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NBa-9
(cont.)

NBa-10

NBa-11

NBa-12

NBa-13

NBa-14 |
NBa-15 |
NBa-16 |

NBa-17 I

NBa-18

Washington County Soll and Walar Consery#ion Disirct
PLO. Bon 121 Machisw, Mabie (4034 - (207) 295-3085

is neaded, necessary, or in the best interests of the pecple of Maine,

6. The lost jobs referred to in cur commmts include such things as lost
quiding opportunity for bear, deer, moose, and othat hunting activities
alang the area shich vill become the ROW and Field tripe of birders,
studenty and Othar recrmatioml users vhich now use this area on a regular
basis. Will Access be restricted to tho ROW arwa?

7, The vildlife and fisheries asmsament {3 not in sufficient delail to
WMMdewa @A, & mre azmshenaive
2 year study ef the ares should be done,

8. O coment about mgretic and alectrical force fields is restated
balov. The studies of Dr, Mendall Winters, Dr, Marjorie Speers, Dr. H.D.
Brown and S.K, Chattopa®ysy and other epldewoliyical studies indicate
a ralationship betwean ccoyationl expomure to electramgretic fields
and cancers of many types. The evidewe and data are overvhelming on this
is3us and therefory sam buffer zones and other warnings or restrictions
are advimhle,

Wat  epecific restrictions of acvess to traditional hamting and
fizhing areas are plamed?

How will these be enfarced in this rura) area?

Wil greater acceas because of Uiy project allww groater harassment
of vildlife?

Mhat effect vill this have on deer winlering arcas and potentia’ dccr

vinterimy areas?

9. What impact vill this project have on conpers, hunters, fishermen,
trappers, sowmbilers, ATC riders, and anceists?
Since w8 could find no respode to this previous comant, we are

repaating it here,

10, The archaeological sites which were disturted to etwudy for this project
hopafully vil] be restored and copies of the report meds availahle to the
public. e find this method of Algging up zore thas 508 of a site to study
for a promsed Eoject totally umoomptable pracedaes, Additionally there
are several Indian trails which vill be crussed by the FOW, Mo mention
of these are contained in the study, WNill contirusr} access be allowed?

‘What safety precautions should be taken by these whe use the trails in

the future? Are additional digs plamed?




Response to NBa-9:

Response to NBa-10:

Response to NBa-11:

Response to NBa-12:
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Your concerns are noted. The DOE does not determine the route
of a proposed transmission line. The utility, consistent with
relevant state siting requirements, determines the route of a
proposed transmission line. The DOE, pursuant to Executive Order
10485, as amended by Executive Order 12038, is responsible for
electric reliability of the system and the environmental impacts of
the action proposed by the utility. In the environmental review,
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires
consideration of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.
This consideration may include evaluation of alternative
transmission routes that would provide the same desired effect as
the proposed route. The DOE will either grant or deny a
Presidential permit to build a transmission line after the evaluation
of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed line.

There would not be any access restrictions within the right-of-way
(above and beyond those that may currently exist for any given
portion of the project area).

Your concerns are noted. The wildlife and fisheries assessment
presented in the EIS is rather extensive (see Sections 3.1.5, 3.2.5,
415, 4.2.5, 4.4, and 4.5.5 and Appendixes C and D). We are
confident that additional ecological studies of the project area
would not significantly alter the assessment provided in the EIS.

Section 4.1.9 of the EIS contains an extensive review of the EMF
exposure health issue, including results of epidemiological studies,
comparisons of source exposures to magnetic fields, potential
mechanisms by which magnetic fields could affect health, prudent
avoidance recommendations, and routing considerations to
minimize residential exposures. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company’s
management practices for the proposed project have included
routing decisions that have avoided hospitals, schools, and
multiple-resident dwellings and that have minimized the number
of nearby single-family residences to the extent practicable. Most
of the proposed line would extend through commercial forest lands.
Thus, individual exposures to EMF from the line in these areas
would be infrequent and of short duration. The EMF strengths at
the edge of the right-of-way where the proposed line would be
closer to residential properties would be at or below strengths that
now occur for the existing transmission lines (see Table 4.3,
Section 4.1.9). Your concerns regarding buffer zones or other
warnings are noted. However, until more definitive evidence on the
EMF health issue is obtained in the next few years, establishment
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See comments NBa-13 through NBa-

18 on page I-16.
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(Cont.)

Response to NBa-13:

Response to NBa-14:

Response to NBa-15:

Response to NBa-16:

Response to NBa-17:

Response to NBa-18:

1-19

of buffer zones or access restrictions is unwarranted (especially in
light of more prominent EMF sources that the public would be
continuously exposed to in and around their homes, workplaces,
and towns). A toll-free public information telephone line has been
established to answer EMF-related questions and direct callers to
further sources of information. The EMF "Infoline" number is
1-800-363-2383 (in Washington, D.C., call 484-1803).

No restrictions in access to traditional hunting and fishing areas
would occur because of the proposed project.

No enforcement of access restrictions to hunting and fishing areas
would be required.

In general, the entire project area already has ready access because
of commercial forestry operations (including associated logging
roads) and ongoing recreational activities. Therefore, increased
harassment of wildlife from the proposed project would not be
expected. Vegetation management (see Section 2.1.5.2) would
include measures to prevent illegal deer drives.

In general, no impacts to deer wintering areas would occur. Some
loss to existing (or potential) deer wintering areas might occur;
however, areas suitable for additional deer winter areas could be
provided (Section 4.1.5.1). Also, any clearing in deer wintering
areas would be conducted in late summer or early fall during dry
conditions (Section 4.4.1.5).

Impacts to recreationists are addressed in Section 4.1.3.3.

