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CHAPTER 2 - COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compilation of all the documents that the U.S. Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) received on the National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) during the public comment period. The scanned documents are presented alphabetically. On
each document, the comment(s) identified within the document have been numbered and coded by
issue category as identified in Table 1.3.1. A corresponding page shows the DHS responses to the
identified comments. Section 1.4 describes the organization of this Comment Response Document
and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist readers in tracking their comments to the
respective responses.
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WD0365

From: Lisa Adams|

Sent:  Tuesday, August 19, 2008 3:39 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: Athens
My husband and | have been searching for people making sense of this project.
Where can we find a way to support renovation of Plum Island. As a fourty plus year resident of a nearby
island, we have never experienced any issues. Financially, we'd like to see funds going to reusing and

retooling Plum.

Aside, the knee jerk reactionaries seem to ignore the existence of a facility in Atlanta that could also be
re-tooled and renovated.

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 5.1

DHS notes the commentor's opinion of Plum Island and preference that it be reused. The NBAF EIS
fully analyzes the Plum Island Site Alternative. The proposed NBAF requires BSL-4 capability to
meet mission requirements (DHS and USDA). PIADC does not have BSL-4 laboratory or animal
space, and the existing PIADC facilities are inadequate to support a BSL-4 laboratory. Upgrading the
existing facilities to allow PIADC to meet the current mission would be more costly than building the
NBAF on Plum Island, as discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS.
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From: Marion Adeneyw
Sent:  Monday, August 25, 2
To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: Comments on NBAF draft EIS

Please address the following comments in the final EIS regarding the
possibility of placing the NBAF in Butner, NC:

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 12.3

DHS notes the commentor's watershed and water contamination concerns. The NBAF EIS Section
3.13.8, Waste Management describes the process that would be used to control and dispose of liquid
wastes and Sections 3.3.7 and 3.7.7 describes standard methods used to prevent and mitigate
potential spill and runoff affects.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 8.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern about the local water treatment facility. The impact from the
proposed operation of the NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site on the local sanitary sewage
system capacity and infrastructure is discussed in Section 3.3.7.3.4 of the NBAF EIS. The design and
operation of the NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site would prevent negative impact to the

1123 | 1) Potential for ination of nearby heds. The City of SGWASA Sewage Treatment Facility infrastructure and treatment capabilities. Specifically, as
Raleigh shares my concern regarding possible contamination of their . : : -
drinking wator. Considering the large numbors of local residernts who summarized in Section 3.15 of the NBAF EIS, pre-treatment of liquid waste streams would be
depend on this water source, this issue deserves a closer look. Two implemented as necessary to meet treatment facility acceptance criteria, therefore avoiding potential
283 | points are important - 1) the fact that local water treatment X
regulations (with which the facility will purportedly comply) were not impacts.
designed to address these types of contaminants, and 2) the many lapses
that have already occurred with the local treatment facility, SGWASA
Sewage Treatment Facility. Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 18.3
DHS notes the commentor's concerns about waste disposal. Section 3.13.2.2 in Chapter 3 of the
31183 2.) Waste disposal — The Draft Environmental Impact Statement has not i . .
sufficiently addressed the potential for air and water contamination, DHS EIS for the NBAF addresses the wastes that will be generated by the operation of the facility
since the methods of waste disposal have not yet been determined. including liquid wastes that will be discharged to the sanitary sewer (see Table 3.13.2-2), and waste
4203 | 3) Human rights issues surrounding the large populations of inmates and solids that will be sent offsite for further treatment and disposal. All of the wastes that would be
mental health patients located near the site should be addressed in the generated by the primary carcass and pathological waste disposal methods under consideration (i.e.,
report. . . . . . .
P incineration, alkaline hydrolysis, and rendering) are represented on these tables. Because the
5213 | 4.) The possibility of transmission via wildlife vectors (notably method of carcass and pathological waste disposal has not yet been determined, Section 3.4. of the
mosquitos, ticks and deer) in case of an outbreak, and environmental . . . . .
oonsequences of spraying pesticides irrsuch an event should be beffer EIS (Air Quality) assumes that the treatment technology with the greatest potential to negatively
assessed. impact air quality, incineration, will be used to assess the maximum adverse impact. Similarly,
because alkaline hydrolysis would have the greatest impact on sanitary sewage capacity, Section 3.3
6133 5). The possibility of the presence of rare or endangered species such ydroly: g p e Yy g pacity, )
as those found at nearby Penny's Bend Nature Preserve (including Blue of the EIS (Infrastructure) assumes that alkaline hydrolysis will be used to assess the maximum
wild indigo and hoary puccoon) should be investigated first hand, and adverse impact
not just depend on reports that may be out of date or incomplete. pact.
71253 6). There s strong public opposition by the citizens of Durham, . .
Granville and surrounding counties to placing this facility in NC. This W w .
should also be addressed in the final report and should be considered in DHS notes the commentor's concern. DHS is aware of the presence of the health and correctional
$he decision making process: facilities, described in Section 3.10.7.1 of the NBAF EIS. DHS has held public meetings and
Tadd my veice tofis oppodidon. conducted outreach efforts to ensure that the surrounding communities, including officials of the
health and correctional facilities, are aware of the proposed action. The risks and associated
Sincerely, potential effects to human health and safety were evaluated and are presented in Section 3.14. The
Mirion Afiaey, risks were determined to be low for all site alternatives. As discussed in Section 3.1, there is no
potential for high and adverse human health or environmental effects at any of the alternative sites.
Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 21.3
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DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding an accident at the NBAF. The NBAF would be
designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all
necessary requirements to protect the environment. An analysis of potential consequences of a
pathogen (e.g. Rift Valley fever virus) becoming established in native mosquito populations was
evaluated in Section 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9 as well as in Section 3.14 (health and Safety). DHS
would have site-specific Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and response plans in place prior to
the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF. RVF and FMD SOPs and response plans
would likely include strategies that are similar. However, the RVF response plan would also include a
mosquito control action plan. The potential consequences of pesticide use would be evaluated during
the preparation of a site specific response plan.

Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 13.3

The NBAF EIS cites current records from the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program. This
database is continually updated as new rare species occurrences are reported. Surveys of the project
area for endangered and rare species and their habitats are described in Section 3.8.7.1.5. No
suitable habitat for rare or endangered plant species was found in the project area.

