
5.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
DEIS Comment Period 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was issued on October 15, 2004, with a 
Notice of Availability published in the Federal Register on October 22, 2004.  A 75 day 
comment period was allowed.  A public meeting was held on November 10, 2004.  In response 
to comments on the DEIS, NIH decided to issue a Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS), which 
provided more information and more clearly displayed how scoping comments and comments 
on the DEIS were addressed.  
 
SDEIS Comment Period 
 
The SDEIS was issued on April 1, 2005, with a Notice of Availability that appeared in the Federal 
Register.  A 48 day comment period was allowed.  Comments postmarked (or e-mailed or faxed) 
by May 18, 2005, appear in this chapter.  Comments postmarked or received after May 18, 2005 
were considered, but no formal response appears in this chapter.  Comments contained in the 
late responses were similar to the comments included below.  A public meeting was held on 
April 25, 2005, where oral comments were taken.  Comment from the public meeting can be 
found in the Meeting Transcript following comment letter #115.   
 
Response to Comments 
 
Each comment letter, email or fax submitted on the SDEIS was given a document number and 
electronically scanned.  Substantive comments within the letters were marked with a bracket and 
assigned a number corresponding to a response found on the right side of the page.   
 
Responses to individual comments reflect why no change was made or where changes have 
been made to address the comment.  Many comments had already been addressed in the EIS 
and the responses to such comments point to the location in the FEIS where those comments 
were addressed.   
 
Several comments were made that require no specific response but which will be considered by 
the NIH in its final decision.  These comments generally show support for or opposition to the 
project, provide personal background information, or contain other information to which a 
response is not required.  
 
A list of acronyms used in the response to comments may be found at the end of this chapter.

Response to Comments  
5-1 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 

Response to Comments  
5 - 2 

 
Comment Letters 
 
Letter  1   S. Abbott 
Letter  2  Albany LLC 
Letter  3  Alexander J. Allen 
Letter  4  Alternatives for Community and Environment 
Letter  5 Caroline Alves 
Letter  6   Donna M. Ambrosino  
Letter  7  Dunia Andreadi  
Letter  8  Maria Andreadi  
Letter  9  Andrew W. Artenstein  
Letter  10  Cheryl S. Barbanel  
Letter  11  Florintina Barbosa  
Letter  12  Norma Barbosa  
Letter  13  Brodrick Bass  
Letter  14  James M. Becker  
Letter  15  Emelia J. Benjamin  
Letter  16  Adrienne Benton  
Letter  17  Laurie Berry  
Letter  18   Martin J. Blaser  
Letter  19  Dolores Boogdanian  
Letter  20  Maria Bossa  
Letter  21   Christopher Brayton  
Letter  22  Cat Bryant  
Letter  23  Phyllis L. Carr  
Letter  24    Subrata Chakrabarti   
Letter  25  Sheila Cheimets  
Letter  26  Michael Cohen  
Letter  27  Conservation Law Foundation  
Letter  28  Ronald B. Corley  
Letter  29  Mary Crotty  
Letter  30 Marge Dieter  
Letter  31  Robert G. Dluhy  
Letter  32   Mark S. Drapkin   
Letter  33  Joan Eckler  
Letter  34  Reita G. Ennis  
Letter  35 Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.)  
Letter  36 Douglas V. Faller  
Letter  37  Norman Faranelli  
Letter  38  Robina E. Folland  
Letter  39 Mary Linda Foxhall  
Letter  40  Spencer N. Frankl  
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Letter  41   Robert H. Friedman  
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Letter  44  Elizabeth G. B. Gealach  
Letter  45  Barbara A. Gilchrest  
Letter  46 Patricia Glynn  
Letter  47   Alexandra Gorman  
Letter  48   Susan Gracey  
Letter  49   Gregory A. Grillone   
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Letter  51  Amy Hendricksen    
Letter  52   Almarita Hendrix  
Letter  53   Sherwood S. Hughes  
Letter  54  Gretchen Klotz  
Letter  55  J. Thomas Lamont  
Letter  56  Elisabeth Leonard  
Letter  57  Edward L. Loech    
Letter  58  Eve Lyman  
Letter  59    Thomas D. Mann, Jr.    
Letter  60  C. Martinez  
Letter  61   Peter A. Merkel  
Letter  62  Phyllis J. Miller  
Letter  63  Thomas P. Monath   
Letter  64   David S. Mundel  
Letter  65  Carolyn Nikkal  
Letter  66  Pat O’Brien  
Letter  67  George T. O’Connor  
Letter  68   Kenneth Olken  
Letter  69   Marc Pelletier  
Letter  70  Bill Perkins  
Letter  71 Kevin C. Peterson  
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Letter  73 Eujenie Pires  
Letter  74  Maria Pires  
Letter  75  Carolyn Poiselli  
Letter  76   Virginia Pratt  
Letter  77  Andrew L. Raddant  
Letter  78  Monica Raymond  
Letter  79  Ian Rifkin  
Letter  80  Col M. Riley  
Letter  81  Julio Vega Rivera  
Letter  82 Manuel Rodrigues  
Letter  83  J.H. Rooks  
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Letter  84  Marguerite Rosenthal  
Letter  85  David J. Salant  
Letter  86    John C. Samuelson  
Letter  87   Paul C. Schroy, III  
Letter  88   Jeremy Schug  
Letter  89  Jeff Shearstone  
Letter  90  Alisha Lilly Sieminski  
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Letter  105  Watertown Citizens for Environmental Safety  
Letter  106 Gary W. Walker  
Letter  107  Beth Walsh  
Letter  108  Celia Wcislo  
Letter  109 Donald A. Weiner  
Letter  110 Paul Wiers  
Letter  111  James Williamson  
Letter  112 Dr. Nancy Lee Wood  
Letter  113 Linda Woodbury  
Letter  114 Vassilis I. Zannis  
Letter  115  Zhihui Zhao  
Comments at SDEIS Hearing – April 25, 2005       
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LETTER  1 
S. Abbott 
 
