagawa,

*Hanson

HEIDELBERGCEMENTGrOup

Hanson Aggregates

West Reglon

P.0. Box 839069

San Diego, CA 92163-9069
9229 Harris Plant Road

San Diego, CA 92145

Tel 858-277-5481

Fax 858-277.4517

vawwhanson.com

Thank you again for taking time from your busy schedule to meet with Derek Sadler and
me to discuss our cement terminal. Serving the island for nearly fifty years now, we are
truly committed to additional investments that may be required for adequate gearing of

subsurface entitlement during the Federal Court proceedings, but now, in the latest
correspondence, asserts a "non-jurisdictional” position.

Simply stated, we are businessmen with a long-established and stellar reputation on-
Island to meet the communities’ needs. As discussed, we genuinely seek your
assistance In breaking any log-jams that impede our ability to install dolphins in deeper
water to support larger cargo ships. Plainly, larger cargo ships than currently possible
with existing berthing conditions and harbor depth will be needed to meet increasing
demands for construction related to the build-up. At present our capacity to meet

Is constrained only by vessel load limits imposed by the shallow
water conditions adjacent to our wharf, Our proposed investment of constructing a
dolphin mooring system in deeper water will solve the load limit problem by allowing us
to bring in vessels of sufficient capacity. We urge you to please bring this matter to the
Port Board of Directors at your soonest opportunity. While the timing of the military
build-up is certainly fluld, we believe also that timing is of the essence on this matter in
order to properly plan and fund. Mr. Sadler would be available to attend a Board
meeting to explain the problem and our proposed solution. Significantly, as we
explained during our meeting, the port would receive a substantial upgrade to its facility
without investment of its own funds. We are of the mind that the Board would readlly

see this proposal as the win-win situation it truly is.

As the change-agent hired to support growth In Port activity, your offer to review and
provide guidance is both welcomed and appreciated. Please advise Derek of a suitable

time frame to meet again on these matters.

Very truly yours,

cr
[

Dave Hummel
President

cc: Mr. Derek Sadler, Hanson Permanente Cement
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Nira Ratnathicam

From: comments@portofguam.com

Sent: Sunday, March 09, 2008 6:44 PM

To: Agustin, Rick

Cc: Ratnathicam, Nira; glenn

Subject: RE: Ancestral properties......... need to address
Attachments: ATT7619186.txt

Thank you for submitting your comments on the Port Authority of Guam's DRAFT Master Plan.

Quoting "Agustin, Rick" <RAgustin@horizonlines.com>:

Second submission

From: Agustin, Rick

Sent: Monday, March 03, 2008 2:10 PM

To: comments@portofguam.com; Ratnathicam, Nira
Cc: glenn

Subject: Ancestral properties......... need to address

As a private citizen, I am concern that ancestral properties currently
held by the port authority of Guam has not been address in the draft
master plan. Are the heirs going to be compensated under eminent
domain or the properties going to be reverted back to the port and
leave the heirs of these valuable land out in the cold and once again
denied the use of ancestral lands.

A good example is the late Thomas Unsiog. He attended several PAG
board meeting and was allowed once to speak about his family property.
He waited far too long for the government to make a decision and
return this property to the Unsiog Clan.

Despite the hard work of Glen Nelson of the port authority, land
management and other government agencies did not respond in a timely
basis and the Unsiog land never was properly returned to them. Are
other property owners going to be in the same predicament?

Concern addressed by the writer as a private citizen. Contact number
is 888-1928 cell..

VvV VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVVYyV

>
Submitted by:
Rick (Enrique) Agustin

This email and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged
information. If you have received this email in error, please notify the
sender by return email and delete immediately without forwarding to others.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYV
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U. S. Coast Guard Sector Guam Comments on PAG Master Plan Draft

I. Pg. 13, Para. E4.4: Cruise Ship Operations. Fully concur with draft MP proposal to
relocate cruise ship passenger and vendor access points away from the container
operations and outside of the cargo yard security perimeter. This offers significant safety
and security benefits, as well as aesthetic advantages for arriving passengers. This
approach further offers an opportunity to reduce the inefficient and labor-intensive
current practice of establishing and disestablishing a temporary passenger
terminal/corridor for each cruise ship arrival.

