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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 23.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative based on safety
concerns. The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment
technologies, and operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of
worker and public safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal,
state, and local laws and regulations.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern. 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. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen from the NBAF is extremely low.
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 health consequences of potential accidents, Accidents
could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena
accidents,, external events, and intentional acts. A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (TRA)
(designated at "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 would be 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 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: 1
Issue Code: 25.3
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 18.3
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding incineration and waste management. DHS notes the
commentors’ concern regarding incineration and waste management. Section 3.13.2.2 of the NBAF
EIS addresses the technologies being considered for the treatment of animal carcasses and
pathological waste. In addition, Table 3.13.2.2-4 provides a brief description and comparison of the
three most likely technologies being considered (i.e., incineration, alkaline hydrolysis, and rendering).
The final design for the NBAF would probably include more than one technology for the treatment of
these wastes. Factors that may be considered in making this technology decision include individual
site requirements and restrictions, air emissions, liquid and solid waste stream by-products, and
operation and maintenance requirements. Because the method of carcass and pathological waste
disposal has not yet been determined, Section 3.4 assumes that the treatment technology with the
greatest potential to negatively impact air quality, incineration, will be used to assess the maximum
adverse effect. Similarly, because alkaline hydrolysis would have the greatest impact on sanitary
sewage capacity, Section 3.3 assumes that alkaline hydrolysis (performed in a tissue digester) would
be used to assess the maximum sanitary sewage impacts.
Any technology used to dispose of carcasses and pathological waste would have to be built and
operated in accordance with federal, state and local regulations, as well as permit requirements.
These regulations and permit requirements would specify emissions limits, monitoring, and reporting
requirements as appropriate. The public would have an opportunity to review and comment on
proposed emissions limits, and monitoring requirements as part of the permitting process.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 12.3
DHS notes the commentor's water quality concerns and DHS acknowledges the current regional
drought conditions. As described in Section 3.7.7.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Granville Water
and Sewer Authority has 3 to 4 million gallons per day of excess potable water capacity and could
meet NBAF's need of approximately 110,000 gallons per day, currently less than 0.4% of the
Authority's total current capacity. The NBAF annual potable water usage is expected to be
approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 210 residential homes. The NBAF will be
operated in accordance with the applicable protocols and regulations pertaining to stormwater
management, erosion control, spill prevention, and waste management. Section 3.13.8 describes the
waste management processes that would be used to control and dispose of NBAF's liquid and solid
waste. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.7.7 describe standard methods used to prevent and mitigate potential
spills and runoff affects.
Comment No: 2
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DHS notes the commentor’s concern for air quality. The potential effects of NBAF operations on air
quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS and includes the potential effects from
incineration. Site-specific effects at the Umstead Research Farm Site are discussed in Section 3.4.7.
Air pollutant concentrations were estimated using SCREEN3, a U.S. EPA dispersion modeling
program. Conservative assumptions were used to ensure the probable maximum effects were
evaluated. Once the final design is determined, a more refined air emissions model will be used
during the permitting process. The final design would ensure that the NBAF does not significantly
affect the region's ability to meet air quality standards.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.3
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: 3
Issue Code: 2.0
DHS notes the commentor's concerns. Should the decision be made to build the NBAF, the NBAF
would be designed and operated taking into consideration site-specific factors to ensure the
maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment.
The U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for determining funding priorities for
government programs. DHS would maintain the NBAF and ancillary facilities in compliance with
applicable environmental, safety, and health requirements and provide for safe operation and
maintenance.
Section 7524 of the Food, Conservation and Energy Act of 2008 (Farm Bill) directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to issue a permit to the Secretary of Homeland Security for work on live virus foot and
mouth disease at any facility that is the successor to the Plum Island Animal Disease Center. There
are no limitations as to where in the United States the facility can be built.
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Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 20.3
DHS notes the commentors’ concerns regarding safeguarding the confined populations. 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. As noted in
response to Comments No. 2, site-specific protocols would be developed, in coordination with local
emergency response agencies, which would address special consideration populations residing
within the local area.
Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 19.3

