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Frey, Larson
Page 1 of 1

FD0049

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

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Fryer, Thomas
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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Fryer, Thomas
Page 1 of 2

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 8.4
DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentor's supposition that the construction cost in Kansas are lower that reported
in the NBAF EIS. DHS will document, review and incorporate all appropriate new and/or revised
information prior to making a decision.
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Fryer, Thomas
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Galis, Chuck
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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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Gallagher, Joseph
Page 1 of 2

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 25.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 27.0

DHS has the responsibility for siting, building and operating the NBAF. However, USDA will be the
main tenant and is responsible for conducting research according to its current mission. These
responsibilities are further described in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2 of the NBAF EIS.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opinions regarding the selection of reasonable alternatives for analysis in
the NBAF EIS. 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.

2-1046

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Gallagher, Joseph
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Galle, Marilyn
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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Galle, Nelson
Page 1 of 2

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus 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.
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Galle, Nelson
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Galloway, Lewis
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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Garibay, Bernie
Page 1 of 1

PD0326
August 25, 2008

Yes.
1| 25.4

2| 5.0

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives in favor of the Plum
Island Site Alternative.

This is Bernie Garibay in Manhattan, Kansas. I would like to show my opposition to
locating that laboratory in Manhattan, Kansas.
I think it needs to be in an isolated location similar to the Plum Island.
Thank you.
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Garibay, Patricia
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Garton, Jan
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.4
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.4
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.
DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the impact of a pathogen release on the local
population, livestock industry, businesses and infrastructure resulting from human error, attack or
terrorist event . 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 pre-operational training, as well as ongoing training, in the handling of
hazardous infectious agents, understanding biocontainment functions of standard and special
practices for each biosafety level, and understanding biocontainment equipment and laboratory
characteristics. Appendix B to the EIS describes biocontainment lapses and laboratory acquired
infections. Laboratory-acquired infections have not been shown to be a threat to the community at
large. As set out in Section 3.14.3.4 of the NBAF EIS, employees and contractors will be screened
prior to employment or engagement and monitored while working, among other security measures. In
addition, oversight of NBAF operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the NBAF EIS, will be
conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes community
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representative participation, and the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committee. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and
operations of the NBAF, site specific protocols would then be developed in coordination with local
emergency response agencies and would consider the diversity and density of populations, including
institutionalized populations, residing within the local area. The need for an evacuation under an
accident conditions is considered to be a very low probability event. DHS would have site-specific
standard operating procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of
research activities at the proposed NBAF. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS, addresses
accident scenarios, including external events such as a terrorist attack. A separate Threat and Risk
Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of the EIS process in
accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations.
DHS notes the commentor's position and concern for locating NBAF on a mainland site. 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 on the mainland.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
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George, Elizabeth
Page 1 of 2

GAD014

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement in support of the NBAF mission.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 24.2
DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 15.2

DHS notes commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site. The potential economic effects
including those from an accidental release are discussed in Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D. As
shown in Appendix D, the LLNL study reports the estimated economic impacts from an accidential
release of FMDV at site alternatives. The total estimated costs of an outbreak at the South Milledge
Avenue Site Alternative is $3.35 billion which is the second lowest among the site alternatives, with
Plum Island being the lowest. The lower economic impact at the South Milledge Avenue Site is
mainly due to the smaller size of affected livestock sector in the region.
Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the commentor's support for the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative. All comments
received during the 60-day comment period, both oral and written, were given equal consideration

1| 1.0

and responded to in NBAF Final EIS. Community acceptance is only one of several factors that will
affect the decision on whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where. The decision will be made
based on the following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in
section 2.3.1 (includes community acceptance); 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.

2| 24.2
2| 24.
2| 24.0

3| 15.2

4| 27.0
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George, Elizabeth
Page 2 of 2
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Geraghty, Bill
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 21.1
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.
DHS notes the commentor's statement about deer eradication. PIADC has procedures to control the
animal population.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.1
DHS notes the commentor's concerns regarding a release of a pathogen at the Plum Island Site and
the potential for wildlife (birds) to transport the pathogen to the mainland. 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. By definition and as identified in Chapter 1,
Section 1.1 of the NBAF EIS, BSL-4 facilities are specifically designed to safely handle exotic
pathogens that pose a high risk of life threatening disease in animals and humans through the
aerosol route and for which there is no known vaccine or therapy. The NBAF would provide state-ofthe-art operating procedures and biocontainment features to minimize the potential for outside insect
vector penetration, laboratory-acquired infections and accidental releases. Section 2.2.1.1 (Biosafety
Design) of the NBAF EIS, provides a discussion of the biosafety fundamentals, goals and design
criteria for the NBAF operation.
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Germaise, Victoria
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 21.1

DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the risk of a potential accident or terrorist event. The
NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety
and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. As described in Chapter 3 and
summarized in Section 2.5 of the NBAF EIS, the impacts of activities during normal operations at any
of the six site alternatives would likely be minor. Sections 3.8.9, 3.10.9, and 3.14 (Health and Safety),
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 would be developed, in
coordination with local emergency response agencies that would consider the diversity and density of
populations residing within the local area. DHS would have site-specific standard operating
procedures and response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed
NBAF. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS, addresses accident scenarios, including
external events such as a terrorist attack. A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as
For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of the EIS process in accordance with the
requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of the TRA was to identify potential
vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are used to recommend the most
prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security of operations of the NBAF
and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission and the associated work with
potential high-consequence biological pathogens, critical information related to the potential for
adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the NEPA process.
Security would be provided by a series of fencing, security cameras, and protocols. In addition, a
dedicated security force would be present on-site. Additional security could be provided via
cooperation with local law enforcement agencies.
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Gibney, Ellen
Page 1 of 1

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

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.0
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, including institutionalized populations, residing within the local
area. The need for an evacuation under an accident conditions is considered to be a very low
probability event. DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures and emergency
response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 19.0
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
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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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Gibson and Family, Jean
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Giffin, Donald
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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Gilrees, Bill
Page 1 of 1

PD0331

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.