2. Pg. 15, Para. E5.4: Container Handling. Any container handling and storage scheme
that is selected must take into account the heavy weather regularly experienced on Guam.
Current PAG and Coast Guard Sector Guam practice is to reduce container stacks to not
more than two high at tropical storm/typhoon COR 3. While container stacks of three
and even four high may be reasonable, stacking containers higher may result in a mad
scramble to find sufficient yard space to lower stacks over a given height in anticipation
of heavy weather.

3. Pg. 19, Para. E6.1.4: Ship to Shore Container Cranes. Per conversation with several
shipbuilders and container ship operators, I believe reasonable desi gn criteria for PAG
container cranes for the next 20 years would be to handle shipboard containers stacked:
not more than 9 high; not more than 13 wide. For this reach, 50 foot rail spacing is

adequate.

4. Pg. 19, Para. E6.1.5: Cargo Storage yard and Configuration of Terminal Area.

Fully concur with the proposal to relocate personnel not directly required for cargo
handling operations to a location outside the cargo terminal fence line. This offers the
opportunity to enhance security by reducing vulnerabilities associated with the numbers
of people and vehicles having direct access to the major vessel berthing locations.

5. Pg. 19, Para. E6.1.5: Concur with relocation of the Fishing Industry Operations and
Cruise Ship Industry to a location outside of the cargo terminal fence line. Note,
however, that the cruise ship industry requires a level of security precautions far
exceeding that of the fishing industry. This may require relocation of or operating
restrictions on fishing vessels moored in the port during cruise ship port calls

6. Pg. 19, Para. E6.1.5, Paragraphs 2 and 3: Lighting. Recommend that PAG consider
two different lighting systems. One system for night work and one system for security,
following established luminosity standards. Two separate lighting systems will allow
PAG and tenants to maintain a higher level of light for safe cargo operations at night, as
well as a cost-saving lower level of light for security purposes in the absence of cargo
operations. Please see the references at the end of these comments.

7. Pg. 19, Para. E6.1.5, Paragraph 2: Concur with the MP recommendation to relocate
the existing Shell fuel transfer pipeline located under the container yard. Key utilities
and critical infrastructure such as oil product transfer pipelines should be routed outside



any secure or restricted areas to the maximum extent practicable. This reduces
vulnerabilities and minimizes cargo handling interferences and interruptions. Also
recommend a loop/ring distribution system with appropriate shut offs for electrical power
supply, communications, potable water and firefi ghting water systems for redundancy,
flexibility and to minimize opportunities for cargo handling interruptions.

8. Pg. 25, Para. E6.7, Marinas: In view of the current and forecast increasing workload
for the PAG Police and the urgent need to take immediate steps to enhance the safety,
security and aesthetics of the two PAG-administered marinas, recommend the
Government of Guam assign protection of the marinas over to the Guam Police
Department. As GPD’s Harbor Patrol unit currently resides on Gregorio D. Perez Marina
property, an interagency agreement may be feasible.

9. Pg. 27, Para. E6.7.3, Harbor of Refuge: Establishment of a designated area for small
vessel haulout and repair, regulated per Guam and federal requirements, would go a long
way toward improving the cleanliness and safety of this area and could provide a small
source of revenue for GovGuam. The seaplane ramp could serve as one potential site for
this service. Fully concur with the proposal in Para. 3 to hold tenants accountable for the

cleanliness of the site.

10. Pg. 28, Para. E6.11, Implementing Near-Term Needs: This paragraph identifies the
impending military buildup as the primary near-term driver for modernization of the Port.
While the cargo volume increases reasonably expected to be associated with the military
buildup cannot be discounted, there are other si gnificant reasons to pursue immediate
modernization of the Port. PAG has suffered from an unwillingness or inability to
recapitalize critical infrastructure, superstructure, equipment and IT systems. PAG must
proceed quickly to modernize these systems in order to service container line operators in
today’s highly competitive shipping environment and to retain its revenue- generating
status as the container transshipment hub for Micronesia.

