
 

From: Kathy Prescott [preskat@bellsouth.net]

Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 5:23 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Cc: DIrector@athensfaq.org

Subject: COMMENT: ROD/COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

Dear Mr. Johnson, 

PLEASE ADD THIS COMMENT/QUESTION TO THOSE BEING CONSIDERED FOR THE 
FEIS.

FEDERAL REGISTER: JUNE 27, 2008 (VOLUME 73, NUMBER 125):
Additional studies are being performed concurrently with this EIS that will provide important 
decision-making information.  Results of these studies will be used in the development of the 
Final EIS and the Record of Decision (ROD).  In order to make these decisions and formulate 
the ROD, the following reports will be considered: 
(1)  EIS, 
(2)  Threat Characterization Risk Assessment, 
(3)  Site Cost Analysis, 
(4)  Site Characterization Study, 
(5)  Plum Island Facility Closure and Transition Cost Study, and 
(6)  Prior analysis of the alternative sites against DHS' site selection evaluation criteria

The information contained in these reports will assist DHS and USDA, a major stakeholder in 
this endeavor, in considering the protection of the public and the environment while meeting 
the need for a modern, high-security BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 research facility with the capabilities 
needed to address potential threats to our agriculture. 

NBAF DEIS: PAGE 2-50:
Additional studies are being performed concurrently with this EIS that will provide important 
decision making information.  Results of these studies along with agency and public input will 
be used in the development of the Final EIS and the ROD. 
In making these decisions and formulating the ROD, the following reports will be considered: 
(1)  NBAF EIS 
(2)  Threat Risk Assessment 
(3)  Site Cost Analysis 
(4)  Site Characterization Study, and 
(5)  Plum Island Facility Closure and Transition Cost Study 

The information contained in these reports will assist DHS and USDA, a consulting agency in 
this endeavor, in considering the protection of the public and the environment while meeting 
the need for a domestic, modern, high-security BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 research facility with the 
capabilities needed to address potential threats to our agriculture. 

1.  EXPLAIN WHY "PRIOR ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATIVE SITES AGAINST DHS' 
SITE SELECTION EVALUATION CRITERIA" WAS LEFT OUT OF THE DEIS LIST.  THE 
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 4.2

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.
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ONE OF THE FOUR SITE SELECTION EVALUATION CRITERIA IS COMMUNITY
ACCEPTANCE. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE HAS NOT BEEN AND NEVER WILL BE 
ACHIEVED IN ATHENS, GA.  THAT FACT MUST BE ADDRESSED IN THE FEIS. 

2.  WHAT IS THE REASON FOR DESCRIBING THE USDA AS "A MAJOR 
STAKEHOLDER" IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER AND AS "A CONSULTING AGENCY" 
IN THE DEIS?  WHY THE DISTINCTION? 

3.  WHAT IS INTENDED BY INSERTING THE WORD "DOMESTIC" INTO THE DEIS 
DESCRIPTION OF THIS FACILITY?  WHY THE DISTINCTION? 

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE MUST BE INCLUDED IN THE FEIS AND TAKEN 
INTO ACCOUNT FOR THE ROD. WITHOUT COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE, THE 
SOUTH MILLEDGE AVENUE SITE IN ATHENS, GA CANNOT BE CONSIDERED A 
REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE FOR NBAF.

Respectfully submitted, 

Kathy Prescott 
Co-Founder, FAQ, inc.
For Athens Quality-of-life
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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.
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level biological containment.  In addition, many of our scientists would

be interested in making use of NBAF facilities to work on projects related

to the NBAF mission, and such an arrangement would benefit both MSU and

NBAF.

We have an active graduate program in the College of Veterinary Medicine

with 69 graduate students currently enrolled.  Many of these students
would be qualified to work at NBAF when they complete their studies. 

Campus-wide there are many more graduate students who will earn advanced

degrees that are relevant to the mission of NBAF.  We have just joined

with the University of Southern Mississippi to develop a Masters of Public

Health degree with an emphasis on veterinary issues, including infectious

diseases, that would be relevant to the mission of NBAF.  Our students

will take most of their courses by distance learning via videoconference

facilities that are already in place at both institutions.  These

facilities will also be useful for interactions between CVM faculty and

NBAF scientists.  Therefore, there will be a trained workforce of
scientists for NBAF.  This is also true at the undergraduate level. 