The Maine Historic Preservation Commission has determined that
construction of the proposed transmission line would not affect any
archaeological sites (see Section 4.1.8). Copies of reports (or
information on where to obtain copies) regarding archaeological
surveys of the proposed project route can be obtained from Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company in Bangor, Maine. No additional diggings
associated with the proposed project are planned.
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0.

P e e . . o o —

Washingtun Coumly Sok scd Waler Cursergalion District
P.0. Box 121 - Maching, Mule MO - (207] 215-3995

11. Aprxopriate mitigation technigues includu the location as wall as
replacement in like kimd. All mitigation should be as close to the location
of loss as possible. Ench mitigation site nasds individual evaluation
&mm1mmmmwmmmumﬂn

12. Wa would be happy to accept an invitation to hold an additicnal
tachnical reviev sassion to discuss the above issw:s and other

of this project 1f it would be helpful to the applicants, DEP staff, and
LURC staff, v
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Response to NBa-19: The DOE staff assumes that this comment refers to wetlands. A

L

detailed discussion of wetland mitigation is provided in
Section D.2.3 (Appendix D). Wetland mitigation close to the
location of wetland loss is often preferred. However, the applicant's
plan to restore wetlands along the existing route would allow
mitigation to occur far and above a one-to-one compensation value.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New England Field Offices
22 Bridge Street, Unit #1
Concord, New Hampshire 03301-4986

February 15, 1994

Anthony Gamo, Director
Office of Coal, Electricity, Fuels

Dear Mr. Camo:

This respands to your QOecember 10, 1993 letter and the Departwmert of
Energy's draft Enviromental Impact Statement (publication number DOE/DEIS-
0166) regardimg the constructian and operatian of the proposed Bargor Rydro-
Electric Campany's second 345-kv transmission tie line to New Bnmswick,
Canada. Specifically, this letter addresses the obligations of the
Department of Energy (DOE) relative to Section 7 of the Erdamgered Species
Act and the effects of the project an the emiargered bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) .

The bald eagle is the only Federally listed species urder the jurisdiction
of the U.S. Fish ard Wildlife Service that is known to occur in the project
area. No critical habitat pursuamnt to the Federal Endargerend Species Act of
1973 (ESA) has been officially designated for the bald eagle in Maine.

Infarmal Section 7 aonsultaticon aon the subject project began in October 17,
1990. Copies of this office's response to DOE's request for a list of
threatened amd erdangered species, as well as two subsequent letters datiad
February 7, 1991 and March 12, 1993, are appended within the dratt
enviramental impact statement (DEIS, Exhibits G.1-3).

apperdix C of the DEIS contains a list of biotic resource data and the
biological assessment for project related impacts on the emargered bald
eagle. Although the biological assessment was not accampanied by a cover
letter summarizing its findings, it is implicit within the assessment that
the DOE finds that the design and mitigative measures developed for the

transmission line minimize the potential for adverse effects to the
bald eagle.

Effects on the Bald Eagle
In previous written camments (specifically our February 9, 1991 letter) we
identified the following areas of concern that warrant evaluation in the
biological asse=sment relative to project effects on the bald eagle:

- The potential for adverse effects to nesting birds.

- Mortality (or injury) to eagles fram electrocution.
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No response necessary
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GEB-1

-2-

Martality (ar injury) to eagles from collisions with powerlines,
tower structires, and quy vires. -

The biological assessment addresses potential effects on nesting bald eagles
in two respects, location of the line to awoid nest sites and the potential
for anstnction activities to distuarb nesting eagles. Both the proposed
ard alternative trar=mission line routes were carefully reviewed to ensare
that the proposed right-of-ways did not oxarr in clase prodmity (within a
mile) of known eagle nest sites. Due to the distance of the right-of-ways
fram all known active nesting sites, we conamr that no amstruction-related
dishrbance effects are anticipated. Similarly, no effect to bald eagles is
anticipated from the long-term habitat charges that will result from
anstrction and operation of the line.

Transmission lines may be an electyanrtion hazard to eagles and other large
birds if insufficient distance between lines and poles allows phase to phase
or groaund to phase contact (Steenhof 1978, Management of Wintering Bald
Eagles, Us DOI, 59 pp.). However, the design of the propreeri transmission
line eliminates this possibility as the distance between the conductors, and
between the conductars and shield wires amply exreed the wingspan of bald
eagles (DEIS far Construction and Operation of the Proposed Bargor Hydro-
Electric Qompany's Serond 345-KV Trarmsnission Tie Line to New Brunswick,
1993, page C-32).

An additional potential adverse effect could result fram toxicological
ctamination of the bald eagle's food chain from application of herbicides.
However, as stated in the DEIS, only state-registered herbicides will be
usad, they will be used sparingly, and applied anly by loeyresamre hard ar
mamal sprayers. Furthermore, no herbicides will be used within a 250-foot
buffer 2ane on each side of streams (page 4-19). Acrdirgly, any adverse
taxicological threats to bald eagles is very unlikely.

The most significant potential hazard to bald eagles is the possibility far
collisians with the ftransmission lines, shield wvires, towers and their
supparting guy wvires, particularly at the St. Croix River crossing.
Typically, the narrow gauge shield wires above the conductars pbse the
greatest collision hazard to birds in flight. Wwhile an altermative design
that would eliminate the use of the overhead shield wires at the St. Croix
croesing was addreesear in the assessment and dsterminad to be not feasible,
we question whether ar not crossing the St. Croix via underwvater cable was
seriously considered. This option would campletely eliminate the collision
hazard far eagles and the many other bird species moving along the river

carridor.

