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

August 22, 2008
1| 24.4

I support NBAF in Kansas.
Chad Dodd, DDS
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WD0119

Response to the NBAF environmental impact statement
While the environmental impact statement addresses some important issues, it does not
deal with all issues thoroughly enough.

1| 21.4

2| 15.4

3| 21.4

4| 21.4
4| 9.4
5| 19.4

1) The facility will not be constructed to resist substantial damage from an EF4 or
EF5 tornado. An EF4 tornado came within a few miles of the proposed facility on
June 11th 2008. On June 8, 1966 a tornado with winds easily exceeding 90 mph
almost directly hit the proposed location. The risk analysis assumes 90 mph winds,
but this wind speed is exceeded in an EF1 tornado or greater. In particular, if a
direct lightening strike disrupts power, and then there is a drastic drop in air
pressure as a tornado passes, will containment be maintained? If containment is
not maintained, the storm could move pathogens many miles from the
Manhattan NBAF facility.
2) An economic estimate of livestock values in Riley County and the 6 surrounding
counties does not take into account the economic damage to the entire region
if foot and mouth disease or any other high contagious disease is released.
Cattle from the entire region will not be saleable for some time until the release is
contained for certain. This damage occurs in addition to animals that would
need to be destroyed.
3) Risk analysis of infection is incomplete and poorly presented. The studies
summarized in Table b 3.2 on international incidents at BSL-4 facilities that are
domestic and international note no cases of infection, but incidents are known
to have resulted in infection in some international facilities. If it is assumed that
there are 100 workers in an NBAF BSL3 or BSL4 facility, 40 hours a week for 48
weeks a year, for 10 years, there will be 1.9 million hours worked in high-hazard
areas. Given data on b.3-1 this would lead to about 2.5 infections and 12
exposure events over a decade of operation. A clear summation of release
probabilities and how these relate to actual accident data from existing facilities
is not presented.
4) The release probabilities for an atmospheric release event are based on an
even, circular release pattern, while prevailing winds, and high average wind
speeds in the Manhattan area suggest that the potential for aerial dispersal in
case of accidental release is incompletely represented, and that spread from
the Manhattan site would be more extensive than some of the other sites that
are being considered.

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern. DHS recognizes the potential for tornados to occur in the
region including the Manhattan Campus Site. Additional information regarding design of the facility to
withstand severe events in Kansas such as tornados is included in Section 3.4.4. A discussion of
human health and safety is presented in Section 3.14 and includes discussion of mitigation measures
to reduce the potential effects of tornados. 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 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: 2

Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes commentor's concern. The evaluation of an accidental release of FMD virus presented in
Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D of the NBAF EIS included national-scale economic consequences as
well as local economic consequences for all sites including the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative
that took into account lost revenue and slaughter costs of infected herds among other outbreak
control costs.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern. Appendix B is a compilation of incidents at the BSL-3 and
BSL-4 laboratories. International events are summarized in Table B.4-1 and B.4-4. The risk to the
laboratory worker is well understood and laboratory acquired illness have not been shown to be a
threat to the community at large. The NBAF would incorporate modern biocontainment technologies
and safety protocols, as further discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1.1. Employee training, Chapter
2, Section 2.2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS, discusses the requirement that all laboratory staff would receive
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. Operations involving
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biohazardous materials could only be conducted by qualified, trained personnel after institutional
acceptance of the work and concurrence by the IBC. A discussion of human health and safety is
included in Chapter 3, Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS. A description of potential
safeguards can be found in the NBAF Engineering Technical Feasibility Study. DHS is aware of
previous biosafety lapses and will continue to analyze these events in order to provide improvements
to the structural and engineered safety in the final NBAF design, and in the operating procedures,
monitoring and other protocols that will further reduce the chances of a laboratory worker exposure.
Personnel working within the NBAF laboratories would participate in a medical monitoring and
surveillance program. Prior to working with BSL-3 biohazardous materials, laboratory personnel
would be provided with appropriate preventative measures for the biohazardous materials to be
handled. Preventative measures could include an inoculation program, where applicable, to develop
the worker’s antibody resistance to infection. Medical treatment would be readily available in the
event of an accidental exposure. Medical treatment could consist of antimicrobial and anti-toxin
treatments, where applicable, aimed at counteracting accidental exposure. Treatment plans would be
developed for specific agents and biological toxins relative to the hazards presented by the respective
biohazardous material. Work with BSL-4 agents involves special challenges for occupational health.
Infections of laboratory staff by such agents may be expected to result in serious or lethal disease for
which limited treatment options exist. Advance planning for the provision of medical care to laboratory
personnel potentially exposed to or infected with BSL-4 agents would be a fundamental component of
an NBAF occupational health program. DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures
and response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF.
Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding accidental releases. Sections 3.14.2, 3.14.3, and
3.14.4.2 of the NBAF EIS describe the hazard and accident analysis methodolgy, accident analysis,
and site-specific consequences. Section 3.10.4.1.3 describes community services including
emergency response.
Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 19.4