Microbiology, biochemistry, animal science, food science and technology,

biological engineering, and biology are popular majors here, graduating

well over 100 B.S. level graduates each year.  Many of these individuals

want to remain in Mississippi.  Our B.S. program in microbiology in the

Department of Biological Sciences has been reviewed by and is approved by

the American Society for Microbiology.  These graduates would be

particularly qualified as technicians at NBAF.  Also, MSU and the

University of Mississippi Medical Center in Jackson graduate many medical

technologists every year, who have considerable microbiology training and

would be excellent employees for NBAF.  As a scientist who works in

Mississippi, I can attest that advertisements on the MSU web site for

technical staff or post-doctoral trainees always get a significant number

of qualified applicants.  Therefore, I know there are many individuals

with experience in NBAF-related tasks who are available for employment in

Mississippi.  This is almost certainly the case around the University of

Mississippi Medical Center, where spouses of medical and graduate

students, residents, and post-doctoral trainees are often trained in

microbiology-related disciplines and are seeking employment while their

spouse completes training (I hired one such person recently as a
Post-doctoral researcher).  

The Environmental Protection Agency labs in Research Triangle Park, NC

have cooperative arrangements with Universities in that region to allow

EPA scientists to serve as mentors for graduate students and post-doctoral

trainees who work in EPA labs.  Both parties benefit substantially from

this  For example, scientists at EPA gain access to highly skilled and

knowledgable doctoral graduates and have an opportunity to benefit from

their work and also to evaluate them as future employees, and the

universities gain the benefit of being able to place their graduates

quickly in a facility with unique training opportunities.  With regard to

graduate students, most scientists want to be involved to some degree in
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 21.0

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the United States Department of Agriculture

identified several disease agents that potentially would be studied at the NBAF.  DHS and USDA

determined that three of the microbes warrant specific and detailed discussion in the NBAF EIS.  The

microbes are foot and mouth disease virus, Rift Valley fever virus, and Nipah virus.

 

Fundamentally, microbes chosen for specific discussion are those that would present the most

demanding challenges regarding containment, emergency response, infectious potential,

transmissibility and contagion, human health impacts, animal health impacts, economic impacts, and

ecologic impacts.  As part of the process it was concluded that the remaining candidate microbes

pose risks that in most cases do not equal, and in no cases exceed, those risks posed by the three

selected microbes.

 

Hendra Virus (HV): HV has significant similarities to Nipah virus.  Both require biosafety level 4

containment precautions.  Both are zoonotic agents, meaning humans as well as animals can

become infected.  Both are carried by fruit-eating bats (i.e. these bats are reservoirs).  Only three

cases of human infection from Hendra virus have been reported to date and these appear to have

been acquired from body fluids or excretions of infected horses.  There are no reports of HV

infections in other animals.  In contrast, Nipah virus (NV) infects pigs, dogs, cats, and hundreds of

infections (often fatal) have been reported in humans.  Infections can be transmitted readily by

aerosol under favorable conditions.  Person to person transmission is possible, apparently by contact

with contaminated body fluids (saliva).  HV raises no concerns that are not present for NV.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 19.0

The NBAF EIS uses a bounding approach.  Fundamentally, pathogens chosen for specific discussion

are those present the most demanding challenges regarding containment emergency response,

infectious potential, transmissibility and contagion, human health impacts, animal impacts, economic

impacts and ecologic impacts. The 3 selected pathogens (foot and mouth disease virus, Rift Valley

fever virus, and Nipah virus) pose a risk not exceeded by and in most cases not equated by the other

five pathogens proposed for research within the NBAF.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 21.0

In evaluating the potential impacts and responses to the release of the bounding diseases, all

foreseeable significant environmental impacts can be assessed either as an individual or as a

cumulative impact.

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-1909



 

FD0012

3 cont.| 21.0

4| 15.0

5| 15.0

6| 15.0

7| 15.0

8| 15.0

Pullin, Dave

Page 2 of 5

 Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 15.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement regarding information to include for a worst case scenario.

