
 

PD0301

August 25, 2008 

My name is Malcolm Shepherd.  I’m an employee of Full Spectrum.  We’re located in 

Jackson, Mississippi and I was just calling to voice my support of this facility being 

located in Flora. 

We don’t think there’s a better site anywhere in the country.  We have the research 

capabilities.  We have universities, medical centers here, and this is the proper place for a 

facility like that. 

I simply wanted to go on record by stating that directly.  And I do support that facility 

being located in Flora, Madison County, Mississippi. 

Again, my name is Malcolm Shepherd and I work with Full Spectrum South, a subsidiary 

of Full Spectrum, New York. 

Thank you. 
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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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From: Randy Shepherd [rshepherd@lawsconstruction.com]

Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2008 5:27 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: Research Facility

I support the proposed facility in Flora, Ms 
Randy Shepherd 
Vice President of Operations 
Laws Construction Co., Inc. 

Phone (601) 933-1990 rshepherd@lawsconstruction.com

________________________________________________________________________
Laws Construction has had this message scanned for viruses by Message Labs. 
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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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December 20082-2054



 

PD0069

August 14, 2008 

Hello,

My name is Cathy Shields.  I live in Manhattan, Kansas and I would like to express my 
opposition to the NBAF Level-4 lab being placed in Manhattan, Kansas. 

Some of my reasonings are:  One:  It has not been proven that the lab can withstand a F4 
or F5 tornado.  We just had an F4 tornado come through town on June 11, 2008 and we 
are prone to tornados in this area, and I do not want to put my family and friends at undue 
risk.

Secondly, we are in the heart of livestock country.  If a disease such as foot and mouth 
were to escape, it would be devastating to hundreds upon thousands of citizens who 
would loose their livelihoods. 

Third, we do not want the lab here to do possible contamination from leaks into the air or 
water systems. 

Four, many articles say that we have Lyme Disease and West Nile virus due to leaks at 
Plum Island.  So there’s no guarantee we won’t have a leak here. 

Another item - I don’t want to take the risk of someone from the lab doing a terroristic act 
such as what just recently happened with the anthrax. 

I strongly believe that if this lab is built, that it should be placed on Plum Island, away, as 
far away from humans as possible.  Even though it maybe more expensive to place the 
lab there initially.  I believe it’s worth the extra expense as opposed to putting that risk 
here in Kansas when we have such of our...our economy is based on livestock.  So, my 
vote is to put the lab on Plum Island, not Manhattan, Kansas.  Actually, nowhere on the 
mainland. 

Thank you for listening to my comment. 
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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 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.

 

Chapter 3, Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS investigate the chances of a variety of

accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and consequences of potential accidents.  DHS

cannot guarantee that the NBAF would never experience an accident; however, the risk of an

accidental release of a pathogen from the NBAF is extremely low. The economic impact of an

accidental release, including the impact on the livestock-related industries, is presented in Chapter 3,

Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D of the NBAF EIS. The major economic effect from an accidental

release of a pathogen would be a potential ban on all U.S. livestock products until the country was

determined to be disease-free.

 

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

 

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the NBAF.  The purpose and need for the proposed

action is discussed in Chapter 1 of the NBAF EIS.  DHS can not guarantee that the NBAF would

never experience an accident.  However, as discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, modern biosafety design

substantially diminishes the chances of a release as the primary design goal is to provide an

adequate level of redundant safety and biocontainment that would be integrated into every

component of the building.  A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section 3.14.

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement
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DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding a malicious and criminal act perpetrated by an NBAF

employee.  Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS address accident scenarios, including

internal and external events such as an "insider" criminal act and 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.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 24.1

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

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
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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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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's statement.  

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes the commentor's statement.  The economic impacts resulting from the construction and

the normal operations of the proposed NBAF at the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative are

discussed in Section 3.10.4 of the NBAF DEIS.
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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: 5.2

DHS notes the commentor's statement. As described in Section 2.3.1, DHS's site selection process

incorporated site selection criteria that included, but were not limited to, such factors as proximity to

research capabilities and workforce.  As such, some but not all of the sites selected for analysis as

reasonable alternatives in the NBAF EIS are located in subburban or sem-urban areas. It has been

shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas.  An example is

the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia, where such facilities

employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be employed in the

design, construction, and operation of NBAF.

