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26.1 The list of preparers indicates those who participated in the 

preparation of the EIS.  The statement that none of these persons have 
a financial interest in the outcome of the project is accurate, even 
though some of those persons may be employed by BUMC. The NIH 
will make an independent, objective decision on whether to proceed 
with the Proposed Action in the NIH’s ROD. 

 
26.2 The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS for the proposed Boston-NBL have been 

made available to the public for comment.  The distribution list may 
be found prior to the Appendices in the FEIS.  Moreover, the 
document has been reviewed by the NIH’s Division of Physical 
Security Management.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26.1  
 
 
 
 

26.2  
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26.3 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.      

 
 
 
 
 
 

26.3  
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26.4 The classification of agents was not decided by the NIH, but by the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).  The rationale of 
this classification can be found in a paper by Rotz, et al. (Rotz , et al. 
2002).  Category A agents are defined as being easily disseminated or 
transmitted from person to person; resulting in high mortality rates 
and having the potential for major public health impact; causing 
public panic and social disruption; and requiring special action for 
public health preparedness, thus giving them research priority.  26.4 
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26.5 There are regulations in place governing shipment of select agents. 

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 
policy address appropriate notification, packaging, routing and 
delivery protocols including delivery personnel  screening, 
predetermination of routes, date/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.  

26.5 

26.6  
 
26.6 As noted in Section 2.2.3.9, the building is designed to meet the 

stringent seismic design criteria of the Massachusetts State Building 
Code, sixth edition.    

26.7   
26.7 As noted in Section 3.10.3, the project site is located outside the 100 

year floodplain and thus is not subject to flooding.  NIH cannot 
comment on issues such as global climate change and oil supply 
levels over the next 100 years.  These issues are not reasonably 
foreseeable and are outside the scope of the EIS.  

 
26.8 The systems being installed in the facility would be incorporated into 

the preventative maintenance program, which shall follow the 
manufacturers’ recommended service requirements.  The operation of 
the systems would be validated and re-validated periodically to test 
the efficacy of the process.  All wastewater discharge from this facility 
ultimately is treated in the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority’s 
treatment plant. The waste disposal system and procedures are fully 
described in Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.8, and 3.8.  Discharges to the sewer 
system are regulated by the BWSC, DEP and MWRA, each of which has 
the authority to issue fines for violations of permits and regulations, and to 
shut down laboratory discharges, if required.  The correlation of the 
buildings systems proposed for this facility to the failure of the Plum 
Island wastewater treatment system is inappropriate.  

26.8 

26.9 
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26.9 The Boston-NBL would be owned, operated and managed by BUMC 

and therefore BUMC is responsible for all operations. Staffing plans 
include 24 hour a day, seven day a week staffing of points of entry 
and building patrols. Individuals working in the Boston-NBL would 
undergo significant background checks and would be mandated to 
work with other approved individuals. Concerns over the staff with 
access to select agents have been addressed though careful screening, 
mandatory two-person rule protocols, layers of access that must be 
replicated for egress and surveillance by closed circuit television. This 
system of audits and check and balances on approved personnel is 
intended to mitigate risks associated with approved staff. Incidents of 
non-compliance or systems malfunctions would be reported 
immediately to responsible officials. 

26.9 

 
26.10 Insects would be housed in specialized insectarium rooms.  There 

would be complete segregation of uninfected insects from those 
insects that contain vector borne pathogens.  Different insect species 
would be kept segregated.  See Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety 
and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (c)” in the FEIS. 

26.10  
26.11 There would be multiple barriers from the insectaria designed to 

prevent the escape of any insects.  Primary containment in the room 
would include at least 3 barriers including filtered containers, screens 
and doors.  Additional room barriers would depend on the types of 
insects. For example an oil filled moat would be installed in locations 
where non-flying insects would be contained since they move by 
crawling.  Multiple additional barriers would be in place outside of 
the primary containment rooms including multiple additional doors, 
sealed windows, filtered air intakes and exhausts.  In addition, all 
insects would be inventoried before and after each experiment to 
ensure that no insects are unaccounted for.  See Section 4.2.1.1 
“Community Safety and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (c)” in 
the FEIS. 