Potential Economic Consequences of Pathogen Releases from the Proposed NBAF are described in

Appendix D of the NBAF EIS.  The purpose of the Appendix is to present the potential range of

outcomes that would result from a pathogen release atthe NBAF.   This range of outcomes is based

on studies, simulations, and documented outbreaks in other countries found in the available literature.

While DHS acknowledges that the types of losses noted by the commentor could occur in the event

of an outbreak, quantifying these individual losses represents a level of analysis that is not within the

scope of the EIS
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 Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that the NBAF would be a prime terrorist target.  Section 3.14

and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including external events such as a

terrorist attack.  A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA)

was developed outside of the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal

regulations. The purpose of the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses

associated with the NBAF and are used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a

reasonable level of risk for the security of operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the

importance of the NBAF mission and the associated work with potential high-consequence biological

pathogens, critical information related to the potential for adverse consequences as a result of

intentional acts has been incorporated into the NEPA process.  

 

Comment No: 6                     Issue Code: 19.0

See Comment No. 9.

 

Comment No: 7                     Issue Code: 2.0

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.  DHS notes the commentor's concern that the NBAF would be a terrorist target.  Section 3.14

addresses accident scenarios, including external events such as a terrorist attack.  A separate Threat

and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only)(TRA) was developed outside of the EIS

process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations. The purpose of the

TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and are used

to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security of

operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission and the

associated work with potential high-consequence biological pathogens, critical information related to

the potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the

NEPA process.  

 

Comment No: 8                     Issue Code: 5.0

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

expressed in Section 3.14 of the NBAF EIS show that even though the Plum Island Site Alternative

has a lower potential impact in case of a release, the probability of a release is low at all sites.

As described in Section 2.3.1, DHS's site selection process including site selection criteria that

included, but were not limited to, such factors as proximity to research capabilities and workforce.  As

such, some but not all of the sites selected for analysis as reasonable alternatives in the NBAF EIS

are located in subburban or sem-urban areas. It has been shown that modern biosafety laboratories

can be safely operated in populated areas.  An example is the Centers for Disease Control and
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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: 9                     Issue Code: 24.1

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

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-1912



 

FD0012

12 cont.| 5.0

14| 15.0

15| 21.0

10| 5.0

11| 15.0

12| 21.0

Pullin, Dave

Page 4 of 5

 Comment No: 11                     Issue Code: 15.0

The purpose and scope of the NBAF EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the no action

and site alternatives for locating, constructing and operating the NBAF, as described in Chapter 1,

Section 1.4 of the NBAF EIS.  As summarized in Section 2.2.1, the NBAF would have provision for a

good manufacturing practice (cGMP) laboratory to support small-scale vaccine and reagent

production.  The cGMP module would support the development and eventual licensure of vaccines

and anti-viral therapies discovered at NBAF and would operate in accordance with cGMPs described

in U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (21 CFR Parts 210/211/600 and 610). Section 2.2.1 further

notes that any large-scale production would require an industry partner.  The industry partner would

be selected using an open competition and would not have to be located near the NBAF.

 

Comment No: 12                     Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that the NBAF would be a prime terrorist target.  Section 3.14

and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including external events such as a

terrorist attack.  A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (TRA) (designated as For Official Use Only)

was developed outside of the EIS process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal

regulations.  The purpose of the TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses

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.
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 Comment No: 8                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS Notes the commentor's support in the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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 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 commentor's views on risk.  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 with a

minimal degree of risk, regardless of the site chosen.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.4

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: 5.4

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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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: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding potential natural disaster impacts to the NBAF.

Sections 3.4, 3.6, and 3.14.3.2 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS, address NBAF design criteria and

accident scenarios associated with natural phenomena events such as tornadoes, hurricanes, floods,

and earthquakes. DHS notes the commenter’s concern regarding potential tornado impacts to the

NBAF. The NBAF would be designed and built to withstand the normal meteorological conditions that

are present within the geographic area of the selected site (hurricanes, tornados, etc.).  Given the

nature of the facility, more stringent building codes are applied to the NBAF than are used for homes

and most businesses, regardless of which NBAF site is chosen.  The building would be built to

withstand wind pressures up to 170% of the winds which are expected to occur locally within a period

of 50 years.    This means the building’s structural system could resist a wind speed that is expected

to occur, on the average, only once in a 500 year period. In the unlikely event that a 500-year wind

storm strikes the facility, the interior BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 spaces would be expected to withstand a

