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RE: Comments on 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS
To Whom It May Concern,

Staff of the CNMI Division of Historic Preservation (HPO) have reviewed the 2019 Mariana
Islands Training and Testing (MITT) Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS). Per this review, CNMI HPO
has several comments regarding the identification of cultural resources outlined in the Draft
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. While some of these comments have been discussed with NAVFAC
personnel directly, CNMI HPO feels it is important for these comments to be placed on the
record at this time. CNMI HPO further recognizes that activities such as the identification of
additional cultural resources may be worked out through the ongoing Section 106 consultation
related to the renegotiation of the 2009 Programmatic Agreement that fulfills National Historic
Preservation Act requirements for MITT activities. It should also be noted that CNMI HPO is
satisfied with the mitigation strategy of avoiding the areas of known submerged cultural
resources and the additional mitigations negotiated through the programmatic agreement. Our
comments, therefore, relate primarily to the identification and documentation of cultural
resources, as a comprehensive knowledge of cultural resources with accurate geospatial data is
necessary for the proposed mitigation to be effective. With this in mind, our comments are as
follows:

1) Terrestrial cultural resources on Farallon de Medinilla (FDM) have not been adequately
identified

It is stated in section 3.11.1.2.1 of the 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS (Page 3.11-1)
that “no additional ... land-based archaeological sites, or isolated-non modern artifacts have been
identified around or on Farallon de Medinilla.” It is further stated that, because no additional
resources have been identified, the information pertaining to the cultural resources of FDM in the



2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS remains valid. It is stated in section 3.11.2.2.1 in the 2015 MITT
Final EIS/OEIS (Page 3.11-15) that a preliminary archaeological field survey of FDM was
conducted in 1996, which did not locate cultural resources on FDM. A similar statement is made
in Paragraph 5 of page 3.11-6 of the 2019 Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, which states that, based
on the 1996 survey, “there are no known cultural resources on FDM.”

It is the opinion of CNMI HPO that the 1996 archaeological survey conducted by David Welch
did not provide sufficient coverage of FDM to confidently assess the presence or absence of
cultural resources on FDM. It is therefore impossible at this time to adequately assess the
potential impacts of MITT activities to cultural resources on FDM.

This opinion is supported by the report of the 1996 survey.' It is stated on Page 6 of that report
that the planned survey strategy for FDM included three phases: a preliminary reconnaissance
survey, an intensive survey, and a sample survey of selected areas. Only the first of these three
proposed phases was completed. It is stated on Page 7 of the report that vegetation in some areas
was so dense that it “precluded a careful check” of the area, and that the survey was cut short by
an incoming typhoon. In the conclusion on Page 8 it is stated that

While the preliminary reconnaissance survey failed to turn up any evidence of prehistoric
or early historic human activity on the island, the extent of the survey was far too limited
to confirm that such evidence is not present or very unlikely to be present. The expected
scarcity of any archaeological remains necessitates a more intensive survey to confirm
their presence or absence and the past and potential future impacts of the military use of
the island ... without this information, it is difficult to evaluate ... what impact military
training on the island has had and may continue to have on the island’s cultural resource
base.

It is then suggested that the additional phases of survey necessary to properly assess the presence
of cultural resources on FDM and potential effects of military activity on those resources would
take an additional two to three days of work.

Given that Welch wrote in the report that the 1996 survey was inadequate to confirm the
presence or absence of terrestrial cultural resources on FDM or to understand the impacts of
military activity on potential cultural resources, it is misleading to imply, as is done in the 2015
MITT Final EIS/OEIS and in the 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, that no cultural
resources are present on FDM and that, therefore, MITT activities at FDM have no potential to
affect cultural resources.

Given also that Welch estimated only two to three additional days of survey would be required to
adequately assess the presence or absence of cultural resources on FDM, it is the opinion of
CNMI HPO that it would not be an undue burden to complete the full, three-phase program of
archaeological survey on FDM as suggested in 1996. This would best be coordinated with other
on-the-ground activities that regularly take place on FDM in order to mitigate the safety concerns
associated with operations on FDM.

' Welch, David, 1996, “Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance and Assessment of Farallon de Medinilla,
Mariana Islands” in 1997 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Military Training in the Marianas



2) Submerged cultural resources in the waters around FDM have not been adequately
identified

It is stated in section 3.11.1.2.1 of the 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS (Page 3.11-1)
that “no additional submerged cultural resources ... have been identified around or on [FDM].”
It is further stated that, because no additional resources have been identified, the information
pertaining to the submerged cultural resources of FDM in the 2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS
remains valid.

