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WD0097 Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 19.1
DHS notes the commentor's concern. A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section

From: Nancy Rock-McDermel_ 3.14 of the NBAF EIS.

Sent:  Thursday, July 24, 2008 2:53 PM
To: NBAFProgramManager

. - ' Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 9.1
Subject: Opposed to BSL-4 Facility Construction at Plum Island _— _— . . .
DHS notes the commentor's air quality concerns. The potential effects of NBAF operations on air
- To Whom This May Concern: quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS. Site-specific effects at the Plum Island Site are
- Our family is opposed to the construction of a BSL-4 facility on Plum Island. There are many unanswered . . . . . . .
questions with regard to exposure to humans in the Orient Point area and further into Southold discussed in Section 3.4.6. Air pollutant concentrations were estimated using SCREENS, a U.S.
township. What is the human loss calculated to be in the Orient Point area (and further into Southold EPA dispersion modeling program. Conservative assumptions were used to ensure the probable
Township) should an accident occur with an airborne pathogen fatal to humans? What would the " ) - . . . .
2[191 symptoms of such a death entail? What is the cost of human life, and any statistically determined human maximum effects were evaluated. Once the final design is determined, a more refined air emissions
death toll expected to be should it be the result of such an accident? Plum Island is referred to as a model will be used during the permitting process. The final design will ensure that the NBAF %does

remote location...1.5 miles off Orient Point doesn't seem to fit the description of remote. There are other

other reasons to oppose the construction of this facility on Plum Island as well; poor air quality that can't not significantly affect% the region’s ability to meet air quality standards.

3104 be quantified for the citizens, increased traffic and congestion on existing challenged roadways, to name
7 afew. Our family lives within 1 mile from Orient Point, and we are vehemently opposed to a BSL-4
- 1 . .
facility being constructed on Plum Island. M w
The McDermet Family DHS notes the commentor's concerns regarding impact to traffic and transportation infrastructure

from the NBAF construction and operation at the Plum Island Site Alternative. An evaluation of 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.
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security,
Science and Technology Directorate
Mr. James V. Johnson

M.S. #2100

245 Murray Lane SW

Bldg. 410

Washington, D.C. 20528

August 21, 2008
Dear Mr. Johnson,

On behalf of our entire family, extended family, business associates

and friends who spend time with us at our primary residence/home in
1251 Orient Point, N.Y., we want to share with you our TOTAL
OPPOSITION to the proposed plans for expansion/upgrade to the
Plum Island Animal Disease Center to a BSL-4 facility.

2181 | 1t seems as if more questions are raised constantly about issues such
j} ﬁi as human safety, accidents, evacuation, terrorists, transportation of
591 | viruses, air quality, past and present environmental impact to

61121 | surrounding wetlands and shoreline, lack of the level of security one
should expect at the Plum Island facility entrance in Orient Point and
around the shoreline perimeter and air space for Plum Island itself

than have been answered.

cont|3212  |Under the circumstances where a possible accident could occur at
any given time for a variety of reasons, one wonders would the
citizens, residents and visitors to Orient Point, Orient and the
surrounding communities to Plum Island heading West on the N. Fork
become part of some giant experiment with “no controls” and “no
prior consent for participation” in the “study” of the aftermath of an
accidental release of toxic virus (with no vaccine or cure) in the
environment to human and animal life in an area with dense human
population, inadequate evacuation procedures and no warning.

Living in an area and walking the land gives one a perspective that
visitors and nonresidents do not have. Within the last year on more

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site 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: 2 Issue Code: 19.1

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. Chapter 3, Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS,
investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and
consequences of potential accidents, including releases due to weather events. The chances of an
accidental release are low. Although some “accidents” are more likely to occur than others (e.g.,
safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release based on human error are
low in large part due to the design and implementation of biocontainment safeguards in conjunction
with rigorous personnel training. For example, as described in Chapter 2, 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 Chapter 3, 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, oversite of NBAF operations, as described in Chapter 2,
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 Animal Research Policy and
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (APHIS). Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for
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the design, construction, and operations of the NBAF, site specific protocols would then be developed
in coordination with local emergency response agencies and would consider the diversity and density
of populations, including institutionalized populations, residing within the local area. The need for an
evacuation under an accident conditions is considered to be a very low probability event. DHS would
have site-specific standard operating procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the
initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF. DHS believes that experience shows that
facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be
employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would enable the NBAF to be
safely operated.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 21.1

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.