August 25, 2008

1| 24.5

This is Bill Gilrees. I live in the Madison County area in Ridgeland, Mississippi,
specifically, and I’m calling to voice my support of the project location in Flora,
Mississippi.
I know there’s been some negative press, but I, as a taxpayer and voter, I am in favor of
the facility.
Thank you.
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Goerig, Carol
Page 1 of 2

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 concern regarding the proximity of the proposed NBAF to existing water
resources such as the Middle Oconee River. DHS also acknowledges the regional drought
conditions. A description of the potential effects to water resources is included in the NBAF EIS
Section 3.7.3. No direct effects would occur, and erosion control and stormwater control measures
would reduce the potential for indirect impacts to occur. The NBAF EIS Section 3.7.3.3.1 describes
the NBAF at the South Milledge Avenue Site as using approximately 118,000 gallons per day of
potable water approximately 0.76% of Athens 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The NBAF's annual
potable water usage is comparable to approximately 228 residential homes' annual potable water
usage.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 9.2
The potential effects of NBAF operations on air quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS.
Site-specific effects at the South Milledge Avenue Site are discussed in Section 3.4.3. 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.
Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 11.2

DHS initiated all coordinations as appropriate. Additionally, when response letters were not received,
follow-up was attempted.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 13.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern. A description of the IBA is included in Section 3.8.3.1.4, and
the potential effects to the IBA are included in Section 3.8.3.2.4 (construction effects) and Section
3.8.3.3.3.4 (operations). Minor effects would occur with loss of 0.2 acres of forested habitat, and
minimal effects would occur from operations due to increases in light and noise.
Comment No: 6
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.). There would no classifed research at the NBAF, however
there may occassionally be classified FBI forensics cases. Currently, the PIADC facility publishes
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research in publicly available research journals; NBAF would publish its research in publicly available
research journals as well.
DHS notes the commentor's concern that all possible pathogens to be studied at the NBAF are not
listed in the NBAF EIS. The pathogens to be studied at the NBAF as provided in Chapter 2, Section
2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS include Foot and Mouth Disease virus, Classical Swine Fever virus, Vesicular
Stomatitis virus, Rift Valley Fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African Swine Fever virus.
Should the NBAF be directed to study any pathogens not included in the list of pathogens included in
the NBAF EIS, DHS and USDA would conduct an evaluate of the new pathogen(s) to determine if the
potential challenges and consequences were bounded by the current study. If not, a new risk
assessment would be prepared and a separate NEPA evaluation may be required.
Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 3.0
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the government's intentions for the facility. The
NBAF’s mission is defensive and would not involve offensive bioweapons research or development.
The international treaty known as the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, to which the United
States is a signatory, prohibits the development, production, stockpiling and acquisition of such
weapons. DHS’s mission is to study foreign animal, zoonotic (transmitted from animals to humans)
and emerging diseases that threaten our agricultural livestock and agricultural economy. NBAF will
research the transmission of these animal diseases and develop 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.
Comment No: 8
Issue Code: 15.2
DHS notes the commentor's statement regarding employment. The number of short-term and
permanent jobs are discussed in Section 3.10. It is expected that approximately 2,700 direct
temporary jobs (2,100 for the Plum Island Site) would result from construction of the NBAF, with
many of the jobs being filled locally. Between 250-350 permanent jobs would result from operation of
the NBAF, with much of the scientific work force relocating to the region.
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Goerig, Carol
Page 2 of 2
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Goerig, Carol
Page 1 of 1

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 15.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern. As described in Section 3.10, the NBAF would not have an
adverse effect on the public school systems at any of the site alternatives. The cost of enrolling
children in private schools was not included in the evaluation and is not within the scope of NBAF
EIS.
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Goerig, Carol
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: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and DHS acknowledges current regional drought
conditions. As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site
alternative would use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is
approximately 0.76% of Athens’ current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The
NBAF annual potable water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount
consumed by 228 residential homes.
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Goh, Peng
Page 1 of 1

PD0361
August 25, 2008

Hi.
1| 25.2
2| 5.0
3| 15.2

I’m Peng Goh and I live in Athens, Georgia and I’m against having the bio lab here in
town. I would definitely prefer it to be somewhere where there is less population of
students and retarded people, and Athens is suppose to be a top-10 retirement town, and
safe and all that, and I don’t think a bio lab here is going to be very attractive.
I would even move away. I’ve been here 16 years and there’s a great international
population here as well. So, I would be against having the bio lab here in town.

4| 5.0

Thank you for your time and hopefully we won’t have to deal with this and there’s
definitely, I’m sure, other locations that are more desirable and less populated where
testing can be carried out.

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's concerns. 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 NBAF.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 15.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern. Adverse effects to quality of life resources would not be
expected with any of the site alternatives and are discussed in Section 3.10.

Thanks.
Bye.

Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 5.0

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.
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Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Good, Jeff
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: 8.5
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 15.5

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