Comment No: 7 Issue Code: 25.3
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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Marion Adeney (PhD Candidate)

N
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives and support for the Plum
Island Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 2.0

DHS prepared the NBAF EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
and CEQ's regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500 et seq.). The primary objective of the
EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives for locating,
constructing and operating the NBAF and the No Action Alternative not to construct the NBAF. As
summarized in Section 3.1 of the NBAF EIS, DHS analyzed each environmental resource area in a
consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives. A
Record of Decision that explains the final decision will be made available no sooner than 30 days
after the NBAF Final EIS is published.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 8.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern about wastewater treatment. Section 3.3.7.1.4 of the of the
NBAF EIS addresses the capacity of the SGWASA to handle NBAF discharges. The NBAF would be
designed and operated as necessary to prevent negative impact to SGWASA treatment capabilities
resulting from flow rate or potentially harmful wastewater constituents. Specifically, as summarized
Section 3.15, pre-treatment of liquid waste streams would be implemented as necessary to meet
treatment facility acceptance criteria, therefore avoiding potential impacts.
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N FACILITY UPSTREAM FROM RALEIGAP

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COMMENTS

Please return this form to the comment table. It may also be mailed or faxed as follows:
U.S. MAIL TOLL-FREE FAX

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 1-866-508-NBAF (6223)
Science and Technology Directorate

James V. Johnson

Mail Stop #2100

245 Murray Lane, SW

Building 410

Washington, DC 20528
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From: Karin Albert

Sent:  Sunday, August 24, 2008 9:46 PM
To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: No To Athens, GA Site

Dear NBAF Managers,

I wish to voice my strong opposition to Athens being considered as an

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's preference for constructing NBAF at an isolated location. As described
in Section 2.4.3 of the NBAF EIS, other potential locations to construct the NBAF were considered
during the site selection process but were eliminated based on evaluation by the selection committee.
It was suggested during the scoping process that the NBAF be constructed in a remote location such
as an island distant from populated areas or in a location that would be inhospitable (e.g., desert or
arctic habitat) to escaped animal hosts/vectors; however, the evaluation criteria called for proximity to
research programs that could be linked to the NBAF mission and proximity to a technical workforce.

1125.2 |appropriate site for NBAF. [ think the facility you wish to build
belongs on an island or into the desert, where problems, if and when
2|50 |they occur, can be contained quickly before spreading to human and Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 12.2
livestock habitats. .
DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and DHS acknowledges current regional drought
Moreover, Northeast Georgia is in the midst of a very severe drought conditions. As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site
that endangers our native landscape. Gardeners and their gardens I . d . v 11 I d f bl hat i
31122 | hisie beei sufferiis oy Seater restictions; inacy o the plats that alternative would use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is
make Athens so beautiful in the spring, including our beautiful approximately 0.76% of Athens' current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The
dogwoods and azaleas, have been weakened and will most likely die. [ X . X
think it is completely irresponsible to try and attract a facility NBAF annual potable water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount
like NBAF with its heavy water usage when individuals are asked to : :
sacrifice the gardens they have been building and cherishing for 20, consumed by 228 residential homes.
30 years and longer. Please accept my vote saying "No"!!!!
Sincerely,
Karin Albert
2-8 December 2008
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WD0074 Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

From: Elizabeth Alder

Sent:  Monday, July 14, 2008 9:14 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: National Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility

To Whom it may Concern:
Tand my family and friends are absolutely against the National Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility coming to
Athens.
11252 ; )
They will not receive a welcome here.
ea

The i'm Talkaton. Can 30-days of conversation change the world? Find out now.
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PDO101

August 19, 2008

Hello,

My name is Patrick Allen and I am calling in support of the NBAF proposal for South
Milledge Avenue in Athens, Georgia.

I am a 25 year resident of - I have read the draft EIS and also toured similar
facilities in this community - BSL-3 ag facilities to be specific. Ihave talked with a
number of researchers in our community who both work at Plum Island on occasion and
have worked here for years, and I am comfortable with the research....the analysis that’s
been done on the EIS and am confident that it can be built here safely and securely, and
would welcome the facility in our community.

Thank you very much.

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.2

DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

2-10
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Allen, Cathy
Pagelof 1
WD0132 Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.3
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 19.3
DHS notes the commentor's concern. DHS is aware of the presence of the health and correctional
From:  Cathy Allen | facilities, described in Section 3.10.7.1 of the NBAF EIS. DHS has held public meetings and
Sent:  Tuesday, July 29, 2008 8:00 PM ' L ’ -
en uescay, Jy =5, conducted outreach efforts to ensure that the surrounding communities, including officials of the
To: NBAFProgramManager . . X X X
) ) health and correctional facilities, are aware of the proposed action. The risks and associated
Subject: Proposed Butner,NC location . X .
potential effects to human health and safety were evaluated and are presented in Section 3.14. The
To Whom It May Concem: risks were determined to be low for all site alternatives.
125.3 | reolize the saying "not in my backyard" is a cliche, but | believe the citizens of Granville Co. have a

right to use it one more time. | don't know who originally invited the government to consider our area as a
site, but I'm guessing it was a politician, and it was done without checking with the people they/he/she
represent, because | have yet to meet 1 person in favor of this project. | know it has to be somewhere,
but | honestly feel the citizens of this county have done more than their fair share when it comes to
sponsoring/hosting fedral programs and/or institutions. In the 50s hundreds of people lost their family
farms so the fedral government could build and operate Camp Butner. In a predominately agricultural
community (at the time, almost exclusively so) this was no small sacrifice. We are currently home to
several (4, | think) fedral prison facilities as well as 2 state mental hospitals, which | know you are well
aware of. My point: | think we have and continue to donate our fair share to the well being of the
government. Like thousands of others, | am concerned about the risk involved with locating this facility

2|19.3 | so close to the previously mentioned prisons and hospitals as, you have heard that one
too. Thank you for your time and consideration. Cathy Allen, citizen and educator
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MDO0045

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the Butner City Council's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.

2-12
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MDO0045
Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 12.3

DHS notes the commentor’s watershed concern. The NBAF EIS Section 3.13.8 describes the waste
management processes that would be used to control and dispose NBAF's liquid and solid waste.
Sections 3.3.7 and 3.7.7 describe standard methods used to prevent and mitigate potential spills and
runoff affects including cumulative impacts. Any water monitoring and sampling requirements will be
determined after the final design phase and during the local, state, and Federal permitting process.
2[123

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 8.3

DHS notes the commentor's concerns regarding the treatment and discharge of NBAF generated
wastewater by the South Granville Water and Sewer Authority (SGWASA). The impact from the
operation of the NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site on the SGWASA wastewater treatment
infrastructure is discussed in Section 3.3.7.3.4 of the NBAF EIS. The design and operation of the
NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site would prevent negative impact to the SGWASA Sewage
Treatment Facility infrastructure and treatment capabilities. Specifically, as summarized in Section
3.15 of the NBAF EIS, pre-treatment of liquid waste streams would be implemented as necessary to
meet treatment facility acceptance criteria, therefore avoiding potential impacts.

383

2cont|12.3
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4193

3cont.|8.3

2cont[12.3

51213

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 19.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a description of mitigation procedures in the event a
pathogen release. Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur
with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents, Accidents could occur in the form
of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents,, external events, and
intentional acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol
not being followed), the chances of an accidental release are low. The specific objective of the
hazard identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify the likelihood and
consequences from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to identifying the potential for
or likelihood of the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this analysis provides support for the
identification of specific engineering and administrative controls to either prevent a pathogen release
or mitigate the consequences of such a release. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is
extremely low. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and operations
of the NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site, then site specific protocols, release mitigation
procedures and emergency response plans would be developed in coordination with local emergency
response agencies that would address the affected human, livestock and wildlife populations residing
within the impacted area.

Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 21.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a description of mitigation procedures in the event a
pathogen release. Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur
with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents, The specific objective of the
hazard identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify the likelihood and
consequences from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to identifying the potential for
or likelihood of the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this analysis provides support for the
identification of specific engineering and administrative controls to either prevent a pathogen release
or mitigate the consequences of such a release. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is
extremely low. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and operations
of the NBAF at the Umstead Research Farm Site, then site specific protocols, release mitigation
procedures and emergency response plans would be developed, in coordination with local
emergency response agencies that would address the effected human, livestock and wildlife
populations residing within the impacted area. An analysis of potential consequences of a pathogen
(e.g. Rift Valley fever virus) becoming established in native mosquito populations surrounding the
Umstead Research Farm Site is specifically addressed in Section 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9.5 as well
as in Section 3.14.4.5 (Health and Safety). Section 3.10.9.5 discusses the relative suitability of the
regional climate of the Umstead Reserarch Farm Site to promote mosquito survival and virus spread
based on the extensive discussion contained in Section 3.4.7.1 of the NBAF EIS. As such, the RVF
response plan would include a mosquito control action plan, and the potential consequences of
pesticide use in mosquito control would be evaluated during the preparation of a site specific
response plan.

2-15
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Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 13.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding wildlife in the vicinity of the Umstead Research Farm
Site. The NBAF is surrounded by the Butner Game Lands, Falls Lake State Park, and other large
areas of suitable forested habitat that are not likely to be developed as part of the on-going growth in
the Butner area. These areas would effectively provide a buffer that would minimize changes in the
pattern of wildlife dispersal around the NBAF.

Comment No: 7 Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentor’'s concerns regarding the risk of a potential accident or terrorist event. The
6/13.3 NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety
and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. As described in Chapter 3 and
summarized in Section 2.5 of the NBAF EIS, the impacts of activities during normal operations at any
of the six site alternatives would likely be minor. Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of
accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents,
Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena
accidents, external events, and intentional acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur
than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release are low.
Appendix B describes biocontainment lapses and laboratory acquired infections. Laboratory-acquired
infections have not been shown to be a threat to the community at large. Should the NBAF Record of
71230 Decision call for the design, construction, and operations of the NBAF then site specific protocols
815.3 would be developed, in coordination with local emergency response agencies that would consider the
diversity and density of populations residing within the local area. DHS would have site-specific
standard operating procedures and response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities
at the proposed NBAF. DHS would offer coordination and training to local medical personnel
regarding the effects of pathogens to be studied at the NBAF. Emergency management plans will
also include training for local law enforcement, health care, and fire and rescue personnel. Section
3.14 addresses accident scenarios, including external events such as a terrorist attack. A separate
Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of
the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of
the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are
used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security
of operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission and the
associated work with potential high-consequence biological pathogens, critical information related to
the potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the
NEPA process. Security would be provided by a series of fencing, security cameras, and protocols.
In addition, a dedicated security force would be present on-site at all times. Additional security could
be provided via cooperation with local law enforcement agencies.

5cont|21.3

2cont.|12.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding community oversight of NBAF operations. As
described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the NBAF EIS, oversight of NBAF operations will be conducted in part

2-16 December 2008
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by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes community representative participation,
and the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.

DHS notes the commentor's question about genetic engineering. DHS confirms that genetic
engineering methods (i.e., laboratory-based molecular manipulations to change, add, or delete genes
in agricultural pathogens) are standard research tools that would be used at NBAF.

DHS notes the commentor's concern that all possible pathogens to be studied at the NBAF are not
listed in the NBAF EIS. The pathogens to be studied at the NBAF as provided in Section 2.2.1 of the
NBAF EIS include Foot and Mouth Disease virus, Classical Swine Fever virus, Vesicular Stomatitis
virus, Rift Valley Fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African Swine Fever virus. Should the
NBAF be directed to study any pathogens not included in the list of pathogens included in the NBAF
EIS, DHS and USDA would conduct an evaluation of the new pathogen(s) to determine if the
potential challenges and consequences were bounded by the current study. If not, a new risk
assessment would be prepared and a separate NEPA evaluation may be required.

Comment No: 8 Issue Code: 15.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern about security and fire protection. A site-specific emergency
response plan will be developed and coordinated with the local Emergency Management Plan
regarding evacuations and other emergency response measures for all potential emergency events
including accidents at the NBAF. Specifically, DHS would offer coordination and training to local
medical personnel regarding the effects of pathogens to be studied at the NBAF. Emergency
management plans will also include training for local law enforcement, health care, and fire and
rescue personnel.
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Comment No: 9 Issue Code: 3.0

DHS notes the commentor's question regarding whether oversight of NBAF operations would include
representatives from local municipalities. Consideration of mechanisms for the public to serve in an
advisory or oversight capacity of NBAF operations is not within the scope of the NBAF EIS, which
presents the need for and evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for constructing
and operating the NBAF. However, should a decision be made to build NBAF and the site selected,
DHS would begin transition and operational planning which would include consideration of policies
and procedures for public participation, education, and also public advisory initiatives. After DHS
determines the viability and nature of such a public advisory and oversight function, appropriate roles
and responsibilities would be defined.

DHS also notes the commentor's question regarding public access to air quality and wastewater
monitoring data. Consideration of provisions for public access to environmental monitoring data is
not within the scope of the NBAF EIS. As stated throughout the NBAF EIS, waste treatment and other
processes of concern have not been finalized and, as such, conservative assumptions were used to
ensure the probable maximum effects were evaluated for each affected resource area. Any further
detailed discussion of wastewater and air pollution control and associated monitoring technologies
I would be highly speculative and will not be known until the NBAF design is finalized. Ultimately,
monitoring requirements will be at least partially dependent on the environmental permitting and
| associated reporting requirements imposed by federal, state, and local agencies. Of course, all
environmental monitoring data would be subject to public review in accordance with the public record
access provisions administered by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

7 cont.| 23.0
9 cont.| 3.0
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DHS notes the commentor's air quality concerns. The potential effects of NBAF operations on air
quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS . Section 3.4.1 describes the methodology used
in assessing potential air quality consequences at each site. Carcass/pathological waste disposal,
including incineration, is discussed in Section 3.13. Section 3.14 describes the hazard and accident
analysis including site specific consequences. Conservative assumptions were used to ensure the
probable maximum effects were evaluated. The final design will ensure that the NBAF does not
significantly affect the region's ability to meet air quality standards. Should a decision be made to
build NBAF and following site selection and final design, a complete emission inventory would be
developed and refined modeling performed as necessary in accordance with state-specific air quality
permitting requirements. DHS would be required to comply with permit-established monitoring
requirements. As such, consideration and discussion of specific stack/vent testing or continuous
emissions monitoring requirements that might be necessary would be highly speculative at this time.

2cont.|12.3
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Comment No: 11 Issue Code: 19.3

DHS notes rhe commentor's concern about adequate personal protective equipment (PPE) for first
responders. Specifically, DHS would offer coordination and training to local medical personnel
regarding the effects of pathogens to be studied at the NBAF. First responder training would include
use of the appropriate equipment and protective gear. Emergency management plans would also
include training for local law enforcement, health care, and fire and rescue personnel. Section 2.2.2
of the NBAF EIS provides information on the general types of standard operating procedures (SOP)
that will be prepared subsequent to the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction,
and operations of the NBAF. SOPs will include site specific operation and maintenance SOPs,
release mitigation procedures and emergency response plans. The emergency response plans would
be developed in coordination with local emergency response agencies and would include training to
ensure adequate protection of responders.
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.5

FD0019
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.

