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CHAPTER 5  
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

DEIS Comment Period 

The comment period on the DEIS began on May 
23, 2003, with the Notice of Availability that 
appeared in the Federal Register.   

In response to comments on the DEIS, NIH 
decided to issue a Supplemental Draft EIS (SDIES), 
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 December 29, 2003, with 
a Notice of Availability that appeared in the Federal 
Register.  A 45-day comment period was allowed.  
Comments postmarked (or e-mailed or faxed) by 
February 11, 2004, appear in this chapter.  
Comments postmarked or received after February 
11, 2004, were considered, but no formal response 
appears.  Comments in late responses were similar 
to the comments below.  A public meeting was 
held on January 22, 2004, where oral comments 
were taken.  Comment from the public meeting 
can be found in Letter 39 - Public Meeting 
beginning on page 5-54. 

Response to Comments  

Each comment letter, e-mail or fax was given a 
document number and electronically scanned.  
Minor adjustments may have been made to the 
scanned file for size, or removing smudges or lines 
to improve the appearance.  Substantive comments 
were marked with a bracket and given a number, 
which corresponds with a response found on the 
right side of the page.  No other changes, such as 
editing or deletions, were made to the documents 
before they were inserted into this chapter.  

Substantive comments were also given sequential 
numbers, starting over with “1” at each new letter.  
Comments appear with their letter number 
followed by the comment.  

Agencies must assess and consider comments 
received on a DEIS.  The Council on Environmental 
Quality NEPA implementing regulations §1503.4(a) 
lists the following possible responses: 

1) Modify alternatives including the proposed 
action. 

2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not 
previously given serious consideration by 
the agency. 

3) Supplement, improve, or modify its 
analyses. 

4) Make factual corrections. 

5) Explain why the comments do not warrant 
further agency response, citing the sources, 
authorities, or reasons which support the 
agency’s position and, if appropriate, 
indicate those circumstances which would 
trigger agency reappraisal or further 
response. 

Comments were reviewed to determine where 
flaws in the analysis may have occurred or where 
mitigation measures may be necessary.  When 
appropriate, changes have been made in the FEIS to 
address comments.  The responses to individual 
comments reflect where changes have been made 
or why no change was made.  Many comments 
were addressed in the SDEIS, but were made again.  
The response to these comments points to the 
location in the SDEIS where these comments were 
addressed.  The same sections appear in the FEIS. 

Many other comments were made which did not 
merit a response, although they will be considered 
by NIH in their 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 needed. 
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LETTER 1 - IRA T. HOLT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LETTER 2 - GENE BERNOFSKY 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

2-1  Please see Sections 2.2.2 and 4.2.1 where this 
comment was addressed. 
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LETTER 3 - DAVID BALTIMORE 
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LETTER 5 - JILL DAVIES 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

5-1  Diseases in Table B-1 are those currently or 
previously studied at RML.  Those diseases 
have been studied in BSL-2 or BSL-3 
laboratories.  Table B-2, Characteristics of Viral 
Diseases Assigned to Biosafety Level 4, includes 
those that have to be studied in a BSL-4.  The 
SDEIS states on page 4-5 that “it is not known 
specifically what agents would be studied at the 
Integrated Research Facility.”  This is because 
the study would depend on national needs at 
the time as well as emerging diseases not yet 
identified. 

5-1 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-9 

 

LETTER 6 - GAIL GRAY, MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 
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LETTER 7 -  GILBERT JELINEK 
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LETTER 8 - DENNIS BARBIAN 
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LETTER 9 - L. W. ENQUIST 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5-14 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-15 

 

LETTER 10 - KEVIN DOHR 

Comment Response 

10-1  The notion that an Integrated Research 
Facility (IRF) can be remotely placed and 
remain scientifically productive is incorrect. 
 Science performed off campus is not 
dependent upon facilities available on campus.  
Scientific functions are highly interconnected 
and rely on core support services in order to 
make progress and ensure regulatory 
compliance.  Specific support functions such 
as electron microscopy, hazardous materials 
handling, select agent tracking, secure 
shipping and receiving, emergency medical 
response capability, security screening and 
handling of visitors needs to occur in very 
close proximity to the facility and cannot be 
managed off site.  Such functions are already 
present at the RML campus and would not 
require duplication at a new remote 
location.  Furthermore, the current federal 
budget did not consider the need to build 
additional roads, electrical, natural gas and 
water utility plants and other requirements 
typically provided by state, municipal or 
private enterprises. All of these supportive 
requirements exist at the RML campus and 
also the NIH Bethesda Campus thereby 
eliminating the need for duplication which 
lowers project cost by considerable orders of 
magnitude.  Please also see Section 2.2.2.2. 

 

 

10-1 
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LETTER 11 - LARRY CAMPBELL 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

11-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment 
is addressed.  The project is not ‘artificially 
constrained’ but is truly constrained by the 
allocated funds.  

11-2  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment 
is addressed. 

11-3  Please see the Community Risk section in 
section 4.2.1 where community safety is 
addressed.  The risk analysis revealed that 
there was no health risk from the release of 
infectious agents at a distance of 300 feet 
from the exhaust ducts.  The actual distance 
to the community exceeds 300 feet.  
Therefore, a more remote location would 
add no further benefit to public health and 
safety. 

 

  

11-1 

11-2 

11-3 
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Comment Response 

11-4 Please see the Community Risk section in section 
4.2.1 where community safety is addressed.  There 
is no benefit to locating the facility downwind from 
the community because, based on this risk 
assessment information, even at the location of the 
closest residence to proposed RML IRF and under 
the very worst case scenario the risk of public harm 
is statistically so minute that it may be considered 
zero.  Therefore, a more remote location would 
add no further benefit to public health and safety. 

11-5 The RML IRF was designed to have set backs from 
the campus perimeter consistent in meeting blast 
charge weights drawn from the Interagency Security 
Committee Guidelines for New Construction, 
Department of Justice Guidelines and the 
Department of Defense Unified Facilities Criteria.  
Most of these documents are in the public domain; 
however, some portions are considered “security 
sensitive”.  Additionally, analyses were conducted to 
assess the effect of satchel charges placed at 
potentially vulnerable locations of the facility to 
address issues such as progressive collapse and 
breach of containment.  Any areas shown to be 
vulnerable during these analyses were reinforced, as 
appropriate, in the facility design.  Details of the 
analyses are considered security sensitive, as it is 
prudent to keep such detailed vulnerability 
information from being available to those who might 
use the information in a manner that would 
abrogate the intent for which it was produced.  A 
worst-case scenario modeling a percussive 
explosion would mimic the release described in 
Scenario 1 on page 4-11 of SDEIS and FEIS. 

[Continued on following page.]  

11-4 

11-5 

11-6 

11-7 

11-8 

11-9 
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11-6  Please see response to comment 11-5. 

 

11-7  Prions are subjected to chemical treatment, 
autoclaving, and if appropriate for the waste type, 
incineration.  Please see page 4-9 and FEIS. 

11-8  MPR has been added to the list of acronyms and 
defined in the glossary. 