26.11 
26.12 
26.13 
26.14 
26.15 
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26.12 Monitoring systems accounting for each insect would be in place.  

The barriers to escape are discussed in Section 4.2.1.1 “Community 
Safety and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (c)” in the FEIS.  

 
26.13 See Response to Comment 26.11.  
 
26.14 All personnel would be required to demonstrate proficiency in the 

operating procedures of the BSL-4 laboratory prior to working in the 
BSL-4 laboratory. 

 
26.15 Animal models would be developed to meet the research needs 

of the proposed experiments. Rodents and non-human primates 
would be the principal animal species housed in the Boston-NBL.  
Housing is separate for insects and mammalian species.  The building 
would include design features to preclude the escape of animals from 
the laboratory.  
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26.16 There is no need to compensate "lower income communities of 

color" specifically.  BUMC would contribute to jobs and housing 
creation trust funds as described in Section 4.3.1.1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26.16  
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26.17 See Response to Comment 19.2.  
 
26.18 See Response to Comment 26.4.  
 
26.19 All research protocols involving biohazardous agents would be 

reviewed by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC).  Minutes of 
the meetings of the IBC are available for public review. 

 
26.20 The facility would be owned and operated by Boston University.  

Oversight of facility operations is discussed in Table 1-4 and Sections 
2.2.5 and 2.2.7. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26.17  

26.18  

26.19  

26.20  
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26.21 A number of the NIAID priority category A, B and C infectious diseases 

are vector born diseases.  Animal models for these infectious diseases are 
currently being developed and are possible research projects that may be 
conducted in the Boston-NBL.  See Response to Comment 26.19. 26.21 

26.22  
26.22 The public has been given full opportunity to be involved in the 

environmental review of the proposed action.  Whether the citizens 
of Boston should vote on the proposed action is outside the scope of 
NEPA and of this EIS.  

26.23 
26.24 
26.25  

26.26 26.23 BUMC is the designated clinical care facility for individuals that might be 
exposed to potentially serious infectious diseases.  Plans are in place for 
the care of such individuals.   Part of the care plan involves keeping 
exposed individuals in isolation for the duration of the incubation period 
following exposure. The Boston-NBL is not designed as a clinical care 
facility. 

26.27 
26.28 

 
26.24 See Response to Comment 26.16.  
 
26.25 The Occupational Health Department will be responsible for the testing of 

employees as it relates to ability to perform functions of their job and in 
response to potential exposures. Occupational Health and the Office of 
Environmental Health and Safety will manage employee orientation and 
education programs, will institute scheduled and unscheduled inspections 
of areas including reviews of protocols and will expand protocols 
involving medical surveillance of employees. The Office of Public Safety 
will manage access and audit control systems to assist in the management 
of protocols and the security of materials and individuals. Incidents 
involving contamination or exposure will involve a coordinated response 
by these three departments to isolate and contain the incident, to 
appropriately treat the employee, to notify appropriate agencies and to 
close the laboratory if necessary.  See Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety 
and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (a)” in the FEIS. 
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26.26 Approximately 1-2 deliveries per month of pathogenic 

microorganisms are anticipated for the laboratory. All such deliveries 
would be pre-scheduled and meet all local, state and federal 
guidelines pertaining to registration, packaging and transportation.  As 
discussed in Section 4.11.2, there would be no unacceptable adverse 
impacts on existing traffic conditions caused by the proposed facility.   

 
26.27 All wastewater from the BSL-4 area (including water from showers, floor 

drains, autoclaves and sinks) would be chemically decontaminated prior 
to reaching the BSL-4 drain. Chemically disinfected wastewater would be 
plumbed directly into large cook tanks for thermal disinfection.  The cook 
tanks are designed to pressurize and superheat the BSL-4 wastewater to 
ensure complete destruction of any organism that might be present.   
BUMC is in discussions with MWRA to determine exactly how they 
would like to see the Boston-NBL wastewater plumbed, tested and 
discharged. MWRA would need to be satisfied that the wastewater 
decontamination process is thorough, failsafe, and redundant.  See 
Section 4.8.1.1 of the FEIS. 