1.1 The SDEIS is an NIH document.  The Council on Environmental 

Quality’s regulations implementing the National Environmental 
Policy Act permit the preparation of EISs by contractors selected by 
the agency responsible for the EIS.  40 C.F.R. § 1506.5(c).  The fact 
the private consultants participated in the preparation of the SDEIS 
does not render the EIS flawed.  These consultants have no financial 
or other interest in the decision that the NIH will make in NIH’s 
Record of Decision (ROD) or otherwise in the outcome of the 
proposed Boston-NBL project.  The NIH will make an independent, 
objective decision on whether to proceed with the Proposed Action 
and report it in the NIH’s ROD.   

 

1.1 1.2  The proposed Boston-NBL is not expected to have an impact on 
housing prices.  As noted in Section 4.2.1.1 of the FEIS, “With over 
250,000 housing units in the City of Boston, the Project would have no 
adverse impact on housing stocks.“  However, the project would 
contribute approximately $920,000 in non NIH funds for the creation 
of affordable housing.   

1.2 
1.3 
1.4   

1.3  An additional exposure modeling strategy was applied to the 
proposed Boston University site.  The “Maximum Possible Risk” or 
MPR model was developed by the NIH with the input of concerned 
citizen advocates.  The model was developed using the CDC report 
entitled  Public Health Assessment of Potential Biological Terrorism 
Agents (U.S. DHHS 2002a); “weight of evidence” or WOE 
methodology; conservative estimates at each decision point; and was 
based on laboratory data generated in simulated “drop” studies.  See 
Section 4.2.1.1 and Appendix 12 of the FEIS. 

 
1.4 The worst case scenario recognizes the potential for human error and 

concludes that under the worst case an individual could be exposed 
to less than one B. anthracis spore.  This dose of organisms is not 
infectious for normal or immuno-compromised individuals.  
Therefore, the risk, even assuming human error, is negligible.  See  
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S. Abbott 
 
 Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety and Risk – Worst-Case Release 

Scenario Risk Assessment” and Appendix 12 of the FEIS.   
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Albany LLC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comments  
5 - 7 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER  3 
Alexander J. Allen 
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Alternatives for Community and Environment 
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LETTER  4 
Alternatives for Community and Environment 
 
4.1 A Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary to 

assess the potential environmental impacts of the various 
biocontainment facilities proposed to be either constructed by the 
NIH itself or partly funded by the NIH.  The various proposed 
biocontainment facility projects are not located in the same 
geographic region, and the proposed projects’ potential impacts are 
neither synergistic nor cumulative.  The various projects are not so 
interrelated or connected that their possible environmental impacts 
cannot be considered independently.  Moreover, the NIH’s approval 
of one project does not commit the agency to approve the other 
projects. As required by NEPA, the NIH is conducting an 
environmental review for the various biocontainment facilities. 

4.1 
 

Additionally, the regulation cited first in the comment, 40 C.F.R. § 
1508.18(b)(3), says nothing about programmatic EISs; this regulation 
simply lists types of Federal actions.  The other regulation cited in this 
comment, 40 C.F.R.§ 1502.4(c)(3), is not applicable to the NIH’s 
decision to prepare a separate EIS assessing the environmental impact 
of partially funding a National Biocontainment Laboratory at Boston 
University.  The decision to fund the proposed Boston-NBL has not 
reached “a stage of investment or commitment to implementation 
likely to determine subsequent development or restrict later 
alternatives”.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.4(c)(3).  The NIH’s decision to partly 
fund the proposed Boston-NBL remains subject to the completion of 
the NIH’s NEPA review for the project and the selection of a course of 
action in the NIH’s ROD.   

4.2 

 
4.2 Any decision by NIH to partly fund the proposed Boston-NBL remains 

subject to the completion of the NIH’s NEPA review for the project 
and the selection of a course of action in the NIH’s ROD. 
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Alternatives for Community and Environment 
 
4.3 The EIS for the proposed Boston-NBL addresses and analyzes fully the 

potential environmental impacts of any decision by the NIH to 
partially fund the construction of the building.  The proposed Boston-
NBL project is clearly an action distinct from the other proposed 
biocontainment facilities referenced in the comment.  This comment 
appears to request the preparation of a Programmatic EIS for the 
various biocontainment projects being either partly funded by the 
NIH or considered for partial funding by the NIH.  A Programmatic 
EIS for these facilities is not necessary to assess the potential 
environmental impacts of the various biocontainment facilities 
proposed to be either constructed by the NIH itself or partly funded 
by the NIH, including the proposed Boston-NBL.  The various 
proposed biocontainment facility projects are not located in the same 
geographic region, and the proposed projects’ potential impacts are 
neither synergistic nor cumulative.  The various projects are not so 
interrelated or connected that their possible environmental impacts 
cannot be considered independently.  Moreover, the NIH’s approval 
of one project does not commit the agency to approve the other 
projects.  As required by NEPA, the NIH is conducting an 
environmental review for the various biocontainment facilities.  See 
Section 1.8 of the FEIS. 