The MPR model does not take into account wind 
speed.  As discussed the SDEIS on page 4-12, the 
MPR model discounts wind speed and patterns 
and replaces them with a well defined geometric 
dispersion model which increases the likelihood 
that a released particle, or portion thereof, will be 
identified in a quantitative manner.  Addition of 
wind speed, exhaust velocities, a wind direction, 
etc. to the model would decrease the worst-case 
quantification effort because addition of these 
variables create increased dispersion/dilution of 
the contaminant. 

11-9  Emergency plans will be drafted (see Chapter 4).  
If it is determined that there is a need for 
specialized care facilities at Marcus Daly or 
another regional hospital, RML will enter into 
agreements with relevant providers and entities. 
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LETTER 12 - SALLY ROSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LETTER 13 - BRIAN BACHMAN 

 

 

No letter was attached. 
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LETTER 14 - LAURIE LEONARD 
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LETTER 15 - WAYNE A. HEDMAN 
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LETTER 16 - PETE BROWN, MONTANA 
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
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LETTER 17 - TY R. CAPELLE 
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LETTER 18 - PARNELLI SHARP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

18-1  Please see response to comment 10-1. 
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Comment Response 

18-2  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment 
is addressed. 

18-3  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment 
was addressed.  Please see description of 
Neighborhood Meetings, which was included 
in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, SDEIS and is 
included in the FEIS. 

 

 

18-2 

18-3 
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LETTER 19 - GOVERNOR JUDY MARTZ 
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Comment Response 

19-1  Further discussions between the State and 
RML will occur regardless of the alternative 
selected.   
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LETTER 20 - STEVEN WITZ, ST. PATRICK 
HOSPITAL 
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LETTER 21 - DR. GEORGE RISI 
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LETTER 22 - STATE SENATOR RICK 
LAIBLE 
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LETTER 23 - ANONYMOUS 
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LETTER 24 - ANONYMOUS 
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LETTER 25 - LORRAINE CROTTY 

 

 

Comment Response 

25-1  Please see the purpose and need stated on 
page 1-5 of the FEIS.  This information was 
provided in the DEIS and the SDEIS. 

25-2  Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed.  The NIH is restricted by Federal 
law from paying for the listed items absent 
specific authority to do so, and the NIH has 
no such authority. 

 

 

25-1 

25-2 
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LETTER 26 - 28 DOCTORS 
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LETTER 27 - ED AND GWEN BLOEDEL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

27-1  Please see response to comment 10-1. 
27-1 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-39 

 

LETTER 28 - COOPER NEVILLE 
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Comment Response 

28-1  Please see where this comment is addressed 
in Section 1.7.3 of the SDEIS.  In the event 
that any property damage, personal injury, or 
death results from the negligent act or 
omission of a Federal employee acting in the 
scope of the employee’s official duties, a claim 
for compensation may be filed in accordance 
with the Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. 
2671-2680.   

28-2  Please see where this comment is addressed 
in Section 1.7.3 of the SDEIS.  Please see 
response to comment 28-1.  The Hamilton 
City Council has no authority to legally bind 
the NIH to the requested commitments. 

28-1 

28-2 
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Comment Response 

28-3  Please see where this comment is addressed 
in Section 1.7.3 of the SDEIS. 28-3 
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LETTER 29 - JOYCE MERCER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

29-1  Public comment will be considered in the 
decision. 
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LETTER 30 - DALE HUHTANEN 
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LETTER 31 - LAURA JACKSON 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

31-1  Please see response to comment 10-1. 
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Comment Response 

31-2  Construction of the Proposed Action would 
be expected to take 2 years.  The Proposed 
Action includes the Integrated Research 
Facility and boiler plant addition.  See page 2-
2.  Please also see page 4-1 for a list of 
activities not related to the proposed action 
that will be accomplished at RML.  The 
schedule for reasonably foreseeable action is 
currently unknown. 

31-3  The decision is economic only in terms of 
potential economic harm (no harm was 
identified) and the money available to 
construct the facility. 

31-4  Under another project the NIH is planning 
for unsecured parking outside of the fence as 
suggested. 

31-5  Daytime hours are defined in the EIS (pgs. 2-8 
and 3-9) as 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. 

31-2 

31-3 

31-4 

31-5 
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LETTER 32 -  ELEANOR PROSSER 

Comment Response 

32-1  Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed.  

32-2  Please see Section 1.7.3 where this type of 
comment is addressed. 

32-3  Please see the discussions under Security in 
Chapter 2 for the Proposed Action and No 
Action where NIH has established a satellite 
police force at RML.  The police force will 
provide immediate response to any and all 
security related incidents and is currently 
working with local law enforcement and first 
response units to develop mutual response 
support agreements, regardless of the 
alternative selected. 

32-4  Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

32-5  Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

32-6  Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

 

 

 

32-1 

32-6 

32-5 

32-4 

32-3 

32-2 
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LETTER 33 - ANITA VARONE, MONTANA 
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

33-1  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment 
is addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

33-1 
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LETTER 34 - DALE HUHTANEN, CITY OF 
HAMILTON 
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LETTER 35 - CAROL ANN HANSEN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

35-1  Please see Section 1.7.3 where this comment 
is addressed. 

35-2  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment 
is addressed. 

35-1 

35-2 
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LETTER 36 - SHERYL WEST 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

36-1  Adjustments in operation of this vehicle are 
outside the scope of this EIS. 

36-2  Noise generation can be determined based 
on the operation of various pieces of 
equipment.  When these pieces are not in 
operation (such as the incinerator and 
emergency power generator) they are not 
producing noise.  As stated in the DEIS, 
SDEIS and FEIS, noise reduction equipment 
has been installed since the monitoring was 
done (see FEIS pg. 3-9).  New information on 
the effectiveness of the silencer has been 
included in the FEIS. 

36-1 

36-2 
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LETTER 37 - REINI FRANK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

37-1  Please see Section 2.2.2 that talks about 
other alternatives considered. 

 

37-1 
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LETTER 38 - C. SAVAGE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

38-1 The literature review is based on past 
experience.  The data has not changed since 
the review was done, and includes the time 
since 9/11/2001. 
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Comment Response 

38-2 Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

38-3 Please see Section 1.7.3 where this comment is 
addressed. 

38-4 Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment is 
addressed. 

38-5 Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

38-6 Please see page 1-11 where this comment is 
addressed. 

38-7 Please see response to comment 31-3. 

 

38-2 

38-3 

38-4 

38-5 

38-6 

38-7 
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Comment Response 

39-1 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
noise were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-2 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
noise were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-3 Please see response to comment 11-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

39-4 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
community infrastructure were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-5 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
outbreaks of agents were addressed.  Also, 
refer to Chapter 4, Community Safety and Risk. 
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Comment Response 

39-6 Local construction contractors would be 
invited to bid on the project with the goal to 
utilize as much local workforce as possible.  
Prior to bidding, prospective firms will be 
prequalified to ensure that the quality of work 
is maintained.  The prequalification process will 
consist of relevant experience, past 
performance and ability to meet the security 
background check.  The Federal Government 
requires, at a minimum, that labor rates are no 
less than the Davis Bacon Wage Rate.  Use of 
union contractors and wages paid would be at 
the discretion of the firms who submit bids and 
are selected.   
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Comment Response 

39-7 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
community participation were addressed. 