DHS would offer coordination and training to local medical personnel regarding the effects of
pathogens to be studied at the NBAF. Further, emergency management plans would also include
training for local law enforcement, health care, and fire and rescue personnel.
Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 8.3
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the infrastructure improvements required for the
NBAF operation at the Umstead Research Farm Site. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.11.7 of the NBAF EIS
include an assessment of the current utility and transportation infrastructure, the potential impact and
effects from construction and operation of the NBAF, and the planned utility and transportation
improvements to meet the operational requirements of the NBAF. Funding for the design,
construction, and operation of the NBAF would come from the federal government. Proposals for
offsets to the site infrastructure (part of the construction costs) were requested by DHS. The decision
as to what to offer (land donation, funding, other assets) is solely at the discretion of the consortium,
state and local officials as part of the consortium bid site package. The amount of funding and how
the funding is paid for (bonds, taxes, etc) is determined by the state and local government officials
and is not the decision of the federal government.
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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 commentors' concerns regarding risks associated with NBAF operations. The NBAF
would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to
fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the
NBAF EIS present the analyses of a variety of accidents that could occur and the potential
consequences. 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.
As discussed in Section 3.14.3.4, employees and contractors would be screened prior to employment
or engagement and monitored while working, among other security measures. In addition, oversight
of NBAF operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6, would be conducted in part by the Institutional
Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes community representative participation, and the APHIS
Animal Research Policy and Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.6
DHS notes the Congressmen's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative.

1| 24.6
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Comment No: 1
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.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

1| 27.0
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 5.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 15.1
DHS notes the commentors’ opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative. Section 3.10.6 of the
NBAF EIS presents the conclusion that there would be no expected adverse effect on property
values. The housing market would be able to meet the increase in housing demand, and it is
possible that with the relocation of highly skilled workers to the immediate area, property values could
increase due to an increase in demand. There is no empirical evidence that a facility such as the
NBAF would reduce property values in the study area. Therefore, the overall effect of the NBAF on
housing market conditions would be negligible.
Comment No: 2

Issue Code: 19.1

DHS notes the commentors' concerns regarding dangers associated with NBAF operations. The
NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety
and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment. Section 3.14 and Appendix E of
the NBAF EIS present the analyses of a variety of accidents that could occur and the potential
consequences. 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. In fact, the Plum
Island Site has a lower potential impact in case of a release due both to the water barrier around the
island and the lack of livestock and susceptible wildlife species.
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WD0811

From:

Sherwin, Brie [brie.sherwin@ttu.edu]

Sent:

Monday, August 25, 2008 5:40 PM

To:

nbafprogrammanager@dhs.gov

Subject:

EIS Comments

Attachments: NBAF letter.pdf

Attached please find EIS Comments submitted by the Texas Tech University Center for
Biodefense, Law & Public Policy.
Thank you.
Brie Sherwin
Assistant Director, Center for Biodefense, Law & Public Policy
Texas Tech University School of Law
1802 Hartford Avenue
Lubbock, Texas 79409-004
806.742.3990 x319
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WD0811
August 25,2008
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Science and Technology Directorate
James V. Johnson
Mail Stop
245 Murray Lane, SW, Building 4 10
Washington, DC 20528

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 1.0
DHS notes the commentor's support for the NBAF and its research mission. 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.

To Whom It May Concern:
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Center for Biodefense,
Law and Public Policy, Texas Tech University, offers the following comments regarding the
proposed National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF).
The Center for Biodefense, Law and Public Policy, was established in 2002 at the Texas Tech
University School of Law, as a multidisciplinary effort by Texas Tech University to perform
research addressing public policy and legal issues in biodefense. Since its inception, the Center
for Biodefense, Law and Public Policy's budget has been doubled through grants and other
means of support while increasing Ccntcr's significance in the biodefense arena through the
addition of a Law and Biodefense Certificate program for law students and further by performing
support work for agencies and organizations such as the National Institute of Health

