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LLVL1i"9 OCT 1981

TO: All Interested Governmental Agencies, Public Groups,
0 and Concerned Individuals

*Attached is the document completing the Final Supplement to
the 1975 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Conti-
nental United States Over-The-Horizon-Backscatter (OTH-B)
Radar System.

0 The Draft Supplement was distributed in July 1981. Since
there were very few comments or necessary changes to the
Draft, that document has not been reprinted as a part of this
Final Supplement. The attached document consists of a brief
abstract of the environmental analysis, copies of all comments
received on the Draft Supplement, and our responses to those
comments.

This document together with the Draft Supplement constitutes t
the Final Supplement to the 1975 EIS.

We appreciate your interest in our environmental analysis pro-
cess.
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Department of the Air Force
Air Force Systems Command
Electronic Systems Division

CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES (CONUS)
OVER-THE-HORIZON BACKSCATTER (OTH-B) RADAR SYSTEM
PENOBSCOT, WASHINGTON, SOMERSET COUNTIES, MAINE

FINAL SUPPLEMENT--ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(To be used with the Draft Supplement)

ABSTRACT
This supplement amends the Final Environmental Impact Statement issued
in January 1975. The action proposed in the 1975 EIS was to construct
and operate an OTH-B radar system in Maine, initially covering a 60
degree sector, and later expanded to cover 180 degrees. The action
proposed in this supplement is to locate the integrated operations,
maintenance, and security facility at Bangor International Airport, a
location not considered in the 1975 EIS. Alternatives are locating at
Bucks Harbor the maintenance and security personnel who support the
Washington County receiver site, but leaving the maintenance and
security personnel for the operations center and the Somerset County
transmitter site with the operations personnel at Bangor International
Airport; and not deploying either the 60 degree or the 180 degree
system. The scope of the supplement is limited mainly to identifying
the environmental consequences of the operations center alternatives
and examining the issue of biological effects of nonionizing radiation
from the remote Somerset County transmitter on the basis of data
available after the 1975 EIS was completed. Both biophysical and
socioeconomic consequences of the operations center alternatives were
found to be small. Further examination of the biological effects
issue confirmed the conclusions of the 1975 EIS. No reliable evidence
has been found to indicate that any hazard will result from either
short-term or prolonged exposure of people to the power densities of
the Somerset County OTH-B transmitters outside the site exclusion
fences.

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT: FILED WITH EPA AND MADE
ESD/OCUP AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC:
Mr. R. L. Raffa 9 October 1981
Hanscom AFB, MA 01731
Telephone (617) 861-3758
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INTRODUCTION

The Draft Supplement was filed with the Environmental Protection

Agency and released to the public on 2 July 1981. Notice of filing

appeared in the Federal Register dated 10 July 1981. The public

review period ended 24 August 1981.

Comments received during the review period required no changes in

the Draft Supplement. To save time and money and to reduce paperwork,

the Draft Supplement is incorporated by reference into this Final

Supplement.

Approximately 120 Draft Supplements were distributed for review.

From this review 5 comment letters were received. These letters

commenting on the adequacy, completeness, and accuracy of the Draft

Supplement are reproduced on the following pages. Substantive

comments are identified and numbered to correspond with the responses.

An additional distribution list is provided to supplement the one

given in the Iraft.

M
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION I

J.F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING. BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203

August 14, 1981

Hr. R.L. Raffa
Air Force Electronic Systems Division (OCU)
Hansom Air Force Base
Massachusetts 01731

RE: IS-DOO-A84008-ME

Bear Mr. Raffa:

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National
Environmental Policy we have reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statemnt (EIS) for the Continental United States, Over-'he-Horizon
Backscatter Radar System, Penobscot, Washington and Somerset Counties,
Maine. We have rated this Draft Supplemental EIS LO-1, in accordance with
our national rating system (see enclosed explanation).

We believe the Final supplement should address the potential problem of
ground level storage or transportation of electroexplosive devices (Em)
outside the exclusion fence but within the safe separation distance
(14,000 ft. for the most sensitive class of EEDs).

Thank you for the opportunity to review and coment on the Draft Supplemental
EIS. Please send two (2) copies of the Final Supplemental EIS when it
beomes available.

Sincerely,

Wallace E. Stickney, P.E.
Director
Environmental Inpact Office

Enclosure

* cc: David Janes, EPA-HQ. (ANR 461)
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EXPLANATION OF EPA RATING

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO -- Lack of Objections

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described In the draft environ-
mental impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER -- Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain aspects of
the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives
or modifications is required and has asked the originating federal agency to
reassess these aspects.