 

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 15.2

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 Draft 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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PD0355

August 25, 2008 

This is Joan Shull in Manhattan, Kansas.  I live within a mile of where the building 

would be built, and I am not a bit happy about it considering all the animals and people 

who are in close contact with that building. 

So, I would like to register a definite no as far as I’m concerned. 

Thank you. 

1| 25.4

Shull, Joan
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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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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 21.1

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.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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PD0318

August 25, 2008 

Hi.

My name is Donna Sidorfsky.  I live in Manhattan, Kansas, and I am definitely opposed 

to having the NBAF here in Kansas.  The risks far outweigh the benefits.  Definitely a no 

vote.

Thank you very much. 

Bye.
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Sidorfsky, Donna
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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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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
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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 the NBAF.  The purpose and need for the proposed

action is discussed in Chapter 1 of the NBAF EIS.  DHS can not guarantee that the NBAF would

never experience an accident.  However, as discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, modern biosafety design

substantially diminishes the chances of a release as the primary design goal is to provide an

adequate level of redundant safety and biocontainment that would be integrated into every

component of the building.  A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section 3.14.

 

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: 23.0

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. 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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PD0122

August 20, 2008 

I’m greatly concerned about the risks and possible accidents that can happen. 

E. Robert Sinnett, 785-539-8934..785-539-8934. 

Bye.

1| 21.0

Sinnett, E. Robert
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 21.0

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: 24.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.
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PD0354

August 25, 2008 

This is Louis Slater and I work for the greater Jackson Chamber Partnership, and I would 

like to voice my comments and support of the NBAF facility that is being considered for 

Flora, Mississippi. 

This facility would be a big economic boost to our area.  It would also provide many new 

employment opportunities for young college graduates in the Jackson area. 

We believe that the greater Jackson area has all the facilities needed to make employees 

transferred here to feel welcome and would enjoy a high quality of life. 

For these reasons, I would like to add my support to this proposal. 

Thank you. 

1| 24.5

Slater, Louis
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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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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 21.3

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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From: Barrett Slenning [barrett_slenning@ncsu.edu]

Sent: Friday, June 27, 2008 3:10 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: DEIS Correction: Vehicles per day for the Butner site

Attachments: Granville County 2006 AADT Map.pdf; Pages from nbaf_deis_chapter3_3.9_3.13.pdf

An issue has been brought to our attention on DEIS 3-324.  The estimate

for trips per day on the bordering roads are incorrect.  Please see the

communications and attached documents for the correct data.  In short:

1. Avg vehicles per day, Old Hwy 75 - 4800-6200 (depending on roadway

section; we believe an average of the two is credible)

2. One-time estimate of vehicles per day, Range Road - 381.

It appears the incorrect data are actually the road segment distances

shown on the attached map, not vehicle counts.  Let me know if this is

sufficient.

--- Barrett

-------- Original Message --------

Subject:        FW: AADT on Range Road and Old 75

Date:   Tue, 24 Jun 2008 15:14:22 -0400

From:   Brian Alligood <brian.alligood@granvillecounty.org>

To:     Barrett Slenning <barrett_slenning@ncsu.edu>, <bdslenni@unity.ncsu.edu>

Dr. Slenning,

It looks like someone misread the 2006 NCDOT AADT map of Granville

County and took the section mileage to be the AADT count.  Below is an

e-mail from Shelby Powell, Kerr-Tar COG Transportation Planner, that

lists the correct numbers.  Please let me know if you need anything

else.  Thanks.