39-8 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
the range of alternatives were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-9 Please see response to comment 31-4. 
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Comment Response 

39-10 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

39-11 Please see response to comment 11-3. 
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Comment Response 

39-12 Please see response to comment 11-9. 
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Comment Response 

39-13 The format of the document referred to 
suggests that it was a document prepared by 
someone to make a case for the construction 
of a level-4 biocontainment facility at RML in 
the approximate style of an NIH space 
justification document.  It was e-mailed to the 
Director, Division of Intramural Research, 
NIAID’s computer on December 13, 2000.  As 
a matter of routine, it was filed on the 
computer.  It was never put on letter or memo 
head and was never signed.  There is nothing 
to suggest that anyone in the office further 
modified the document or used it in any way.  
It was released as part of a FOIA because it 
was in a folder on a computer marked 
Biodefense (the subject of that FOIA).  NIAID, 
NIH does not support the ideas in the 
document.  Please also see response to 
comment 1-2. 

39-14 Please see Section 1.7.3 which addresses 
comments on the effects of terrorism. 
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Comment Response 

39 Please see response to comment 39-6. 
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Comment Response 

39-15 Please see response to comment 11-3. 
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Comment Response 

39-16 Cost of alternatives is not necessarily required 
in all EISs.  Chapter 1 of the DEIS, SDEIS and 
FEIS state that the expected cost of the 
Proposed Action is $66.5 million.  Please see 
Section 1.7.3 where comments on use of the 
incinerator and use and disposal of hazardous 
chemicals where addressed.  Please see page 4-
17 where revenue is predicted. 

39-17 The effect of an infected laboratory worker on 
the community is addressed on page 4-7 under 
Agent Communicability and Treatment. 

39-18 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 

39-19 Additional information on waste disposal was 
included in Section 2.1.3.  Impacts on the Class 
1 Airshed are disclosed in section 4.7.1.1 of the 
SDEIS. 

 

 

 

39-16 

39-17 

39-18 

39-19 

39-20 
(cont. on 

next 
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Comment Response 

39-20 The project would not conflict with Ravalli 
County Growth Policy.  County officials were 
interviewed in August 2003 on this issue and 
determined that the Integrated Research 
Facility is within the plan.  

 

[Response to 39-21 on following page.] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

39-20 

39-21 



5-90 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

Comment Response 

39-21 In the EIS, reasonable and foreseeable events were 
extended to worst-case situations ensuring 
contaminant release.  These scenarios were then 
subjected to quantitative analysis as clearly 
demonstrated in the risk assessment.  The results 
of these analyses were that no public health harm 
could be demonstrated.  However, procedures 
and protocols to further mitigate the remaining 
infinitesimally small risks will be developed (See 
Section 4.2.2).  These will include, but not be 
limited to, 

• Operations and maintenance plans 

• Local emergency response and notification 
plans 

• Facility emergency response plans 

• Quality assurance protocols and facility 
certification plans 

Such detailed plans cannot be reasonably 
developed at this time.  Details of the emergency 
response plan will be driven by the agents used in 
the research protocols to be performed.  Agent-
specific plans will be developed prior to the 
commencement of work with a particular agent.  
The other plans will be developed as the final 
design becomes available so that the specific 
features of the facility may be addressed in 
operations, maintenance, quality assurance, and 
certification and testing plans.  Periodic 
reevaluation of these plans will be necessary 
throughout the life of the facility.  New plans will 
be developed as the agents in use change.   
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Comment Response 

39-22 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects of the incinerator are addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-23 Please see response to comment 38-1. 
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Comment Response 

39-24 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
increased threat of terrorism were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-25 Please see response to comment 39-16. 

39-25 
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Comment Response 

39-26 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the risk of terrorism were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-27 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects of the Proposed Action on traffic, 
community infrastructure, and water supply 
were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

39-28 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects of the Proposed Action on noise, air 
quality, water, and wastewater were addressed.

39-29 This information has been corrected in the 
FEIS.  See section 4.4.1.1. 
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LETTER 40 - LINDA AND BRIAN 
TRESCOTT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

40-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternative locations were addressed. 

 

 

40-1 
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Comment Response 

40-2  Please see Section 1.7.2 were comments on the 
emergency plan where addressed. 

40-3  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 
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LETTER 41 -  DOUGLAS NATION, TROUT 
UNLIMITED 
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Comment Response 

41-1  Comment noted. 
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LETTER 42 - JOHN SWANSON 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

42-1  NIH has maintained a small BSL-4 laboratory in 
Bethesda since the 1970s.  The laboratory was 
renovated and reopened as a BSL-4 suit 
laboratory in 1998.  The facility was never 
intended to be used for long term research.  
The facility is currently being used as an 
enhanced BSL-3 laboratory and will be used as 
a BSL-4 as the need arises. 

42-2  Past experience indicates that emerging and re-
emerging diseases will continue to pose a 
threat to the US.  The scientific program 
proposed at RML is different from that of Fort 
Detrick.  RML would include pathogenesis, 
immune response, vaccine, diagnostics and 
therapeutics and would focus on vector-borne 
pathogens, while Fort Detrick will be studying 
the disease process using physiological 
monitoring and clinical laboratory testing. 

42-3  Please see page 4-2 where comments on 
neighborhood concerns about property values 
were addressed. 

 

42-1 

42-2 

42-3 
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LETTER 43 -  BOB LAKE, STATE 
REPRESENTATIVE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

43-1  Noise mitigations are included in the discussion 
of the proposed action.  These mitigations 
would reduce the noise to acceptable levels.  
Please see page 2-8 of the SDEIS. 

 

 

 

 
 

43-1 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-117 

 

LETTER 44 - STAR JAMESON 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

44-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were discussed. 

44-2  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
air quality were addressed. 

44-3  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 

44-4  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the risk of terrorism were addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44-1 

44-2 

44-3 
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LETTER 45 - NADINE J. AND J. D. GREENE 

 

Comment Response 

45-1  Please see Section 1.1 where this comment is 
addressed.  No Weapons of Mass Destruction 
research will take place at any NIH facility 
including RML, as this is forbidden by a national 
security directive and international law.  Please 
also see section 4.2.1.1, Community Safety and 
Risk, Risk Assessment section. 

 

 

 

 

 

LETTER 46 - STEVE SLOCOMB 

Comment Response 

46-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

46-1 

 
45-1 
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LETTER 47 - CAROL S. BLUM 

Comment Response 

47-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

47-2  Please see Section 1.7.1 of the SDEIS. 

47-3  The NIH has provided in the SDEIS all 
information relevant to the Proposed Action, 
including the Proposed Action’s environmental 
impacts.  While the Friends of the Bitterroot 
(FOB) submitted a request for records under 
the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), the 
FOB has refused to pay the standard fees 
assessed for the records produced pursuant to 
the DHHS regulations implementing the FOIA, 
45 C.F.R. Subpart D.  DHHS has carefully 
considered FOB’s request for a waiver to these 
fees and has determined that no basis exists to 
grant the waiver under 45 C.F.R. Subpart D or 
any other law or other authority.  The public 
comment period for the SDEIS was sufficient 
under the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations implementing NEPA and will not be 
extended. 