200 mph wind load (commonly determined to be an F3 tornado). If the NBAF took a direct hit from an

F3 tornado, the exterior walls and roofing of the building would likely fail first.  This breach in the

exterior skin would cause a dramatic increase in internal pressures leading to further failure of the

building’s interior and exterior walls. However, the loss of these architectural wall components should

actually decrease the overall wind loading applied to the building, and diminish the possibility of

damage to the building’s primary structural system. Since the walls of the BSL-3Ag and BSL-4

spaces would be reinforced cast-in-place concrete, those inner walls would be expected to withstand

the tornado.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The potential biological and socioeconomic effects from a

pathogen release from the NBAF are included in Sections 3.8.9 and 3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS,

respectively.  The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low, but DHS

acknowledges that the possible effects would be significant for all sites.  As noted in Section 3.10.9

and Appendix D, the major economic effect from an accidental release of a pathogen would be a ban

on all U.S. livestock products until the country was determined to be disease-free.  The mainland

sites have similar economic consequences regardless of the livestock populations in the region.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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PD0106

August 19, 2008 

I am calling to express my strong opposition to the location of the National Bio and Agro 
Defense facility at Manhattan, Kansas.  Everyone agrees that research and counter 
measures on foreign animal diseases are vitally important.  With the potential of a 
release, however, there are many reasons why the facility should not be located in the 
center of the United States, in the heart of the livestock industry. 

This facility should be built, but it should be built on Plum Island, New York, which is 
owned by the DHS, has infrastructures already in place, and affords more protection to 
animals and humans due to its location. 

The objective of this facility should be to protect people and animals, not to put them in 
jeopardy.  It should be located somewhere where it poses the lease risk to that which we 
are striving to protect. 

My name is James J. Raines.  I live in Colorado, but I went to school in Manhattan, 
Kansas, and I have grown up in the livestock industry.  So I feel that I’m talking from 
experience and feel that my....what I have to say should be heard. 

Thank you. 
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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: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's statement.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 21.0

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.
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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: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern. As described in Section 2.4.3 of the NBAF EIS, other potential

locations to construct the NBAF were considered during the site selection process but were

eliminated based on evaluation by the selection committee.  It was suggested during the scoping

process that the NBAF be constructed in a remote location such as an island distant from populated

areas or in a location that would be inhospitable (e.g., desert or arctic habitat) to escaped animal

hosts/vectors; however, the evaluation criteria called for proximity to research programs that could be

linked to the NBAF mission and proximity to a technical workforce.  The Plum Island Site is an

isolated location as was suggested while still meeting the requirements listed in the Expression of

Interest (EOI). 
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.3

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

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

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 5.0

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

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding infected worker leaving the NBAF and the

potential effects to local health care responders. The types of exposure pathways for the various

pathogens to be studied at the NBAF and potential consequences were evaluated in Chapter 3,

Section 3.14 of 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.  Appendix B of the NBAF EIS describes biocontainment lapses and

laboratory-acquired infections.  Laboratory-acquired infections have not been shown to be a threat to

the community at large.   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 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. The risk

of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low. DHS would offer coordination and training to

local medical personnel regarding the effects of pathogens to be studied at the NBAF.  Emergency

management plans would also include training for local law enforcement, health care, and fire and

rescue personnel.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the potential consequences from a NBAF accident or

pathogen release as the result of human error. 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
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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

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: 5                     Issue Code: 15.0

The ultimate impact on the price of food would depend on the pathogen released and the extent to

which the livestock sector would be affected.  One study by the USDA cited in the Appendix D,

actually estimates a decrease in domestic meat prices in the case of an outbreak of FMD.  The

reasoning behind this conclusion is that a full blown export ban of US meats would temporarily

increase the supply to the domestic market therefore lowering the price to US consumers.  Any

outbreak, that would lead to large scale destruction of US livestock, however, would likely result in

some price increase in the short and medium term, until the livestock population could be

replenished.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.0

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

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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Rasco, FACHE, William
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the information provided by the commentor.
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Ravitch, Diane
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 5.1

If the Plum Island Animal Disease Center is decommissioned, DHS would determine alternatives

regarding its future and would perform a separate NEPA analysis at that time.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 14.1

DHS notes the commentor's statement.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement.