1| 17.3
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Slenning, Barrett
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 17.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the reported potential for a large increase in average

daily traffic volume from NBAF operations at the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.  This

projected large increase in traffic volume from NBAF operations, as reported in Section 3.11.7.3.1 of

the NBAF EIS, was based on incorrect values for average daily taffic (ADT) on the primary traffic

corridors servicing the NBAF. The corrected values for average daily taffic volume on Range Road of

381 vehicles per day (impact to traffic of 2.6% increase) and on Old Highway 75 of 5,500 vehicles per

day (impact to traffic of 0.2% increase) demonstrate low projected impact to the traffic and

transportation infrastructure from the NBAF operations at the Umstead Research Farm Site

Alternative. DHS will modify the NBAF EIS to reflect these corrections.
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-Brian

Brian M. Alligood

Granville County Manager

P.O. Box 906

Oxford, North Carolina 27565

Phone:  919-693-5240

Fax:  919-690-1766

E-mail:  brian.alligood@granvillecounty.org

<mailto:brian.alligood@granvillecounty.org>

Web:  www.granvillecounty.org

*From:* Shelby Powell [mailto:spowell@kerrtarcog.org]

*Sent:* Tuesday, June 24, 2008 12:20 PM

*To:* Brian Alligood

*Subject:* RE: AADT on Range Road and Old 75

Brian -

I have the 2006 GIS data from NCDOT - the latest counts they've publicly

released on Old 75 are from 2005. On Old 75 north of 33rd St, the 2005

AADT is 4800. On Old 75 west of Veazey Rd, the 2005 AADT is 6200. NCDOT

does not have counts for the SR 1121 section of Range Road in Granville

County; however, the RPO did a raw 24-hour count in 2005 in preparation

for your CTP. Our AADT number for Range Road near Old 75 (on the SR 1121

section) was 381. I don't know where those 2 vehicle per day numbers

came from....I can look into it w/ NCDOT staff if you'd like though.

(I'm leaving the office for the day in a few minutes, but you can reach

me on my cell - 919-428-0781) or I can respond to email tomorrow when I

return).

Hope this helps!

Shelby

-- 

====================================================

Slenning, Barrett
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Barrett D. Slenning MS, DVM, MPVM

   Population Health & Pathobiology Dept

   College of Veterinary Medicine, Campus Box 8401

   North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC  27606

   email:  barrett_slenning<at>ncsu<dot>edu

   ph: 919.513.6324     fax: 919.513.6464

Slenning, Barrett
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From: Barrett Slenning [barrett_slenning@ncsu.edu]

Sent: Friday, June 27, 2008 3:11 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: DEIS Correction2: typos in the NC description

Following are three small typographical errors we have identified:

1. 2-22 (item 2.3.6) incorrectly identifies the NC site as being owned

by NC State University.  The University has land immediately north of

the site, but the site itself (and all of the Umstead Research Farm) is

owned and operated by the NC Department of Agriculture, Research Farms

Division.

2. 3-283 (Just after the start of section 3.10.7.1.2.1 - Population)

refers to "South Milledge", when it should be referring to the Umstead

Farm site.

3. 3-290 (near top of page) mentions '51.5 billion' in tax generation

when it should be 51.5 million.  The associated table is correct.

--- Barrett

====================================================

Barrett D. Slenning MS, DVM, MPVM

  Population Health & Pathobiology Dept

  College of Veterinary Medicine, Campus Box 8401

  North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC  27606

  email:  barrett_slenning<at>ncsu<dot>edu

  ph: 919.513.6324     fax: 919.513.6464
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Slenning, Barrett
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 6.3

DHS notes the error. The ownership of the Umstead Research Farm Site has been changed to the

NC Department of Agriculture, Research Farms Division in Section 2.3.6 of the NBAF EIS.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 15.3

The incorrect reference to the "South Milledge Avenue Site" in Section 3.10.7.1.2 of the NBAF EIS

will be deleted and replaced with "Umstead Research Farm Site" in the FEIS.

 

The incorrect reference to the estimated amount of additional taxes that would be generated during

the NBAF construction phase as $51.5 billion in Section 3.10.7.1.2 of the NBAF EIS will be deleted

and replaced with the correct amount of $51.5 million in the FEIS. 
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Smith, Carmen
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.0

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.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 25.4

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

 

Comment No: 3                     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.

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-2077



 

PD0348

August 25, 2008 

Hello.

My name is David Smith.  I’m the Staff Engineer with the North Carolina Department of 

Transportation.  I’m calling on behalf of my supervisor, Debra Barber.  She’s the 

Director of Preconstruction with the North Carolina Department of Transportation. 