4.3 

4.4  
4.4 A Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary to 

assess the potential environmental impacts of the various 
biocontainment facilities proposed to be either constructed by the 
NIH itself or partly funded by the NIH.  The various proposed 
biocontainment facility projects are not located in the same 
geographic region, and the proposed projects’ potential impacts are 
neither synergistic nor cumulative.  The various projects are not so 
interrelated or connected that their possible environmental impacts 
cannot be considered independently.  Moreover, the NIH’s approval 
of one project does not commit the agency to approve the other 
projects. As required by NEPA, the NIH is conducting an 
environmental review for the various biocontainment facilities.  The  

4.5 
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4.5  environmental reviews for several of these actions have already been 
completed, including those for a National Biocontainment Laboratory 
at the University of Texas Medical Branch in Galveston, Texas, and 
for two Integrated Research Facilities at which intramural NIH 
research will be conducted.   

 
4.5 Information provided in the SDEIS was based on the most current, 

available US Census data on population and income. As described in 
Section 4.4.1.1, the SDEIS showed that the facility poses no 
significant environmental or public health impacts. There is no 
disproportionate impact on minorities due to the fact that the analysis 
of the potential effects indicates that the project is not a dangerous 
undertaking. 
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4.6 An additional exposure modeling strategy was applied to the proposed 

Boston University site.  The “Maximum Possible Risk” or MPR model was 
developed by the NIH with the input of concerned citizen advocates.  
The model was developed using information from the CDC report entitled 
Public Health Assessment of Potential Biological Terrorism Agents; 
utilizing “weight of evidence” or WOE methodology and conservative 
estimates at each decision point; and was based on laboratory data 
generated in simulated “drop” studies.  The report containing the 
modeling data and results can be found in Appendix 12.   The MPR 
model uses a highly conservative, aerosol-delivered dose to estimate risk 
to individuals who inhabit space, walk or reside in areas surrounding the 
proposed BU site.  Based on work done by Brachman and co-workers 
(Brachman, et al.1966) a conservative estimate of 500 spores over an 8-hr 
period was utilized as the pathogenic dose in the MPR model. The MPR 
model utilized 15 scenarios and was flexibly applied across the urban 
environment surrounding the site.  In the MPR model, simplifying 
assumptions are made that are more unfavorable than analogous 
“credible” assumptions.  The MPR model assumes that the spores, once 
released, disperse in simple but restrictive geometric patterns.  In reality, 
spores released in the scenarios would disperse in a far more complex 
pattern (impacted by wind-speed, direction, environmental condition, 
etc.) resulting in significant dilution.  The simple MPR model represents 
the concentrated eddy situation, thereby representing a maximized, 
though highly unlikely, risk.  This approach makes calculations easier to 
understand by eliminating complex turbulence/dispersion models.  It 
gives extra confidence that the actual risks to the community are less than 
the calculated risks presented in the analysis.   

4.6 

 
 With regard to environmental contamination of soil,  Turnbull and co-

workers  conducted tests for airborne movement of anthrax spores down 
wind from three heavily contaminated carcass sites (soil) under a variety of 
wind conditions (Turnbull 1998).  Studies of the relationship between a 
contaminated site and the risks of humans or animals contracting 
pulmonary anthrax from that site show that even with highly  
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contaminated soil sites, the risks are very low.  The small number of 
spores released to the environment in highly conservative MPR modeling 
scenarios would remain airborne over long distances and times.  The 
likelihood of significant soil contamination would be extremely small 
resulting in no human exposures at a pathogenic level (aerogenic or 
cutaneous).   

 
 
 
 
 
 

4.6  
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4.7 For security reasons, the specific routes to be utilized would not be 

identified.  However, transportation of select agents to and from the 
Boston-NBL would be managed in accordance with all applicable local, 
state and federal regulations and guidelines and BUMC policy. These 
regulations and policies address appropriate notification, packaging, 
routing, and delivery protocols including delivery personnel screening, 
predetermination of routes, date and time of travel and delivery, and GPS 
monitoring to allow for vehicle tracking and response to incidents during 
travel time.  See Appendix 7, High Hazard Material Management Policy.  
The requirements set forth for the proper packaging and shipping of select 
agents are inherently designed to make the shipment of these agents safe.  
After reviewing the DOT required packaging and the limited quantity of 
agent that would be shipped, it is expected that a vehicular accident 
would present a lesser potential exposure than that described in the worst-
case scenario. 

4.6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.7    
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4.8  A Threat and Vulnerability Analysis has been prepared for the proposed 

Boston-NBL facility.  The document includes analysis and 
countermeasures, both overt and covert, to mitigate potential threats.  Due 
to security concerns, this information will not be released to the public.  
However, an executive summary of the report can be found in Appendix 
11. 