As stated in the biological assessment, the study of bald eagle activity
along the St. Croix River by Nartiirop, Devine and Tartell doament
significant numbers of bald eagles moving up and down river at the location
of the proposed cruoesing. Mareover, mare than half of the eagle flights
acrass the centerline of the proposed transmission line route abserved in
1990 (19 of 34) were at an elevation at which the conductors and shield
lines would occur.
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DOE agrees that an underground crossing of the St. Croix River
would eliminate the collision hazard for eagles and other birds
moving along the river. However, underground construction
would severely degrade the river. Additionally, potential
leakage from oil-filled cables used to cool underground lines
could contaminate the river, and any necessary repair of the line
could cause further physical disturbances to the river. Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company also eliminated undergrounding as an
alternative because of economic considerations. Costs would
have been about 10 times greater for undergrounding than for
conventional methods of transmission line installation.
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GEB-3

-3

Evaluating whether ar not an abstruction across a frequemtly used eagle
flight path is likely to result in oollision, however, is problematic.
Eagles are not ocansidered particularly susceptible to oollisions with
marmade stnxchmxes. Due to their keen vision, slow, deliberate flight
behaviaor, and good manerverability while in flight, bald eagles routinely
ard easily avoid obstacles in their path. Ancther impartant factar limiting
the vulnerability of eagles to collision hazards is that, when migrating,
eagles are diurnal. Nanetheless, over the lifetime of this project, same
umarntifiable potential exists for eagles to strike and became injured or
killed by the proposed transmission line, particularly at the St. Croix
River crossing.

Based on a review of available information, we believe that the potential
for oollision with the traramission line over the St. Croix will be
negligible if the shield wires are marked as remrerden by both the

, Devine and Tartell (1991) repart and page C-34 of the biological
assessment., The markers should be ararge-~colored and spherical in shape (20
inches in diameter) and placed at 100-foot imtervals in a staggered
arrangement across both shield wires to maximize their visibility and
detection by eagles moving up and down the river carridar. OCollision with
the towers alang the St. Croix is unlikely given that they are to be set
back appraximately 370 feet and 300 feet fram the river edge on the U.S. and
CGanadian sides, respectively (Narthrop, Devine and Tarbell repart 1991,
Figure 6, page 13). Provided the towars are located as descridtsd above, the
lines are marked accnrdimy to the adove statement, and the four measures to
minimize effects on eagles identified on pages C-34 and 35 baname ccnditions
of DOE's Presidential Permit-89 to Bangor Bydro-Electric, we concur that the
project as newly described is not likely to adversely affect the hald eagle.

Atlantic 8almon

Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) in five downeast Maine rivers (Dermy's,
Machias, East Machias, Narraguagus arnd Pleasant) are designated a category
2 cardidate species for possible future addition to the emdarngered species
list (Federal Reqister November 21, 1991). On October 1, 1993, the Service
received a farmal petition pursuamt to Section 4(b) (3) (A) of the Endargered
Species Act to list the Atlantic salmon as endangered and to designate
critical habitat. On Jamuary 10, 1994, the Service published a Notice of
Petition Finding that stated the petition contained substantial infarmation
warranting a full review of the status of the species (enclosed). Under
formalized time frames for the review of species that are petitioned for
listing, the Service must publish a finding of whether ar not the Atlantic
salmon warrants listing as a threatened or endargered species by October 1,
1994.

Since  the proposad tramsmission line route crosses the Machias and
Narraguagus rivers (both provide essential spawning and nursery habitat for
Atlantic salmon), as well as mmerous smaller streams within the watersheds
of these and cother potential salmon rivers, it is advisable to formalize
mitigative measures cammitted to by the applicant to avoid adverse effects
to the habitat these waters provide for Atlantic salmon. These measures,
identified in Section 4.4 (pages 4-64 to 4-78) should became canditions of
Presidential Permit PP-89. Although as a candidate species, Atlantic salmon
are not now afforded any substantive protection under the Erdargered Species
Act, it would be both timely and prudent to ensure that any adverse effects
to this species are avoided — in the event that a decision to list the
salmon ocours prior to the initiation of construction activities.
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Response to GEB-2: Your suggestions have been added to the mitigation require-
ments (see Section 4.4.1.5).

Response to GEB-3: Mitigative measures identified in Section 4.4 would become
conditions of the Presidential Permit. @ Also note that
Section 4.1.5 has been modified to include an assessment of
potential impacts to Atlantic salmon.
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GEB-4

GEB-5

-4~

The Atlantic Sea Rm Salmn Cxmission is the arganization with the
biolcgical exqertise and management responsibility for Atlantic salmon in
Maine. The Program Courdinator and staff of the Atlantic Sea Run Salmon
Camission (Caommission) should be provided a copy of the DEIS (ard
mitigation measures) and ample time to review them. Provided that the
Program Coordinator for the Commission finds that the proposed mitigation
will eliminate adverse effects to the salmon and its habitat, we concur that
the project will have no effect on this species. Acxrdingly, in the event
thattheAtlantmsahmxsdetenunaitobeathreawmorexﬂamemd
species, no further section 7 amsultation will be required.

Other Comments

Factual corrections and additions relative to Federal status of species in
Table C.4 (Page C-27): Stamsof‘mreatauiardnﬂargexaimam:amml
Species That Could Occur in the Project Area, are as follows:

~

Plants Federal Status
New Englard violet (Viola novas~angliae) c-3c' Carrection
Narthern valerian (Valeriana uliginosa) Nane Carrection
Orano sedge (Carex arunensis) c-2 v
Invertebrates
Broak floater mussel (Alasmidonta varicosa) c-2 v
*Tamah" mayfly (Siphlonisca aerodromia) c-2 v
Darcas——opper butterfly

(Lycaena darcas claytani) c-2 v
Fish
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) c-2 Add
Bixds
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) E v
Narthern gashawk (Accipiter gentillis) c-2 Add
Mammals
Lynx (Lynx canadensis) Cc-2 Qorrection
Narthern bog lemming (Synaptomys barealis) c-2 Qurrection
Small-footed myotis (Myotis leibii) Cc-2 Caorrection

We cammend the DOE faor developing a camprehensive and well written DEIS. We
also cammend Bamgor Hydro-Electric Company for umxertakirg the bald eagle
stidy conductad by Narthrop, Devine and Tarbell alang the St. Croix River
and for their faresight in the design of the many mitigation measures that
greatly lessen the project's adverse effect on wildlife and the envirunment.