47-4  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 

 Remainder of responses on following page. 

 

 

47-7 

47-6 

47-5 

47-4 

47-3 

47-2 

47-1 
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47-5  The Act referred to is the Public Health 
Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and 
Response Act of 2002 ("Bioterrorism Act").  
Section 201 of the Bioterrorism Act ensures 
that, for security purposes, Federal agencies 
cannot be made to release certain specific 
information about select agents -- 
predominantly related to comprehensive 
listings of agents and their locations -- under 
the Freedom of Information Act.  However, 
nothing in the 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. 

47-6  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
these concerns were addressed. 

47-7  Comments on the DEIS and SDEIS have been 
addressed in the SDEIS and the FEIS.  No 
additional DEIS will be produced. 
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LETTER 48 - CAROL S. BLUM 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

48-1  The Integrated Research Facility is designed to 
eliminate the potential of a human accident 
causing release of an agent and infection of 
anyone in the community. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LETTER 49 - HANNAH WHITNEY 
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LETTER 50 - JOHN LEHRMAN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

50-1  The DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS contain an 
Alternatives Section at Section 2.2. 
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LETTER 51 - JOAN AND DAVID PERRY 

 

Comment Response 

51-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

51-2  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
earthquakes or terrorism were addressed. 

51-3  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
these resources were addressed. 

51-4  In the event of an accident or “terrorist hit” 
the Department of Transportation and Federal 
Bureau of Investigations would respond. 

 

 

 

 

 

LETTER 52 -  STEPHEN S. ELLIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

51-4 
51-3 
51-2 
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LETTER 53 - KENT BARBIAN 
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LETTER 54 -  RICK FUHRMAN 
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LETTER 55 -  VICKY BOHLIG 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

55-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

55-2  The risk is none, as the risk analysis revealed 
that there was no real risk from release of 
infectious agents at a distance of 300 feet from 
the exhaust ducts.  The actual distance to the 
community exceeds 300 feet. 

55-3  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 
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LETTER 56 -  RICHARD WHITE 
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LETTER 57 -  I AM SERENITY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

57-1  Please see response to comment 39-21. 
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LETTER 58 -  PETER REYNOLDS 

 

Comment Response 

58-1  To the extent that the comment refers to a 
request for records submitted to the NIH by 
the Friends of the Bitterroot, please see the 
response to comment 47-3.  To the extent the 
comment refers to a different request made 
under the FOI Act, the NIH has provided in the 
SDEIS all information relevant to the Proposed 
Action, including the Proposed Action’s 
environmental impacts.   

58-2  Please see response to comment 39-12. 

58-3  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed.  Please 
see Section 1.7.3 where comments on the use 
and disposal of hazardous chemicals were 
addressed.  Please see response to comments 
39-16, 47-5, and 47-6.  
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LETTER 59 -  JAMES B. MILLER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

59-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 
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Comment Response 

59-2  Please see Section 4.2.1.1 of the SDEIS, 
Community Safety and Risk, where Risk 
Assessments are addressed.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

59-2 



5-134 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

59-3  Please see the response to comment 47-3. 
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LETTER 60 -  WINSTON WEEKS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

60-1  Please see the response to comment 47-3. 
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LETTER 61 -  DAREL SEIBERT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

61-1  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency response plan were addressed. 

61-2  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the increased use of the incinerator were 
addressed. 

61-3  Please see response to comment 39-19. 

61-4  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects of the Proposed Action on traffic 
were addressed. 
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LETTER 62 -  FRIENDS OF THE 
BITTERROOT, WOMEN’S 
VOICES FOR THE EARTH, 
COALITION FOR A SAFE LAB 
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Comment Response 

62-1  Please see response to comment 47-7. 
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Comment Response 

62-2  Please see response to comments 47-3 and 
58-1. 
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Comment Response 

62-3  Please see the responses for comment 62-4 
through 62-14. 
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Comment Response 

62-4  The master plan does not block NIH from 
developing new projects in Bethesda.  While 
development is flexible within designated land 
use areas, the land has to be vacant and 
available for construction.  The SDEIS notes 
that there is no readily available land on the 
Bethesda campus.  Relocating existing facilities, 
revising the master plan, demolition, etc., would 
require hundreds of millions of dollars and take 
up to 10 years, making this alternative 
unrealistic. 
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Comment Response 

62-5  This alternative still does not meet the 
purpose and need, as stated in the DEIS and 
SDEIS.  Additionally, there is no environmental 
advantage over the alternatives that were 
considered in detail.  Please see page 2-17 of 
the SDIES. 

62-6  Please see response to comment 10-1. 
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Comment Response 

62-7  Additional information on the estimated cost of 
constructing an Integrated Research Facility at 
some new intramural location has been 
included in Chapter 2. 

62-8  Page 4-5 states “NIH and its associated 
laboratories including RML, do not, and would 
not, work with weapons-grade material.”  This 
statement is also included in the DEIS on page 
4-2. 

62-9  No.  Please see page 1-1 of the FEIS were this 
has been addressed. 

62-10 No.  Please see response to comment 62-9. 

 Remainder of responses on following page. 

 

 

 

62-7 

62-8 

62-12 

62-11 

62-10 

62-9 

62-7 

62-8 

62-12 

62-11 

62-10 

62-9 



5-146 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

62-11 The general policy of the government is not to 
restrict information about fundamental research.  
(See National Security Decision Directive 189, 
September 21, 1985).  However, it is possible 
that some information about research 
conducted at the RML could be classified.  
Information can be classified only under 
Executive Order 13292 (March 28, 2003), which 
sets very specific requirements for classification.  
To be designated as “classified,” information that 
is owned, produced by or for, or controlled by 
the Government must fall into one of eight 
categories defined in the Executive Order, and 
disclosure of the information would have to be 
reasonably expected to result in identifiable or 
describable damage to the national security (i.e., 
national defense or foreign relations of the U.S.), 
including defense against transnational terrorism.  
Of note, scientific information falls in a 
classification category only when it is related to 
national security. 

62-12 Yes.  Agents that are on the NIH inventory that 
are currently classified have been present at 
RML in the past. 
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Comment Response 

62-13 Please see response to comment 39-
21. 

62-14 These references have been included 
or corrected.  We apologize for the 
oversight. 
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Comment Response 

62-15  Measures are to be included “to mitigate 
adverse environmental impacts” (CEQ 
1502.16(h)).  Since there were no adverse 
impacts identified from the items listed, no 
mitigation is necessary.  Please see Section 
1.7.3 where comments on the potential 
increased threat of outbreak are addressed.   
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Comment Response 

62-16 Please see response to comment 62-15. 
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Comment Response 

62-17 Please see response to comment 62-15. 