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

DHS notes the commentor's concern. A site-specific emergency response plan would be developed
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and coordinated with the local emergency management plan regarding evacuations and other
emergency response measures for all potential emergency events including accidents at the NBAF.
The type of, duration, and geographical extent of quarantine would be determined by the appropriate
authorities depending on the pathogen released and contamination level.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 17.1

DHS 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 of the NBAF EIS
provides detailed information on the handling and transport of packages containing pathogens.
Additionally, an analysis of accidental releases during transportation is provided in Section 3.14,
Health and Safety and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS. 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: 5 Issue Code: 9.1

DHS notes the commentor air quality concerns. The potential effects of NBAF operations on air
quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS . Section 3.4.1 describes the methodology used
in assessing potential air quality consequences at each site. Conservative assumptions were used to
ensure the probable maximum effects were evaluated. The final design will ensure that the NBAF
%does not significantly affect% the region's ability to meet air quality standards. Should a decision be
made to build NBAF and following site selection and final design, a complete emission inventory
would be developed and refined modeling performed as necessary in accordance with state-specific
air quality permitting requirements. DHS would be required to comply with permit-established
emission requirements.

Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 12.1

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding wastewater treatment and potential adverse effects
on fisheries in the vicinity of the Plum Island Site. The NBAF EIS Section 3.3.2.1.4 describes
PIADC's tertiary wastewater treatment facility and current capacity of 60,000 gallons per day. EIS
Section 3.13.1 describes methodologies used to assess NBAF's solid and liquid waste management
options. EIS Section 3.3.6.3.4 describes the wastewater treatment needs of the proposed NBAF as
50,000 to 125,000 gallons per day, which would exceed current capacity during peak periods. EIS
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Section 3.3.6.3.4 also describes options for meeting the wastewater treatment needs of the proposed
NBAF on Plum Island. EIS Section 3.7.2.1.1 describes the current TMDL for nitrogen loading in Long
Island Sound. The proposed NBAF would include a new wastewater treatment facility that would
meet capacity requirements and provide for compliance with TDMLs. Furthermore, Section 3.15 of
the NBAF EIS describes mitigation measures to prevent aquatic resource impacts associated with
erosion and sedimentation during the construction process and stormwater runoff from the competed
facility. Mitigation would include best management practices, a stormwater pollution prevention
control plan, and low impact development (LID) design techniques. The inclusion of a modern
wastewater treatment facility, combined with other mitigation measures described above, would
prevent significant adverse impacts on fisheries and other aquatic organisms.
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than one occasion, cars headed for the Cross Sound Ferry could be
seen entering the open fence gate adjacent to the guard house at
the east end of the Plum Island parking lot on Main Rd. in the middle
of the day. They pulled up to the guard house in confusion thinking
they were entering the area to line up in order to board the Cross
Sound Ferry, and were then directed to back up onto Main Rd., exit
the Plum Island gate area they entered in error, and head a few ft. to
the east for the ferry entrance. As well, walk on passengers for the
ferry constantly park at the perimeter of the Plum Island fenced area
(within a few ft. of the guard house if they are pulled up on the
grass). Logically, this seems like a security issue both for Plum
Island’s present use as a BSL-3 site, and most certainly for a
proposed future site of a BSL-4 facility.

Attending the public hearings in the Town of Southold seemed to
raise more questions then they answered, and many times answers
to serious questions were inadequate if there was any answered at

7120 all. It becomes a question of confidence and trust. Can one trust
that the Director of the Plum Island facility and associated employees
has the expertise and ability enough to inspire one to place the
safety of their lives and those of their families in their hands in light
of so many unanswered critical questions related to present and
future operation processes and procedures? There is NO confidence
or trust to do this.

Having taken the time, ink and paper to print DEIS and read it, it
appears that due diligence for the Plum Island facility was not
apparent in the DEIS when compared the other sites. This does not
inspire confidence either; is frightening and on a certain level
insulting to the logic, sensibility, and intelligence of the residents of
Long Island. It is extremely concerning that this type of incomplete
“study” is acceptable on any level, especially for a facility that deals
in Science and the science of experimentation. More would be
expected of a Master’s thesis candidate. It is also very concerning
that it is a seemingly serious contender (even listed as an alternative
site) in light of the results of the DEIS.

8]26.0

Comment No: 7 Issue Code: 2.0
DHS notes the commentor's lack of trust in the federal government.