! withdrawn from consideration as a candidate species.

'Ih.xs species currently the subject of a petition to list as endangered
with critical habitat.
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Response to GEB-5:
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At your request, a copy of the DEIS was sent to Atlantic Sea Run
Salmon Commission. However, no comments on the DEIS were
received from the commission. Project routing plans for the major
stream crossings, coupled with mitigative measures committed to
by the applicant (Section 4.4.1), would effectively prevent any
significant impacts to Atlantic salmon. Also refer to revised
Section 4.1.5.4 that now addresses the Atlantic salmon.

Table C.4 has been corrected on the basis of your comments.
Changes have also been made to the text in Sections 3.1.5.4 and
4.1.5.4 in response to your comments.
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GEB-7

GEB-8

GEB-9

GEB-10

-5~

Infarmal section 7 (ESA) amsultation on this project should catime
relative to the autcame of DOE discussions with the applicant, Bangar Rydro-
Electric, and the recommerdations contained herein. We would appreciate
notification that the Program CQoardinatar of the Atlantic Sea Rm Salmon
CQammission has been provided a copy of the DEIS ard would like to receive a
ocopy of their camments when they are available. Finally, we would
appreciate written notification of your intent to proceed with issuance of
Presidential Permit PP-89.

While it is the camsensus of Bangar Hydro-Electric, their cmsultants
Narthop, Devine and Tartell, and this office that the propoeed transmission
line, if properly marked, will not adversely affect the bald eagle, there is
ane additicnal, discreticnary measure that could be taken by BH-E to further
demnstrate their camitment to bald eagle axservation. In the unlikely
event that over the lifetime of this project ane or mare bhald eagles do
oollide with the line or associated etructures, we rerowernd that Bangar
Hydro-Electric assume the financial ocast of veterinmary treatment and
rehabilitation of these birds. Since avian line strikes usually entail wing
injuries, rehabilitation can sametimes take several months, or if the injury
is permanent, the bird must be aerthanized or cared for for the remainder of
its life, a period of many years.

We envision that agreement by BH-E to assume this financial respansibility
could involve a sum of eeveral hundred dollars to the low thousands per
injured eagle (not to exceed $5,000.00 per eagle). In the unlikely event
that an eagle injury or martality ocoirs, we would recammend that BH-E meet
with us and representatives of the Bdangered Species Project Office of the
Maine Departnent of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (Bangor) to determine if
any physical remedial actions can be implemented to prevent further line
strikes. In the unlikely event of an eagle murtality caused by the line, we
reccmrerd that BH-E assume anly the cost (if any) of retrieving the eagle
mmmmmmwwmm@mlﬁs
(not to exceed $1000.00 per bird).

Please refer questions regarding this letter and further endangered species
aonsultation to Michael Ameral of this office (tel. 603/225-1411).

Sincerely yours,

L, £ el

Gardan E. Beckett
Supervisor
New England Field Offices

Enclosure

3 Since the bald eagle is protacted by both the Endampered Species Act
of 1973, as amendad, and the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940, agreement to
assume financial responsibility for injured or dead eagles does not provide
immmity fram potential prosenrtion under these statutes.
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See response to comment GEB-4.

A Federal Register notice will be issued regarding the decision
on issuance of Presidential Permit PP-89. In addition, a
separate copy of the Record of Decision will be mailed to
Mr. Beckett when completed.

Your suggestions have been added as recommended mitigation
(see Sections 4.4.2.5 and C.2.4).

Your suggestions have been added as recommended mitigation
(see Sections 4.4.2.5 and C.2.4).

Your suggestions have been added as recommended mitigation
(see Sections 4.4.2.5 and C.2.4).
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Pebuary 10, 1994

Office of ®uels Programs

ATTN: Xavier Puslowski

Office of Asst. Sec. for Possil Energy
U. S. Derartment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue S.¥.

Dear Mr. Puslowski:

As a long-time resident of washington County, I would like
‘to comment on Bangor Hydro-Electric'’s proposed power line
which would rass through Penobscot, Hancock, and Warhington
Counties. Mosest of the line would be in Washington County.

After a conversation with Bill Cohen today, I am recuesting
a copy of the Environmental Impact Statement (draft) from
your office.

Putlic input meetines were held laet month in outlyine
towns along the rroposed route. Other county residents who
might have attended, find midwinter with tad weather and
NBb-1 poor road conditions make travel difficult. I sufeest that
Bangor Hydro holé meetinegs in June in Machias and Elleworth,
county seats of Washington and Hancock Counties.

A previous effort to locate thie power line in a more porpu-~
lated area of Maine, received considerable coverare in the
media and was strongly opposed. Bangor Hydro quietly pur-
NBb-2 sued a new location in a more remote area. Washington
County is sparsely porulated and is an economically de-~
pressed county. The power line would be of little, if any,
benefit to the residents here.

As chair of the Washington County Soil and Water Conservation
Nistrict, it is disturbing to know that once asain large
companies and powerful interests are taking advantase of

this county and its wealth of natural resources. We do not
have the population nor the political clout to address these
projects.