August 18,2008

To: Department of Homeland Security
Re: National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF)

1 am a life long resident of the _ Mississippi. | would like to
express my support for the proposal to locate the new NBAF in Flora—a part of the
metropolitan area. This metro area can provide the facility with the resources required (o
continue its role of defending our country against biological and agricultural hazards in a
manner at least equal to if not superior to all other sites considered. From my years
working for a Fortune 500 top 10 company, [ know the positive response the area

d when i | d to this area from across the country, including many
that chose 1o retire here. The intelligence is here, the quality of life is here, the work cthic
is here, the geography to support the facility is here, and the community support for the
facility is here.

1| 245

Please provide us the oppormunity to demonstrate this to the nation. Thank You.

Lane Allen

[ ]
g
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor’'s concerns regarding safe facility operations. The NBAF would be
designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all
necessary requirements to protect the environment. An analysis of potential consequences of a
pathogen (e.g. Rift Valley fever virus) becoming established in native mosquito populations was
evaluated in Section 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9 as well as in Section 3.14 (health and Safety).

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 18.2

Section 3.13.2.2 in Chapter 3 of the NBAF EIS addresses the technologies being considered for the
treatment of animal carcasses and pathological waste. In addition, Table 3.13.2.2-4 provides a brief
description and comparison of the three most likely technologies being considered (i.e., incineration,
alkaline hydrolysis, and rendering). As discussed in this section, the final design for the NBAF will
probably include more than one technology for the treatment of these wastes. Factors that may be
considered in making this technology decision include individual site requirements and restrictions, air
emissions, liquid and solid waste stream by-products, and operation and maintenance requirements.

Because the method of carcass/pathological waste disposal has not yet been determined, Section
3.4. of the EIS (Air Quality) assumes that the treatment technology with the greatest potential to
negatively impact air quality, incineration, will be used to assess the maximum adverse effect.
Similarly, because alkaline hydrolysis would have the greatest impact on sanitary sewage capacity,
Section 3.3 of the EIS (Infrastructure) assumes that alkaline hydrolysis will be used to assess the
maximum sanitary sewage impacts.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 6.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern and acknowledges the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue
Site to the State Botanical Garden. Construction and normal operations of the NBAF would have no
direct impact on the State Botanical Garden as indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3.
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WD0567

From: Ryan & Kelli _

Sent:  Sunday, August 24, 2008 5:10 PM
To: NBAFProgramManager
Subject: NBAF Support in Manhattan, KS

To whom it may concern:

Itis with surprise to me that | am writing a letter in support of placing the National Bio Agro-Defense
Facility here in Manhattan, Kansas. My surprise is not from any change in perception on my part, | am
just concerned that a very small minority of our community that opposes this facility may give the
impression there is not public support here. | have been a resident since 1996 and would consider myself
a cheerleader for our great community. In my personal and professional endeavors, | have not
encountered anyone who opposes placing the NBAF here. The small outery, very late in the process and
seemingly unorganized, is fueled by ignorance about bio-containment and general lack of trust in
government. | attended both public meetings here in Manhattan and got the feeling that most of the
public concern may have been present no matter what the government was considering building.

Please choose Manhattan, Kansas as the future home of NBAF and the so important foreign animal
disease research that is imperative to protecting our future. In this area, getting input from Kansas
farmers is difficult at best. My father-in-law owns a small cow/calf operation within 50 miles. He would
support this endeavor, but is not the type to send comments on the placement of NBAF. Firstand
foremost because of general political disconnect, but probably even more outstanding is the fact that like
myself, he feels that supportive comments were not needed because of the overwhelming amount of
support in the region for protecting our agricultural and food animal production resources. This support
and our location in the geographic center of food animal production makes Manhattan the absolute best
place to locate this facility.

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of our great City.
Sincerely,
Ryan Almes

K3

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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WD0S21 Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 8.4

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
From: Kelli Aimes]

Sent:  Monday, August 25, 2008 5:59 PM
To: NBAFProgramManager
Subject: NBAF support in Manhattan, KS

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's support for the NBAF and understanding that the proposed research

18 would be safely conducted regardless of NBAF location.
' ‘ I am writing in support of locating the National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility in Manhattan, KS. Growing up ona
small cow-calf farm within an hour of]| I understood from an early age that agriculture is a vital part of X .
who we are as Kansans. It is the lively-hood of so many and the sustanance of so many others. [ have been a Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 19.4
esident "‘Hsm“ 19987and afte 2005 graduate of the Kafisas Stale UritversityColloge of Veteriniary DHS notes the commentor's statement. FMD is not a public health threat, nor are typical house pets

cont| 1] 24.4 | Medicine. My farm background and formal education gives me an excellent understading of why this facility is

needed and why Manhattan is the perfect location. How can any location be better than the center of America's (e.g., cats, dogs, birds and other non-cloven hoofed household pets) affected by FMD.
2|84 | breakbasket? Not to mention the close proximity of the veterinary medicine complex and the BRI

As a senior veterinary student I was able to spend three weeks at Plum Island, including one week participating in
the Pathologist's Foreign Animal Disease Course. Seeing these devastating diseases first hand, even on such a small
scale, only confirmed my belief that research on them is extremely important to ensure the safety of America's
agiculture. Seeing bio-containment in action and understanding the principles behind it assures me that a main-land
NBAF location is safe.

31,0

419.4 A small group of unorganized residents in our city have recently spoken out against locating the NBAF here. They
are attempting to thwart the extensive efforts of so many in favor by playing on the fears of the uninformed with
rumors about how an FMD outbreak would mean the euthanasia of household pets along with human illness. Please
do not let this last minute attempt by so few undo what so many have worked so hard for. Thank your for your time
and your consideration of our great city. Ilook forward to your decision.

Kelli M. Almes, DVM

Office:

ot I
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WD0001
Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 21.0

Security would be provided by a series of fencing, security cameras, and protocols. In addition, a
dedicated security force would be present on-site. Additional security could be provided via
cooperation with local law enforcement agencies. A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (TRA)
Froifi:  Bonra A“SChu'_ was developed outside of the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal
Sefm Selurday-June 21, 2005 1:23PM regulations. The purpose of the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses
:"bject: ::ﬁ:'::il:‘gﬁanager associated with the NBAF and are used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a
reasonable level of risk for the security of operations of the NBAF and public safety. The TRA and
Department of Homeland Security: security actions that would be implemented, based on TRA recommendations, are designated as For

; ; s i Official Use Only.
Thope you will rethink the proposal to relocate the Plum Island Facility. I would think it would be much

1121.0 | easier to provide security to a restricted island, surrounded by water (in case of explosion), and
downwind (east coast) of most of the continental United States, than on the mainland, where people like Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 5.1

251 Timothy McVeigh would have easier access! From a security point of view, access restricted to DHS notes the commentor's concern for security. Security concerns will be considered in the

31241 helicopter and ferry would seem a big plus! Build the new facility on Plum Island. . ]
) selection of the preferred alternative.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.2

FD0123 DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

August 17, 2008

I am Ederlee Anderson of| - Georgia. I'm calling to express my disapproval of an

11252 NBAF facility in Athens.

Currently, Athens is a beautiful and safe city - a city for families and a city for retirees.
Many retirees have settled in Athens because of the climate and the hometown
environment.

I think the fathers, the city fathers, and the University of Georgia leaders and faculty
approve of this facility because it means money. Greed.

Thank you.