DHS recognizes the issues in conveying highly technical methodology and analytical results to
persons not familiar with the risk assessment field. Section 3.13 and Appendix E explain that under a
pathogen release event the diagram and data represents a time integrated pathogen concentration at
each distance within regard to direction at the 95% confidence level. This is not a plume event.
Local site specfic meteorological data was used in the data analysis. Information is contained within
the body of the EIS that summarizes the risk assessment process so that the lay reader can obtain a
general understanding of the comprehensive nature of the analysis. Results are summarized for
each potential NBAF location in qualitative terms (e.g., low, moderate and high risk). The supporting
information and data is provided so that the interested reader is able to understand how the
quantitative approach is summarized qualitatively. Site specific meteorological data was obtained
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from the nearest measurement location in order to arrive at the near and far field concentrations.
Appendix E of the NBAF EIS provides additional technical information so the reader with a
comprehensive understanding or interest is provided with additional information to gain a through
understanding of the methodology and results.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

1| 24.4
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Domenici, Marie
Page 1 of 2

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 15.1
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. 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
3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS, the economic impact of an outbreak of foot and mouth disease virus has
been previously studied and could result in a loss in the range of $2.8 billion in the Plum Island region
to $4.2 billion in 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 due to foreign bans on livestock could be similar to that of foot and mouth disease
outbreak, while the additional cost due to its effect on the human population could be as high as $50
billion. There is little economic data regarding the accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release.
However, cost would be expected to be much lower then a release of foot and mouth disease virus
or Rift Valley fever virus as the Nipah virus vector is not present in the western hemisphere.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 19.0
DHS notes the commentor's concern. A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section
3.14.
Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 17.1

DHS notes the commentor's concerns. Pathogens are currently transported to the Plum Island
Animal Disease Center on a regular basis without incident. A discussion of accidents involving
transportation of pathogens is included in Section 3.11.9.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 21.1
DHS notes the commentor's concern that the NBAF would be a prime terrorist target. Section 3.14
and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including external events such as a
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
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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.
DHS also notes the commentor's concerns regarding the handling and transport of packages
containing pathogens. The general regulations governing the required NBAF handling and transport
of packages containing pathogens, and a discussion of the low risk associated with the shipment of
infectious materials is provided in Section 3.11.9 of the NBAF EIS. Section 2.2.2.3 provides detailed
information on the handling and transport of packages containing pathogens. Additionally, an analysis
of accidental releases during transportation is provided in the NBAF EIS under Section 3.14, Health
and Safety. Information regarding the existing road conditions and potential effects to traffic and
transportation from the Plum Island Site is provided in Section 3.11.6 of the NBAF EIS. An
emergency response plan that would include area evacuation plans would be developed if one of the
action alternatives is selected and prior to commencement of NBAF operations. With regard to the
shipment of pathogens, no specific transportation corridors have been evaluated. Should a decision
be made to build NBAF and a site selected, transportation routes would be identified in accordance
with a standard shipment procedure with the route optimized for safety and security.
Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's suggestion. However, as described in Chapter 1, the purpose and need
for the proposed action encompasses the need for integrated, BSL-4 laboratories in the United States
necessary to conduct research and develop countermeasures for zoonotic and foreign animal
diseases.
Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 9.1
DHS notes the commentor's concerns regarding air quality in the Plum Island region. Section
3.4.2.1.2 of the NBAF EIS describes Suffolk County as in non-attainment for O3 and PM2.5 based on
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) ambient air monitoring
stations sited in densely populated areas to the west of Plum Island. NYSDEC also issues and
oversees the necessary operational air permits and any associated monitoring reports. Section 3.4.1
describes the methodology used in assessing potential air quality consequences. Air emissions
were estimated using SCREEN3, a U.S. EPA dispersion modeling program. Conservative
assumptions were used to ensure the probable maximum effects were evaluated. Once the final
design is determined, a more refined air emissions model will be used during the permitting process.
The final design will ensure that the NBAF %does not significantly affect% the region's ability to meet
air quality standards.
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Comment No: 8
Issue Code: 18.0
DHS shares the commentor's concern for the potential air quality impacts that could result from the
incineration of experimental animals. As discussed in Section 3.13.1.2 of the NBAF EIS, incineration
is only one of the technologies being considered for carcass and pathological waste disposal. 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 and pathological waste disposal has
not yet been determined, Section 3.4. of the EIS (Air Quality) assumes that incineration, the treatment
technology with the greatest potential to negatively impact air quality, will be used to assess the
maximum adverse effect.
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Comment No: 9
Issue Code: 27.0
DHS notes the commentor's concern; however, breast cancer rates are not known to be related to the
NBAF or similar facilities and were not reviewed during the course of this evaluation.
0