I would appreciate any information or comments you may have
and will gladly pass them along to the rest of the Board in

the District.
Sincerely, ; —_—

Nancy Bennett
nb/n

25 Water Street
¥achias, ME 04654
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The January public hearing dates were selected by the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). It is DOE's policy to hold public
hearings on each of its draft environmental impact statements
(DEISs) soon after the availability of the DEIS is announced in the
Federal Register. The Federal Register notice for the DEIS on
Bangor Hydro-Electric Company's proposed project was published
on December 23, 1993. That notice initiated the 45-day public
comment period on the DEIS, and it was prudent for DOE to hold
its public hearings during that comment period. Although it is
possible that not all residents who may have wanted to attend the
hearings could do so, they did have the opportunity to send in
written comments. All comments received, written or oral, have
been given individual and equal consideration.

Chapter 2 of the EIS describes factors involved in the routing
decisions for the proposed project. The proposed route was chosen
on the basis of a practical point for a second transmission line to
come in from New Brunswick, coupled with the goal of minimizing
both environmental impacts and the number of residences that the
line would be located near. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company held
several town meetings on the proposed project in the early stages
of project planning and routing. Also, DOE held public scoping
meetings on the proposed project (see Section 2.1.2) to solicit
concerns and suggestions from property owners; local residents; and
local, state, and federal agencies. The benefits that Washington
County residents (who reside within the New England Power Pool
[NEPOOL]) would derive from the line are those discussed in
Section 1.2.
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During the routing assessment stage for the proposed project, the
applicant conducted the necessary investigations concerning
potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources. Surveys
of the proposed route revealed only one site (Machias River) that
appeared to meet the eligibility criteria for the National Register
of Historic Places (Section 3.1.8.2). No corridor construction is
planned near the Machias River. Thus, there would be no impact
to the site as a result of the proposed project. The Maine Historic
Preservation Commission has determined that construction of the
proposed line would not adversely effect any archaeological sites
that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(Section 4.1.8). Because there would be no impacts to
archaeological resources (including those that may be associated
with American Indians native to Maine), there was no need to
notify Indian tribes of Maine of potential impacts to their cultural
resources.
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NA-2

NICOLS FOX
P.O. BOX 390
BASS HARBOR. MAINE 04853

TEL $07-8e45548 e A 02
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Your article *Indecent Exposure” (Lear’s, August 1993 issue) has
been included as an attachment to your comment letter. The major
issues and concerns expressed in the article include the potential
link between electromagnetic field (EMF) exposure (both residential
and occupational) and health concerns (with particular concern
about cancer) and magnetic fields associated with electrical wiring
and household appliances. Section 4.1.9 of the EIS contains an
extensive review of the EMF exposure health issue, including
results of epidemiological studies, comparisons of source exposures
to magnetic fields, potential mechanisms by which magnetic fields
could affect health, prudent avoidance recommendations, and
routing considerations to minimize residential exposures.
Section 4.1.9.7 summarizes DOE's current position on the EMF
topic.




Comment Letter NF, Page 2 of 5

1.38

LEAR'S AUGUST 1993

Experts don’t agree
on whether
electromagnetic fields
cause cancer,
but a lot of people
aren’t waiting
around for a verdict.
They’re putting
down the hair dryer,
unplugging the
electric blanket,
moving the clock
radio farther from the
bed. Here’s why

EXPOSURE

think I bought the first gauss meter in my neighborhood.

A gauss meter measures the elecromagneric fields produced when-
ever an electric current flows through a wire, whether in a power line or
in an electric appliance. These are invisible fields thar pass through lead,
cement, earth—virtually anything except a few metal alloys—and

they’re all around us.

Gauss meters come in different sizes and shapes, but mine is in two
pars. | hold the sensing device, a box about 41/2 inches by 23/4 inches by 1
inch in one hand, and in the other I hold the meter, warching the needie
move up and down. They aren't cheap. Mine cost $340, from ExpanTest
Inc, a company in Pordand, Maine, that designs and sells them. [ was that
cunous. For the past 20 years or so, studies here and there have linked elec-
tromagnenc felds—mmmonly called EMFs—with health problems ranging
from headaches and depression to several forms of cancer and leukemia.
Recently, these studies have begun to proliferate. Gauss meters are likely
to proliferate, too.

Orce you start measuring things, it’s hard to stop. Ordinary elecwric lights
don’t even move the metet ar reading range. When my new computer is on,
it registers as much as 30 milligauss (mG) on my meter when measured
from the bacdk. But from the front, where I'm sitring, it measures only about
.3mG. My TV measurss 30 mG at six inches, but only 1.5 mG at three fect.
The clock beside rrry bed makes a 2-mG blip every amc it ticks.

What these numhers mean is a subjecr of congroversy. Federal regulating
agences and the Ebaaric Power Research Instvue (EPRI) both downplay a
annection berween EMFs and cancey, despite a number of studies indicating
othawise A Swedish study using sophistcated ass=suments of past expusure
confirmed a link berween EMFs and childhood kukemia. Swedish regulators
are considering a standard for new power lines, new tansforme s, and new
homes near power lines that would limit acrpeable exposure for individuals
to 2 mG, with peak expusure around 10 mG. A 33,000-volt power line run-
ning over your head could dish out a steady 9 mG.

My dishwasher, when it's running, registers SO mG. My coffee grinder
measures a surprising 35 mG. | don’t have a microwave, but my rendy
Italian toaster sends up 4 mG from a distance of 12 inches. My hair dryer
is the stunncr: 300 mG. And it's aimed right at my head. >

a By Nicols Fox Photographs by Robin Broadbent
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A triend of mine was given an electric razor tor Chnst-
mas. A few weeks Liter he nonced the arthrins in his hand
acting up. Then he thought of ENFs and the razor. He
asked me to chevk it out with my gauss meter. The razor
measured oft the scale—more than 1.00 mG. The uncle
who gave it to himy, who's used an elecmnic razor all his life,
has cancer—lymphoma, ro be exact, one ot several cancers
associated with EMFs. My tnend got nd of his razor. And
his elecrc blanket. and his eleutnic stove. which he replaced
wirth a gas stove. They call this prudent .woidance—che kind
of action you take when you're it quite sure, but you want
to manage vour risks.