I'l. Pg. 83, Para. 2.4.6, Fire Protection System: The current GWA/PAG fire protection
system is severely lacking in ability to provide long-duration firefighting water. The
2002 Mobil tank fire highlighted this shortfall. The ever-present specter of inadequate
firefighting water currently imposes restrictions on PAG and GFD for handling and
storage of certain cargoes, such as explosives and oxidizers. Now is the time to design
and install an adequate firefighting system. One approach would employ a sprinkler
system using potable water for the first 20 minutes and then shifting to a seawater supply.
An alternative would be use of a fully seawater supplied system incorporating the ability
to be boosted by the mobile pumps to be funded by the FY07 Supplemental Port Security

Grant Program.

12. Pg. 91, Para. 2.5.7, Port Security: The PAG Police are resource strapped and would
benefit greatly from new equipment to include bulletproof safety vests, a SWAT-like
rapid reaction force capability, and communications systems able to interface with other
GovGuam and federal law enforcement agencies.



[3. Port Security: During several public presentations on the draft Master Plan, PBI
presenters stated that PAG failed to comply with the International Maritime
Organization’s International Ship and Port Facility Security Code. 1 take issue with this
premise. As a United States port subject to the maritime security regulations of Title 33,
Code of Federal Regulations, Subchapter H, PAG is subject to and substantially in
compliance with the facility security regulations of 33 CFR Part 105. PAG has
developed a Facility Security Plan which is spot-checked and exercised. PAG security
could benefit from internal security spot-checks and drills overseen by PAG management

14. Pg. 144, Para. 6.6.4.1, Port Security: A high security fence built with materials that
will provide a significant useful lifespan in Guam’s harsh environment should be
installed. The fence should be ten to twelve feet in hei ght with three strands of barbed
wire or coiled concertina wire on top. The fence posts should be no more than twelve
feet apart. The fence must meet acceptable security standards and have at least a ten-foot
clear zone on the outside perimeter. The fence should be protected by traffic barriers to
keep vehicles from backing into it and damaging it.

15. Pg. 148, Para. 6.6.4.15, Port Security: Access for emergency responders is addressed
in the maritime security regulations.

16. Pg. 148, Para. 6.6.4.16, Port Security: This paragraph recommends stationing K-9
units permanently stationed at the port. Considering the size and resource constraints of
the island, this appears to be overkill. Recommend instead that PAG Police, GPD, GIAA
Police and TSA develop an interagency MOU for access to an existing K-9 capability on
island.

17. Pg. 148, Para. 6.6.6, Port Security: Military and PAG waterfront facilities are
separate. [ consider it neither necessary nor likely for PAG to be granted direct access to
military security monitoring systems.

18. Additional notes:

a. Shell is mentioned as a user of F-1 wharf, but not SPPC (for LPG) or Hanson (for
bulk cement.

b. The draft MP makes several references to a water supply tank for firefighting.
This option warrants further study. An underground water tank of sufficient capacity
could be a great benefit for an installed sprinkler system.

¢. Recommend PAG install a loop firefighting water system using seawater to cover
the entire port area and tenants.

d. PAG and GFD should collaborate to develop response capability for maritime
emergencies within the port. Response personnel should be trained in high-angle
heavy rescue, shipboard firefighting, maritime rescue/maritime extrication, and
hazmat response.



€. GPD has an underwater surveillance system procured with federal Homeland
Security funds. Recommend PAG Police and GPD develop an MOU for scheduled
and emergent use of this capability in the port, e. g., security sweeps of the wharves in
anticipation of a cruise ship arrival.

f. Arrival of the current Matson Navigation and Horizon Lines container ships in a
fully loaded condition (as may occur during the peak of the upcoming military
construction boom) will require wharf depths close to the maximum safe depth for F-
5 and F-6. The two-stage dredging proposed by PBI may not be feasible or
economical if the deeper of the two wharf face depths will be needed within the next
4 years. It would appear that dredging to the maximum depth will be necessary
sooner rather than later.

g Recommend the following regulatory references be used: Title 33, Code of
Federal Regulations, Parts 6, 101-106, 126, 127 and 128.