 
26.28 Studies of this nature will not be allowed in this facility.  The facility 

design does not support these studies.  The proposed BSL-3 clinic was not 
approved and is no longer part of this design.   
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27.1 See Section 2.3, where alternative sites are considered and rationale 

provided. 
 
27.2 Any decision by NIH to partially 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.  In 
accordance with the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, the NIH 
has not taken any action during the preparation of the environmental 
review that would either “have an adverse environmental impact” or 
that would “limit the choice of reasonable alternatives” to the 
proposed action.  See 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1(a).   

 
27.3 The NIH did not delegate the authority for the NEPA process to 

Boston University.  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).  NIH is the responsible 
agency for ensuring NEPA compliance for the proposed project.  The 
SDEIS contains an objective analysis of the potential environmental 
impacts that could occur under the proposed action and the no action 
alternative.  Furthermore, any decision by NIH to partially 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. 

27.1 

27.2 
27.3  

27.4 The FEIS contains an analysis of all reasonable alternatives identified 
and, in Section 2.3, the rationale for the elimination from further 
study of other alternatives that were considered.  The NIH did not 
delegate the authority for the NEPA process to Boston University, and 
NIH is the responsible agency for ensuring NEPA compliance for the 
proposed project.  The NIH will make an independent, objective 
decision on whether to proceed with the Proposed Action in the 
NIH’s ROD.    

27.4 
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27.5  27.5 See Response to Comment 27.2.   Additionally, the reasons for 
eliminating other alternatives from detailed analysis were not “non-
environmental”, as characterized in the comment.  These reasons are 
related to the purpose and need for the proposed action and careful 
analysis of the reasonableness of alternatives.   

 
27.6 The NIH recognizes its responsibility to comply with NEPA and to 

provide a full and objective review of the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed action, as well as to examine reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action and reasonable mitigation 
measures to any potentially significant impacts.  The NIH has fulfilled 
this responsibility.  The comment offers no evidence of how NIH 
allegedly “failed to properly oversee NEPA compliance in the 
environmental process.” 

 

27.6  
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27.7  27.7 The NIH has considered and examined fully the range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  In the FEIS, the NIH explains the 
reasons for eliminating other possible alternatives from further study.   
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.  Alternatives considered in an EIS must satisfy the needs of the 
proposed Federal action.  Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of 
Engineers, 492 F.2d 1123 (5th Cir. 1974).  It is unclear from the 
comment how many alternatives the commenter would have the NIH 
consider.  As noted by the Supreme Court, a “‘detailed statement of 
alternatives’ cannot be found wanting simply because the agency 
failed to include every alternative device and thought conceivable by 
the mind of man.  Time and resources are simply too limited to hold 
that an impact statement fails because the agency failed to ferret out 
every possible alternative . . . “ Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. 
v Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519, 551 (1978). 

27.8  
27.8 The NIH has fully considered and examined the range of reasonable 

alternatives to the proposed action.  Additionally, NEPA does not 
require that an agency select the “most beneficial alternative”.  The 
EIS demonstrates that the “lack of risk from the proposed action” is 
not merely “perceived”, as noted in the comment.  The NIH has 
thoroughly assessed the potential risk to the public posed by the 
proposed action and determined that the risk is so negligible as to be 
nonexistent.  Additionally, the NIH’s analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed action, as well as all 
comments from the public, in the EIS would enable the agency to 
make an informed decision in the ROD.    
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27.9   
27.9 Alternatives considered in an EIS must satisfy the needs of the 

proposed federal action.  Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of 
Engineers, 492 F.2d 1123 (5th Cir. 1974).  An agency’s decision on 
the range of alternatives considered needs to be reasonable.  As one 
court explained, “No purpose would be served by requiring [an 
agency] to study exhaustively all environmental impacts at each 
alternative site considered once it has reasonably concluded that 
none of the alternatives would be substantially preferable to the 
proposed site.”  Roosevelt Campobello International Park Comm’n v. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 684 F.2d 1041 (1st Cir. 1982).  
The range of alternatives addressed in the SDEIS is justified by 
reasonable analysis of the scientific, security, and other factors related 
to the proposed action and its potential impacts.  Additionally, this 
comment misrepresents the NIH’s explanation of the purpose and 
need for the proposed action and why the proposed location for the 
NBL was analyzed.  Contrary to an assertion in this comment, the 
NIH does not state that any legal authority restricts the construction of 
the proposed Boston-NBL to the Biosquare Research Park. 