62-18  This statement should have been attributed to 
Dr. George Risi, which has been included in 
the FEIS.  Communicability and “first signs of 
disease” are not the same thing, and it does 
not mean that infection can be passed within 
24 hours. 
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Comment Response 

62-19 The RML Incinerator is subject to compliance 
with 40 CFR 60, Subparts Ce and Ec.  
Monitoring requirements for a Medium 
Intermittent Hospital Medical Waste Incinerator 
include that facilities establish the appropriate 
maximum and/or minimum operating 
parameters for each control system per 40 CFR 
60, Subpart Ec, 60.56c and 60.57c.  The current 
operational requirement for secondary chamber 
temperature is in excess of 1800°F and load 
input is mechanically locked out until the upper 
chamber reaches that temperature.  Minimum 
or maximum incinerator operating parameters 
are established from air emission operational 
testing data.  These parameters are submitted to 
the State for review and approval.  40 CFR 60, 
Subpart Ec, 60.51c relating to definitions states 
under shutdown that for intermittent HMIWI, 
shutdown shall commence no less than 4 hours 
after the last charge to the incinerator.  One 
minute monitoring of all operating parameters is 
required by both State and Federal regulations 
and documentation verifies that the load input 
does not occur until the temperature of the 
secondary chamber reaches 1800°F and that 
that temperature is maintained until 4 hours 
after the last load input. 

62-20 The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS contain a citation to 
support this statement.  Additional information 
and a reference have been added to the FEIS 
(see pages 4-9 and 4-23). 
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Comment Response 

62-21 Purchase of land by a contractor is not 
construction. 

62-22 Please see Section 2.1.3 for a description of the 
proposed action. 

62-23 Please see Section 2.1.3 of the SDEIS.  As 
stated, the filters would be certified once a 
year, which includes testing. 

62-24 RML has a very effective decay-in-storage 
program for sulfur-35.  The sulfur-35 containing 
liquids are stored for decay in a locked double 
containment storage area. 

62-25 RML has shipped only naturally occurring 
radioactive materials on one occasion.  The 
designated destination for any radioactive waste 
shipped from Montana is the U.S. Ecology 
Facility in Richland, WA.  Brokers and 
transporters must meet all requirements of 
DOT and NRC. 62-26 

Cont on 
next page 
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Comment Response 

62-26 Additional information on disposal of prion 
contaminated material has been included in section 
2.2.1.1 of the FEIS.  These disposal methods 
preclude any risk of contamination of sewage 
sludge from RML prion research.  All other liquid 
waste is fully decontaminated prior to release into 
the wastewater stream. 

62-27 Animals are purchased from USDA inspected and 
certified vendors.  Transport cages meet USDA 
specifications.  Once delivered to the climate 
controlled receiving area, Veterinary Branch 
Technicians transport the cages/animals to the 
animal facilities.  Health checks are performed and 
animals are transferred to clean cages.  The Chief 
of the Rocky Mountain Veterinary Branch is 
responsible for the handling procedures of animals 
delivered to RML.   

62-28 No experiments designed to enhance the virulence 
of any biologic agent are envisioned.  Frequently 
natural disease agents are made less virulent by 
handling in tissue culture. 

62-29 There is no indication or history to indicate that 
the Integrated Research Facility has the potential to 
cause an epidemic of any size.  It is, therefore, a 
negligible risk, effectively no risk, that does not 
need to be mitigated and is appropriately analyzed 
and disclosed in the SDEIS. 

 Remainder of responses on following page. 
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62-30 The Integrated Research Facility would be 
designed to never allow a pathogen to escape the 
laboratory, and history proves the design to be 
effective in achieving this goal.  Please also see 
response to comment 62-98 where HEPA filters 
are discussed. 

62-31 Since the Proposed Action is an intramural 
facility, it is appropriate to review the operation 
of intramural facilities for a history of their safety.  
Please also see response to comment 63-22.  
Incidents in other US and international labs do 
not bear on the results of NIH laboratories as 
NIH has no control over operating procedures of 
other laboratories.  The NIH would be 
responsible for the safety in the Integrated 
Research Facility and maintain its high standards.  
These standards have resulted in the outstanding 
safety record cited in Appendix E.  

62-32 The report was placed in the document before 
the decision was made to issue a supplemental 
draft.  The wording should have been changed to 
say as much.  It is also included in the FEIS. 

The report was prepared as an important part of 
the NIH’s full analysis of the environmental 
impacts of the proposed action.  Without the 
report, the NIH would not be able to make an 
informed decision on the action.  The NIH will 
not decide which action to take until after the 
Final EIS is published and the NIH issues its 
Record of Decision.   

62-33 Please see response to comment 39-21. 
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Comment Response 

62-34 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
additional information were addressed.  Also 
see Section 1.7.3 where comments on risk 
were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-35 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the social and economic impacts were 
addressed, and Section 4.2.1.1, Community 
Safety and Risk, where Risk Assessments are 
addressed.  

62-36 Please see section 1.7.3 where comments 
requesting a full description of agents were 
addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-37 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
air quality were addressed. 

62-38 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the impacts on the City of Hamilton water 
supply were addressed. 

62-39 Please see section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the Proposed Action’s effects on the City of 
Hamilton water and wastewater systems 
were addressed. 

62-40 Effects on open space (including farmland) 
have been added to Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects on wildlife, noxious weeds and 
community safety were addressed.  

The school superintendent is the official 
considered as the credible source on the 
status and capacity of schools in the district. 

 

62-40 

62-39 

62-38 

62-37 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-169 

 

 

Comment Response 

62-41 Please see section 1.7.5 where comments on 
the preparers of the DEIS were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-42 Please see Section 1.7.5 where comments 
that construction had already begun were 
addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-43 Please see section 1.7.5 where comments 
that construction had already begun were 
addressed. 

62-44 Please see section 1.7.5 where comments on 
expenditures were addressed. 

62-45 Please see response to comment 58-1.  The 
requirements for submitting a request for 
DHHS records under the Freedom of 
Information Act are set forth in 45 CFR Part 
5. 

62-46 When the property was available for 
purchase, anyone could have bought it.  It is 
not a conflict of interest, unfair, or illegal for 
a party interested in purchasing property to 
have an idea how the property may be used 
by themselves.  No government funds have 
been used in the purchase of lots in Hamilton 
for the purpose of the Integrated Research 
Facility and the purchase was not made at the 
request or direction of the NIH or any NIH 
official.  Higgins Development Partners 
purchased this land when it became available 
in the event that RML wanted to use it in the 
future. 
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Comment Response 

62-47 As explained in the EIS, the scope of the 
project is established by the purpose and 
need, which itself is established by agency 
authority.  The purpose and need for the 
project is at the agency’s discretion. 
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Comment Response 

62-48 Please see response to comments 62-7 and 
62-47. 

62-49 Please see response to comment 62-47, and 
Sections 1.7 and 1.7.1 where comments on 
the alternatives were addressed. 

 

62-49 

62-48 



5-174 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-175 

 

Comment Response 

62-50 Please see Section 1.7 where comments on 
the range of alternatives were addressed. 

To be viable, an alternative needs to (among 
other things) meet the purpose and need of 
the project. 

There were no issues (unresolved conflicts) 
identified with the Proposed Action that 
were not addressed by the No Action 
Alternative. 
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Comment Response 

62-51 Please see Section 1.7 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-52 Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment 
was addressed. 

62-53 A cost/benefit analysis is not required in the 
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA. 

62-54 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
mitigation measures were addressed.  Please 
also see response to comment 62-15. 
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Comment Response 

62-55 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
suggesting carpooling were addressed. 

62-56 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
regarding a policy of studying only those 
agents associated with emerging diseases 
were addressed. 