However, in section 3.11.2.2.1 of the 2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS (Page 3.11-15), the submerged
cultural resources in the waters around FDM are not discussed. This is in direct contrast to the
sections on Saipan, Tinian, and Rota, all of which include subsections on submerged cultural
resources. Therefore, while the 2019 MITT Supplemental EIS/OEIS states that the information
on submerged cultural resources presented in the 2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS “is still valid and
the most current,” there is no indication in the 2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS that any effort was
made to ascertain if submerged cultural resources are present in the waters around FDM. The
2010 MIRC Final EIS/OEIS (also referred to as the 2010 MITT Final EIS/OEIS) similarly
indicates in its assessment of FDM on pages 3.13-30 and 3.13-31 that only the terrestrial cultural
resources of FDM have been assessed, making no reference to submerged cultural resources.

It is further clear in reviewing “Submerged Cultural Resources Assessment of Micronesia”
(Carrell et al. 1991) — the main source used to identify the submerged cultural resources of
Saipan, Tinian, and Rota in the 2015 MITT Final EIS/OEIS - that no surveys for submerged
cultural resources in the waters around FDM were conducted to support the production of that
report. CNMI HPO is unaware of any additional surveys for submerged cultural resources
around FDM that have been conducted since the 1991 assessment.

It is, therefore, impossible at this time to assess the presence or absence of submerged cultural
resources in the waters around FDM, as it is apparent no effort has ever been made to identify
submerged cultural resources in those waters. It is, subsequently, impossible to determine what
effect, if any, MITT activities at FDM may have on potential submerged cultural resources in
those waters. If submerged cultural resources are present in the waters around FDM, however,
activities there would have the potential to affect such resources, as it is stated on page 3.12-10
of the 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS that activities occurring at FDM “have the
potential to affect coral reefs,” in those same waters.

CNMI HPO understands that the restriction of those waters within 3 nautical miles (NM) around
FDM make survey for submerged cultural resources difficult. However, we note that in
Paragraph 4 of page 4.3-260 of the 2019 MITT Supplemental EIS/OEIS it is stated in relation to
marine mammals that “in-water surveys of marine resources within the 3NM danger zone
surrounding FDM have been conducted for more than a decade.” As it is clearly possible for
underwater survey to be conducted within the 3NM danger zone, it is our opinion that it would
not be an undue burden to conduct a survey to confirm the presence or absence of submerged
cultural resources in those waters to allow the effects of MITT activities on any potential
resources to be properly analyzed.



3) Some submerged cultural resources are identified from sources that do not provide
geospatial data

In section 3.11.1.2.2 of the 2019 MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS (Page 3.11-1), it is stated
that several previously unidentified submerged cultural resources have been identified in the
nearshore waters off Unai Chulu and Unai Babui on Tinian since the publication of the 2015
MITT Final EIS/OEIS. However, the source cited for these resources does not provide geospatial
data for these resources, only basic descriptions. As is stated repeatedly throughout the 2019
MITT Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the primary mitigation for submerged cultural resources is
to avoid the locations of known submerged cultural resources. Without precise data on the
location of resources, this mitigation cannot be effective. It is not indicated in the 2019 MITT
Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS if any effort was made to obtain geospatial data for these
resources from the authors of the source that is cited. If no such effort has been made, the authors
should be contacted and the locations of these newly documented resources should be added to
the appropriate Navy databases so that they may be avoided.

CNMI HPO understands that these comments come at a late stage in the development of this
document, which is an inopportune time to request for additional archaeological survey. We
further understand that activities related to the identification and protection of historic properties
are ongoing through Section 106 consultation, and we intend to pursue more comprehensive
identification of historic properties through that process. However, as we believe that
comprehensive identification of cultural resources is necessary for the mitigation described in the
EIS/OEIS to be effective, we feel it is important to raise these issues now.

We would also like to note that CNMI HPO is happy to work with NAVFAC personnel to
identify additional reports or other information about historic properties to better inform the
analysis of MITT activities and ensure this important mission can continue to be carried out
without damage to significant cultural resources. We intend to pursue this collaboration through
the ongoing Section 106 consultation and under the terms of the programmatic agreement going
forward.

If there are any further questions or comments, please feel free to reach out to HPO at (670) 664-
2120.

Sincerely,

Rita Chong-D ruz
State Historic Preservation Officer

cc. Secretary, DCCA