 
 
 
 

4.7  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.8  
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4.8  
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4.9 The SDEIS was a new document that incorporated the DEIS into it.   All 

comments received during the DEIS comment period were used as 
scoping comments in the preparation of the SDEIS.   4.8 

 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.9  
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4.10 As required under the NEPA regulations, the FEIS includes an analysis 

of alternatives to the Proposed Action, which is to partially fund the 
construction of the Boston-NBL facility at the BioSquare Research 
Park.  The alternative analyzed is the No Action Alternative.  As 
noted, Section 2.3 includes a summary of an alternative siting analysis 
undertaken by BUMC prior to making its decision to site the 
proposed NBL facility at the BioSquare site.  As described in Section 
2.3.2, the distance of the Tyngsborough and Peterborough sites from 
the City of Boston were not the only determining factors in their 
removal from the universe of sites for location of the facility.  Other 
factors include lack of infrastructure and medical trauma facilities; 
increased costs and lack of efficiencies gained by ability to use 
existing BSL-2 and BSL-3 laboratories at the BioSquare Research Park; 
and inefficiencies in personnel costs. 

 

4.10  
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4.11 The EIS fully considers the reasonable alternatives to the proposed action 

and explains the reasons for eliminating other possible alternatives from 
further study. The preliminary site analysis performed by BU was similar 
to the analysis contained in the EIS. Section 2.3.2 of the EIS describes sites 
that were considered as alternative locations for the proposed NBL and 
the reasons for eliminating these sites from further study. The site analysis 
in section 2.3.2 of the EIS was prepared in order to determine whether 
any sites would be feasible for the proposed NBL. This analysis 
demonstrated that other sites considered were not feasible, and those sites 
were eliminated from further study. As described in Chapter 2, several 
factors were the basis for eliminating possible alternatives from further 
review, including the distance of the sites from the City of Boston, the lack 
of infrastructure and medical trauma facilities, increased costs and lack of 
efficiencies gained by ability to use existing BSL-2 and BSL-3 laboratories 
at the BioSquare Research Park, and inefficiencies in personnel costs. 
Additionally, a primary reason for rejecting other alternatives is that they 
failed to enable the NIH to satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed 
action. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.11  
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4.12 The public scoping process identified “alternative locations outside 

Massachusetts or lower density areas outside of Boston” as an 
alternative to be considered.   Section 2.3.2 addresses alternative sites 
owned by Boston University outside of Boston. As the Boston 
University Charles River Campus is located in the City of Boston and 
is a densely populated area, it was not addressed as an alternative to 
the proposed location.   

 

4.12 The FEIS describes the criteria used to evaluate alternative locations 
and applies them to the relevant alternative sites in Section 2.3.2. As 
stated in Section 2.3.2.1 of the FEIS, alternative locations were 
dismissed as they did not meet one or more of the following: (1) the 
purpose and need for the project, (2) the programmatic criteria, (3) 
the minimum siting criteria, and/or (4) the second tier siting criteria.   
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4.13 The consideration of alternative locations for the Boston-NBL 

included a number of programmatic and siting criteria which were 
deemed necessary to achieve the purpose and need for the project.  
Among those criteria were trained workforce, transportation 
infrastructure and utility infrastructure. Remote, rural areas of lower 
population density areas were found to lack the transportation and 
utility infrastructure necessary to support the project.  The trained 
workforce needed to undertake the project was found to exist in the 
City of Boston and surrounding municipalities in the Greater Boston 
area and not in more remote areas.  Many of the new employees for 
the proposed Boston-NBL facility would be recruited internally at 
BUMC which has an existing highly skilled work force of medical 
research staff.  See Section 2.3.2 of the FEIS. 

4.13  
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4.14 As required under the NEPA regulations, the FEIS includes an analysis 

of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action, which is to partially 
fund the construction of the Boston NBL facility at the BioSquare 
Research Park. The alternative sites described in Section 2.3.2 were 
considered but eliminated from further study.  NEPA does not require 
that an EIS include a full analysis of every possible alternative.   As 
also described in Section 2.3.2, several factors were the basis for 
eliminating possible alternatives from further review, including the 
distance of the sites from the City of Boston, the lack of infrastructure 
and medical trauma facilities, increased costs and lack of efficiencies 
gained by ability to use existing BSL-2 and BSL-3 laboratories at the 
BioSquare Research Park, and inefficiencies in personnel costs. 

4.14 

 
4.15 As stated in Section 2.2.2.2 of the FEIS, any research that may be 

conducted in the proposed Boston-NBL would comply with all applicable 
federal, state and local laws, including laws governing the use of 
recombinant DNA (rDNA). 

 
 

4.15  
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4.16 Compliance with the many environmental health and safety regulations 

and internal policies and procedures is a shared responsibility.  The 
Principal Investigator, researchers, lab workers, OEHS staff, radiation 
protection staff, and occupational medicine staff are all involved in 
monitoring compliance.  A variety of approaches are taken to monitor 
compliance.  For example, regular lab inspections are conducted by 
professional safety experts from the Office of Environmental Health and 
Safety and the Radiation Protection Office. The Lab Safety Committee, 
Institutional Biosafety Committee and Radiation Safety Committee 
monitor compliance, review inspection results and address any issues 
identified. External government agencies provide additional monitoring of 
compliance. These local, state and federal agencies monitor compliance 
by conducting inspections, issuing permits, licenses and approvals and if 
necessary, issuing penalties or even closing down unsafe lab operations.  
See Table 1-4 of the FEIS for a listing of the relevant regulatory authorities.     