Comment No: 10

Issue Code: 15.1

DHS notes the commentor’s opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative. The potential economic
effects of an accidental release are discussed separately in Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D of the
NBAF EIS. The primary economic effect of an accidental release would be the banning of U.S.
livestock products regardless of the location of the accidental release, which could reach as high as
$4.2 billion until the U.S. was declared foreign animal disease free.
Comment No: 11
Issue Code: 4.1
DHS notes the commentor's request to speak with the Director of PIADC. DHS regrets any difficulties
the commentor had in contacting Dr. Barrett, the Director of PIADC. Dr. Barrett has made himself
available to the public on numerous occasions to provide information and answer questions regarding
PIADC operations.
Comment No: 12

Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's lack of confidence in the DHS and 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. 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 NBAF, would enable NBAF
to be safely operated with a minimal degree of risk, regardless of the site chosen. The risks and
associated potential effects to human health and safety were evaluated in Section 3.14 and Appendix
E of the NBAF EIS. The risks were determined to be low for all site alternatives. Should the NBAF
Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and operations of the NBAF, then site-specific
protocols and emergency response plans would be developed, in coordination with local emergency
response agencies that would consider the diversity and density of human, livestock, and wildlife
populations residing within the area.
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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: 19.0
DHS notes the commentor's opinion that the proposed NBAF research could not be safely conducted
at any of the five mainland site alternatives and the commentor's concern about the risk to health and
safety from the NBAF operation. 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 NBAF, would enable NBAF to be safely operated with a minimal
degree of risk, regardless of the site chosen. The NBAF would provide state-of-the-art biocontainment
features and operating procedures to minimize the potential for laboratory-acquired infections and
accidental releases. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 21.0
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 Campus 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: 4

Issue Code: 13.2

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,
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particularly in a warm, humid climate such as near the South Milledge Avenue Site, was evaluated in
Section 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9 as well as in Section 3.14 (health and Safety). As described in
Section 3.8.3.1.1, 80% of the site consists of pasture, and the adjacent lands consist of forested lands
and small, perennial headwater streams. Approximately 30 acres of open pasture, 0.2 acres of
forested habitat, and less than 0.1 acres of wetlands would be affected by the NBAF. DHS
recognizes that the NBAF would be a distinctive, visible feature and would alter the viewshed of the
area.
Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 6

Issue Code: 12.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the proposed water use and existing water supply.
Section 3.3 includes an evaluation of infrastructure including potable water, and Section 3.7 includes
an evaluation of water resources. As stated in Section 3.3.3.3.1, there is adequate capacity of
43,000,000 gallons per year, but some infrastructure improvements would be required. DHS
acknowledges that drought conditions exist in the region, but the NBAF would only account for a
minor increase in water use compared to recent development trends.
Comment No: 7