1| 1.0

The Center for Biodefense. Law and Public Policy supports the U.S. plan to build a National Bio
economic importance of the agricultural sector in the U.S. and
and Agro Defense Facility.
its importance to homeland security makes it imperative to establish adequate research and
It is
response capacity against potential hiothreats, both intentional and naturally emerging
clear that a research facility devoted to the development of potential bioterrorism
countermeasures and the study of biological threats as a result of
diseases could vastly
improve the United States defense capabilities against a terrorist attack with biological roots.
Further, upon review of the six potential alternative locations and a detailed look at the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) the Texas Tech
for Biodefense, Law and Public
Policy offer the following comments.
The DEIS evaluates the possible negative impact by the proposed action on existing natural and
human environment, as well as the
impacts on human health and the environment that
could result from the construction and operation of the NBAF in one of the six alternative
locations. The DEIS evaluation of Potential Adverse Effects for Normal Operations shows
minimal differences between the six proposed locations, and no differences in Potential
DEIS Executive Summary, Table ES-3, and
Beneficial Effects for Normal Operations
DEIS 3-5 1).
no significant effects to environmental or human resources
The DEIS further states that
and
would he expected from any of the alternatives." (NBAF DEIS Executive Summary,
3-510). However, there would be
beneficial effects to biological resources
(wildlife), economies, and health and safety [that] could occur with the development of new
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2| 4.0

3| 19.0

4| 15.6
5| 8.6

6| 15.0

7| 21.0

vaccines, diagnostic procedures, or rapid responses to potential FAD outbreaks."
DEIS
Executive Summary, Table ES-3, and DEIS 3-510). Significant Beneficial Effects are defined as
that would greatly improve current conditions."
DEIS Executive Summary,
Table ES-3, and DEIS 3-511). In short, the potential for development of life saving vaccine
countcrmcasures at the facility, along with the possibility of decreasing response time through
necessary research and development must be placed at the forefront of all impact analysis.
While the DEIS analyses in more or less detail the beneficial effects of NBAF on biological
resources and the socioeconomics of the proposed alternative sites, DEIS Section 3.14 lacks a
detailed analysis of the Health and Safety beneficial effects mentioned in DEIS
The
Health and Safety Analysis in Section 3.14 describes the different adverse effects of resulting
accident or intentional release of the FMD,
or Hendra viruses at each proposed site.
However, it fails to explain how the likelihood of success in the development of new vaccines,
the design and deployment of new diagnostic procedures, or
response to potential outbreaks
NBAF in each of the possible alternative sites. In order
would be affected by the location
to be reviewed it is our opinion that this issue must be
for a thorough and complete
addressed and included in any subsequent reports.
Among sites considered, it should be noted that the San Antonio region has a unique resource
to any of the other sites. As part of ongoing bioterrorism preparedness efforts, San Antonio
hosted the Pale Horse AMMEDEX 2002 biodefense exercise to
at the local level, the
challenges and complexities that medical practitioners, facilities, and agencies in the public,
private, and military sector will face when confronted with a covert terrorist attack that results in
a major public health emergency." AMMEDEX had the distinction of being the first national
exercise to include a civilian law component, which provided opportunities to
with military lawyers where a civilian-military community exists and for other scenarios
where both sectors must work together. This civilian law component was led by the Texas Tech
University, Center for Biodefense, Law and Public Policy, Director, Victoria Sutton.
In conclusion, upon review of the DEIS several points stood out as significant. First, it appears
from analyzing the tables included within the DEIS (ES-I that the difference between the six
alternatives sites impact on the Environment is negligible. More information on the distinctions
bctwccn the sites is needed, including the differences in the proximity to densely populated
areas. Because none of the existing alternative sites contain negative impacts over the moderate
level, it is even more critical to adequately develop the worst-casc scenarios for each site, and it
is our opinion that this part of the report, Appendix D, should be more thoroughly developed for
each site.

Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 4.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement. 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.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 19.0
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. Additional beneficial effects are
presented in Section 3.10.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 15.6
DHS notes the commentor’s viewpoint.
Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 8.6

DHS notes the commentor's statement.
Comment No: 6

Issue Code: 15.0

DHS notes commentor's request for additional information. Appendix C provides detailed information
on the populations surrounding each of the proposed sites, including demographic information.
Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 21.0
Appendix D utilizes a case study and literature review approach for assessing the potential economic
consequence should one of the pathogens proposed for study at the NBAF be released to the
environment

Sincerely,
J.D., Director, Center for Biodefense, Law Public Policy
Dr. Victoria Sutton,
Brie Sherwin,
Assistant Director, Center for Biodefcnse, Law Public Policy
Jaume Canaves, Fellow, Center for Biodefense, Law Public Policy
Chris Gardner, J.D., Fellow, Center for Biodefense, Law Public Policy
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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 opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative in favor of the Plum
Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.0
See response to Comment No. 2.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 21.4
DHS notes the commentor's concern. 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. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen from the NBAF is extremely low.
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 health consequences of potential accidents, Accidents
could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena
accidents,, external events, and intentional acts. A separate Threat and Risk Assessment (TRA)
(designated at "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 would be 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 pathogens, critical information related to the potential for adverse
consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the NEPA process.
As discussed in Section 3.14.3.4, employees and contractors will be screened prior to employment or
engagement and monitored while working, among other security measures. In addition, oversight of
NBAF operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6, would be conducted in part by the Institutional
Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes community representative participation, and the APHIS
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.
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
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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.