62-57 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
creation of a citizen oversight committee 
were addressed. 

62-58 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
implementation of regular effluent 
monitoring of air emissions and wastewater 
discharges were addressed. 

62-59 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
using local contractors were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-60 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
a commitment for direct improvements were 
addressed. 

62-61 Please see Section 1.7.2 pf the SDEIS where 
comments on the purchase of homes at fair 
market value were addressed. 

62-62 The responses to comment 62-54 through 
62-61, and many others, indicate that 
comments were not ignored.  Section 1.7.2 
starts out with how comments were initially 
included.  None of the comments listed 
above are included in the “Additional 
mitigation measures” section, but were 
included in the original DEIS. 
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Comment Response 

62-63 Please see Section 1.7 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed.  Please also see 
response to comment 62-15. 

62-64 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-65 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

62-66 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternatives were addressed. 

62-67 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments 
requesting more information on the budget 
and finances were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-68 More information on the established budget 
has been included in the “Background” in 
Chapter 1. 

62-69 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
mitigation measures were addressed.  Please 
also see response to comment 62-15. 

62-70 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
community infrastructure were addressed.  
No mitigation is necessary. 

62-71 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the increased threat from the Integrated 
Research Facility were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-72 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
pollution prevention strategies were 
addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-73 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
on pollution prevention were addressed.  As 
noted, DHHS’s regulations on the inclusion 
of pollution prevention applies to “potential 
compliance problems.”  No compliance 
problems would occur under the Proposed 
Action. 

62-74 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
on noise reduction were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-75 The noise analysis was summarized in the 
DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS and is included in the 
administrative record, as indicated.   

62-76 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the Proposed Action and 
noise (and clarification of the analysis) were 
addressed. 

62-77 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the Proposed Action and 
noise (and clarification of the analysis) were 
addressed. 

62-78 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the increased use of the incinerator 
were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-79  Please see response to comment 62-20. 

62-80  Please see Section 4.7 where comments on 
air quality were addressed.   

62-81  Please see section 1.7.1 where comments 
on energy consumption were addressed. 

62-82  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on impacts associated with lighting were 
addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-83  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on increased use and disposal of hazardous 
chemicals were addressed. 

62-84  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
on the pollution prevention strategies were 
addressed.   
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Comment Response 

62-85  Please see Section 1.7.4 where comments on 
the budget were addressed.  Please also see 
response to comment 62-7. 

62-86  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the potential risk were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-87 The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS do address effects 
of the Proposed Action and No Action 
Alternatives.  Although the CEQ regulations 
do state that an EIS must be completed when 
there would be significant effects, the decision 
to prepare an EIS does not necessarily mean 
that significant effects would occur or that all 
effects would be significant. 
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Comment Response 

62-88 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 

62-88 
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Comment Response 

62-89 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 

62-90 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-91 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-92 This information was included in the List of 
Preparers in the SDEIS.  It appears again in 
the FEIS.  Please also see Appendix D, Review 
of Biocontainment Laboratory Safety Record.  

62-93 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-94 The DEIS never says that BSL-4 labs have 
operated for 30 years with a perfect safety 
record.  The DEIS (and FEIS) says that in 30 
years of working with BSL-4 agents in the 
U.S., there has never been a confirmed 
release to the community from a 
laboratory.  The citation and statement are 
correct. 

 

 

 

 

 

62-94 
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Comment Response 

62-95 There is no evidence to support this 
statement. 

62-96 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
risk were addressed. 

 

62-95 

62-96 
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Comment Response 

62-97  Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
the required training for laboratory workers 
and their supervision where addressed. 

62-98  Information on the safety of HEPA filters 
may be found online at 
http://www.engr.psu.edu/ae/wjk/fom.html. It 
discusses single HEPA filters and their 
efficiencies related to microbial aerosols.  
The Integrated Research Facility would use 
double HEPA filtration. 

62-99  Please see Section 4.8.1.1 where the 
Hamilton water system is discussed.   

62-100 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
safety procedures were addressed. 

62-101 Please see Section1.7.2 were comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 

62-102 Please see Section 2.2.2.2.       

62-103 Please see Section 1.7.4 where issues or 
concerns outside the scope of the EIS were 
addressed. 

 

 Remainder of responses on following page. 

 

62-97 

62-98 

62-99 

62-100 

62-101 

62-102 

62-103 

62-104 

62-105 

62-106 

62-107 
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Comment Response 

62-104 All contract security guards must successfully 
complete training in Basic Security Training 
Curriculum (training in topics such as 
firearms safety/handling, vehicle inspection 
techniques, security patrol methods, search 
and seizure, enforcing the law, 
communication, ethics and professionalism), 
orientation training and supervisory training. 
Guards and supervisors complete a quarterly 
refresher training based on basic and 
orientation training topics. Police officers 
within the Division of Police must graduate 
from the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center’s Mixed Basic Police Officer Training 
Program, or a Police Academy that meets the 
criteria.  They must also complete 40 hours 
of annual in-service training, semi-annual 
firearms training, security training, specialized 
training, and supervisor/ management training. 

62-105 Please see Section 2.1.1 where fire protection 
is addressed.  

62-106 Please see Section 1.7.1 where requests for 
additional information on the alternatives 
were addressed. 

62-107 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 
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Comment Response 

62-108 This assumption that only diseases that can be 
used for bioterrorism would be studied at the 
Integrated Research Facility because of funding 
priorities is incorrect.  Please see Chapter 1. 

62-108 
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Comment Response 

62-109 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
increased risk were addressed. 

 

62-109 
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Comment Response 

62-110 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
increased risk were addressed.  Please also see 
Section 1.7.1 where requests for addition 
information on the alternatives were 
addressed. 

  

62-111 

Cont. on 
next page 
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Comment Response 

62-111 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on 
the emergency plan were addressed. 

62-112 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on the 
community infrastructure were addressed. 

62-113 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on the 
community infrastructure were addressed. 

 

62-111 

62-112 

62-113 
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Comment Response 

62-114 The recommendations have been addressed 
through training, access for first responders, and 
preventive maintenance contracts have been 
initiated and in some instances completed.  
Radios, alarms, and personal protective 
equipment have been made available.  A 
memorandum of understanding with the local fire 
department is being executed. 

62-115 RML staff meets periodically with representatives 
from the FBI, U.S. Attorney’s Office and other 
local law enforcement to share information and 
strengthen communication among these groups.  
RML is a member of the Montana Anti-Terrorism 
Task Force, and the Ravalli County Local 
Emergency Planning Committee, and the Ravalli 
County Terrorism Preparedness Task Force and 
will participate in the Ravalli County Pre-
Mitigation Plan authorized under the Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000. 

62-116 RML’s evacuation plan focuses on four response 
procedures.  They include: total evacuation, 
shelter in place, lockdown, and room clear.  The 
nature of the emergency determines the 
response.  Evacuation drills are conducted semi-
annually.  Alarm systems consist of an audible 
alarm and a strobe light.  The evacuation team 
has 50 full time employees. 

62-117 Depending on the system, inspections occur with 
each use, daily, monthly, quarterly, and annually. 