4.15 

 
 
 
 

4.16  
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4.17 As discussed in Section 1.1 of the FEIS, the facility would not develop 

offensive or defensive biological weapons, as this is forbidden by a 
national security directive and international law.  President Nixon 
issued National Security Decision Memorandum in November 1969 
which renounced the use of lethal methods of 
bacteriological/biological warfare and ordered the destruction of all 
stockpiled agents. In addition, the United States signed the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
their Destruction, which became effective March 26, 1975 (signed by 
President Ford and ratified by Congress) and remains in effect today.   

4.17 

4.18  
4.18 The estimate of construction jobs created includes all of the various 

building trades utilized for construction of the facility.  No breakdown 
of jobs by trade is available at this time, but the estimate represents 
1,300 construction jobs over the course of the facility construction 
period.  The new 660 permanent jobs would include positions at all 
levels from janitorial and maintenance services to building security to 
lab technicians, scientific researchers and principal investigators. 

4.19 
4.20 

 

4.21 4.19 As described in Section 4.3.1.1, many of the new employees for the 
proposed Boston-NBL facility would be recruited internally at BUMC 
which has an existing highly skilled work force of medical research 
staff.  Hence the existing current employee profile at BUMC is 
believed to be representative of the likely employee profile of the 
new facility based on the types of positions to be created. 

4.22 
4.23  

4.20 The projected annual direct payroll is based on an estimate of the 
amount of research to be conducted in the building on an annual 
basis.  The multipliers used to create the total annual economic 
impact and the impact within the City of Boston are from the U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Input-Output Modeling 
System - RIMS II (U.S. Department of Commerce 1997).  See Section 
4.3.1.1. 

4.24 
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4.21 The project is proposed to be located in the BioSquare Research Park 

as part of the BioSquare Phase II development. The BioSquare Phase I 
project which was approved by the state and the City of Boston 
several years ago, includes an existing 1,000 car parking garage and 
three medical research buildings including the 160,000 square foot 
(sf) Evans Research Building, the 180,000 sf Center for Advanced 
Biomedical Research Building and the 160,000 sf 670 Albany Street 
Research building.  There is a fourth, 180,000 sf medical research 
building planned for the site. These other BioSquare research 
buildings are not part of the proposed action by NIH and thus are 
outside the scope of the FEIS. 

 
4.22 The Proposed Action is for NIH to partially fund the construction of 

the Boston-NBL facility and therefore, the No Action alternative is to 
not construct the Boston-NBL facility.  If the NIH decides to choose 
the no-action alternative, that would be the end of NIH’s participation 
in developing this particular site.   

  
4.23 The standards include all applicable local, state, and federal standards, in 

addition to compliance with the NIH Design and Policy Guidelines (U.S. 
DHHS 2003b), the CDC / NIH Biosafety in Microbiological and 
Biomedical Laboratories standards is applicable (U.S. DHHS 1999).  The 
NIH has set in place a group of professionals design experts to monitor 
BU’s design documents for compliance with the above standards.  

 
4.24 At this time, no senior investigators have been assigned to a specific 

duty at the laboratory and thus, they cannot be identified. As 
described in Section 2.2.5.1, all personnel would be required to 
demonstrate proficiency in performing experiments in the BSL-4 
laboratory prior to initiating such work. 
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4.25 BUMC provides annual laboratory training as a minimum standard 

and increases training frequencies depending upon the type of work 
being done in each specific laboratory. BUMC would determine the 
levels of training necessary to ensure that all employees are compliant 
with and fully knowledgeable of all regulations. Regulatory 
authorities would ask for training rosters and levels of competency 
and would interview employees to determine if training, education 
and knowledge are appropriate.  See Section 2.2.5.1. 

4.24 
4.25 

4.26  
 4.26 The BSL-4 laboratory would comprise approximately 16% of the total 

assignable space of the new facility.  The concept of total assignable 
space allows for a visualization of each element of the facility 
independent from the other elements of the facility. Also, total 
assignable space allows for an easier understanding of the spatial 
relationship between the individual elements and the overall facility.  
The facility would be designed and built following all applicable 
federal, state and local regulations.  Table 1-4 provides a list of the 
federal, state and local regulations that would apply to the facility. 

4.27 

4.28  
4.27 As stated in Section 1.1, the Boston-NBL facility would be owned, 

operated and managed by BUMC.   There was no intent to make a 
distinction between BUMC and BUMC personnel. A solicitation for a 
limited-competition cooperative agreement operations grant was 
issued by NIH during the summer of 2005. 

4.29 
4.30  

4.28 In the winter of 2005, the Boston-NBL was adopted by charter as an 
Institute at Boston University.  The National Emerging Infectious 
Diseases Laboratories Institute would be housed at the Boston 
University Medical Campus and headed by a Director. The 
governance structure for the facility would include several 
committees, including those that provide external scientific and 
community oversight of the operations at the lab.  The Executive 
Committee would advise the Director of the Institute on the 

4.31 
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scientific research and operational activities of the Boston-NBL. In 
addition, a Community Liaison Committee (CLC) comprised of six 
committee members who are not employed by Boston University or 
Boston Medical Center would review projects and activities of the 
Boston-NBL and assist the Director and other committees as needed 
to ensure effective communication on programs and activities 
involving the Boston-NBL and the community. BUMC would solicit 
nominations for membership on the CLC. 
 