Comment No: 8 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.
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UL There are many more reasons that expanding the present Plum
Island Animal Disease Center is the worst choice possible. You have
no doubt heard them all. However there is another issue that doesn't
get a lot of attention; it is the unregulated/unsupervised flights of
helicopters on the N. Fork of Long Island. There is a lack of control,
oversight, and compliance to the altitudes and flight routes these
helicopters take over the N. Fork where Plum Island is located. It
seems they are off or below the “radar”. Having witnessed repeated
flights over our home (which is 1 mile from the tip of Orient Point) at
low altitudes (not much above the tree canopy level) flying at high
speeds, one has to wonder with regard to Plum Island...could any
one of these rented helicopters fly over Plum Island at a low altitude
and perhaps drop something or someone from the craft in a terror
related activity? It gets one to thinking seriously about this
unregulated or unsupervised airspace issue in an area that is
proposed to be upgraded BSL-4 facility.

cont| 3] 21.1

One wonders...will an accident occur while we are running, enjoying
the beach, biking, kayaking, fishing, at work,...or will we be lucky
enough to be shopping up island in Riverhead and remain
“untouched” by an accident for the moment. Would our home,
neigborhoods and the N. Fork be quarantined? For how long? What
could the symptoms of an accidental exposure to a toxic virus with
no antidote be? Would it be a long and painful death? Or short and
painful? Or no pain at all? How would we be informed an accident
has occurred? How long after the event? In what manner? Siren?
What about people with hearing disabilities? What if panic ensues in
such a densely populated area? Can we get out? By car? Should we
get out? Can we bunker down in a secured house? How secure? For
how long? How do you complete a “lock down” of the N. Fork of
Long Island...roads...water...air?

There are so many unanswered critical questions that we should
have the answers to, and do not, which make Plum Island an
unacceptable choice for a proposed BSL-4 facility. There is a place
on this planet for a facility of this type, but it appears to be glaringly
apparent for a multitude of reasons that the Plum Island Animal
Disease Center located 1 Y2 miles off the tip of Long Island, New
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cont| 1] 25.1

MD0132

York is not the proper venue to study viruses fatal to human beings
with no vaccine or cure. Accidents do happen...that is a given.

With our immediate family, extended family, friends and business
associates that share our home in Orient Point with us, there are
more than 100 additional voices to oppose Plum Island as a BSL-4
facility. Please consider and count their numbers as additional public
opposition to a BSL-4 facility at Plum Island.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter, and for your visits
to the public meetings in Southold Town.

Sincerely,

e tadmriet Famidy
The McDermet Family of ||

our extended family, friends and
business associates that share our home.
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From: McDonald, David [David.McDonald@wichita.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 5:14 PM
To: nbafprogrammanager@dhs.gov
Subject: Letter of support for Kansas proposal for the site of the National Bio- and Agro-

1124.4

Defense Facility
Attachments: DHS comment letter from WSU.doc

For Mr. James Johnson, DHS Science and Technology Directorate:

Please find attached a letter describing my support for choosing Kansas as the site for the
National Bio- and Agro- Defense Facility.

Regards,

J. David McDonald

Associate Provost for Research & Graduate School Dean
Wichita State University

1845 Fairmount

Wichita, KS 67260-0007

USA

Phone 316-978-6980

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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1 cont.|
244

WD0206

p e ieo: 24
WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY

Office of Research Administration

August 6, 2008

DHS Science and Technology Directorate
James Johnson (Mail Stop #2100)

245 Murray Ln. SW, Bldg. 410
Washington, DC 20528

Mr. Johnson:

| am writing to you to join my voice with others in support of locating the National Bio- and Agro-
Defense Facility in Kansas.

| have followed this process very closely from its inception and | am convinced that, based on
the merits, the state of Kansas has the strongest claim for hosting this important national facility.
| state this so directly, because | have observed that this is a state that intimately understands
the value of agriculture to our country’s well-being and is highly committed to protecting it.
Further, | know first-hand that Kansas State University is very well-positioned, both
geographically and topically, to provide guidance, support, and expertise for this facility. Their

College of Veterinary Medicine is world class and the university's support for agriculture is deep,

wide and of long standing. | have immense respect for them as an institution of higher learning
and it is a respect that has been well-earned.

| think that it is also important to note that state support for this facility goes all the way to the
top. Not only has the Governor been quite vocal in her support, but an impressive number of
high-level state agencies and entities have worked diligently to put Kansas in a competitive
position for this facility. This speaks very clearly for the support and priority that this facility can
anticipate, if this state is chosen for the location.

In closing, | would note that no other site on the list has the combination of agricultural depth,
existing animal health infrastructure and expertise, and direct affiliation with a Research 1
University. These three features, all well-developed in the Kansas proposal, represent a very
powerful combination and one that | think quite clearly situates this state as the best site for this
important national facility.

| would be most happy to address this issue in greater detail. Please feel free to contact me.

Regards,
Y Qi e Yot

J. David McDonald
Associate Provost for Research

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260-0007 Telephone: (316) 978-3285 Fax: (316) 978-3750
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Bryan McDonald, CPA

August 20, 2008

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Science and Technology Directorate
James V. Johnson

Mail Stop #2100

245 Murray Lane, SW

Building 410

Washington, DC 20528

Re: Location of NBAF facility

Mr Johnson,
11245 o ios i s
1 live in Madison County, Mississippi and would like to express my support for
the location of the NBAF facility in Flora.
210 I have read a good deal about it and I believe the facility would serve to increase

the quality of life of the folks that live here. It would also provide jobs and help
protect our nation from bioterrorism.