 

62-114 

62-115 

62-116 

62-117 
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Comment Response 

62-118  Pathogens are not required to be inactive to be 
transported. 

62-119  Please see Section 1.7.1 were requests for 
additional information on the alternatives were 
addressed. 

62-120  Administrative penalties are applied as prescribed 
by Personnel regulations.  

62-121 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comment on 
the impacts on air quality were addressed. 

 

62-118 

62-119 

62-120 

62-121 
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Comment Response 

62-122 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on air 
quality were addressed. 

62-123 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on air 
quality were addressed. 

62-124 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on air 
quality were addressed. 

62-125 Until 2002, RML held a Montana Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System Permit (MPDES 
No. MT0028487) that allowed discharge of 
cooling water and stormwater to an area west 
of the C&C ditch.  The discharge outflow for 
this permit was located approximately 100 feet 
northwest and down gradient of the facility.  
Due to changes in facility operations, cooling 
water is no longer discharged and the permit 
was allowed to expire on November 30, 2002.  
An industrial stormwater permit is not required 
under RML’s Standard Industrial Classification 
(SIC) Code (SIC Code 8071).  

62-126 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on water 
and wastewater were addressed. 

62-122 

62-123 

62-124 

62-125 

62-126 
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Comment Response 

62-127 Please refer to Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
wastewater were addressed.  According to 
CHDPW’s wastewater engineer, the CHDPW 
facility is already at its solids handling capacity and 
the City of Hamilton is planning to construct a 
temporary solids storage basin to meet current 
requirements in the interim until a CHDPW 
facility expansion plan is prepared. The CHDPW 
would need to upgrade solids handling capacity 
even if the Integrated Research Facility were not 
built.  

62-128 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on the 
community infrastructure were addressed. 

62-129 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on the 
community infrastructure were addressed. 

62-130 Please see Section 1.7.3 where impacts on the 
community infrastructure were addressed. 

 

62-127 

62-128 

62-129 

62-130 
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Comment Response 

62-131 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the effects of Threatened and Endangered 
Species were addressed.  Bald eagles are 
sensitive to loud, rapid-fire noises such as those 
used (with limited success) to get them to 
move away from military installations and 
airports.  

62-132 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the noise analysis were addressed.  Please also 
see response to comment 36-2. 

62-133 As stated in the EIS, the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service provided a list of endangered and 
threatened species.  The list included all of 
Ravalli County. 

62-134 A reference has been included.  Yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat does not occur in the immediate 
location of the proposed construction. 

62-135 Laboratory animals are kept in biosafety 
containment and therefore wildlife are not at 
risk for contact with toxins, laboratory animals, 
and infections.  It is not anticipated that wildlife 
will come in contact with any physical hazards 
due to construction or operation of the 
Integrated Research Facility or RML. 

62-131 

62-132 

62-133 

62-134 

62-135 
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Comment Response 

62-136 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the impacts on the community 
infrastructure were addressed. 

62-136 

62-137 
Cont. on 

next page 



5-210 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

Comment Response 

62-137 Please see Section 1.7.1 of the SDIES where 
requests for more information on the 
alternatives were addressed.  Information on 
RML handling of radioactive materials has 
been included under the description of the 
No Action Alternative and expected use 
under the Proposed Action in Chapter 2.  
RML’s use of radioactive materials is 
regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to ensure that it has no effect 
on human health.  Waste disposal methods 
are included in the description of the No 
Action alternative in Chapter 2.  Past actions 
requiring remediation are outside the scope 
of the current EIS analysis. 

62-137 
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Comment Response 

62-138 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the social and economic impacts were 
addressed.  The word “stabilize” has been 
replaced with the word “enhance” in the 
FEIS. 

62-139 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the social and economic impacts were 
addressed.  The source for this statement has 
been corrected in the FEIS. 

62-138 

62-139 
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Comment Response 

62-140 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the impacts on community 
infrastructure were addressed. 

62-140 
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Comment Response 

62-141 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the proposed action were 
addressed. 

62-142 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the proposed action on 
noise were addressed. 

62-143 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the proposed action on 
traffic were addressed. 

62-144 There is no reason to expect the accident 
rate to increase due to the proposed 
action.  There is no need to mitigate to 
improve safety because there are no 
impacts on traffic safety from the proposed 
action. 

62-141 

62-142 

62-143 

62-144 
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Comment Response 

62-145 Please see Section 4.2.1.1 where comments 
on the effects of the Proposed Action on 
housing were addressed.  Please also see 
response to comment 62-146.   

62-146 Please see Section 4.2.1.1 where comments 
on the effects of the Proposed action on 
property values were addressed. 

62-147 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
social and economic impacts were addressed.  
The DEIS (pg. 4-7) says that “The Proposed 
Action would have direct economic impacts 
on both the City of Hamilton and Ravalli 
county…”  This information is also included in 
the FEIS. 

62-145 

62-147 

62-146 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-215 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

62-148 The words “economic development” have 
been inserted between community and goals 
in the FEIS. 

62-149 Please see response to comment 39-19. 

62-150 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on City of Hamilton water supply were 
addressed.  The analysis showed that the 
Proposed Action would not have a 
“considerable effect on the water quantity in 
Ravalli County.”  No mitigation is necessary. 

62-148 

62-149 

62-150 
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Comment Response 

62-151 Please see response to comment 62-20.  
Additional information has been included in 
the FEIS in Section 4.7.1. 

62-152 Please see response to comment 39-19. 

62-153 Please see response to comment 39-19. 

62-154 Please see response to comment 39-19. 

 

62-154 

62-153 

62-152 

62-151 
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Comment Response 

62-155 Montana DES stated that the project does 
not conflict with the Weapons of Mass 
Destruction/Terrorism Strategic Plan for 
Montana, since it is a planning document that 
assesses the vulnerability of bioterrorism in 
Montana by county for the purpose of 
allocating resources for bioterrorism 
prevention.  RML participates in the Ravalli 
County disaster and emergency planning.  
Conflicts with other jurisdictions were not 
identified in the EIS because none could be 
found. 

 

 

62-155 
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Comment Response 

62-156 Please see Section 1.7.4 where comments that 
were considered outside the scope of the EIS 
were addressed.  The comments determined 
to be outside the scope of the analysis were 
generally statements for or against the project 
or random tidbits of information that could 
not be formulated into an “issue.”  All 
comments are available in the administrative 
record.  See the following few responses for 
how these issues were addressed. 

62-157 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
the impacts on community infrastructure are 
addressed.  The DEIS and SDEIS state that 
“School capacity is adequate for growth, 
especially since school-aged levels are 
decreasing."  There is no evidence that the 
Integrated Research Facility would cause the 
need for a new school. 

62-156 

62-157 
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Comment Response 

62-158 The signals may be warranted due to the 
current traffic situation. 

62-159 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on community infrastructure are addressed. 

62-160 Appendix. F of the Voluntary Cleanup Plan 
was compiled by RML personnel from 
manifests of the shipment of hazardous 
wastes for the years 1986 - 2001.  No 
volumes were given for those years.  RML 
is classified as a “small quantity generator” 
of hazardous waste by the Montana Dept. 
of Environmental Quality.  Volumes of 
hazardous chemical waste are not expected 
to increase if the Integrated Research 
Facility is built.  Even though employee 
population is expected to increase 15% - 
20%, the recent emphasis on minimizing 
hazardous waste and ordering only those 
quantities actually needed is expected to 
offset that increase.  Implementation of the 
NIH environmental management system 
should reinforce current efforts. 