4.29 As described in Section 2.2.1, site security would be maintained by 
utilizing a 150 foot unchecked vehicle set back and a 100 foot 
unchecked pedestrian setback. Structures that are within these 
setbacks would be designed to comply with the setbacks by designing 
fire egress and loading facilities so that there is no impact and by 
undergoing risk assessments as building projects in the area are 
initiated.  Figure 2-3 has been updated to indicate the location of the 
security fencing.  

 
4.30 See Response to Comment 4.26. 
 
4.31 Boston Medical Center has a number of protocols designed to address 

concerns surrounding patient confidentiality, patients with infectious 
conditions and patients who require isolated areas for both clinical 
and non-clinical reasons. These protocols are in place and would be 
utilized in the event that laboratory workers, or others, were exposed 
to infectious diseases and were determined to be in need of secure 
clinical facilities for treatment. Specific protocols are being developed 
to address the transport of infected individuals from the Boston-NBL 
facility to the existing isolation facilities at Boston Medical Center, 
should that be necessary.  
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4.32 The proposed laboratory facility would be subject to many local, state 

and federal regulations.  A list of agencies with regulatory 
responsibility may be found in Table 1-4.  Compliance with these 
regulations would be ensured through proper personnel training and 
orientation measures, routine audit and oversight activities by 
supervisory personnel, and through routine testing and reporting of 
results.  In addition, unannounced agency inspections may be 
conducted by many of these agencies including EPA, NIH, USDA, 
DEP, DPH, MWRA, BPHC, BWSC and the Boston Fire Department. 

4.32 
4.33 
4.34 

 
4.33 The NIH grant agreement for the Boston-NBL facility requires 

compliance with NIH design guidelines.  The NIH guidelines on 
Backflow Prevention devices can be found at 
http://orf.od.nih.gov/policy/volume4-plumbing.htm#h10.  BUMC 
would own and operate the lab and ensure compliance with all NIH 
guidelines during commissioning and operation of the building as 
described in Section 2.2.4. 

4.35 

4.36 
  
4.34 Biological Safety Cabinets provide personnel, product, and 

environmental protection. To ensure proper function each cabinet 
must be certified at installation and annually thereafter. The 
recognized standard is the National Sanitation Foundation's Standard 
49 (NSF-49).  The NSF-49 certification method ensures that air 
balance is correct and filters leak free.  NSF-49 consists of primary, 
secondary and adjustment/repair procedures.  The complete standard 
can be purchased at http://www.nsf.org.  BUMC would be 
responsible for the operation and maintenance of the laboratory.  The 
Office of Environmental Health and Safety (OEHS) would be 
responsible for maintaining and servicing the HEPA filters in the 
facility. 

4.37 

4.38 
4.39  

4.35 BUMC requires annual recertification of Biosafety Cabinets, as well as 
additional certification for new cabinets or cabinets that have been 
relocated.  This process of certifying cabinets is validated through 
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certified, trained, outside vendors in Biosafety and Laboratory Safety 
that have a long standing record with the university.  These vendors 
follow all application regulations for the NSF-49.  All Biosafety 
cabinets are inspected and enforcement of recertification is 
completed through general laboratory inspections, unannounced 
inspections, and Institutional Biosafety Committee review.  See 
Section 2.2.4 and Appendix 6. 

 
4.36 The building’s commissioning plan is being developed specifically for 

this facility. A third party engineering firm would perform as the 
commissioning agent for the facility.   The plan incorporates building 
components and systems and is not limited to the containment 
laboratory facilities.  The NIH commissioning guidelines address 
issues directly related to laboratory facilities 
(http://orf.od.nih.gov/commissioning_tool.htm). The Massachusetts 
State Building Code addresses general building systems.  Performance 
of the necessary inspections, operational testing to meet the building 
code and compliance with the required testing are legally 
enforceable, through, for example, the failure to issue an occupancy 
permit.  The NIH is not an enforcement agency but can 
administratively enforce adherence to the NIH design guidelines, by 
stopping the funding to construct the facility (U. S. DHHS 2003b).     

 
4.37 BUMC OEHS staff represents a number of specialized areas including 

industrial hygiene, health physics and biosafety. These specialized 
areas require specific credentials and certifications that may be 
checked by regulatory authorities at any time. BUMC has a staff of 23 
such professionals in the Environmental Health and Safety Office who 
interface with regulatory agencies on a regular basis and attend 
multiple competency-based training programs annually. 

 
4.38 In accordance with current policies and procedures, the Institutional 

Biosafety Committee (IBC) would review all proposed experiments for 
compliance with applicable DNA rules and regulations. 

Response to Comments  
5 - 32 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER  4 
Alternatives for Community and Environment 

 
Such approval would be required prior to initiating such experiments. 

4.39  
4.39 The High Hazard Material Management Policy, in Appendix 7, 

describes how BUMC plans to ensure strict compliance with all 
applicable federal shipping regulations.  This includes specific roles 
and responsibilities of departments, including the Offices of General 
Services, Environmental Health and Safety, Mail Services, and 
Purchasing.  The federal and international shipping protocols of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation and the International Air Transport 
Authority, along with any new standards for the transport of 
dangerous goods, will be strictly followed by BUMC.  BUMC will 
ensure compliance through the Office of General Services audit and 
investigation responsibilities, including initiating, conducting, and/or 
participating in audits and investigations.  The Office of 
Environmental Health and Safety will schedule all packages and 
initiate its own tracking methods.  The DHHS has a role in regulating 
shipping of select agents under the Department of Health and Human 
Services Select Agent rule 42 CFR 73.0, part 73.16.  Select agents 
must be properly shipped and are regulated by DHHS. See Response 
to Comment 4.32. 