Thanks for taking the time to consider Madison County.

Sincerely,

1‘1 /W/[

Bryan McDonald

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: 1.0

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative. DHS'’s mission is to
study foreign animal and zoonotic (transmitted from animals to humans) diseases that threaten our
agricultural livestock and agricultural economy. The purpose of the NBAF would be to develop tests
to detect foreign animal and zoonotic diseases and develop vaccines (or other countermeasures such
as antiviral therapies) to protect agriculture and food systems in the United States.
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b3
OR FAXED TO DHS TO THE FOLLOWING NUMBER: 1-866-508-NBAF
(6223)
OR COMMENT VERBALLY BY CALLING A 24-HOUR TOLL FREE NUMBER:
1-866-501-NBAF (6223)
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From: Mabel_

Sent:  Saturday, August 02, 2008 5:29 PM
To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: Comment on NBAF

Il health prevents me from attending hearings, so I hereby submit my opinion concerning
the National Bio-/Agro-Defense Facility:

I oppose this proposal to site NBAF anywhere, but especially in my state of North
1250 | carolina. I would, however, reconsider such a proposal from a new US government which
demonstrates more credibility than the present one.

Mabel McElhaney
NC

Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the NBAF.
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 25.2

WD0557
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 concern for security. Security concerns will be considered in the

From: info@athensfaq.org on behalf of Miki Mcfatter_ selection of the Preferred Alternative.
Sent:  Sunday, August 24, 2008 7:12 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager
Subject: NBAF in Athens, Georgia

Dear NBAF Program manager,
I'was born in Athens Georgia sixty two years ago. I consider Athens "home" even though our family has now moved
to Alabama.

All the children in our family are graduates of the University. I constantly recommend the University of Georgia to
others .

However, if this lab is built in Athens, I will no longer recommend the University. [ will actually discourage anyone
1] 25.2 |fiom attending there. The DEIS factually shows that Athens is not a safe location. All students attending the
University would be in harms way. Surely no parent would consider the University of Georgia for their children in
the future.

2/5.0 | Please put the lab elsewhere where lives will not be at risk. Please find a safe location.
Your lab will not be welcomed in Athens, Georgia.
Sincerely, Miki McFatter
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Comment No: 1 Issue Code: 26.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement.

Comment No: 2 Issue Code: 12.3

DHS notes the commentor's water quality protection, waste generation and disposal, and stormwater
concerns. The NBAF EIS Section 3.7.1 describes the methodology used in assessing each
alternative site's water resources. The NBAF EIS Section 3.7.7 specifically describes the Umstead
Research Farm Site's affected envrionment and potential construction and operational consequences
including potential stormwater permitting and planning requirements. The NBAF EIS Section 3.13
describes the NBAF's potential solid and liquid waste management options.

Comment No: 3 Issue Code: 18.3
DHS notes the commentor's concern. Section 3.13.2.2 of the NBAF EIS presents information on the

disposition of wastes that would be generated by the operation of the facility, and specifically for the
Umstead Research Farm Site in Section 3.13.8.3.

Comment No: 4 Issue Code: 21.3

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. Chapter 3, Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS,
investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and
consequences of potential accidents, including releases due to weather events. The chances of an
accidental release are low. Although some “accidents” are more likely to occur than others (e.g.,
safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release based on human error are
low in large part due to the design and implementation of biocontainment safeguards in conjunction
with rigorous personnel training. For example, as described in Chapter 2, 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 Chapter 3, 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, oversite of NBAF operations, as described in Chapter 2,
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 Animal Research Policy and
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (APHIS). 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
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of populations, including institutionalized populations, residing within the local area. The need for an
evacuation under an accident conditions is considered to be a very low probability event. DHS would
have site-specific standard operating procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the
initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF. DHS believes that experience shows that
facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be
employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would enable the NBAF to be
safely operated.

Comment No: 5 Issue Code: 15.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern for the effects to human health and safety. The risks and
associated potential effects to human health and safety were evaluated in Section 3.14 of the NBAF
EIS. The risks were determined to be low for all site alternatives. 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.
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McGee, Melba
Page 2 of 2
FD0097 Comment No: 6 Issue Code: 5.3
DHS notes the commentor's statement. Several factors will affect the decision on whether or not the
NBAF is built, and, if so, where. The EIS itself will not be the sole deciding factor. The decision will be
made based on the following factors: 1) 