The economic impact of an accidental release, including the impact on the livestock-related
industries, is presented in Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D. 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.
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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: 21.2
DHS notes the commentors’ concern and acknowledges the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue
Site to the State Botanical Garden. As described in Section 3.8.3.1.1 of the NBAF EIS, 80% of the
site consists of pasture, and the adjacent lands consist of forested lands and small, perennial
headwater streams. Approximately 30 acres of open pasture, 0.2 acres of forested habitat, and less
than 0.1 acres of wetlands would be affected by the NBAF. However, construction and normal
operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the State Botanical Garden as indicated in
Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3.
To minimize risks to wildlife, livestock, and humans, the NBAF would be designed and constructed
using modern biocontainment technologies, and operated by trained staff and security personnel to
ensure the maximum level of worker and public safety and least risk to the environment in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
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 operation of the NBAF. An
analysis of potential consequences of a pathogen (e.g., Rift Valley fever virus) becoming established
in native mosquito populations is addressed in Sections 3.8.9, 3.10.9, and 3.14.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and acknowledges current regional drought
conditions. As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site would
use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is approximately 0.76%
of Athens’ current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The NBAF annual potable
water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 228 residential
homes.
Comment No: 4

Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentor's concern that all possible pathogens to be studied at the NBAF are not
listed in the NBAF EIS. The pathogens to be studied at the NBAF as provided in Chapter 2, Section
2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS include Foot and Mouth Disease virus, Classical Swine Fever virus, Vesicular
Stomatitis virus, Rift Valley Fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African Swine Fever virus.
Should the NBAF be directed to study any pathogens not included in the list of pathogens included in
the NBAF EIS, DHS and USDA would conduct an evaluate of the new pathogen(s) to determine if the
potential challenges and consequences were bounded by the current study. If not, a new risk
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assessment would be prepared and a separate NEPA evaluation may be required.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 7.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the visual effects of the NBAF at the South Milledge
Avenue Site, which are described in Section 3.2.3 of the NBAF EIS. DHS recognizes that the NBAF
would be a distinctive visible feature and would alter the viewshed of the area.
Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 21.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding safe facility operations. 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. An analysis of potential consequences of a
pathogen (e.g., Rift Valley fever virus) becoming established in native mosquito populations,
particularly in warm, humid climates, was evaluated in Sections 3.8.9, 3.10.9, and 3.14 of the NBAF
EIS.
Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 15.2
DHS notes the commentors’ concern regarding poverty and property values. The economic effects of
the NBAF are discussed in Section 3.10.3 of the NBAF EIS. Labor income from construction of the
NBAF is projected at approximately $150 million while NBAF operations would generate
approximately $28 million in wages annually.
There is no empirical evidence that a facility such as the NBAF would reduce property values in the
study area. As discussed in Section 3.10.3.3, the housing market would be able to meet the increase
in housing demand (326 employees in total), relative to the estimated growth of the existing
population between 2007 and 2012 (13,663). It is possible that with the relocation of highly skilled
workers to the immediate area, property values could increase due to an increase in demand.
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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: 13.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue Site to the
Botanical Garden. As indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3 of the NBAF EIS, construction and
normal operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the State Botanical Garden. The
NBAF would affect primarily pasture areas that have low wildlife habitat value due to their disturbed
condition, lack of native vegetation, and lack of wildlife food and cover. The forested portion of the
South Milledge Avenue Site along the Oconee River is a high value riparian wildlife corridor that
connects the Botanical Garden with Whitehall Forest. However, impacts to the forested riparian area
would be minor (0.2 acre), and these impacts would occur within the existing pasture fence-line in
areas that have been disturbed by grazing. The high value forested riparian corridor would be
preserved; and therefore, the proposed NBAF would not have significant direct impacts on wildlife.
The potential impacts of an accidental release on wildlife are addressed in Section 3.8.9 of the NBAF
EIS. Although the NBAF EIS acknowledges the potential for significant wildlife impacts 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: 3
Issue Code: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding air quality. The potential effects of NBAF operations
on air quality are discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS and includes the potential effects from
incineration. Site-specific effects at the South Milledge Avenue Site are discussed in Section 3.4.3.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 9.2
DHS notes the commentor's concerns. The potential effects of NBAF operations on air quality are
discussed in Section 3.4 of the NBAF EIS and includes the potential effects from incineration. Sitespecific effects at the South Milledge Avenue Site are discussed in Section 3.4.3. Air pollutant
concentrations were estimated using SCREEN3, a U.S. EPA dispersion modeling program.
Conservative assumptions were used to ensure the probable maximum effects were evaluated.
Once the final design is determined, a more refined air emissions model would be used during the
permitting process. The final design will ensure that the NBAF does not significantly affect the
region's ability to meet air quality standards.
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MD0013

