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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. 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. Additionally, the NBAF EIS does fully analyze the Plum
Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2

Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement. Chapter 1 of the NBAF EIS describes the purpose and need
for DHS's proposed action to site, construct, and operate the NBAF. Section 7524 of the the Food,
Conservation and Energy Act of 2008 (Farm Bill) directs the Secretary of Agriculture to issue a
permit to the Secretary of Homeland Security for work on live virus Foot and Mouth Disease at any
facility that is the successor to the Plum Island Animal Disease Center. There are no limitations as to
where in the United States the facility can be built.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 21.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives. Section 3.14 and
Appendix E of the NBAF EIS evaluate the potential effects on health and safety of operating the
NBAF at the six site alternatives. The evaluation concludes that a pathogen release at the Plum
Island Site would be slightly less likely to result in adverse effects than the mainland sites.
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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: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor's concerns. The NBAF EIS Section 3.2.3 describes the land use and
visual resources associated with the South Milledge Avenue Site including references to the Botanical
Gardens. Section 3.7.3 describes the water resources at the South Milledge Avenue Site including
potential construction and operational consequences. Section 3.13.4 describes the waste
management processes that would be used to control and dispose of NBAF's liquid and solid waste.
Sections 3.3.3 and 3.7.3 describe standard methods used to prevent and mitigate potential spills and
runoff affects. During the NBAF's final design and site selection, continued emphasis will be placed
on water conservation.
Comment No: 3
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. 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. However, 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. Only minimal indirect effects would occur from operations due to increases in light and noise.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 19.2
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.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 5.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative and support for the
Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the impact of a pathogen release on the local
population, livestock industry, 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 consequences of
potential accidents, 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 preoperational 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 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.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.5
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative as well as the
other mainland sites.
Comment No: 2

Issue Code: 26.0

DHS held a competitive process to select potential sites for the proposed NBAF as described in
Section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS. A team of federal employees representing multi-department
component offices and multi-governmental agencies (i.e., DHS, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and
Department of Health and Human Services) reviewed the submissions based primarily on
environmental suitability and proximity to research capabilities, proximity to workforce,
acquisition/construction/operations, and community acceptance. Ultimately, DHS identified five site
alternatives that surpassed others in meeting the evaluation criteria and DHS preferences, and
determined that they, in addition to the Plum Island Site, would be evaluated in the EIS as
alternatives for the proposed NBAF. The Final Selection Memorandum found on the NBAF website
cites why the decision authority selected the Flora Industrial Park Site as an alternative.
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 the no action and site alternatives for locating,
constructing and operating 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. The decision on whether to build the NBAF will be
made based on the following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS and support documents; 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.
The Department of Homeland Security Under Secretary for Science and Technology Jay M. Cohen,
with other Department officials, will consider the factors identified above in making final decisions
regarding the NBAF. A Record of Decision (ROD) that explains the final decisions will be made
available no sooner than 30 days after the Final NBAF EIS is published.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's lack of trust in the federal government. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of
the NBAF EIS state that the specific objective of the hazard identification 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 NBAF would provide state-of-
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the-art operating procedures and biocontainment features to minimize the potential for laboratoryacquired infections and accidental releases. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is
extremely 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 Decision call for the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF then sitespecific protocols 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 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 the NBAF. Procedures and plans to
operate the NBAF will include community representatives as described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the
NBAF EIS.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 2.0
DHS notes the commentor's lack of confidence in the DHS. DHS has made every effort to explain the
operational aspects of NBAF and has conducted a thorough and open public outreach program in
support of the NBAF EIS that exceeded NEPA requirements. 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.). Since the inception of the NBAF project, DHS has
supported a vigorous public outreach program and has been as forthcoming as possible in
disseminating information about NBAF as program planning has matured over time. 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.
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.
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the state and local government’s cost associated with
constructing the NBAF. Funding for the design, construction, and operations for the NBAF will come
from the Federal government. Proposals for offsets to the site infrastructure (part of the construction
costs) were requested by the Federal government. The decision as to what to offer (land donation,
funding, other assets) is solely as the discretion of the consortium, state and local officials as part of
the consortium bid site package. The amount of funding and how the funding is paid for (bonds,
taxes, etc) is determined by the state and local government officials and not the decision of the
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Federal government.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 12.5
DHS notes the commentor's wastewater treatment concerns. The NBAF EIS Section 3.3.5.1.4
describes the Town of Flora's wastewater treatment process and capacity. On average the system is
at approximately 33% of its total capacity and a 10-inch gravity sewer line servicing the Flora
Industrial Park has 100% excess flow rate capacity. Section 3.13.1 describes the NBAF's soild and
liquid waste management methodologies. Following final site selection and facility design, a detailed
geotechnical report will be produced and subsurface conditions including water table elevations will
be taken into construction and operational consideration. Sections 3.3.5 and 3.7.5 describe standard
methods used to prevent and mitigate potential spills and runoff affects. Potential stormwater
abatement options include but are not limited to grassy swales, retention ponds, pervious pavement,
and facility grounds' reuse.
Comment No: 6