 
27.10 The NIH recognizes its responsibility to comply with NEPA and to 

provide a full and objective review of the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed action, as well as to examine reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action and reasonable mitigation 
measures to any potentially significant impacts.  The NIH has fulfilled 
this responsibility.  The comment offers no evidence of how NIH 
allegedly “failed to properly oversee NEPA compliance in the 
environmental process.” 

27.10  
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29.1 See Response to Comment 19.2. 
 
29.2 Boston Medical Center has a robust emergency response plan as part 

in anticipation of its role in responding to emergency situations.  This 
response plan was in place prior to any consideration being given to 
the construction of a biosafety lab. The Boston-NBL would provide 
more expertise to issues of emerging and re-emerging infectious 
diseases and the construction of the building would not increase the 
level of risk that these diseases present. Massachusetts has the 
intellectual and scientific infrastructure to do the research necessary 
to create vaccines, therapeutics and treatments for these diseases. 
Boston has the emergency response skills to respond to issues 
throughout the city. BUMC has the facilities and utilities infrastructure 
to operate the Boston-NBL without failure. The Boston-NBL does not 
create a risk; rather it addresses a need to deal with an existing risk 
that is prevalent in urban environments. 

29.1 

 
29.3 See Response to Comment 22.3. 

29.2  
29.4 As described in Section 2.2.8.2, the use, storage, and disposal of all 

solid and special waste would be performed in accordance with state 
and local regulations.  All contaminated solid wastes would be 
treated prior to disposal.  Pre-disposal treatment would include 
alkaline hydrolysis.  Multi sterilization systems (autoclaves) would be 
used for biological wastes and tissue digesters would be used for 
animal wastes.  A dedicated liquid effluent decontamination system 
would treat all liquid wastewater including autoclave drains and 
chemical disinfectants wash waste.   

29.3 

29.4  
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29.5 BUMC has addressed risks identified by NIH and BUMC staff as well 

as the community. These risks, including a complete mechanical 
failure and subsequent release, an attack on the facility, the removal 
of agents from the building, employee injuries and transportation 
related risks have been addressed at a variety of meetings and are 
included in public documents. An attack on the facility from the air 
would result in damage that would primarily impact the BioSquare 
Research Park, and would result in no release as the agents in the 
building are destroyed by fire. The location of the Boston-NBL is in an 
area that provides response infrastructure for major incidents and 
creates no more or less risk than it would in a rural area.  See Section 
4.2.2.1 “Community Safety and Risk”, and also Appendices 11 and 
12. 

29.5  

 
29.6 Individuals working in the Boston-NBL would undergo significant 

background checks and would be mandated to work with other 
approved individuals as a safety and security risk mitigation measure. 
Concerns over the staff with access to select agents have been 
addressed though careful screening, mandatory two-person rule 
protocols, layers of access that must be replicated for egress and 
surveillance by closed circuit television. This system of audits and 
check and balances on approved personnel is intended to mitigate 
risks associated with approved staff. BUMC would institute protocols 
to minimize the opportunity for the removal of unauthorized 
materials from the Boston-NBL.  See Section 4.2.1.1 “Community 
Safety and Risk – Other Potential Risk Scenarios (e)” in the FEIS. 

29.6  

29.7  

29.8  
29.7 BUMC will promote and hire appropriate in-house personnel to 

manage and maintain systems within the Boston-NBL. The selection 
of personnel will include appropriate background screening, relevant 
education and experience and willingness to work in a complex 
environment. BUMC will include specialized in-house employees in 
the commissioning process and will minimize reliance on external  

29.9  
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contracted services to address concerns over inappropriate personnel 
being provided access to the Boston-NBL. 
 

29.8 A list of agents that may potentially be studied by BUMC at the 
laboratory appears in Appendix 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.   