4.40 
4.41 

4.42 

4.43 

 
4.40 See Response to Comment 4.7.  

4.44  
4.41 Figure 3-1 has been changed to center the NBL site. 
 
4.42 Based on recent groundwater chemical analyses results, it has been 

concluded that groundwater at the site contains low levels of 
contaminants below the applicable standards and poses no significant 
risk to human health, safety, public welfare or the environment. Thus, 
no remediation on groundwater is required. Based on the soil 
chemical analyses results and the completion of a Method I Risk 
Characterization, there is a condition of No Significant Risk of soil 
outside the footprint of the proposed Boston-NBL building.  Soils 
excavated during construction would be handled and disposed of in  

4.45 
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accordance with a Release Abatement Measure (RAM) Plan filed with 
the state Department of Environmental Protection. 
 

4.43 While a total of 660 new jobs would be created by the project, not all 
660 persons would be working in the building at the same time, nor 
would all persons working in the building arrive or depart during the peak 
hour of traffic.  The building would be occupied 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week and most work shifts would begin and end outside the peak hours 
for traffic. The estimate of peak hour trips is based on the number of 
persons working in the building who are expected to arrive/depart via 
automobile during the peak hour only. 

 
4.44 Appendix 4 of the EIS is a study specific to NIAID-supported 

laboratory facilities operating at BSL-3 and BSL-4 levels.  As soon as 
confirmed cases of tularemia were identified, BUMC officials notified 
all appropriate authorities as required including the Boston Public 
Health Commission (BPHC), the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health and the CDC. The BPHC's report on these exposures 
recommended that stronger procedures be put in place to monitor lab 
personnel and report suspected cases.  BUMC concurred with these 
recommendations in its public Statement of Responsibility.  BUMC 
has already implemented additional procedures including a 
mandatory notice to the Occupational Medicine Department after 
missing one day with any sickness and a medical alert card carried by 
all tularemia lab workers.  BUMC has begun to implement the 
following procedures: increased safety training and procedures for lab 
workers; strengthened laboratory safety procedures; unannounced 
safety inspections of BUMC laboratories; applying additional tests and 
safeguards to infectious material sent to BUMC for research purposes; 
outside, expert review of BUMC research controls and procedures; 
and, working with the Boston Public Health Commission to improve 
the notification process.  
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4.45 The portion of Dr. Johnson’s report that addresses the exposure and 

clinical infection record of those three laboratories during the past 20 
years is not anecdotal; it represents the facts, and particularly in the 
case of USAMRIID, it is based on written records from that Institute 
supplied to Dr. Johnson by the Principal Scientific Advisor to 
USAMRIID.  Nobody working in the BSL-4 at USAMRIID suffered a 
clinical infection. The statement in Section 4.2.1.1 “Community 
Safety and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (a)” in the FEIS is 
correct with just one caveat.  BSL-4 containment did not exist as such 
until 1984 when the first edition of Biosafety in Microbiological and 
Biomedical Laboratories came out.  That's why Dr. Johnson covered a 
20 year period through most of 2003.  No clinical infections occurred 
in BSL-4 work at USAMRIID in that 20 year interval.   

4.45 

 
4.46 All the agents listed in the published article referenced in the 

comment are either BSL-2 agents or BSL-3 agents.  No clinical 
infections occurred in BSL-4 work at USAMRIID during the period of 
time in Dr. Johnson’s study. 

4.46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comments  
5 - 35 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER  4 
Alternatives for Community and Environment 
 
4.47 BUMC currently has policies and procedures in place to monitor and 

prevent worker exposure.  These include a detailed medical 
surveillance training program, serum banking, and other procedures 
effective at prevention and monitoring of worker exposures.  The 
Boston-NBL would have a comprehensive medical surveillance 
program which would be integrated into the current medical 
monitoring system. See Section 2.2.5.1 of the FEIS. 

4.47 
 

4.48 4.48 The proposed Boston-NBL facility and systems would be designed to 
significantly reduce the potential for possible vector-borne 
transmission through insects and rodents. The design of BSL-2, BSL-3, 
and BSL-4 containment laboratories and BSL-2, BSL-3, and BSL-4 
animal containment laboratories would comply with 
recommendations and requirements of the 4th Edition Biosafety in 
Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories (U.S. DHHS 1999), 
NIH Design Policy and Guidelines - Animal Research Facilities (U.S. 
DHHS 2003c), and the current Guide for the Care and Use of 
Laboratory Animals (National Research Council 1996). The 
construction and operation of the Arthropod Containment Level 
laboratory would comply with the recommendations and 
requirements of the Arthropod Containment Guidelines, Version 3.1 
by the American Committee of Medical Entomology of the American 
Society of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene (ASTMH 2002). Infected 
arthropod work would be conducted in the innermost rooms under 
negative pressure conditions and all air supply and exhaust terminal 
devices would be screened to prevent arthropod escape. In insectary 
manipulation areas, cooler temperatures would be maintained to slow 
arthropod movement to reduce the potential for escape. Surfaces in 
all insectary spaces would be white to allow for quick identification 
of arthropods that escape primary containment. In addition, 
implementation of a pest management program would limit the 
potential for transmission of infectious agents from animals to 
humans.  See Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety and Risk – Other 
Potential Risk Scenarios (c)” in the FEIS. 