Ederlee Anderson.
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PD0080

August 15, 2008

15.0 | This is Mary Lou Anderson, and I live in HK&nsasA I just do not want to see the
bio research lab placed anywhere on mainland. I think it is a very bad idea.
That’s all T have to say.

Thank you.

Comment No: 1

Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
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PD0096

August 18, 2008

Yeah,

1125.2; | My name is Roger Anderson. I'm frorn-Kansas. Tlive

250 | I [ o livestock producer and I'm currently not in faver of that bio chem lab
moving to Manhattan, Kansas. I'd just as soon it stay where it’s at in the middle of the
ocean.

Thank you.

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
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KSD012

Stupid on Steroids

The decision to locate the Bio-Research lab of highly contagious animal diseases on Plum
Island, New York over 50 years ago was based on a sound scientific reason, Safety. It was remote
and far from livestock when the inevitable accident happened. The G.A.0Q, and several
congresspersons have slowly pried information out of the administration that confirms a series of
?c:]cid:ms; one where foot and mouth disease was released into the cattle holding pens on Plum
sland.
) Considering that this highly contagious disease can be carried on clothing, vehicles, the
150 wind and even a human’s breath, imagine the drastic consequences if that accident were located
on the mainland.
Compounding the danger, the new lab will carry a Bio-Safety Level 4 status, which
allows research on the most horrific microorganisms fatal to humans, for which there is neither
21150 cure nor vaccine,
31190 This proposal to change sites is a purely political one that dangles millions of dollars of
4150 economic development, construction and jobs before the politicos in five states, with an as yet
5/21.0 undisclosed political payback. The potential human and economic price of the inevitable

3: ﬂ g accident, tornado, earthquake (Nemaha Fault), terrorist attack or deliberate personnel release

81210 would be catastrophic.

921.0 Why would the Governor and a majority of Kansans who fear emissions from a coal fired
power plant, so nonchalantly ignore this more dangerous proposition and even lend it their
support?

Why are our elected officials in Washington, D.C. willing to ante up their Kansas
constituents and our livestock industry as pawns in their political poker games?
Is the student body mere disposable chattels, to a College administration, bent on securing
this dangerous facility?
Kansas Farm Bureau’s support of this lethal misadventure makes one question what type
“grass” their much vaunted grass roots policy is being derived from?
I steadfastly refuse to believe the two most rampant rumors; that the VEGAN movement
promotes this more in hopes of an accident, crippling or destroying the U.S. livestock industry; or
 that the east coast elite were so frightened by the Ebola virus mistake and near-miss, that they
gcont 210 Want al'l dangerous research moved to the less populated Midwest. Whatever the reason we need
| not invite terrorists into the heartland with a target.
Human brains capable of reason and plain old common sense should tell us none of the
five proposed new locations are safe for the horrifically dangerous research being conducted at a
1 cont) level 4 facility. This is not K-State vs. four other locations, winner take all, This is SAFETY vs,
50 INSANITY. Plum Island has over 800 acres and new facilities, if necessary, should be
10] 24.1 constructed at that SAFE location.
Call, write, holler or shout; but at least do something to prevent this human or economic
potential tragedy from an already stressed nation.

Steihen Anderson

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 15.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely
low, but DHS acknowledges that the possible economic effect would be significant for all sites.
Section 3.10.9 of the NBAF DEIS presents estimates of the possible economic effect of an accidental
release. Specifically, a virus released to the environment could become established and result in
significant economic harm through damage to the livestock industry (culling and export bans) from
FMD or through increased public health costs associated with the treatment of humans infected with
the causal agent of RVF or Nipah. It should be noted that a primary objective of the NBAF is to
combat the spread of viruses that could enter the US inadvertently or as the result of a terrorist act.
Hence, the risk of operating the NBAF must be balanced against the potential benefits of the research
that would be conducted at the facility.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 19.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that proposed NBAF operations could result in an accident.
Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed
NBAF and consequences of potential accidents, Accidents could occur in the form of procedural
violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents,, external events, and intentional
acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being
followed), the chances of an accidental release are low.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 15.0
DHS notes the commentor’s opinion.

Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the health and safety of densely populated
communities surrounding the NBAF. The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to
ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the
environment. As described in Chapter 3 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the NBAF EIS, the
impacts of activities during normal operations at any of the six site alternatives would likely be minor.
Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed
NBAF and consequences of potential accidents, Accidents could occur in the form of procedural
violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional
acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being
followed), the chances of an accidental release are low. Appendix B to the EIS describes
biocontainment lapses and laboratory acquired infections. Laboratory-acquired infections have not
been shown to be a threat to the community at large. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for
the design, construction, and operations of the NBAF then site specific protocols would be developed,
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in coordination with local emergency response agencies that would consider the diversity and density
of populations residing within the local area. DHS would have site-specific standard operating
procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the
proposed NBAF.

Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding potential tornado impacts to the NBAF. The NBAF
would be designed to withstand the normal meteorological conditions that are present within the
geographic area of the selected site. The basis for establishing the anticipated wind speeds were the
International Building Code, ASCE 7 and the local jurisdictions. However, because of code specified
building importance modification factors and normal factors of safety incorporated into the structural
design, the facility would resist wind pressures up to 170% of the code specified 50-year wind
pressures. This means the building’s structural system could resist a wind speed that is expected to
occur, on the average, only once in a 500 year period.

In the unlikely event that a 500-year wind storm strikes the facility, the exterior walls and roofing of the
building would likely fail first, and this breach in the exterior skin would cause a dramatic increase in
internal pressures leading to further failure of the building’s interior and exterior walls. The loss of
these architectural wall components would decrease the overall wind loading applied to the building
and therefore diminish the possibility of damage to the building’s primary structural system. Even
with the failure of these interior and exterior wall systems under an extreme wind loading event, the
robust construction used to construct BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 spaces, reinforced cast-in-place concrete
walls, would resist these wind forces and the primary bio-containment envelope would not be
breached. The containment walls will be designed to withstand a 200 mph wind load, which is
equivalent to an F3 tornado according to the FEMA Design and Construction Guidance for
Community Shelters standards.

Comment No: 7 Issue Code: 11.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding potential earthquake and tornado impacts to the
NBAF. Sections 3.4, 3.6, and 3.14.3.2 of the NBAF EIS address design criteria and accident
scenarios associated with natural phenomena events such as earthquakes and tornadoes. Section
3.6.4 discusses the Humboldt Fault system, also known as the Nemaha Fault, and was considered in
the analysis of seismic risk to the Manhattan Campus Site. Section 3.6.1 describes the methodology
used in assessing each sites seismic event potential. DHS notes the commenter’s concern regarding
potential tornado impacts to the NBAF. The NBAF would be designed and built to withstand the
normal meteorological conditions that are present within the geographic area of the selected site
(hurricanes, tornados, etc.). Given the nature of the facility, more stringent building codes are applied
to the NBAF than are used for homes and most businesses, regardless of which NBAF site is chosen.
The building would be built to withstand wind pressures up to 170% of the winds which are expected
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to occur locally within a period of 50 years. This means the building’s structural system could resist a
wind speed that is expected to occur, on the average, only once in a 500 year period. In the unlikely
event that a 500-year wind storm strikes the facility, the interior BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 spaces would be
expected to withstand a 200 mph wind load (commonly determined to be an F3 tornado). If the
NBAF took a direct hit from an F3 tornado, the exterior walls and roofing of the building would likely
fail first. This breach in the exterior skin would cause a dramatic increase in internal pressures
leading to further failure of the building’s interior and exterior walls. However, the loss of these
architectural wall components should actually decrease the overall wind loading applied to the
building, and diminish the possibility of damage to the building’s primary structural system. Since the
walls of the BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 spaces would be reinforced cast-in-place concrete, those inner walls
would be expected to withstand the tornado.