 
29.9 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 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.  See 
Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety and Risk – Other Potential Risk 
Scenarios (a)”.   
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Mary Crotty, RN, MBA, JD 
 
29.10 BUMC would have several measures in place to ensure oversight of 

laboratory operations. See Response to Comment 4.28.  While BUMC 
would be involved in emergency response planning, the ultimate 
authority for response lies with public emergency response agencies.   
See Response to Comment 29.2.  The siting of the proposed 
laboratory has been reviewed and approved by many local, state and 
federal agencies and thus there is no need for additional regulation of 
the siting process. 

 
29.11 The Boston-NBL would be owned, operated, and managed by BUMC 

and therefore BUMC is responsible for all operations. In addition to 
other agencies that regulate the operations of the Boston-NBL, the 
Boston Public Health Commission would be involved in all aspects of 
safety within the building and would be represented on oversight 
committees set up by BUMC. These oversight committees would 
include an executive committee with representatives of the public, a 
community oversight committee and both internal and external 
scientific committees. The oversight committees would have access to 
all research being performed in the building and all safety protocols 
in place. 

29.10  

29.11  
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Mary Crotty, RN, MBA, JD 
 
29.12 BUMC is prepared to respond to any and all city, state or national 

emergency situations and provide assistance as a Level 1 trauma 
center and as an academic medical center with multiple areas of 
clinical expertise. The City of Boston and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts have hospital surge plans, evacuation plans and 
disaster plans. These plans are tested regularly.  

 
29.13 Boston hospitals have a surge plan developed by the Public Health 

Commission, The Conference of Boston Teaching Hospitals, Boston 
Emergency Medical Services and the Boston Emergency Management 
Agency. This surge plan has been tested, works and resulted in the 
freeing up of 1,000 hospital beds in Boston on September 11, 2001.  

29.12  
 
29.14 The federal Centers for Disease Control and Prevention is currently 

making efforts to determine the sources of the contaminated culture. 

29.13   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

29.14   
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Mary Crotty, RN, MBA, JD 
 
29.15 See Response to Comment 19.5.  

29.15   
29.16 The comment does not provide a citation to any Department of 

Homeland Security regulation that would prohibit either NIH or 
BUMC from notifying the public of a release of infectious agents from 
the proposed NBL or other accident.  Nothing in the Public Health 
Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act of 2002  
("Bioterrorism Act") prohibits a facility from voluntarily releasing 
information to the public about any accident, release, theft, or 
infection involving select agents.  Further, the Bioterrorism Act 
requires that a facility that handles select agents must notify the 
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services about any 
release so that the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 
acting on the Secretary's behalf, can take appropriate action to notify 
the public and local authorities.  CDC's notification is in addition to 
any actions the facility may take.  The facility is not prevented from 
directly notifying the public about any accident, release, theft, or 
infection. 

29.16  
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Marge Dieter 
 
30.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
30.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
30.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 
30.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 

30.1  
 

30.2  

30.3  
 
 

30.4   
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Robert G. Dluhy, M.D. 
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Mark S. Drapkin, M.D. 
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Mark S. Drapkin, M.D. 
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Joan Eckler 
 
33.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
33.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
33.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 

33.1 33.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 

33.2  
 

33.3  
 

33.4   
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Reita G. Ennis 
 
34.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
34.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 

34.1 34.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 

34.2 34.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 
 

34.3  

34.4  
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35.1 As noted in Section 2.2.10 of the FEIS, the project is committed to the 

DEP Diesel Retrofit Program for Construction Vehicles, which would 
include the use of retrofitted equipment and/or cleaner diesel fuel. 
Electric welders would be used and no diesel powered generators 
would be used unless for emergency reasons.  The exhaust system of 
all heavy equipment including excavators and cranes would be 
modified with scrubbers if they were to remain on site for more than 
two months.  All diesel equipment would utilize low sulfur fuel.  All 
diesel equipment would be equipped with a mufflers and sound 
shrouds / shields. 

 
35.2 With regard to building design, pre-filters are used in-line prior to supply 

HEPA filters to prevent premature loading of the supply HEPA filters.  
Laboratory air exhausted through HEPA filters is not subjected to pre-
filtration because laboratory environments do not generate large numbers 
of particulates which may prematurely load filters.  Additionally, static 
pressure drops are measured across HEPA filter installations as a real time 
measurement of filter efficiency and operation.  These installations are 
tested and certified by National Sanitation Foundation (NSF) certified 
technicians against NSF Standard 49 requirements.  HEPA filter 
installations are re-certified annually and are provided with full 
redundancy.  See Section 2.2.3.4 of the FEIS. 