 

Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 21.1

DHS notes the commentor's concern. Risks to human populations at each alternative site were

evaluated and discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.14 (Health and Safety) and Appendix E of the NBAF

EIS.  Modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas.  State-of-the-art

biocontainment facilities such as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown

Atlanta, Georgia employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be

employed in the design, construction, and operation of NBAF.

 

DHS also 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.  Chapter 3, 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. Chapter 3, 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 (TRA) was developed outside of the EIS process in accordance with the requirements

stipulated in federal regulations. The TRA is "For Official Use Only" and is not available for public

review.  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-biocontainment biological pathogens,

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-1925



 

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. The TRA

and security actions that would be implemented, based on TRA recommendations, are confidential

due to NBAF security considerations.
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Rawls, James
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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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Ready, 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.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 5.1

The proposed NBAF requires BSL-4 capability to meet mission requirements (DHS and USDA).

PIADC does not have BSL-4 laboratory or animal space, and the existing PIADC facilities are

inadequate to support a BSL-4 laboratory.  Upgrading the existing facilities to allow PIADC to meet

the current mission would be more costly than building the NBAF on Plum Island, as discussed in

Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS.
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Reavis, Michael
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.3

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement; however, it is not within the scope of the NBAF EIS, which

evaluates the environmental impact of the no action alternative and the alternatives for constructing

and operating the NBAF.
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Reese, Mary Beth
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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: 19.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The risks and associated potential effects to human health and

safety were evaluated in Section 3.14 of the NBAF EIS. The risk of an accidental release of a

pathogen is extremely low. 

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 13.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the potential effects of an accidental release on

wildlife in the vicinity of the Manhattan Campus Site. The potential impacts of an accidental release

on wildlife are addressed in Section 3.8.9.  Although the NBAF EIS acknowledges the potential for

significant impacts on wildlife in the event of an accidental release, the risk of such a release is

extremely low (see Section 3.14).   It has been shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be

safely operated in populated areas and in areas with abundant wildlife.  State-of-the-art

biocontainment facilities such as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown

Atlanta, Georgia, employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would

be employed in the design, construction, and operation of NBAF. Furthermore, the purpose of NBAF

is to combat diseases that could have significant effects on wildlife. Research at the NBAF would

include the development of vaccines for wildlife that could prevent adverse impacts from a foreign

introduction. 

 

Comment No: 4                     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.
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From: Bob Regnier [BRegnier@bankbv.com]

Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2008 11:49 AM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: NBAF Facility at Kansas State University

I would encourage the selection committee to seriously consider Kansas State University for the 
proposed new NBAF facility.  K-State with it’s existing expertise in Food Safety and Security would be a 
logical choice.  K-State has indicated that this general area is the principal focus of the University in the 
upcoming years and we sould take advantage of the existing base of knowledge and expertise that exists 
at that location.

Bob Regnier 
President  
Bank of Blue Valley
PH: 913-234-2240 
FX: 913-234-7040 
bregnier@bankbv.com

Performance Checking  
5.51% APY on your balance of $0 to $25,000
It’s easy…make at least 12 signature based debit card transactions (excluding ATM transactions) and one direct deposit or ACH 
automatic debit each statement cycle.  
For complete details, click this link to go to the Performance Checking page on our website BANKBV.COM

The information transmitted by this e-mail is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential and/or privileged 
material.  Any interception, review, retransmission, dissemination, or other use of, or taking of any action upon this information by 
persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited by law and may subject them to criminal or civil liability.  If you 
received this communication in error, please contact us immediately at (913) 338-1000, and delete this communication from any 
computer or network system.
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WD0623

Regnier, Bob
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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: 8.4

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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Remington, Colleen
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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MD0081

Reyes, Fernando
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.6

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative.
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PD0041

August 5, 2008 

My name is Betty Reynolds and I live in Person County, and I’m calling to voice my 

opposition to the National Bio and Agro Defense facility that they want to locate in 

Butner.  I feel like this is not a good place for it.  It’s a hazard to people and animals and 

the whole surrounding area in general. 