Comment No: 8 Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding potential terrorist attack on the NBAF. Section 3.14
addresses accident scenarios, including external events such as a terrorist attack. A separate Threat
and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of the EIS
process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of the
TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are used
to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security of
operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission and the
associated work with potential high-consequence biological pathogens, critical information related to
the potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the
NEPA process.

Comment No: 9 Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a deliberate release of a pathogen. Section 3.14 of
the NBAF EIS addresses accident scenarios, including an employee initiated event. A separate
Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of
the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of
the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and would
be used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the
security of operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission
and the associated work with potential high-biocontainment pathogens, critical information related to
the potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the
NEPA process.

Comment No: 10 Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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FD0056 Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
Belzoni-Humphreys

DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION, INC.

To Whom It may Concern:

This is an exciting opportunity for our state because of the

11245 research and economic impact it will have, We have a great
quality of life and people will want to move here to work in
collaboration with the NBAF. We have great educational
institutions that would support your work.

Sincerely,
Steve Anderson

111 MAGNOLIASTREET # P.O.BOX 145 # BELZONI MISSISSIPPI39038 # (662)247-4838
E-mail: carfisb@bclzonicablecom  #  www.eafishcapitaloniine.com * Fax: (662) 247-4805
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.3
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.3

DHS notes the commentor’s views and opinion regarding NBAF's environmental protection
mechanisms. The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level
of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment.
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Aoz 11 2068 ToTIAV GREATER RALZIGE CHAMIER OF OWME i 1230 F 0
FD0010
To Whom It May Concern:

Re: The National Bio Agro Defense Facility proposed for Granville County, NC

11253 | [ would like to express my concem and opposition to the proposed National Bio Agro
Defense Facility to be placed near Bumer, NC, This facility, which will be handling and
21213 | experimenting with various diseases, poses an enormous threat to the safety of &ll who
live near it. Not only are people’s livestock and cattle threatened with an accidents!
release of diseases such as foot and mouth disease, but the safety of citizens is called into
question also if ever there was an accident at the facility. To place this dangerous facility
is such close proximity to people, animals, lakes and local water sources (including Falls
31123 | Lake which is & primary water source in the region) is a terrible idea, Living just one
county over from Granville, this facility threatens the safety of the region’s water supply
which is partially derived from Falls Lake. Since much of the toxic waste will eventually
make its way into the lake, this facility's existence in our area is & recipe for disaster.
While I do not agree with the creation this plant at all, anywhere, including all of its
secret experimentation and testing without any oversight, I especially do not approve of it
being located anywhere in North Carolina, particularly in Granville County. A quick
drive through the Creedmoor/Butner area will reveal that everyone opposes this facility
as opposition signs are on every property, including both businesses and residences - it i
clear that everyone is against this facility,

cont.| 1 25.3

Do not bring the National Bio Agro Defense Facility to Granville County, or to
anywhere in North Carolina.

Signed,
A concerned North Carolina resident

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.3
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.3

DHS notes the commentor’'s concerns regarding the impact of an accident on the local population,
livestock, businesses and infrastructure. The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to
ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the
environment. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS, investigates the chances of a variety of
accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and the site specific consequences of each
accident scenario to human populations, agriculture and livestock and wildlife. The chances of an
accidental release are low. Appendix B to the EIS describes biocontainment lapses and laboratory
acquired infections. Laboratory-acquired infections have not been shown to be a threat to the
community at large. As set out in Section 3.14.3.4 of the NBAF EIS, employees and contractors will
be screened prior to employment or engagement and monitored while working, among other security
measures. In addition, oversight of NBAF operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the NBAF
EIS, will be conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes
community representative participation, and the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design,
construction, and operations of the NBAF at the Manhattan Umstead Research Farm Site, site
specific protocols would then be developed in coordination with local emergency response agencies
and would consider the diversity and density of populations residing within the local area, to include
agricultural livestock. The need for an evacuation under an accident conditions is considered to be a
very low probability event. DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures and
emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 12.3

DHS notes the commentor's water quality concerns and DHS acknowledges the current regional
drought conditions. As described in Section 3.7.7.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Granville Water
and Sewer Authority has 3 to 4 million gallons per day of excess potable water capacity and could
meet NBAF's need of approximately 110,000 gallons per day, currently less than 0.4% of the
Authority's total current capacity. The NBAF annual potable water usage is expected to be
approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 210 residential homes.
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a potential terrorist attack on the NBAF. Section 3.14
of the NBAF EIS addresses accident scenarios, including external events such as a terrorist attack.
A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed
outside of the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The
purpose of the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the
NBAF and are used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk
for the security of operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF
mission and the associated work with potential high-consequence biological pathogens, critical
information related to the potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been
incorporated into the NEPA process.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.2

Please see response to Comment No. 1.
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1 would like to know more about NBACC, the National Biodefense Analysis and
Countermeasures Center. This is a DHS lab currently being built at Fort Detrick,
Maryland. In spite of local protest, ground for this 160,000-square-foot facility was
broken nearly two years ago, but there is little information to be found on progress since
then, even on the NBACC website. A document describing a December 2004 site visit
states that “our goal is to have a completed, fully functional project by June 2008.”

The NBACC mission, found on its website, “is to protect human health and agriculture
against biological terrorism by improving understanding of potential bioterrorism
threats™. The facility will have BSL-2, -3 and -4 lab space and “will be the nation’s
premier research facility for biological threat characterization and bioforensic research”.

My questions are:

1. Is the NBACC project “completed [and] fully functional” as of this date? If not,
how far behind schedule is it?

2. Has the full $128 million requested by DHS and appropriated by Congress been
received as of this date? If not, how much has been received?

3. Has the project stayed within its projected cost of $128 million? If not, what is
the current projected cost?

4. Does not the mission of NBACC duplicate to a large extent the missions of the
CDC and of the proposed NBAF, making either NBACC or NBAF unnecessary?

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 5.2

The purpose and need for the proposed action is discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS. DHS's Proposed
Action to site, construct, and operate the NBAF would allow researchers to study foreign animal and
zoonotic diseases (transmitted from animals to humans) in the U.S. The NBAF would enable DHS
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to fulfill their respective missions of detecting,
preventing, protecting against, and responding to an accidental or intentional release of a foreign
animal disease within the United States.

The mission of NBACC is to provide an integrated and responsive biosecurity enterprise for
homeland security, law enforcement, medical, and veterinary communities. Specifically, NBACC's
goals are to (a) understand classical, engineered, and emerging biological terrorism threats; (b)
develop deployable technologies and systems in partnership with operational end-users that protect
the people, agriculture, and economy of the United States against biological terrorism; and (c) provide
the scientific basis and operational capability to prevent technology surprise, rapidly detect events,
respond effectively, and attribute use.