35.1  

35.2   
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
35.3 The design of the facility has been reviewed multiple times throughout the 

design development.  These reviews would continue throughout the 
design and construction process.  The operation of the facility would only 
occur after the formal commissioning process is successfully completed; 
with failure mode tests have been performed based on the review of the 
final as built design of the facility.  The operation of the BSL-4 laboratory 
with select agents can only be authorized upon submission review and 
approval of the standard operating procedures for laboratory protocols by 
the CDC (the authority approving the use of Select Agents).  See Section 
2.2.4 for information on commissioning. 

35.3  
 
35.4 Inhalation exposures to anthrax spores represent the worst case exposure 

scenario in terms of public health impact (See Rotz, 2002). Cutaneous 
anthrax is easily treated with antibiotics and is not considered an outcome 
of accidental release from this building.  Gastrointestinal (G.I.) anthrax 
outbreaks do occur but are related to handling and consuming meat from 
infected cattle in African, Asia and the former Soviet Union where anthrax 
is an endemic disease.  Gastrointestinal anthrax would not be the most 
likely outcome of an accidental release of the agent from a BSL-4 facility 
and therefore is inappropriate for the inclusion in worst case scenario 
modeling. 

35.4  

35.5   
35.6   

35.5 Spores released in the modeling scenarios (1-10 µ in size) will remain 
in the air for extended periods of time. After the 30 minute release the 
small numbers of spores released will further dissipate with regard to 
concentration. 

35.7   
35.6 In the appended Maximum Possible Risk model (see Appendix 12), 

500 spores over an 8 hour period was used as the pathogenic bench 
mark (Brachman 1966). 
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35.7 In Section 4.2.1.1 “Community Safety and Risk – Worst-Case Release 

Scenario Risk Assessment”, the summary of results for the worst case 
examined (i.e., no HEPA filter case), the calculated maximum number of 
spores that may be inhaled is 0.2925 spores.  Instead of expressing the 
maximum number of spores as a spore fraction, the above results are 
equivalent to an estimate of a single spore in a volume of 3.4 m3 of air.  
Assuming a breathing rate of 30 litres per minute, it would take 
approximately 1.9 hours to inhale this volume of air. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
35.8 In Section 4.2.2.1 “Community Safety and Risk – Worst-Case Release 

Scenario Risk Assessment”, modeling was completed using two computer 
models (SLAB and ISC PRIME) and using wind tunnel tests.  For the SLAB 
and wind tunnel results, the meteorological conditions used were 
screening-level conditions that were compared to actual Boston area data 
to confirm that the conditions modeled are conditions that may occur in 
the Boston area.  The ISC PRIME modeling was completed using long-
term hourly surface data from Logan (Boston) International Airport. 35.8  

 
35.9 35.9 As explained in Appendix 9 “Risk Assessment Report March 23, 2005 – 

Appendix A”, for the wind tunnel assessment of the Boston-NBL, a model 
was built to a scale of 1:200.  The model consisted of the Boston-NBL and 
any surroundings within an 800 foot radius.  This included many Boston 
University Medical Campus (BUMC) buildings (existing and future), and 
the surrounding commercial and residential areas.  Because of the height 
of the penitentiary south of the Boston-NBL, an extension was also added 
to include this in the model. Receptor locations in the wind tunnel were 
connected to tracer gas meters and are tested for multiple wind speeds 
and wind directions for each source in order to capture the worst-case 
impact.   

35.10 

35.11    
Receptor locations included Boston-NBL air intakes and pedestrian 
locations, BUMC building air intakes and pedestrian locations, and off-site 
locations such as commercial buildings and residential areas.  They were 
chosen based on RWDI’s experience and input from Boston University, 
CUH2A, and Hemisphere Engineering.  They include locations where the 
highest exhaust concentrations are expected to occur.  