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: 12.3
DHS notes the commentor’s water supply concerns and DHS acknowledges current regional drought
conditions. As described in Section 3.7.7.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Granville Water and Sewer
Authority has 3 to 4 million gallons per day of excess potable water capacity and could meet NBAF's
need of approximately 110,000 gallons per day, less than 0.4% of the Authority's total current
capacity. The NBAF potable water usage is comparable to 210 residential homes' annual potable
water usage.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 21.3
DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the siting, construction and operation of the NBAF at

1| 25.3

the the Umstead Research Farm Site. 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.

2| 12.3

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.

3| 21.3
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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: 5.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue 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.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 12.2

DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and acknowledges current regional drought
conditions. As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site would
use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is approximately 0.76%
of Athens’ current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The NBAF annual potable
water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 228 residential
homes.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 13.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue Site to the
State Botanical Garden. As indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3 of the NBAF EIS, construction
and normal operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the State Botanical Garden. The
NBAF would affect primarily pasture areas that have low wildlife habitat value due to their disturbed
condition, lack of native vegetation, and lack of wildlife food and cover. The forested portion of the
South Milledge Avenue Site along the Oconee River is a high value riparian wildlife corridor that
connects the State Botanical Garden with Whitehall Forest. However, impacts to the forested riparian
area would be minor (0.2 acre), and these impacts would occur within the existing pasture fence-line
in areas that have been disturbed by grazing. The high value forested riparian corridor would be
preserved; and therefore, the proposed NBAF would not have significant direct impacts on wildlife
dispersal between the State Botanical Garden and Whitehall Forest. Section 3.5.5.3 addresses
operational noise impacts associated with the proposed NBAF. Minor noise impacts would result from
an increase in traffic and operation of the facility’s filtration, heating, and cooling systems. Section
3.5.5.3 describes noise-attenuating design features that would minimize noise emissions. In the event
of a power outage, operation of back-up generators could have a short-term impact on wildlife by
discouraging utilization of immediately adjacent habitats. Routine operations at the NBAF would not
be likely to have significant noise impacts on wildlife. Security requirements at the proposed NBAF
would require continuous outdoor nighttime lighting. Nighttime lighting has the potential to impact
wildlife through astronomical and ecological light pollution. Mitigation measures, such as the use of
shielded lighting, will be considered in the final design of the NBAF. The use of shielded lighting
would minimize the potential for impacts in adjacent habitats.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 21.1
DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative. The NBAF EIS fully
analyzes the Plum Island Site Alternative. The conclusions expressed in Section 3.14 of the NBAF
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EIS show that even though the Plum Island Site has a lower potential impact in case of a release, the
probability of a release is low at all sites. The lower potential effect is due both to the water barrier
around the island and the lack of livestock and susceptible wildlife species.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 27.0
DHS notes the information submitted by the commentor.
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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 support for the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the NBAF, particularly the Manhattan Campus Site
Alternative.
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.0
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 5.0
See response for Comment No: 1.
Comment No: 3

Issue Code: 21.0

DHS notes the commentor’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) (TRA) 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.
Comment No: 4
Issue Code: 23.0
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

1| 25.0
2| 5.0

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.DHS would maintain the NBAF and ancillary facilities in compliance with
applicable environmental, safety, and health requirements and provide for safe operation and

3| 21.0

maintenance.