Thank you. 

Bye.

1| 25.3

Reynolds, Betty

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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From: ednarhodes@att.net

Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 11:50 AM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: nbaf

NO to NBAF in Athens!!!!!! 1|25.2

WD0707

Rhodes, Edna
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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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Rhodes, Edna
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the NBAF.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 19.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern.  A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section

3.14.
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Rich, Allen and Fay
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 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: 15.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern about the human health and safety of the surrounding

institutional residents.  Chapter 3, Section 3.14 investigates the chances of a variety of accidents that

could occur with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents.  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.  A site-specific emergency response plan would be developed and

coordinated with the local emergency management plan and individual facility plans regarding

evacuations and other emergency response measures for all potential emergency events including

accidents at the NBAF, and which would include stipulations for all special-needs populations.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 17.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern.  A discussion of existing road conditions and potential effects to

traffic and transportation at the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative are located in Chapter 3,

Section 3.11.7of the NBAF EIS. A description of transportation of infectious materials is included in

Chapter 3, Section 3.11.9 of the NBAF EIS.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 26.0

DHS notes the commenter’s concern for security of the NBAF.  Regardless of location, the NBAF

would have the levels of protection and control required by applicable DHS security directives.  A

Threat and Risk Assessment (designated as For Official Use Only) was prepared that evaluated site-

specific security issues and will be considered in the decision making process on whether or not the

NBAF is built, and, if so, where. As summarized Section 3.1 of the NBAF EIS, DHS analyzed each

environmental resource area  including air, water, groundwater, and safety in a consistent manner

across all the alternatives to allow for a fair and objective comparison among the alternatives. 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 with a minimal degree of risk, regardless of the site chosen.

 

Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that all possible pathogens to be studied at the NBAF were not

evaluated 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. The accident scenarios that were evaluated in the NBAF EIS included releases ot foot and

mouth disease virus, Rift Valley fever virus, and Nipah virus. Accidents involving all other pathogens

currently designated for study at the NBAF are effectively "bounded" by this evaluation, since these

three pathogens represent the most difficult challenge and extreme consequences of a release.
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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: 6                     Issue Code: 5.0

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. 
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Rich, Allen and Fay
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Richards, Jennifer
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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: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concerns.  Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations

(operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional acts.

Although some “accidents” are more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being

followed), the chances of an accidental release are low.  The specific objective of the hazard

identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify the likelihood and consequences

from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to identifying the potential for or likelihood of

the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this analysis provides support for the identification of

specific engineering and administrative controls to either prevent a pathogen release or mitigate the

consequences of such a release.  The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low.

The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low, but the economic effect would be

significant for all sites.  As described in Section 3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS, the economic impact of an

outbreak of foot and mouth disease virus has been previously studied and could result in a loss in the

range of $2.8 billion in the Plum Island region to $4.2 billion in the Manhattan, Kansas area over an

extended period of time.  The economic loss is mainly due to potential foreign bans on U.S. livestock

products. Although the effects of an outbreak of Rift Valley fever virus on the national economy has

not been as extensively studied, the potential economic loss due to foreign bans on livestock could be

similar to that of foot and mouth disease outbreak, while the additional cost due to its effect on the

human population could be as high as $50 billion.  There is little economic data regarding the

accidental or deliberate Nipah virus release.  However, cost would be expected to be much lower

then a release of foot and mouth  disease virus or Rift Valley fever virus as the Nipah virus vector is

not present in the western hemisphere.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern. As described in Section 2.4.3 of the NBAF EIS, other potential

locations to construct the NBAF were considered during the site selection process but were

eliminated based on evaluation by the selection committee.  It was suggested during the scoping

process that the NBAF be constructed in a remote location such as an island distant from populated

areas or in a location that would be inhospitable (e.g., desert or arctic habitat) to escaped animal

hosts/vectors; however, the evaluation criteria called for proximity to research programs that could be

linked to the NBAF mission and proximity to a technical workforce.  The Plum Island Site is an

isolated location as was suggested while still meeting the requirements listed in the Expression of

Interest (EOI).
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