 
35.10 The remaining anthrax in the scenario that is not released into the 

environment remains in the laboratory.  The sample either remains in the 
sample tube, or spills over on to the laboratory floor.  In either case the 
spill is cleaned under laboratory standard procedures and the surfaces are 
decontaminated. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
35.11 NIH analyzed the alternatives determined to be feasible.  One of the 

main considerations in determining whether an alternative is 
reasonable is its ability to meet the purpose and need of the project in 
its entirety.  There is no benefit to locating the facility elsewhere to 
reduce risk because the risk is negligible.  The Rocky Mountain 
Laboratory memo referred to in the comment was never officially 
signed or sent, and its author is unknown. NIH does not support the 
content of the memo as rationale for the location of any laboratory. 
NIH would have to believe that the proposed facility was unsafe, 
which it does not.  Where the staff lives is not as important as where 
they work to facilitate collaboration. All the facilities listed are within 
a close distance, and not far removed from the city. 

35.11  

35.12  

35.13  
 
35.12 Separation refers to a great physical distance between laboratories.  

Isolation means barriers to entry and exit, and does not refer to the 
distance from one another.  In this way, laboratories can be isolated 
and safe, while being close enough to create efficiencies due to co-
location. 

35.14  
 
35.13 The use of any radioactive isotope in research at the Boston-NBL would 

first need to be reviewed and approved by BUMC’s Radioisotope 
Committee.   Part of the approval process would be a review of the 
disposal requirements.  Any radioactive wastes would be deactivated 
biologically (through the process described in Section 2.2.8.2 – Biological 
Waste) prior to treatment as a radioactive waste.  Short-lived radioactive 
wastes would be held in the laboratory until complete decay of the 
isotope.   Long-lived radioactive wastes would require disposal off-site.   
For further information on biological and radioactive waste, see Section 
2.2.8.2 of the FEIS. 

35.15  

35.16  
35.17  

. 
35.14 The air quality analysis in Appendix 10 of the SDEIS was performed 

to predict the cumulative effects of the proposed Boston-NBL and 
other nearby proposed and existing air pollutant sources in Boston.  
Besides the proposed Boston-NBL, other modeled laboratory sources  
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included the existing Evans Research Building and the proposed 
BioSquare Buildings E and G.  Boston University performed a study of 
the emissions from its wet chemistry laboratory on the Charles River 
Campus, which would have higher VOC emissions than a biological 
laboratory such as the proposed Boston-NBL.  Estimated annual VOC 
emissions from the Charles River Campus laboratory were less than 
1,000 pounds of VOC per year, as most of the chemicals are either 
used in reactions or disposed of.  Therefore, the assumption that the 
Boston-NBL, the Evans Research Building, and the other two 
proposed laboratories at the BioSquare facility will have emissions of 
2,000 pounds of each VOC per year is a very conservative approach.  
Nevertheless, the maximum predicted cumulative VOC impacts are 
safely in compliance with the Massachusetts DEP air toxics TEL and 
AALs and show that the Boston-NBL will not have an adverse health 
effect on the community.    

 
35.15 The results of the air quality analysis showed maximum predicted 

cumulative concentrations of particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 
that are safely in compliance with the NAAQS, and cumulative VOC 
concentration safely in compliance with Massachusetts DEP 24-hour 
average Threshold Exposure Limits (TELs) and annual average 
Allowable Ambient Limits (AALs) for air toxics.  The NAAQS were 
designed to protect the most sensitive members of the population 
from adverse health effects, with a margin for safety.  The NAAQS for 
particulates were designed to include protection from increased 
respiratory symptoms for persons with asthma.   Similarly, the 
Massachusetts DEP TEL and AAL criteria are health-based standards 
established by the DEP to protect all individuals from adverse health 
effects, including asthma, with a margin for safety. Footnote 11 on 
page 18 of Appendix 10 of the SDEIS should read as: http://env1. 

 kangwon.ac.kr/project/sdwr2004/litsurv/intwebsites/epa-ost/ 
www.epa.gov/asthma/introduction.html. This reference clearly states 
that “Viral infections are the leading cause of acute asthma attacks.”  
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35.16 Membership of community advisory groups can be obtained from the 

BUMC Office of Community Relations.  
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35.17 Due to technical issues, the SDEIS was not available on the web for 

download.  However, the document was made available for review in 
a timely and public manner. Copies of the SDEIS were placed at the 
Boston, South End, Dorchester and Roxbury branches of the Boston 
Public Library. In addition, paper and/or electronic copies of the 
SDEIS were mailed to nearly 100 individuals who either provided 
public comment on the DEIS or requested a copy.  See Distribution 
List prior to Appendices. 