The relephore linemen working outside my house have
also begun thinking about risk management. One of them
fook my gauss meter up in the cherry picker to check EMFs
near the lines where he works. He measured a steady 10
mG exposure. When he came down, he told me he'd had
testicular cancer—a resticle had been renioved. He'd gorten
sick about 8 vears ago, after working on the lines for nearly
20 years. This is only an anecdote.

The dchate over EMFs, which has reputable sciennists
lined up on borh sides, has moved out of the laboratories
and the scientific journals and into the public domain, even
into pop culture. Eddic Murphy’s film The Distinguished
Gentleman had an EMF plot lines on TW. last season’s Caal
Wars had onc, to. Lawsuirs are mulnplyving, house prices
are falling, corporanons are moving offices or equipment ©
protect warkers. The construcnon of high-voleage transns-
sion lines in scveral states has been cither delayed or pre-
vented. Insurance companics. utilicy companies, and
appliance manutacturers are tense, fully aware thata proven
assocation heaveen EMFs and illness could have enormaous
economic consequences. Given growing public concem, even
the threat of a lmk is keawving a wake.

ancy Wertheimer is the mother of electromagnetic

ficlds. She's the epidemiologist who first noticed the lit-

tle hlack hoxes on the tops of unlin: poles in Denwver,

Coloradn, in 1977, and drew a conmection berwern the

EMFs the lines prodice and childbood-keukemia cases

she was studving. It wasnt the boxes, or transformerns,
that were the problem, but the configuranion of wines they
sygukd.

She and a phasicist friend, Fd Loepar, followad that dis-
covery with a stndy called *Ehstrical Winng Configuranons
and Childhood Cancer™ in The Amerwan journal of
Epudentiolgy m March 1979, The fine paragraph read:

Floarcal paver canie it use muany vean hfore environ-
mental impact studics were common, and today our
domuane peaver lines ane taken for granted and generally
assuwd to be hamless, However, this assumption has
nover hoen adeyuarely fred. oL I 1971977 we dbd a
fckd anudy i the grerer Donver arca which sagyasnsd thae,
in fact, the s of children wh decloped caner wene
foumnd induly oben mcar cheetnc s camvug high cumenes

Werthemer would see bt study picked apart by scien-
sty wtiline companies, ad ocher crines, who faulted both
her nwtwxh and her conclusions, tacking grant moncy, she
had funded 1t hernel, and even that drew fire. Tanding the
artack was EPRL s clients the cearic-urilie: companies,

had a lot ar stake. Critics said her rescarch was “almost
impussible to evaluare,” “unscientfic,” and based on “ques-
tonable stanisncal caleulations.™

“She undenwent vears of artacks by an old-bov nenwork
who didn't think a woman could have donc this.™ savs Paul
Brodewr, a Neve Yorker staff writer who sounded some of
the first and loudest alarms about EMFs in a series of am-
cles in the magazine berween 1989 and 1992.

Wertheimer is more chanitable than Brodeur Most crin-
cism, she feels, came from honcst doubts. “When we found
the link, we said it was crazy,” she says, “and [ was sure it
was poing to go away. After a while we couldn't get nd of
t—s0 we publishcd it. We were as skeptical as anyone.”

ome subsequent studies failed to duplicate the link, burt

several others confirmed what Wertheimer found. In

1984, David Savirz, an epidemiologist at the University

of North Carolima, Chapel Hill, went back to Denver,

wsed new cancer cases, spent more money to ensure a

Blind study, and, in 1988, came up with a celativnship
henwern childhood ancer and wire configurations thar was
similar to Wertheimer's. In 1991, Stephanie ). London, of
the University of Southern California School of Medicne in
Los Angeks, using a standard of measurcrnent devised by
Werthaimer and Lecper to predict exposure, found that chil-
dren exposed to pver lines were more than twice as likely
to hawe childhood leukemia. Most recently her findings
were confirmed in 3 Swedish study conducted by doctors
Andens Ahlbom and Maria Feycheing. Released in Septem
ber 1992, the study found thar children living near transmis-
sion lines where they received 3 mG of exposure were
neardy four times as likely to get leukemia. k appearced thae
the chiser the children lived o the ransmission bnes, the
maore likely they wert to pet sick.

Following the release of the Swedish study, Sweden's
Narianal Board for Industrial and Technical Development
announard that it would “act on the aswmpton that thene is a
cunmetion between exposure T power-fruguency magnete
fields and cancer, in particular childhood cancer™—making
Sweden, acourding m a wanchdog ewskerrer calied Moy
Neaes that has moniconyd the subpct for more than a deade,
the first country to officially recognize an EMF-cancer link.

One of the higgest problems in doing epidemiological
sudies on electromagetic fickds i that ity difficult to find
an unexposed group 1o use as a control. For exampke, even
whoen you ask whether or nor prople use an ceetnic blanker.,
the chances are that those who don't are exposed to ENEs
i many othcr ways—from power lines, wirng, and appli-
amas in ther homes. As Wertheinwr says, it's not like com-
paring somwone who smokes with somoone wha doan'e.
1ts like comparing someone who smokes fwo and a halt
nacks o day with sonwone whao smokes fwvo. Which means
that the data aren’t going to he nice and clar, like the link
hetween cigrertes and lung cancer—and  everyone knows
how bong it toak for that hypethesis o be acepead.