Issue Code: 7.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the visual effects of the NBAF at the South Milledge
Avenue Site, which are described in Chapter 3,Section 3.2.3 of the NBAF EIS. DHS recognizes that
the NBAF would be a distinctive visible feature and would alter the viewshed of the area.
Comment No: 8
Issue Code: 6.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding development of the South Milledge Avenue Site which
is described in Section 3.2.3. A change in land use and loss of open space would occur; however,
current zoning regulations allow for this type of development. The South Milledge Avenue Site is
currently zoned as "Governmental", and construction and operation of the NBAF is consistent with
this designation. However, the Clarke County Comprehensive Plan designates the South Milledge
Avenue Site as "rural", so an amendment to the comprehensive plan may be required. This
information has been added to the NBAF EIS in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3. DHS and USDA would
ensure that the NBAF operation at the South Milledge Avenue Site will comply with all applicable
local, state, and Federal regulations and policies.
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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: 21.0
DHS notes the commentor's opinion that the proposed NBAF research could not be safely conducted
at any of the five mainland site alternatives and the commentor's concern about the risk and impacts
associated with a potential release of a pathogen from the NBAF operation. 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, Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations
(operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional acts each of
which has the potential to release a vector. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than
others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release of a vector are
low. 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) of the NBAF EIS. 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. The RVF response plan would also include a mosquito control action plan. 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.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the proposed water use and existing water supply.
Section 3.3 of the NBAF EIS includes an evaluation of infrastructure including potable water, and
Section 3.7 includes an evaluation of water resources. As stated in Section 3.3.3.3.1, there is
adequate capacity of 43,000,000 gallons per year, but some infrastructure improvements would be
required. DHS acknowledges that drought conditions exist in the region, but the NBAF would only
account for a minor increase in water use compared to recent development trends.
Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 19.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern. A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section
3.14. 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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Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 21.0
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,
particularly in warm, humid climates, was evaluated in Section 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9 aswell as in
Section 3.14 (Health and Safety).
Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 13.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the proximity of the site to the State Botanical
Garden. As indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3 of the NBAF EIS, construction and normal
operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the State Botanical Garden. The NBAF would
affect primarily pasture areas that have low wildlife habitat value due to their disturbed condition, lack
of native vegetation, and lack of wildlife food and cover. The forested portion of the NBAF site along
the Oconee River is a high value riparian wildlife corridor that connects the State Botanical Garden
with Whitehall Forest. However, impacts to the forested riparian area would be minor (0.2 acre), and
these impacts would occur within the existing pasture fence-line in areas that have been disturbed by
grazing. The high value forested riparian corridor would be preserved; and therefore, the proposed
NBAF would not have significant direct impacts on wildlife. The potential impacts of an accidental
release on wildlife are addressed in Section 3.8.9. Although the NBAF EIS acknowledges the
potential for significant wildlife impacts in the event of an accidental release, the risk of such a release
is extremely low (see Section 3.14). It has been shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be
safely operated in populated areas and in areas with abundant wildlife. State-of-the-art
biocontainment facilities such as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown
Atlanta, Georgia, employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would
be employed in the design, construction, and operation of NBAF. Furthermore, the purpose of NBAF
is to combat diseases that could have significant effects on wildlife. Research at the NBAF would
include the development of vaccines for wildlife that could prevent adverse impacts from a foreign
introduction.
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Donelin, Dan
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 15.4
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. 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
3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS, the economic impact of an outbreak of foot and mouth disease virus has
been previously studied and could result in a loss in the range of $2.8 billion in the Plum Island region
to $4.2 billion in 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 due to foreign bans on livestock could be similar to that of foot and mouth disease
outbreak, while the additional cost due to its effect on the human population could be as high as $50
billion. There is little economic data regarding the accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release.
However, cost would be expected to be much lower then a release of foot and mouth disease virus
or Rift Valley fever virus as the Nipah virus vector is not present in the western hemisphere.
1| 15.4

Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

2| 24.1
3| 25.4
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KSD021

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 15.4
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. 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
3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS, the economic impact of an outbreak of foot and mouth disease virus has
been previously studied and could result in a loss in the range of $2.8 billion in the Plum Island region
to $4.2 billion in 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 due to foreign bans on livestock could be similar to that of foot and mouth disease
outbreak, while the additional cost due to its effect on the human population could be as high as $50
1| 25.4

billion. There is little economic data regarding the accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release.
However, cost would be expected to be much lower then a release of foot and mouth disease virus
or Rift Valley fever virus as the Nipah virus vector is not present in the western hemisphere.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative in favor of

2| 15.4

upgrading the Plum Island facility. Upgrading the existing facility was considered but dismissed as a
reasonable alternative based on the age of the facility, its inability to support a BSL-4 laboratory and
animal space, and cost as discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS. Siting the proposed NBAF on
Plum Island is one of the six action alternatives under consideration.