35.17  

 
35.18 NIH believes that the EPA's National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS) are sufficient to protect human health and therefore, further 
mitigation is not necessary. In most cases, the emissions would be 
well below the standards.  There is a commitment to reduce 
construction vehicle emissions as well. See Responses to Comments 
35.1 and 35.14.  

35.18  
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Douglas V. Faller, Ph.D., M.D. 
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Douglas V. Faller, Ph.D., M.D. 
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Norman Farranelli 
 
37.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
37.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
37.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 
37.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 
 

37.1  

37.2  
 

37.3  
 

37.4   
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Robina E. Folland 
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Mary Linda Foxhall 
 
39.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
39.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
39.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 
39.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 
 
 

39.1  

39.2  
 

39.3  
 

39.4   
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Spencer N. Frankl, D.D.S., M.S.D 
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Spencer N. Frankl, D.D.S., M.S.D 
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Robert H. Friedman, MD 
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George T. Gallagher, D.M.D., D.M.Sc. 
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Timothy S. Gardner 
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Elizabeth G. B. Gealach 
 
44.1 See Response to Comment 1.1. 
 
44.2 See Response to Comment 1.2. 
 
44.3 See Response to Comment 1.3. 
 

44.1 44.4 See Response to Comment 1.4. 

44.2  
 

44.3  
 

44.4   
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Barbara A. Gilchrest, M.D. 
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Patricia Glynn 
 
46.1 In the evaluation of potential scenarios, the agent, its quantity, form 

and dissemination potential are all considered.  The worst case 
scenario was chosen as it presented a culmination of these factors.  
Removing or limiting any of these factors reduces the impacts of 
potential scenarios.  In the event of a vehicular accident, the quantity 
and dissemination potential are extremely limited.  BUMC will 
manage all transportation related issues to minimize risk as described 
in Appendix 7, High Hazard Material Management Policy. Scenarios 
involving transportation do not disseminate materials with the type of 
risk potential presented in the worst case scenario. 

  
46.2 BUMC, as evidenced in Appendix 7, High Hazard Material 

Management Policy, has plans in place to address risk associated with 
the transportation of materials. While these plans do not specifically 
address traffic accidents or traffics jams, they do address the ability to 
track, the ability to communicate and the ability to respond to such 
incidents as necessary. Packaging requirements will be in place as 
required by law and there have been no known environmental 
releases when the proper shipping procedures have been followed. 

46.1    
46.3 The reference is to the maintenance and operational protocols that 

would be incorporated into this facility, in regard to periodic visual 
inspection of trained maintenance personnel.  The overall program to 
be implemented in the facility would be a comprehensive system of 
inspections and planned preventative maintenance.  The operational 
effort would be centered on identifying potential issues prior to 
component failures. 

46.2 
 

46.3   
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Patricia Glynn 
 
46.4 As noted throughout the FEIS, the project is being designed and 

constructed with redundant utility and mechanical systems to avoid 
system failure.  The effluent decontamination system is operated by 
an active control system.  The operational parameters required to 
maintain efficacy would be continuously monitored.  The variation of 
any of these parameters outside of tolerances would cause the system 
to restart the entire cycle.  That being stated, the system would be 
validated through thermal means only.  In actual operations, the 
decontamination system would be operationally a secondary process.  
The primary decontamination would occur at the laboratory level.  
Any agent being disposed of through the system would first be 
exposed to chemical disinfection.  An aqueous based chemical 
disinfection would be used for inactivation of agent prior to disposal, 
and similarly the facility and APR suits would be cleansed with an 
aqueous disinfection agent.   

46.3  
46.4  

46.5  

 
46.5 The Director of Operations and Public Safety at Boston University 

Medical Center would be responsible for coordination with local, 
state, and federal law enforcement agencies 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comments  
5 - 147 



NATIONAL EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES LABORATORIES  
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER  46 
Patricia Glynn 
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