Confounding, too, is the fact that although there are
some strong chiws, no one has guire figored our ehe mecha
ninm of magnetie fickh—ehat is, how thev do what thoev
wem to he doing, Scientists demand to know bore womee-
thing happens before they're comfortable saving it does
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happen, but that very insistence might cause unreasonable
delays in reducing EMF exposure. As the Swedish study's
Ahlbom recently said. “Even tor dgaretes—while we know
there s a lot ot chenucal exposure—uwe really don’t know
what it is about dgarette smoke that causes cancer.”

Wertheimer thinks that rather than causing cancer, EMFs
enhance its progression. One theory 1s that they atfect the
pineal gland's production ot melatonin, o substance that
seerns to help cells detend themselves against cancer. So it
just might come down to our immune svstems. That would
explain why; in all the vanous studies. there isn't an associa-
tion with just one nvpe of cancer, but with several.

Microwware Newes's Louis Slesin, who monitors the press
for EMIF stories, notes that studies finding no link get “a lot of
press,” while the reaent Swedish study failed ro generare much
interest at all. Nothing on
the front page or in the sci-
ence pages of The New
York Times or The Wash-
imgron Past, for example.

“The media think this is
some kind of black magic,”
says Slesin, imtated v the
“junk science™ label pinned
on EMF rescarch. Of the
hundred or so studies on
EMFs and cancer, the vast
majornty show a link, he
says, and most were pub-
lished in peer-reviewed
journals—generally scen as
evidence of professional
credibiliry.

keptics exist in abun-
dance. A 1992 report
of the Bnnish Narional
Radiological Prorec-
tion Board concluded
thar the EMF cancer
literature “provided no firm
cvidenar of the existence of
a carcinogenic hazard”™ rom
extremely low frequency
clectromagneric fields. De-
spite Paul Brodeurs 33-vear tenure at The New Yorker his
book Currents of Death was grovted with “general scoffmg,”
savs writer Peter Blumberg, who surveved the media's re-
sponse to Brodeur's recanch in The Washingtin Journalism
Revien in 1991, When New York Tones science reporter
William Broad reviewed the book, he compared Brodeur’s
thesis with that of someone whi belicves in space aliens
Whik: EPRI publich says it reserves judgment on EMFs,
s own journal tells how to “manage occupational ex-
pesure”™ and rconfigure power lines to reduce cmissions,
Rosbert S, Briggas, president and CEO ot my kocal company,
Bangor Hydro-Elcine i Mane, sws tlady, *No one has
establishad that dhere s any harm caused by EMES,™ Bur
BHES spokespernon adnutrad thae the company had cested
some of it own generating acilities and substations, had

talked to its workers ahour EMFs. and had measured EMFs
at schools and factonies. The company hopes to install new
power lines coming trom New Brunswick, Canada—and
their design has been reconfigured ro reduce EMF exposure.

=No one wants to ga on record saving the nisk is real,”
savs Dr. Keith Florig of Resources for the Future, a nonprot-
it rescarch group based in Washington, D.C. Florig believes
thar what EPRI and others are saving is: “We aren’t sure—
we probably will never be—avhar the link is, bur we don't
require cerrainry to take steps to reduce emissions.”

Deciding how much exposure is risky is difficule. Al-
though New York and Florida have set new standards, the
rules stand on shaky ground. “We don't know whatto lonk
for,” says Werthamer “We dont know whether it's the inten-
sity, whethet it’s intermittent exposure, or even whether it
has somerthing to do with
resonance with the earth’s
ficlds.” The Ahlbom study,
which pinpoints a dose-
response relationship be-
tween childhood leukemia
and EMFs, helps make the
cse for average field expo-
sure when coupled with
other studies showing a
relationship o cancer

Last year the Environ-
mental Prorection Agency
(EPA) failed ro spend the
$1.9 million Congress had
alkxcared 1y EMF research.
(The money has now been
shifted ro the National
Institute of Environmental
Hcalch, a department thar
concentrates on hasic re-
scarch.) In 1990, a copy of
an EPA report leaked to
Micrineare News called
EMFs “probable™ carcino-
gens. The wording was
changed in the final dratfr
1 = possible™ carcimogens,
reportedly under White
House pressure.

When a White House-funded report on EMFs was
relcased in Noveber 1992, it reported “no convincing evi-
denee in che published literature™ to support EMFs as a
“health hazand,™ and concluded thar *rscarch into health
concerns should not receive a high prioriey.™ Wertheimwer
savs the report was “overlalanced on the skeptical side.™

The public. mercasingly uncasy abour the dangers of
expostre, isn't wanting around for authorization from gov-
CTIIMICAE AECTIILS, COPPORItIoNs, or institutions betore taking
action. *Control no longer resides in state and federal agen-
cies,” savs Brodeur, Ies movad o the people, to citizes
acteomn and hogaton.”™

Lawaaits tikd hawe come from policenken with cineer whao
had used radar gunsg the hinband of a wonan who dicd of a
beain tumor and who had isad 2 eellular phons; and - > 06

4
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INDECENT EXPOSURE
> 49

employees claming that occupational ex-
posure to EMFs caused their cincer. One
recent suit brought by the parents of a child
who lived close to power lines and who
developed cancer was rejected by the jury,
who declined to hold the power company
responsible—but no one expects lawsuits
to drop off because of one setback.

Growing public apprehension is having
a practical effect on utility companies.
New power-line construction has been
slowed or halted by protests in New Jer-
sey, New Hampshire, Maine, and Wash-
ington State, and power lines have been
rerouted in Texas and elsewhere. As new
lines are built, where they’re to be placed
and what fields they will generate be-
comes an important consideration.

“The shortest distance berween two
points is no longer a straight line,” says
John W. Ellis, chairman of the board of
Puger Sound Power and Light Company—
meaning that planners now have to con-
tend with the public’s perception of the
dangers, rather than simply relying on
engineening surveys, as they once did.