Issue Code: 15.5

DHS notes the commentor’s viewpoint. Section 3.10.5 of the NBAF EIS discusses the socioeconomic
effects of the NBAF operations at the Flora Industrial Park Site. It is not anticipated that routine
operations of the NBAF will negatively affect the fiscal condition of the local area. On the contrary,
tax revenues are expected to increase as annual state and local tax payments directly and indirectly
generated by the operating facility and its employees are estimated at $1.9 million. Due to the small
percentage of the overall population growth that would be attributed to the facility, the population
increase associated with the NBAF, which is discussed in Section 3.10.7 of the NBAF EIS, would
have a negligible effect on the infrastructure.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's support for the NBAF and the proposed research that would be
conducted within the facility.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 5.4
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 8.4
DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
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WD0734

From:

Bill Epperson [epperson@cvm.msstate.edu]

Sent:

Monday, August 25, 2008 2:00 PM

To:

NBAFProgramManager

Cc:

pace@cvm.msstate.edu; hoblet@cvm.msstate.edu

Subject:

NBAF comment

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 26.0
DHS notes commentor's correction. There was a mistake in the numbers represented twice in the
NBAF EIS. There should be 19,148 livestock, not 191,448 livestock, in Madison County. Table C-71
and Section 3.10.5.1.1.2 of the NBAF EIS have been changed to 19,148 livestock for Madison
County. Any resultant socioeconomic data has also been appropriately modified. Additionally, this
was a typographical error that was not carried forward to any analysis done by Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL).

Attachments: NBAF EIS error livestock number Madison.pdf

Please see attached pdf regarding a comment on the NBAF EIS
Bill Epperson, DVM, MS
Head, Pathobiology and Population Medicine
College of Veterinary Medicine
Mississippi State, MS
(662) 325-1300
epperson@cvm.msstate.edu
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Epperson, DVM, MS, William
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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: 8.5
DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 15.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative. As described in
Section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, DHS's site selection criteria included, but were not limited to, such
factors as proximity to research capabilities and workforce.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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PD0033
July 29, 2008

1| 25.3
2| 21.3

My name is Chilena Erickson and I just wanted to say that I’m opposed to this lab being
in North Carolina because I think that security issues have not been taken into
consideration enough, and I’m concerned about the safety of people living in the area.
Thank you.

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 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. Sections 3.8.9, 3.10.9, 3.14, and Appendices B,
D, and E of the NBAF EIS, provide a detailed analysis of the consequences from a accidental or
deliberate pathogen release. 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. 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. 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.
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Erickson, Larry
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MD0022

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative and continued
operation of the facility at Plum Island.

1| 24.4

2|24.1
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
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Erlanger, Mary
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.2
DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Esry, Brett
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives. Section 3.14 and
Appendix E of the NBAF EIS evaluate the potential effects on health and safety of operating the
NBAF at the six site alternatives. The evaluation concludes that a pathogen release at the Plum
Island Site would be slightly less likely to result in adverse effects than the mainland sites.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the impact from a release of foot and mouth disease
(FMD) in Kansas. 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. 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. While the
risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low, 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 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. 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. 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.
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MD0065

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement regarding the operation of PIADC at Plum Island.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.