4| 23.0

Comment No: 5

Issue Code: 4.4

DHS notes the commentor's concerns regarding the location and timing of the NBAF EIS public
meeting held in Manhattan, Kansas. Upon completion of the NBAF Draft EIS, it was published
without delay and public meetings were then scheduled in each of the communities being evaluated
for siting the NBAF during the ensuing 60-day public comment period. DHS gave preference to
holding meetings at locations in each community proximal to the proposed NBAF site and at
appropriate meeting venues offering sufficient space to accommodate anticipated attendance levels.
5| 4.4

DHS recognizes that it is not possible to hold a public meeting at a time and place that is convenient
to every interested person, and therefore provides alternate means of submitting comments to
provide multiple opportunities to participate in the NEPA process. In addition to oral comment at the
public meetings, DHS also accepted comments submitted by mail, telephone and fax lines, and
online through the NBAF Web page (http://www.dhs.gov/nbaf). All comments, both oral and written,
received during the comment period were given equal consideration and have been responded to in
this NBAF Final EIS.
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5 cont.| 4.4

Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 23.0
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the NBAF. As presented in Section 1.1 of the NBAF
EIS, the NBAF research mission would be based on current pathogen and disease risk assessments,
subject to change as threats and risk assessments change. 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 evaluation 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.
There are four biosafety levels (BSL) used to designate and regulate lab work with microorganisms.

6| 23.4
0

2-2804

The range is BSL-1 in which the microorganisms are not known to cause disease in healthy adult
human beings to BSL-4 in which the microorganisms pose a risk of life-threatening disease and for
which there is no known vaccine or therapy.
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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: 13.2
DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue Site to the
State Botanical Garden and the Middle Oconee River. As indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3 of
the NBAF EIS, construction and normal operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the
State Botanical Garden. The NBAF would affect primarily pasture areas that have low wildlife habitat
value due to their disturbed condition, lack of native vegetation, and lack of wildlife food and cover.
The forested portion of the NBAF site along the Oconee River is a high-value riparian wildlife corridor
that connects the State Botanical Garden with Whitehall Forest. However, impacts to the forested
riparian area would be minor (0.2 acre), and these impacts would occur within the existing pasture
fence-line in areas that have been disturbed by grazing. Construction would occur primarily on
disturbed pasture areas, and the high value forested riparian corridor would be retained. Section
3.5.5.3 describes noise-attenuating design features that would minimize operational noise emissions.
In the event of a power outage, operation of back-up generators could have a short-term impact on
wildlife by discouraging utilization of immediately adjacent habitats. Routine operations at the NBAF
would not be likely to have significant noise impacts on wildlife. Security requirements at the
proposed NBAF would require continuous outdoor nighttime lighting. Nighttime lighting has the
potential to impact wildlife through astronomical and ecological light pollution. Lighting would have
the potential for adverse impacts (i.e., repulsion and interference with foraging behavior) on resident
wildlife immediately adjacent to the NBAF. Mitigation measures, such as the use of shielded lighting,
will be considered in the final design of the NBAF. Given the relatively low profile of the building and
the use of mitigation measures, significant lighting impacts on migratory birds would not be likely to
occur.

1| 13.2

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 other species of 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
1 cont.| 13.2

operation of the NBAF. Furthermore, the purpose of the 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.
Retention of the forested buffer and the use of other mitigation measures would minimize potential
impacts on the Middle Oconee River. As described in Section 3.8.3.2.3, best management practices

2| 12.2

2-2806

and requirements for a stormwater pollution prevention plan would mitigate potential erosion and
sedimentation impacts during the construction process. As described in Section 3.8.3.3.3, low impact
design (LID) features would be used to minimize the potential for adverse impacts associated with
stormwater runoff from the completed facility. Preliminary LID measures that are being considered
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include pervious pavement in both parking lots and pedestrian walkways, capturing and using roof
runoff for landscape watering, and grading parking lots to filter storm water through landscaped
areas.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 12.2
DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and DHS acknowledges current regional drought
conditions. As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site
alternative would use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water an amount that is
approximately 0.76% of Athens current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage. The
NBAF annual potable water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount
consumed by 228 residential homes.. The South Milledge Avenue Site alternative would have
access to 3 surface water resources: the North Oconee River, the Middle Oconee River, and the
Jackson County Bear Creek Reservoir. The access to 3 surface water resources will help ensure the
availability of water in the event that any one of those sources becomes in adequate.
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Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 5.0
DHS notes the commentor's concern. 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.