In its March-April 1993 issue. Micro-
wae News reported that tenants at some
of New York's best addresses—{rom the
Chrysler Building t Gateway Plaza—had
found high levels of EMFs in their build-
ings. The responses of building owners
were vaned: In some ases, the fields were
shielded (a very expensive proposition); in
others, the space was used for storage
instead of employees. Three firms—
Watermark Assoviates, Marine Midland
Bank, and Darby & Darby P.C.—arv k-
ing or have waken legal action against the
buildings’ owners.

Ironically, the first sigh of EMF mrouble
is usually not ill health, but computer
glitches. EMFs can cause interterence—
wavy lines and other prublems—on com-
puter monitors. That was whart led the
Columbia School of Public Health to re-
arrange a suite of offices © lower both
computer and human exposure 1o EMFs
measuring, in some arcas, berween 800
and 2,000 mG. Dr. Edward Christman,
Columbia’s director of environmental
health and safery, said that the ficlds were
below present government standards for
occupational expuosure, but in light of the
emenzing studics, he expects that standard
1o be “dropped hetore too long.™

Christman says he assumed thag of

employees werc not moved, they'd com-
phain. *When we heard some years ago thar
the Russians were aiming microwaves at
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, there was a
lot of chuckling {among sclenasts] at those
crazies who were worried about low fre-
quency exposure,” says Chastman. “] don't
hear that many people chuckling anvmore.™
It's quite possible to resolve some EMF
problems in exdsting buildings. Employees
can be moved away from areas with high
fields, computers can be spaced so as not ro
expose other workers, or lines can be recon-
figured ro ancel out EMFs at relatively low
cost, as was raently done at a computer
software aympany in Palo Alro, California.
When the World Bank began work on
its new headquarters in Washingron, D.C.
architects and engineers planned ways to
mitgate EMF exposure. What the World
Bank wanted to avoid was a mistake at an
carly stage that would be costly to correct
larer Richard E Barry, a consulant to the
organization, says that the entire project.
which involves both renovanion and addi-
tional construction, will take six years, and
the bank is considering semng EMF spevi-
fications before purchasing new equip-
ment. Says Barry, “We didn't want o wait
unti! Year Four to leam that there was EPA
research showing a definite health hazard.”
Solving problems in individual build-
ings is one thing; doing something about
the country’s power-delivery system is
quite another. Burving electrical-distribu-
tion lines {tightly packed in oil-filled pipes
to cancel out the EMFs they produce)
could be very expensive. “What people
don’r realize is, if this is going to be fixed.
vou and | are going to pay for it,” savs
Wertheimer. The cost will have to be
weighed against possible risk and bene-
fits—andi the risks have to be put in per-
spective. One child in 25,000 might get
leukemia without EMF exposure. The
Swedish study seems to indicate that ex-
posure might raise that to 3 or 4 in 25,000.
Individual decisions about household
appliances are easier Houses can be rest-
ed, beds can be moved from “hot spots.™
You can move your electric clock away
from your head, avoid standing over 3
running dishwasher, sit well away from
your television, Bur hirst, unplug the clec-
tric blanket, a high source of EMFs thar
exposes users over a long period of time,
The last thing Werthomer wants to see
1s panic. But. as she said in 1989, <1 don't
use an doctric blanket, and 1 don't know
anyone in the ficld who des.” .
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7", UNTED STATES ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTION AGENCY
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JP. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02300-211
|  FBER'3 A4S
MAR 07 1%,

Tony Como _ o . REC'D DOE/FE
Office of Coal and Blectricity (FE-52) '

0ffice of Fuels Programs - Fossil Energy
. U.8. Department of

1000 Independence Avenus, §. Il.

Huhinqton, D.C. 20585 :

re:. m.-ltt tnvirormantal Impact Statement - Construction and
Operation of New Brunsvick 345-kV. Transpission Tie Line:

Bangor Hydro-Electric Campany
Dear Mr. Como: '

The Envirommental Protection Agency, in accordance with its
responsibilities under the National Envirormental Policy Act (NEPA)
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act has reviewed the Department of
‘Energy’s draft Envirommental Impact Statement (dEIS) for Bangor
Rydro-Electric Company’s proposed second transmission tie line to
Nev Brunswick.

EPA has determined that the dEIS adequately addresses issues within

JPD-1 our jurisdiction and areas of expertise. On the basis of our
review, we have rated this project *lLack of Objections® (10).
Ple:u see .the attached shest tor a full explanation of this
rating.

Thank you for the opportunity to reviey and comment on this
document, Please contact Steven John of &y Environmental Review
tean at 617/565-3426 if you have any questions reqardinq our
project review.

- Sincerely, o
A\ \/\

Regional Administrator

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PARER
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Response to JPD-1: Thank you for the review. No response required.
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION
Environmental Impact of the Action
LO-Lack of Objections
The EPA review has not identified any potential impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal.

The review may have disclosed opportunmes for application of mthgauon measures that could be -
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal

EC=Environmental Concems .

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avolded in order to fully protect
the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application
of mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead

agency to reduce these impacts.

Eo-Envlronmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial
changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the
no action altemative: or a new anernatwe) EPA lntends to work with the lead agency to reduce these

impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or weifare or environmental quality. EPA intends
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1-Adequate

EPA believes that draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental Impact(s) of the preferred
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further
analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying

language or information.

Category 2-insutficient lntormatlon

_ The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental |mpacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new

reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,

which could reduce the environmental |mpacts oftheaction. The identified additional information, data,

analyses, or duseussnon should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3-~inadequate
EPA doss not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental

impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available aiternatives that are
outside of the spectrum of altematives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order -
to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional
information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS Is adequate for the purposes of the
NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts

mvolved this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.