1| 1.0

2| 24.1
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 8.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the adequacy of the utility infrastructure to support the
NBAF operation at the Manhattan Campus Site. Section 3.3.4 of the NBAF EIS includes an
assessment of the current infrastructure, a discussion of the potential effects from construction and
operation of the NBAF, and the identification of any infrastructure improvements necessary to meet
design criteria and insure safe operation. Should a site be selected for NBAF, any needed
infrastructure improvements to ensure service reliability would be identified in accordance with the
final facility design.
As described in Section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, DHS's site selection criteria 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 suburban
or semi-urban areas. Nevertheless, 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 the NBAF.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 4.4

Since the inception of the NBAF project, DHS has supported a vigorous public outreach program.
DHS has conducted public meetings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations; to
date, 24 public meetings have been held in the vicinity of NBAF site alternatives and in Washington
D.C. to solicit public input on the EIS, allow the public to voice their concerns, and to get their
questions answered DHS has also provided fact sheets, reports, exhibits, and a Web page
(http://www.dhs.gov/nbaf). Additionally, various means of communication (mail, telephone and fax
lines, and NBAF Web site) have been provided to facilitate public comment. It is DHS policy to
encourage public input on matters of national and international importance.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 26.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives and reference to the U.S.
Government Accountability Office report (May 2008) as justification. 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 it to be safely
operated on the mainland. 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 susceptible wildlife species.
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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.
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the NBAF. As described in Chapter 1 of the NBAF
EIS, DHS’s mission is to study foreign animal, zoonotic (transmitted from animals to humans) and
emerging diseases that threaten our agricultural livestock and agricultural economy. The NBAF
would enable research on the transmission of these animal diseases and support development of
diagnostic tests, vaccines, and antiviral therapies for foreign animal, zoonotic and emerging diseases.
By proposing to construct the NBAF, DHS is following policy direction established by the Congress
and the President.
DHS notes the commentor's concern about communication. Currently the PIADC facility publishes its
research in publicly available journals; NBAF would publish its research in publicly available journals
as well.
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cont.| 4| 26.0

labs, especially getting information about accidents.
Other things that never get mentioned by pro-nbaf writers and speakers: hazardous waste
incineration (tons of pollutants); 24 million gallons of pre-treated wastewater into the public
sewer system; geographic area quarantine plan.
Our local newspaper, the Manhattan Mercury, and various paid lobbyists/funding-seekers have
repeatedly insulted the intelligence of local citizens here who oppose the NBAF. Meanwhile,
more and more distressing news is coming to light about BSL-3&4 labs, including the recent
GAO Report and the Bruce Ivins story.
Here is an excerpt from a recent (8/2008) letter to Pres. Bush from Rep.'s Dingell and Stupak,
referring to the "FBI's recent allegations" about scientist Bruce Ivins and the 2001 anthrax
attacks, but also addressing a wider scope of concerns:
Our concern about the security at USAMRIID and other BSL 3 and 4
> laboratories is neither new nor solely based upon the FBI's recent
> allegations. It stems in part from our Committee's year-long investigation
> into the risks associated with the proliferation of such laboratories since
> September 11, 2001. The Committee has already held two hearings on the
> subject on October 4, 2007, and May 22, 2008, the records of which are
> available on our Committee's Web site at http://energycommerce.house.gov/.
>
> Our investigation identified serious shortcomings with the security at
> facilities that are run by universities and the civilian agencies of the
> Government, especially those run by the Science and Technology Directorate
> of the Department of Homeland Security, which I note with some trepidation
> has a new BSL 4 lab on the Ft. Detrick grounds adjacent to USAMRIID.
>
> What we have learned so far has been frightening. We have found poor
> training, sloppy security, and very little, if any, oversight by the
> Government agencies who are supposed to be responsible for protecting our
> community. We also uncovered a number of serious releases of dangerous
> pathogens and injuries to lab workers.
>
> Our preliminary findings indicate there appears to have been no overall
> planning to justify the massive increase in the construction of these labs
> since 2001, which was almost entirely paid for by the American taxpayer. We
> found that many of the labs are probably unnecessary or redundant.
> Shockingly, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported that no one
> in the Government even knows the total number of BSL 3 and 4 labs currently
> in existence. Ironically, their proliferation has only exacerbated the
> potential risk of a terrorist incident or accidental release, not enhanced
> our Nation's security.
>
> The bottom line, Mr. President, is that no one is in charge of all of these
> laboratories from a safety and security perspective. We urge you to rectify
> this issue in the course of your inquiry.
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DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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2-1001

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Fast, M. Elizabeth
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
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DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
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