3| 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 multi-disciplinary team of engineers, scientists, lawyers, academics
and communicators from the departments of Homeland Security, Agriculture, Health and Human
Services, and Defense 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: 4
Issue Code: 23.0
DHS notes the commentor's statement. As described in Section 2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS, supporting
laboratory modules include insectary spaces necessary to support the research. The BSL-2 insectary
is for the combined functions of breeding, rearing, manipulating, and holding/incubating of arthropod
vectors used in the research programs. Other insectary research spaces within BSL-3E and BSL-

4| 23.0

5| 4.0

3Ag would be used for holding infected live insects or arthropods and for virus transmission studies to
and from both infected and non-infected large animals and small animals.
Comment No: 5
Issue Code: 4.0
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

6| 25.2
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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.

December 2008

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment No: 6
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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Comment No: 7
Issue Code: 5.1
DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative in favor of the
Plum Island Site Alternative.

6 cont.| 25.2
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 27.0
DHS notes the information submitted by the commentors.

1| 27.0
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 27.0
DHS notes the information submitted by the commentors.
MD0062
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.4
DHS notes the Senator's and Congressmen's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
MD0054
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 21.0
DHS notes the Senator's and Congressmen's concern that avian diseases are not included in the
evaluations conducted in the NBAF EIS. The pathogens to be studied at the NBAF as provided in
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS include Foot and Mouth Disease virus, Classical Swine
Fever virus, Vesicular Stomatitis virus, Rift Valley Fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African
Swine Fever virus. Should the NBAF be directed to study any pathogens not included in the list of
pathogens included in the NBAF EIS, DHS and USDA would conduct an evaluate of the new
pathogen(s) to determine if the potential challenges and consequences were bounded by the current
study. If not, a new risk assessment would be prepared and a separate NEPA evaluation may be
required.
Comment No: 3
Issue Code: 23.0
See response to Comment No. 2.
1| 24.4

2| 21.0
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Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 24.1
DHS notes the Senator’s and Congressman’s support for PIADC at its current mission and opposition
to upgrading it to include BSL-4 capabilities or siting the proposed NBAF on Plum Island. In order to
bridge a capability gap in the nations’ coordinated biodefense strategy and comply with the Homeland
Security Presidential Directive 9, DHS proposes to build an integrated research, development, test
and evaluation facility to address current and future biological and agricultural threats from natural
and manmade sources. The purpose of the NBAF would be to develop tests to detect foreign animal
and zoonotic diseases (transmitted from animals to humans) and develop vaccines (or other
countermeasures such as antiviral therapies) to protect agriculture and food systems in the United
States. The NBAF would enhance U.S. biodefense capabilities with modern and high-security
(required BSL-3 and BSL-4) facilities that would ensure that we can safely address our vulnerability
and counter risks from agro-terrorism.
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 NBAF mission would be more costly than building the NBAF on Plum Island, as discussed in
Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS.

1| 24.1

The decision on whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the
following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1;
3) applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements
2| 25.1

among the federal, state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian
Nations; 5) policy considerations; and 6) public comment.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 25.1
DHS notes the Senator's and Congressman's opposition to the Plum Island 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.
Comment No: 2
Issue Code: 19.2
DHS notes the commentor's concern that the NBAF at the South Milledge Avenue Site would be a
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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WD0688

From:

Comment No: 1
Issue Code: 25.2
DHS notes the commentor's request.

Director, FAQinc [director@athensfaq.org]

Sent:

Monday, August 25, 2008 10:05 AM

To:

NBAFProgramManager

Cc:

Grady; KP

Subject: AthensFAQ | For Athens Quality-of-life

Dear Mr. Johnson,
Please consider our entire website (link below) as a submitted COMMENT to be addressed in the
1|25.2 NBAF FEIS. Most specifically, the existence of this website indicates that Athens, GA has not

achieved and will never achieve COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE.
http://athensfaq.org/
Respectfully submitted,
Kathy Prescott and Grady Thrasher
Co-Founders, FAQ, inc.
For Athens Quality-of-life
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CD1509

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: 27.0
DHS notes the information submitted by the commentors.
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