We’re wanting to make a comment on Site 5, the Umstead Research Farm site in Butner, 

North Carolina.  On page 3-322, we’d like to note that if the Butner site is selected, that 

roadway improvements through our network will have to be evaluated for endangered 

species and historic properties.  And on page 3-324, in Section 3.11.7.3.1 Highways and 

Roads of Operation Consequences, paragraph two has an error.  It says that there are 2.0 

and 2.2 vehicles per day, respectively, by the North Carolina Department of 

Transportation in 2006.  We’ll be submitting the corrections for that in the next day or so.  

But just wanted to let you know that in that second paragraph it’s saying that trips would 

be increased by 476 percent to the 2.0 and 2.2 is an error, and we will be submitting that 

corrected information. 

We’re North Carolina Department of Transportation at 919-733-9425. 

Thank you very much. 
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Smith, David
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 17.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the reported potential for a large increase in average

daily traffic volume from NBAF operations at the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.  This

projected large increase in traffic volume from NBAF operations, as reported in Section 3.11.7.3.1 of

the NBAF EIS, was based on incorrect values for average daily taffic (ADT) on the primary traffic

corridors servicing the NBAF. The corrected values for average daily taffic volume on Range Road of

381 vehicles per day (impact to traffic of 2.6% increase) and on Old Highway 75 of 5,500 vehicles per

day (impact to traffic of 0.2% increase) demonstrate low projected impact to the traffic and

transportation infrastructure from the NBAF operations at the Umstead Research Farm Site

Alternative. DHS will modify the NBAF EIS to reflect these corrections.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 13.3

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding endangered species and historic resources in the

vicinity of the Umstead Research Farm Site. As descirbed in Section 3.11.7.3.1 of the NBAF EIS,

improvements to Old Route 75 and Range Road are proposed projects in the Granville County

Comprehensive Transportation Plan (GCCTP), which has been adopted by NCDOT and Granville

County. Since these projects are not dependant on the NBAF, impacts to endangered species and

historic properties would be conducted by NCDOT during their environmental review process.  The

conceptual design for the proposed Umstead Research Farm Site includes a new road that would

connect the facility with Range Road.  This new road would follow the course of an existing dirt road;

and therefore, would be unlikely to affect endangered species or historic resources.   

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 14.3

See response to Comment No. 1.
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PD0138

August 18, 2008 

Hello,

My name is Donna Smith.  I live in Manhattan, Kansas and I do not want the NBAF in 

my home town or anywhere on the mainland. 

Keep it on Plum Island. 

1| 25.4
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Smith, Donna
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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 opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.

 

Comment No: 3                     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 20082-2079



 

Smith, Emma 

Page 1 of 1

 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative and support

for upgrading PIADC.  However, 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.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
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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: 21.1

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the siting, construction and operation of the NBAF.

Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS investigate the chances of a variety of accidents that

could occur and consequences of those accidents.  Accidents could occur in the form of procedural

violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

The need for evacuation under accident conditions is considered to be a very low probability event.

Evacuation would not be needed in case of an accidental release of foot and mouth disease virus

because it is not a public health threat. Cats, dogs, and other non-cloven hoofed household pets are

not affected by foot and mouth disease.
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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: 21.1

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the NBAF.  The purpose and need for the proposed

action is discussed in Chapter 1 of the NBAF EIS.  DHS can not guarantee that the NBAF would

never experience an accident.  However, as discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, modern biosafety design

substantially diminishes the chances of a release as the primary design goal is to provide an

adequate level of redundant safety and biocontainment that would be integrated into every

component of the building.  A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section 3.14.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's statement.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 19.1

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the NBAF.  The purpose and need for the proposed

action is discussed in Chapter 1 of the NBAF EIS.  DHS can not guarantee that the NBAF would

never experience an accident.  However, as discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, modern biosafety design

substantially diminishes the chances of a release as the primary design goal is to provide an

adequate level of redundant safety and biocontainment that would be integrated into every

component of the building.  A discussion of human health and safety is included in Section 3.14.

 

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.
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