4.49 

4.50 
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4.49 The safety and security systems in the building would include strict 

controls and audit requirements on all select agents at all times. These 
initiatives are directed at those working in the lab, who have already 
undergone a background check.  The security protocols also require a 
series of checks and balances to access space and storage containers 
and require a minimum of two authorized persons being present at 
any time there is a risk involving a release.  

 
4.50 The Boston-NBL is anticipated to foster additional bioscience research 

activity in the City and the region.  Much as Cambridge and Boston 
have become a "cluster" center for the life sciences industry, the 
presence of a national biosafety research laboratory would attract 
researchers and businesses seeking to capitalize on the additional 
synergy create.  Other BSL-4 research laboratories in San Antonio and 
Atlanta have similarly generated expanded interest in life sciences 
research activities.  San Antonio is a growing biotech research 
location.  Atlanta as the home of the U.S. Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention has over 200 bioscience companies as well as multiple 
research universities. 
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Donna M. Ambrosino, M.D. 
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Cheryl S. Barbanel, MD, MBA, MPH, FACOEM 
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Florintina Barbosa 
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Laurie Berry 
 
17.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
17.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
17.3 See Response to Comment 1.3.  
 
17.4 See Response to Comment 1.4.  

17.1  
 

17.2  

17.3  
 
 

17.4   
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Martin J. Blaser, M.D. 
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Dolores Boogdanian 
 
19.1 The Maximum Possible Risk (MPR) model scenarios found in Appendix 

12 apply an extremely conservative modeling algorithm over the 
proposed Boston University site taking into consideration the urban nature 
of the site.  The model evaluates risks at a variety of points across this 
urban setting.  Results of release scenarios subjected to maximum possible 
risk modeling reveal that public health risk resulting from the proposed 
siting of the BU laboratory is negligible.  

 
19.2 The analysis of the potential effects indicates that the project is not a 

dangerous undertaking.  Section 2.3, particularly the Siting Criteria in 
Section 2.3.2, explains how Boston University decided this location 
was appropriate. 

 
19.3 It is impossible to determine all of the agents that potentially may be 

worked with in the proposed BSL-4 facility over time because laboratory 
personnel will be engaged in emerging infectious disease research as well 
as civilian biodefense research.  However, the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention has evaluated microbial agents for potential use as agents 
of bioterrorism (Rotz, et al. 2002).  Since several characteristics of civilian 
populations differ from those of a military population including a wider 
range of age groups and health conditions, previous lists of military 
biological threats cannot be adopted for civilian use.  Second to smallpox, 
the possession of which is limited by international agreement and 
therefore will not be worked with at the proposed BU site, Bacillus 
anthracis is the agent that poses the greatest real and perceived public 
health risk if used as a weapon or through an accidental release.  Thus, 
anthrax spores were chosen as the “worst case” modeling agent.  

19.1 

19.2 

19.3 
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Dolores Boogdanian 
 
19.4 See Response to Comment 4.7. 

19.4  
19.5 See Response to Comment 4.44. 
 
19.6 As noted in the FEIS, any research that may be conducted in the 

proposed Boston-NBL would comply with all applicable Federal, state 
and local laws, including laws governing the use of recombinant 
DNA.  See Section 2.2.5.1.  

19.5 

19.6  
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LETTER  20 
Maria Bossa 
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LETTER  21 
Christopher Brayton 
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LETTER  22 
Cat Bryant 
 
22.1 The Southwest Foundation for Biomedical Research BSL-4 is located 

within the confines of northwest San Antonio, Texas, within the city 
limits.  The risk assessment that appears in Section 4.2.1.1 
“Community Safety and Risk” in the FEIS shows that the risk of the 
facility to the surrounding population is negligible.  The risk would be 
negligible whether the facility was in an urban environment or a rural 
environment. 

 

22.1 22.2 The purpose of the Boston-NBL is to provide a highly contained and 
secure laboratory dedicated to studying emerging and re-emerging 
infectious diseases, many of which have potential as bioterrorism 
agents.  The laboratory would not develop offensive or defensive 
biological weapons, as this is forbidden by a national security 
directive and international law.  The facility would be partially funded 
by the National Institutes of Health, a part of the Department of 
Health and Human Services.  The laboratory would be owned and 
operated by Boston University.  The Homeland Security Department 
is not involved with this project. There would be no classified 
research undertaken at the Boston-NBL facility.  See Section 1.1. 

22.2 
22.3 

 
22.3 In the event of an emergency, the decision to evacuate or contain and 

shelter in place is one that is made by the City of Boston emergency 
response agencies.  BUMC has and would continue to fully cooperate 
with these public safety agencies in emergency response planning for 
unforeseen events.  
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LETTER  23 
Phyllis L. Carr, MD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comments  
5 - 73 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER  24 
Subrata Chakrabarti, Ph.D 
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LETTER  25 
Sheila Cheimets 
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