EU -- Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its poten-
tially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency believes that
the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the
environment from hazards arising from this action. The Agency recommends that
alternatives to the action be analyzed further (Including the possibility of no
action at all).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 -- Adequate

The draft environmental impact statement sets forth the environmental impact ofthe proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably available to

the project or action.

Category 2 -- Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the draft environmental impact statement does not contain
sufficient information to assess fully, the environmental impact of the proposed
project or action. Hbwever, from the information submitted, the Agency is able
to make a preliminary determination of the impact on the environment. EPA has
requested that the originator provide the information that was not included in
the draft environmental impact statement.
Category 3 -- Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft environmental impact statement does not adequately
assess the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the
statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The Agency
has requested more information and analysis concerning the potential environmental
hazards and has asked that substantial revision be made to the'impact statement.

If a draft environmental impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating
will be made of the project or action; since a basis does not generally exist on
which to make such a determination.

3
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-United States Department of the Interior
SOFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

AU6 17 1981
In Reply Refer To:
ER-81/1458

Mr. R. L. Raffa
Air Force Electronic Systems

Division (OCU)
Hanscom Air Force Base, Maine 01731

Dear Mr. Raffa:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft supple-
mental environmental impact statement on the Continental
United States Over-the-Horizon Backscatter Radar System.
After securing the copies requested of you on July 17, 1981,
and conducting our review, we wish to advise that the proposal
impacts no unit of this Department and appears adequately
evaluated within the statement. No further comments are
indicated within our jurisdiction or expertise.

Sincerely,

P ruce B anchard, Director
nvironmental Project Review

V
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WASHINGTON COUNTY

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
P.O. BOX 273 63 MAIN STREET MACHIAS. MAINE 04854 TEL. (207) 364M6

Augut 12, 1981

H ESD/OCLLP
Mt. R. L. RaJa
Hanucom AF8, MA 01731

Subject Connent6 upon dtagt zpptement to te Envui~nmentiZ Statement 6ot the

a6 cteanty hta.ted by peczonz attending pibtec meeting6 on the matte,%. Howeve'L, oWL

cormmenta at thi.6 time awe Z-nited to the ptwpozatz contained iLn the cL'w6t 6uppiement.

We have %Leviewed the d'utdt and o6jeA the 6otlowing comment6:

1. The Commi4zion 6ttongty wtge6 .6etection oJ the altetnative tocating 6uppotit petr4on-
net jot~ the tece&'eA 4ie (maintenance and zecu4Zty) at the eXiting Buck. Hoabot
Aite Fo'Lce Station in Wa~hington County. When the o-tginat EIS =6 undeAL teview,

2 in 7974, it w~u betieved tocn.Uy that the Station was& to be ueed 6o,% bite pevonnet.
Thi6 didi a gueat deat to Ze~zen the Locat 6eah6 conce.Juung the econoic impact oJ
the conctuding o6 the Station'h o'uginaL miLion.

Aa atated on page 4 - 4, the pee capita income in thZ.6 oaea w'az $6,478 in 1980
compaeed to $8, 100 Jot the State. (Maine haz one o6 the Lowe~t income tevetL6 in
the U.S.). lndwzion o6 an initiaL $3.4 m.LLtion and then $2.7 mitin a yeat into
the Wa6hington County economy woutd gueatty enhance it, but woul-d be 4.n4(gnt'cant
in a Le6-depjeezed a/Lea 4uch a6 Bangot.

The economi.c bene~it,6 ate OWL teazon 6ot I6uppotng the aetection o6 thL6 ateeate,
howeveeL, it appeac.6 to atzo be togic~AL d)om the Aie Fotce'a point o6 veiw becaue
the oueJ(-the-4oad di~tance to the Aite 6eom the 6taxtion ih appnwxJimatety 30 Mi~e46
te&.6 than 6Dem Bangox'r Inteiwntionat Aiepo)Lt to the aite. Thih6 woutd mean a t'wwid-
tAZp 6avJing.6 o6 apptoximatety an howt jot each individual making the tLip.

Othee con,6ieution6 ate the 6act that the peeonnet pteviou.6ty ztationed at Suck.6
Hatbot enjoyed exceL~ent etationA with the commtunity - to the benedit o6 both,
and the 6act that the town haz 4ecentty opened a new etementoAiy 4choot which i'6KmodeAn ineveAy u~c then impo'Ltont co,~idwtin 604 epnen6

2. We ate ptexzed to note (page I - 7) that one o6 the 325 acAe paflcet.6 identidied az
3 p'toductive btuebeAv~y Land in the 1975 EIS, and patt 06 option 1, iz now not %equ-ited.