To put it simply, NBAF would conduct research to develop vaccines and diagnostic tools to identify
and prevent the spread of foreign animal diseases, and the NBACC would develop technologies and
operations to implement protective measures.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 1.0
Please refer to response to Comment No. 1 regarding how the mission of NBACC and NBAF differ.
The project schedule and NBACC costs are not within the scope of this study.
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11270 The “experts” want us to believe that none of the worst-case scenarios — environmental or
otherwise - and very few of the other negative consequences - say, traffic congestion,
visual, noise or air pollution — will befall us when NBAF comes to town. U.Ga’s Dr. Lee
assures us that all risk is “theoretical...very small and manageable™ (ABH Forum, July
15, 2008).

And yet there was the matter that came to light recently of Dr. Bruce Ivins, the Fort
Detrick, Maryland anthrax researcher who committed suicide when he thought he was
about to be indicted for the anthrax murders of 2001. Dr. Ivins had a long and well-
documented history of homicidal threats and sociopathic behavior. His eccentric
behavior, even in the lab and when dealing with the deadly anthrax spores, was observed
by investigators, friends, colleagues and a psychiatrist. One of his studies revealed that
Dr. Ivins wished to be able to test anthrax on human subjects.

Clearly, weaponized anthrax was being made by Dr. Ivins in his Fort Detrick lab.
Weaponizing of anthrax is illegal under the 1972 International Bioweapons Convention
agreement.

21212 | Was this “theoretical” possibility ever discussed at Fort Detrick, along with a plan to
confront and remove unstable personnel working in the lab? Will it be a priority at
NBAF? And ifit is, will the DHS plan be more effective than the one - if, indeed, there
was one - followed at Fort Detrick?

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor's questions about weaponizing biological agents. The NBAF'’s mission is
defensive and would not involve offensive bioweapons research or development. The international
treaty known as the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, to which the United States is a
signatory, prohibits the development, production, stockpiling and acquisition of such weapons. DHS's
mission is to study foreign animal and zoonotic (transmitted from animals to humans) diseases that
threaten our agricultural livestock and agricultural economy. The goal of NBAF is to prevent these
animal diseases from spreading in the United States through research into the transmission of these
animal diseases and the development of diagnostic tests, vaccines, and antiviral therapies.

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a malicious and criminal act perpetrated by an NBAF
employee. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including
internal and external events such as an "insider" criminal act and terrorist attack. A separate Threat
and Risk Assessment (TRA) (designated as For Official Use Only) was developed outside of the EIS
process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of the
TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are used
to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security of
operations of the NBAF and public safety.
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For David Lee, VP for Research at UGA:

memos this week about the

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 8.2
DHS notes the statement made by the commentor.

1/8.2 There have been numer Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 5.0
. :WUH: i I:Ld :““l"m';‘ T‘[\ 5 "ill;ilf;‘“él'!;: ; : 31;{‘:&\-. Lﬁ;ﬁ L 'L'i:'l'::]'l::u‘.;w i Several factors will affect the decision on whether or not the National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility is
§23.000,000, :n ] (,l‘ _;L-l_: o \}l,j-;h you hav L—.'L,m[ entrusted l;’j~11l¥tlli1‘1 to ent fim built, and, if so, where. The environmental impact statement (EIS) itself will not be the sole deciding
zhly controversial Bioterrorism lab here. How can you justify this considerable factor. The decision will be made based on the following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS; 2) the four
expenditure in light ol immediate and severe nved of UGA at this time? evaluation criteria discussed in section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS; 3) applicable federal, state, and local
) laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal, state, and local
- For members of the panel agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy considerations; and 6)
2/5.0 o public comment. The conclusions expressed in Section 3.14 show that even though Plum Island has
During your last stop in Athens earlier this year, you hinted that the possibility ol . . . . .
leavine Plum Island was being influenced by the high cost of housing for the warkers a lower potential impact in case of a release, the probability of a release is low at all sites.
there, which made it less Ii vou eould t
If you were making the decision of where to locate the Bioterrorism lab exclusively on Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena
'\Ii.ubmﬁ:‘ 'Ilujn;il\:‘{:x }j]‘:[ll\!?]"w“‘i’ll::!:‘Il\‘m“‘fﬁgi‘ﬁ':l ﬂ“ basis of sconoics, would accidents, external events, and intentional acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur
’ than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release are low.
The specific objective of the hazard identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify
For the panel the likelihood and consequences from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to
3212 L Caf vou 100% guarantee that there will not bean accidental release - through identifying the potential for or likelihood of the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this
mechanical or buman error. of deadly biological agents? analysis provides support for the identification of specific engineering and administrative controls to
; either prevent a pathogen release or mitigate the consequences of such a release. The risk of an
i;i:l.:\llvtli:?lu ljim \TI'I\:;?LLJ;IIL‘C Tﬂl:[‘wl;l'.'d S accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is
- - extremely low, but the economic effect would be significant for all sites. As described in Section
3. Can vou 100% suarantee that there will not be & change of policy by fure political 3.10.9, the economic impact of an outbreak of foot and mouth disease virus has been previously
42,0 admimisteations and/or future Homeland Defense staff, and that the l‘zu-i_lil; ]nppmcd for studied and could result in a loss in the range of $2.8 billion in the Plum Island region to $4.2 billion in
Athens will not also be used to house and study human bio-pathogens, in addition to - : ) . .
those that are primaily related to agricultural animals? the Manhattan, Kansas area over an extended period of time. The economic loss is mainly due to
potential foreign bans on U.S. livestock products. Although the effects of an outbreak of Rift Valley
fever virus on the national economy has not been as extensively studied, the potential economic loss
e ) due to foreign bans on livestock could be similar to that of foot and mouth disease outbreak, while the
51452 ' _ o additional cost due to its effect on the human population could be as high as $50 billion. There is little
IF you could build a house for your spouse, children, mother and father that s within | economic data regarding the accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release. However, cost would be
""‘],c dawwine of the Biotoror by warsus ikl RRHE WA, WOHAYEN chagse o 00 expected to be much lower then a release of foot and mouth disease virus or Rift Valley fever virus
T:!m then why do you expect this group of people who live here, to want it 1o move as the Nipah virus vector is not present in the western hemisphere.
close Lo us?
Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 21.2
]:,m Vel pioliticiatis:who thay be present: The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low but cannot be guaranteed not to
' occur. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS investigates the chances of a variety of
How can you put economics ahead of the safety of the people you were elected to serve? accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents,
including external events such as a terrorist attack. Accidents could occur in the form of procedural
violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional
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acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being
followed), the chances of an accidental release are low. The specific objective of the hazard
identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify the likelihood and consequences
from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to identifying the potential for or likelihood of
the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this analysis provides support for the identification of
specific engineering and administrative controls to either prevent a pathogen release or mitigate the
consequences of such a release. DHS would have site-specific Standard Operating Procedures and
response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF.

