








Rick Agustin, Private Citizen



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.
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U.S. Coast Guard



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.