Con~eoquentty, no conmeeciat b~uebe4ey Land wiLL be needed to expand the 6y~tem to
180 degtee coveeage,anth 650 ace. o6 commine at. bf-uebeA'ty Land e.~tirated to be
temoved 6-'Lom peoduction in the 1975 EIS i6 eddectivety eeduced to the 325 ace

5
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al~eady i4emoved -i the canhtucton oJ the ERS. Howeven, one commen~t upon the 1974
EIS t&6 tha~t " .. .appwximate~y onty 600 ac~e. witt be taken out oJ [Uuebmty1
pwoduction i.n 'tetAn 6oiL a ioug hty n2 Leton doUaA payjo i njected .into the ea.
now the Land 'temoved 6'tom p'tkoduction huu been iteduced by one-hald, but the "pu'ted
ptan" would 'Leduce the pay'wU to 'wughty ZERO.

Wa.6hington County .L6 a vety Low income atea with 6ew job oppo4twii.tie6. Leaving
th&A ac.'eage 4An p'wd&cCtlon i6 moht de4Aaubte.

The ComiA,6n hopeA that, upon completion od the oveit-the-ho~izon ayatem, it Witt
be poz6ibte 6o&L the Ai't Fo'tce to l4eto'L to pkoduction a po'tion o6 the 325 acLe.6
that have been ltemoved. ThZU coutd be done by bid o'r negoiation with a 4ngte
p'toduce't and acce.6 At~ictZy contoLted. It wout-d appeaA tha~t thia woutd be cornpo.Zibte
with the Ai4 Fo~ce'.6 u.6e o6 the Land a.6 ttee. and bituzth woutd be kept down thw.A
dacZtitang maintenance. White tt& rmight zeem to be a reio't point, the economy oJ
the county i. such that even raino. impuLvemenfJ. oA.e noticeabte. IJ onty 100 ac'te,

weAe 4'etwined to puducion, it woutd be 'teoi~onab~e to a&6.6ue that they woutd pl~odace
2,000 pound, pe'r acAe, at a inaAket pxaice o6 $0.70 peA pound, the vatue ad the cuwp
woutd thu.6 be $14,000 each yeoA the 6ietd6 a,%e in pitoduction. Thi4 income woutd go
to peA&one,6 maintaining the 6ietcL6, taking the bve.6e, putceing them, 1,hippJng them,
and o6 couLe to the contLactot. The money goi.ng to each would .6eem 6matt, but in
a mai.naL economy, it would be impoirtant.

In conctuzion: the Commijin 4tVwngtq utge4 the utifization oA the Sucb.6 HwtboAr 6,tation-
6o' t ocatLng 6ulpo~tpe~oneZ.

SAinceAet-.Y

LoanieA C. G'teeA

LCG/a6

LA6
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

1 This potential problem was addressed in the 1975 EIS, p. 23,

which stated "Personnel will be warned against using or carrying EEDs

in the respective areas by appropriate warning signs in English and

French posted at frequent intervals along the boundaries of the hazard

area to preclude an inadvertent detonation of an EED." The only

related change introduced in the Supplement was the reduction of the

calculated hazard distances, from 22,000 ft to 14,000 ft for the most

sensitive class of EEDs.

2 The preferred Air Force alternative, that the Maintenance and

Security Support Facility be built at Bangor, is based principally on

economic factors. The Air Force needs building space and trained

personnel to support the staff assigned to the Over-the-Horizon

Backscatter (OTH-B) program. A commissary, base exchange, payroll

office, personnel office, and similar functions are in existence at

Bangor International Airport. Implementation of the Bucks Harbor

alternative would require that the Air Force add approximately 48

persons to the OTH-B staff and would further require construction of

new facilities. These costs far outweight the cost of adding 30 miles

to the over-the-road distance to the site.

3 The Air Force has already leased blueberry land that was not

disturbed by construction to the former owners of that land. The Air

Force plans to continue leasing unused blueberry land for commercial

blueberry production.

12



ADDITIONS TO DISTRIBUTION LIST

Federal Agencies Mr. Knowles
Chairperson, Board of Selectmen

NORAD/J-5AS General Delivery
Peterson AFB, CO 80914 Machiasport, ME 04655

Hq AFSC/SDED Other
Attn: S. Krasney
Andrews AFB, Washington, D.C. 20331 Aviation Week Magazine

1221 Avenue of the Americas
MSgt. Robert E. Craft New York, NY 10020
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P. 0. Box 357 Mr. Laurence H. Coffin
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State and Local Agencies Court Street

Syracuse, NY 13221
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Planning Commission Gannet Consortium ECD
7 Benton Avenue P. 0. Box 78
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Attn: Mr. Elery Keene

Robert R. Hammond
Mr. Pat Dostic Box 115
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Department of Human Services
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