3| 24.1

Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 5.1

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.

4| 5.1
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Dorman, Esq., Mary
Page 1 of 1

MD0116

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 13.1
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the effects of an accidental release on flora and
fauna. Plant diseases would not be studied at the NBAF; and therefore, there is no known potential
for adverse effects on local flora. There could be unintended side effects to plants from spraying or
other events used to mitigate the spread of a pathogen release. The loss of insect pollinators in the
immediate vicinity of the NBAF could have a short-term adverse effect on some species of flowering
plants. The potential impacts of an accidental release on wildlife are addressed in Section 3.8.9 of the
NBAF EIS. Although the NBAF EIS acknowledges the potential for significant wildlife impacts in the
event of an accidental release, the risk of such a release is extremely low (see Section 3.14). It has
been shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas and in
areas with abundant wildlife. State-of-the-art biocontainment facilities such as the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia, employ modern biocontainment
technologies and safety protocols, such as would be employed in the design, construction, and
operation of NBAF. Furthermore, the purpose of NBAF is to combat diseases that could have
significant effects on wildlife. Research at the NBAF would include the development of vaccines for
wildlife that could prevent adverse impacts from a foreign introduction.

1| 25.1

2| 13.1

3| 19.1

4| 21.1

cont.| 1| 25.1

Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 19.1

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. An evaluation of the
existing road conditions and potential effects to traffic and transportation from the Plum Island Site
Alternative is provided in Section 3.11.6 of the NBAF EIS. An emergency response plan, which would
include area evacuation plans, would be developed if one of the action alternatives is selected and
prior to commencement of NBAF operations. Evacuation would not be needed in case of an
accidential release of the FMD as FMD is not a public health concern.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 21.1
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the potential consequences from a NBAF accident or
pathogen release as the result of human error. 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 of the NBAF EIS provides a comprehensive list of BSL-3 and
BSL-4 laboratoryaccidents results, and consequences of theaccidents 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 external events such as a
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terrorist attack. 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. 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 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 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 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.
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Dormer, Mary
Page 1 of 1

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 support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Dorminey, Blair
Page 1 of 1

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: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative. The conclusions expressed
in Section 3.14 of the NBAF EIS show that even though Plum Island has a lower potential impact in
case of a release, the probability of a release is low at all sites. The lower potential effect is due both
to the water barrier around the island and the lack of livestock and suseptible wildlife species. As
described in Section 2.3.1, DHS's site selection process incorporated site selection criteria that
included, but were not limited to, such factors as proximity to research capabilities and workforce. As
such, some but not all of the sites selected for analysis as reasonable alternatives in the NBAF EIS
are located in subburban or sem-urban areas. It has been shown that modern biosafety laboratories
can be safely operated in populated areas. An example is the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia, where such facilities employ modern biocontainment
technologies and safety protocols, such as would be employed in the design, construction, and
operation of NBAF.

Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 4.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern. The construction cost estimates for the Plum Island Site
Alternative do not include costs to operate the current PIADC facility. Construction cost estimates at
the Plum Island Site Alternative are higher than the mainland sites because it has a higher cost factor
due to the remoteness of accessing the island. This cost factor was determined based on past and
current construction project costs at Plum Island. Please refer the Site Cost Analysis that is available
from the NBAF website for more information on how the construction costs were estimated.
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Dorsett, William
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's statement. 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. 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. 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 3.10.9, the economic impact of an outbreak of foot and mouth disease
virus has been previously studied and could result in a loss in the range of $2.8 in the Plum Island
region to $4.2 billion in the Manhattan, Kansas area over an extended period of time. The economic
loss is mainly due to 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 due to foreign bans on livestock could be similar to that of foot and mouth disease
outbreak, while the additional cost due to its effect on the human population could be as high as $50
billion. There is little economic data regarding the accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release.
However, cost would be expected to be much lower then a release of foot and mouth disease virus
or Rift Valley Fever virus as the Nipah virus vector is not present in the western hemisphere.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives. As described in Section
2.4. of the NBAF EIS, other alternatives were considered but eliminated from further study. An
isolated or desert location was eliminated because the selection criteria included proximity to
research capabilities and workforce.

Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 17.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern about whether current and future KSU events and activities
have been factored into the traffic and transportation planning for the major corridors serving the
NBAF operation at the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative. A discussion of the planned
improvements to the primary transportation corridor that will serve the NBAF operation is located in
Section 3.11.4.3.1 of the NBAF EIS and is based in part on the KSU master plans through the year
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2030. DHS will add the following language to the NBAF EIS to better clarify this issue: “The
recommended improvements are based on the analysis of future traffic demand as well as future
Kansas State University campus master plans through the year 2030”. An emergency response plan,
to include evacuation routes, would be developed if one of the action alternatives is selected and prior
to commencement of operations.
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Doster, Gary
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.2
DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Douglas, Michael
Page 1 of 3

FD0095

2-912

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Douglas, Michael
Page 2 of 3

FD0095
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Douglas, Michael
Page 3 of 3

FD0095

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 8.3
DHS acknowledges commentor's plan to provide comments on the NBAF potable water requirements
and infrastructure in the event the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative is selected by DHS.

1|8.3
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Douglas, Rick
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
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Downey, CHMM, CSP, John
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 5.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Doyle, Stu
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor'ssupport for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 8.4
DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes commentor's opinion. The economic effects of the NBAF at the Manhattan Campus Site
are included in Section 3.10.4. of the NBAF DEIS. Labor income generated during the construction
phase of the NBAF is estimated at approximately $138 million while operation of the NBAF would
generate approximately $29 million in wages annually. State and local taxes generated during the
construction phase are estimated at $12.5 million while State and local taxes generated during the
operation of the NBAF are estimated at approximately $1.5 million annually.
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Drake, Denise
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Dressler, Daphne and Richard
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative based on safety concerns.
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 in populated areas. An example is the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention located in downtown Atlanta, Georgia.
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Drewry, Catherine Bowen
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.2
DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.2
DHS notes the commentor's opinion regarding the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue Site
Alternative to the Botanical Garden.
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Dreyfors, Marc
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 25.3
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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Dunaway, Karen
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 15.5
DHS notes the commentor’s support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.The economic and
quality of life effects of the NBAF at the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative are included in Section
3.10.5 of the NBAF EIS.
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Duncan, York
Page 1 of 9

FD0077

2-923

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Duncan, York
Page 2 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 4.6
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 26.0
DHS notes the information submitted by the commentor.
DHS notes the commentor's statement. "Manhattan Campus Site" has been replaced with "Texas
Research Park Site".
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 24.6

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative. The decision on
whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made on the four evaluation criteria
addressed in addition to the following factors: analyses from the EIS; applicable federal, state, and
local laws and regulatory requirements; consultation requirements among the federal, state, and local
agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; policy considerations; and public
comment.
Comment No: 4
1|4.6;
2|26.0

Issue Code: 6.6

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
DHS notes the commentor's statement. The text has been amended to "The proposed NBAF site is
owned by the Texas Research & Technology Foundation, a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization."
DHS notes the commentor's statement. The text in Section 3.5.8.2 has been amended to coincide

3|24.6;
2 Cont.| 26.0

with Section 3.2.8.1.

4|6.6;
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Duncan, York
Page 3 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 8.6
DHS acknowledges commentor's identification of new information pertaining to the air quality of Bexar
County and the sanitary sewage system infrastructure for the NBAF operation at the Texas Research
Park Site Alternative. DHS will document, review and incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised
information for the NBAF final design.
DHS acknowledges commentor's recommendation for terminology modification and the availability of

4 Cont.|6.6;

6|15.6

wind powered electrical generation for the NBAF operation at the Texas Research Park Site
Alternative. DHS will document, review and incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised
information for the NBAF final design.
DHS notes the commentor's request for changes to the electrical capacity requirements as specified
for the redundant operation the NBAF at the Texas Research Park Site. DHS has updated Section
3.3.8 in this NBAF EIS to reflect all new or revised information as appropriatley received and
documented.
DHS notes commentor's identification of potentially new information pertaining to the natural gas
delivery system infrastructure for the NBAF operation at the Texas Research Park Site Alternative.

5|8.6

7|23.6

3 Cont.|24.6

DHS has updated Section 3.3.8 in this NBAF EIS to reflect all new or revised information as
appropriatley received and documented.
DHS notes commentor's identification of an apparent inconsistency regarding use of the term
"existing" to describe the "proposed" 8-inch diameter sewer line to the east of the 100.1 acre tract, as
located in the second paragraph, first sentence of Section 3.13.9.3 of the NBAF Draft EIS. DHS has
modified the NBAF EIS to reflect this correction.