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a malicious and criminal act perpetrated by an NBAF
employee. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including
internal and external events such as an "insider" criminal act and terrorist attack. A separate Threat
and Risk Assessment (TRA) (designated as For Official Use Only) was developed outside of the EIS
process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of the
TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are used
to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security of
operations of the NBAF and public safety.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that all possible pathogens to be studied at the NBAF are not
listed in the NBAF EIS. The pathogens to be studied at the NBAF as provided in Chapter 2, Section
2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS include Foot and Mouth Disease virus, Classical Swine Fever virus, Vesicular
Stomatitis virus, Rift Valley Fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African Swine Fever virus.
Should the NBAF be directed to study any pathogens not included in the list of pathogens included in
the NBAF EIS, DHS and USDA would conduct an evaluate of the new pathogen(s) to determine if the
potential challenges and consequences were bounded by the current study. If not, a new risk
assessment would be prepared and a separate NEPA evaluation may be required.

Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 15.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The risks and associated potential effects to human health and
safety were evaluated in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIS. The risks were determined to be low for all site
alternatives.
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the NBAF.
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Aflanta’s CDC problems worry officials who invited the building in Athens of a
11270| of a huge, novel bio-containment structure. Recently the DHS declared the existing Plum

Tsland, N.Y., facility fo be the safest place for experimentation with dangerous viruses. The

Uiversity of Georgia, where oney problems threaten faculty pay cuts and layoffs, has proffered
incentivesof 66 acres of State land and $26 million toward construction.

Local officials have minimized potential pestilence. The DHS, in its Enviromental
Impact Statement, concluded that mosquitoes and conditions in the Athens area.are
21212} favorable to rapid spread of diseases, including “foot-and-mouth” so-deadly to fivestock.

Ranchers™ lawsuits across the country are among the expected response to any gutbreaks.

1 1

H 1, agri iations, and legislators must weigh in. This maitér is oo

critical to be decided by leaders failing to récognize risks for disaster.

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 27.0
DHS notes the commentor’s statement.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor’'s concern regarding an accident and spread of a disease. The NBAF
would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to
fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. As described in Chapter 3 and
summarized in Section 2.5 of the NBAF EIS, the impacts of activities during normal operations at any
of the six site alternatives would likely be minor. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS
investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and
consequences of potential accidents, Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations
(operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional acts. Although
some accidents are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the
chances of an accidental release are low. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design,
construction, and operations of the NBAF then site specific protocols would be developed in
coordination with local emergency response agencies. Oversite of NBAF operations, as described in
Section 2.2.2.6 of the NBAF EIS, will be conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety Committee
(IBC), which includes community representative participation, and the APHIS Animal Research Policy
and Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.
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2/152 |

Referendum on NBAF

The presumption of those who desire to locate NBAF on the Athens-Clarke/Oconee
county line

is that only a small group of “aginners” criticize this proposition. Writer Blake Giles
(THE

OCONEE ENTERPRISE, May 1, 2008) attempts to make a divisive
Republican/Democrat

issue of this legitimate concern in our community. A referendum in A/C and Oconee
Counties

(and perhaps others) is required for measuring the real level of support for the proposed
NBAF

location.

‘We have been supposed to have been bowled over by the UGA and special interests push
for this

location. Exaggerations as to future economic benefits and diminution of the size of Wal-
Marts are hardly the conclusions of careful stewards of important information. Some

leaders and boosters don’t seem to want to look a gift horse-disease in the mouth. But
with so

much “hoof-in- mouth” going around, it might be a good idea to take another look.
While we were assured by Dr. Phillip Holmes (Banner-Leader, February 24, 2008) that
he

speaks with one voice for the UGA science faculty in favoring NBAF for Athens, safety
questions may not be so easily resolved. Surely it is not lunacy to want the non-scientific

community, especially elected officials, to have greater understanding of this project than
they

presently admit to. As to the safety of bio labs across the country, with hundreds of
reported

MD0028

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 4.0

DHS notes the commentor's support for a referendum to measure public opinion regarding the siting
of NBAF at the South Milledge Avenue Site. Several factors will affect the decision on whether or not
NBAF is built, and, if so, where. The NBAF EIS itself will not be the sole deciding factor. The decision
will be made based on the following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria
discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4)
consultation requirements among the federal, state, and local agencies, as well as federally
recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy considerations; and 6) public comment.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 15.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern about the economic benefits of NBAF. In Section 3.10, the
NBAF EIS evaluates only the foreseeable economic effects of the proposed action. Secondary
economic growth could occur but can not be predicted.
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Anonymous M D0028, Anonymous M D0028
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| accidents, local citizens may take little comfort from the statement that “...there have been
31212 | only a

| few fatalities.”

With laudable candor, DHS spokepersons at the meeting of August 19, could only pledge
totry

to avoid possible contamination of land and water supplies. The two county
commissioners

desiring to learn more about this project frankly admitted their infrastructure concerns,
and

Commissioner Kathy Hoard has raised important, unanswered questions. The DHS has
yetto

4172
5/ 12.2
6]18.2

definitively address traffic congestion, water supply and consumption, and waste disposal
and

holds that more specific plans are necessary for consideration.

1t would seem premature to rush to judgment, given so many uncertainties. But before
the mayor

and commissioners assume community support or act against the best interests of our

wonderful region, shouldn’t they at the minimum learn of their levels of support. Sure
reasoning

requires more evidence than has thus far been received. How about a referendum before

2 cont.|4.0

denigrating the concerns of many?

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor’'s concerns regarding the risks associated with a pathogen release. The
NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety
and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of
the NBAF EIS, investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed
NBAF and consequences of potential accidents, including releases due to weather events. The
chances of an accidental release are low. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than
others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release based on
human error are low in large part due to the design and implementation of biocontainment safeguards
in conjunction with rigorous personnel training. For example, as described in Section 2.2.2.1 of the
NBAF EIS, all laboratory staff would receive thorough pre-operational training, as well as ongoing
training, in the handling of hazardous infectious agents, understanding biocontainment functions of
standard and special practices for each biosafety level, and understanding biocontainment equipment
and laboratory characteristics. Appendix B to the EIS describes biocontainment lapses and
laboratory acquired infections. Laboratory-acquired infections have not been shown to be a threat to
the community at large. As set out in Section 3.14.3.4 of the NBAF EIS, employees and contractors
will be screened prior to employment or engagement and monitored while working, among other
security measures. In addition, oversight of NBAF operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the
NBAF EIS, will be conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes
community representative participation, and the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design,
construction, and operations of the NBAF, site specific protocols would then be developed in
coordination with local emergency response agencies and would consider the diversity and density of
populations, including institutionalized populations, residing within the local area. The need for an
evacuation under an accident conditions is considered to be a very low probability event. DHS would
have site-specific standard operating procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the
initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF. DHS believes that experience shows that
facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be
employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would enable the NBAF to be
safely operated.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 17.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern. A discussion of existing road conditions and potential effects to
traffic and transportation associated with the construction and operation of the NBAF are located in
Section 3.11 of the NBAF EIS.

Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 12.2

DHS notes the commentor’'s water supply concerns. Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS describes the
NBAF at the South Milledge Avenue Site as using approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable
water, or approximately 0.76% of Athens' 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The NBAF potable
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water usage is comparable to approximately 228 residential homes. Section 3.3.3.1.1 notes that the
current 8-inch potable water force main along South Milledge Avenue is not sufficient to accomodate
the NBAF's demand.

Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 18.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern. EIS Section 3.13 discusses waste management issues
associated with construction and operation of the NBAF. Waste issues specifically associated with
the South Milledge Avenue Site in Georgia are considered in Section 3.13.4.
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