8|19.6

Comment No: 6

Issue Code: 15.6

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative. Labor force data
and demographic profiles of the region are presented in Section 3.10.8 and Appendix C.
DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
9|11.6

Comment No: 7

Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
10|20.6;
6 Cont. |15.6

DHS notes the commentor's identification of an incorrect description of the current land at the Texas
Research Park Site in Section 3.5.8.2. The corrected land description of "undeveloped, vacant land,
vegetated with live oak clusters and native South Texas brush" has been included in the NBAF Final
EIS.
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DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 8
Issue Code: 19.6
DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
Comment No: 9

Issue Code: 11.6

DHS notes the commentor's opinion on the alternative sites' rankings in terms of potential adverse
weather and geological events.
Comment No: 10
Issue Code: 20.6
DHS notes the commentor's statement. Ethnicity and Race are discussed in Section 3.10.8.1.2.1.1 of
the NBAF EIS.
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Duncan, York
Page 4 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 11
Issue Code: 9.6
DHS notes the commentor's disagreement with Table 2.5.1-2 and the TRP ozone designation. The
Bexar County was redesignated by EPA on 4-2-08 as in attainment for ozone. Section 3.4.8 of the
NBAF EIS has been modified to reflect the redesignation.
DHS notes the commentor's statement and the correction has been made in Section 3.4.8.1.2 of the
NBAF EIS.

8 Cont. |19.6

2 Cont. |26.0

5 Cont. |8.6

11|9.6

5 Cont. |8.6
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Duncan, York
Page 5 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 12
Issue Code: 7.6
DHS notes the commentor's statement.

4 Cont. |6.6

4 Cont.|6.6

12|7.6;
5 Cont.|8.6

5 Cont.|8.6

5 Cont.|8.6
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Duncan, York
Page 6 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 13
Issue Code: 12.6
DHS acknowledges commentor's identification of new information pertaining to the future capacity of
the potable water system infrastructure for the NBAF operation at the Texas Research Park Site
Alternative. If appropriate, the EIS will be modified once new information is evaluated. DHS will
document, review and incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised information for the NBAF final
design.
DHS notes commentor's identification of additional information pertaining to the sources of
groundwater and surface water used by the city of San Antonio, TX. DHS will document, review and
incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised information for the NBAF final design. Following

5 Cont.| 8.6

evaluation and if appropriate, new information would be added to the EIS.
DHS acknowledges commentor's identification of the Bexar Metropolitan Water District as the correct
provider of potable water to the NBAF operation at the Texas Research Park Site Alternative. DHS
will modify Section 3.7.8.3.3 of the NBAF EIS to reflect this correction.
DHS acknowledges commentor's identification of additional information pertaining to the sanitary
sewage treatment system infrastructure for the NBAF operation at the Texas Research Park Site
Alternative. DHS will document, review and incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised
information for the NBAF final design. New information will be evaluated and if appropriate, included
in the EIS.

13|12.6

5 Cont.|8.6

11 Cont.|9.6

2-929

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Duncan, York
Page 7 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 14
Issue Code: 26.0
See response to Comment No. 2.

14|26.4

11 Cont.|9.6

4 Cont.|6.6

7 Cont.|23.6

13Cont.|12.6

13 Cont.|12.6

2 Cont.|26.0

10 Cont. 20.6
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Duncan, York
Page 8 of 9

FD0077

Comment No: 15
Issue Code: 12.6
See response to Comment No. 13.
Comment No: 16
Issue Code: 17.6
DHS acknowledges commentor's correction of the traffic and transportation cumulative effect for the
Texas Research Park Site, reported in the Executive Summary, Table ES-3 of the NBAF EIS from the
incorrect listing of "Moderate" to the correct listing of "Minor" as is detailed in Section 11.8.3.1 of the

15|12.6

16|17.6

5 Cont.|8.6

NBAF EIS. DHS will modify the Executive Summary, Table ES-3 of the NBAF EIS to reflect this
correction.
Comment No: 17
Issue Code: 5.6
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative. The decision on
whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where 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.

13 Cont.|12.6

17|5.6
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Duncan, York
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FD0077
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