62-158 

62-159 

62-160 
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Comment Response 

62-161 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the increased threat were addressed. 

62-162 Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments 
on the emergency plan were addressed. 

62-163 Please see Section 1.7.1 where questions 
about animals used for experiments were 
addressed.   

62-164 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments 
on the effects of the increased use of the 
incinerator were addressed. 

62-164 

62-163 

62-162 

62-161 
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Comment Response 

62-165 In response to this comment, the effects of 
the incineration of plastics is addressed on 
page 3-16 of the SDEIS.  The by-product 
concentration is 1/100th of the permitted limit 
and well below federal standards to protect 
human health. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

62-166 Please see Section 1.7.1 where requests for 
additional information on the alternatives 
were addressed. 

 

 

62-165 

62-166 
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Comment Response 

62-167 Please see Section 1.7.4 where comments 
regarding a programmatic EIS were 
addressed. 

 

 

 

62-167 
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Comment Response 

62-168 Please see response to comment 47-6. 

 

62-168 
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LETTER 63 - MARY AND GREG TILFORD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

63-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

 

 

63-1 
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Comment Response 

63-2  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

63-3  Alternatives for construction of the Integrated 
Research Facility elsewhere were considered in 
the DEIS and SDEIS, but were not studied in 
detail for the reasons stated in Chapter 2 of 
those documents. 

63-2 

63-3 
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Comment Response 

63-4  In accordance with the 1975 Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction (ratified by the U.S.), NIH will not 
produce weaponized (per definition of Dr. 
Jonathan Tucker) anthrax or any other agent. 

63-5  For the risk assessment, “negligible” and “not 
significant” can be interpreted to mean the 
same thing. 

63-6  Please see response to comment 11-8. 

63-4 

63-5 

63-6 
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Comment Response 

63-7  Please see response to comment 62-46. 

63-8  The digester is part of the Proposed Action and 
is therefore covered in the cost of the 
Proposed Action. 

63-9  Please see response to comments 62-23 and 
62-98.   

63-10 Please see response to comment 62-58. 

63-11 Please see response to comment 62-25. 

63-12 Please see response to comment 63-12. 

63-7 

63-8 

63-9 

63-10 

63-11 

63-12 
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Comment Response 

63-13 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
the range of alternatives were addressed. 

63-14 This information has been included in the FEIS.  
See Section 2.2.2. 

63-15 Please see response to comment 62-14. 

63-16 Please see response to comment 62-26. 

63-17 Please see response to comment 62-27. 

63-18 Please see response to comment 62-28. 

63-13 

63-14 

63-15 

63-16 

63-17 

63-18 
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63-19 Please see response to comment 62-14. 

63-20 Please see response to comment 11-8. 

63-21 Please see response to comment 11-8. 

63-22 Incidents in other US and international labs do 
not bear on the results of NIH laboratories as 
NIH has no control over operating procedures 
of other laboratories.  The NIH would be 
responsible for the safety in the Integrated 
Research Facility and would maintain its high 
standards.  These standards have resulted in 
the outstanding safety record cited in Appendix 
E. 

63-23 Please see response to comment 62-32. 
63-23 

63-22 

63-21 

63-20 

63-19 
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Comment Response 

63-24 The RML air quality permit mandates require that 
the incinerator operate within narrow constraints 
of operational parameters.  Annual Air Emissions 
Testing results indicate that with the efficient 
scrubbing system of the Consumat 325, 
incinerator effluents are far below EPA 
requirements. 

63-25 Non-incinerator alternatives do not provide the 
redundancy of pathogen inactivation that is 
provided by incineration. 

63-25 

63-24 
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Comment Response 

63-26 Please see response to comment 39-21. 
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LETTER 64 - CAROLYN MAST 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

64-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

64-2  Please see response to comment 11-9. 

 

 

 

 

64-2 

64-1 
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LETTER 65 - BOB SCOTT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

65-1  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on the 
emergency plan were addressed.  Please see 
Section 1.7.3 where comments on the use of the 
incinerator were addressed.   Please see Section 
1.7.1 where comments on the alternatives were 
addressed. 
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Comment Response 

65-2  Please Section 1.7.3 where comments on the 
effects on community infrastructure were 
addressed. 
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LETTER 66 - TED KERSTETTER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

66-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 
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LETTER 67 - JAMES CERASOLI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

67-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

67-2  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
increased use of the incinerator are addressed. 

67-3  Please see response to comment 62-136. 
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LETTER 68 - CYNTHIA SANTOS 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

68-1  Please see response to comment 58-1. 

68-2  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on the 
emergency plan are addressed. 

68-3  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on the 
impacts on the water supply are addressed.  
Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternative locations are addressed.  In the SDEIS, 
please see Appendix C – Transportation of 
Agents. 

68-1 

68-2 

68-3 
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LETTER 69 - BRIAN JAMESON 

 

 

Comment Response 

69-1 Please see Section 1.7.1 where comments on 
alternative locations are addressed.  Please see 
Section 1.7.3 where comments on the impacts on 
the water supply and effects of increased use of 
the incinerator are addressed.  
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LETTER 70 - ROBERT COLE 
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LETTER 71 - SUZANNA MCDOUGAL 

 

 

Comment Response 

71-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

71-2  Please see response to comment 58-1. 

71-3  Please see Section 1.7.2 where the emergency 
plan comment is addressed. 

Please see Section 1.7.2 where the emergency 
response comment is addressed. 

Please see response to comment 62-136. 

Please see Section 1.7.3 where the increased use 
of the incinerator and air pollution comments are 
addressed. 

Please see Section 1.7.3 where the use of toxic 
chemicals comment is addressed. 

Please see response to comment 39-16 for 
effects of an exposed laboratory worker. 

Please see response to comment 39-15 on tax 
revenue. 

Please see response to comment 39-19 for 
consistency with the Ravalli County Growth 
Policy.  

Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
noise, light, traffic, and the increased threat of 
terrorism are addressed. 

71-1 

71-2 

71-3 
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LETTER 72 - DORINDA TROUTMAN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

72-1  It is impossible to guarantee that a malfunction, 
mishap, or error will never occur.  Safety 
mechanisms and backup systems greatly reduce 
the likelihood of an incident.   

 

 

 

72-1 
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LETTER 73 - CINDY NICHOLLS 

 

Comment Response 

73-1  It is virtually impossible for a laboratory worker 
to become infected without knowing it.  Please 
also see response to comment 71-3. 

73-2  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment was 
addressed. 

73-3  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment was 
addressed. 
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LETTER 74 - MARLA-JANE VOGT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

74-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 
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LETTER 75 - DOUG SOEHREN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

75-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment is 
addressed. 

75-2  Please see response to comment 58-1. 

75-3  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

75-4  Please see response to comment 62-136. 

75-5  Please see Section 1.7.2 where this comment is 
addressed. 

75-1 

75-2 

75-3 

75-4 

75-5 
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Comment Response 

75-6  
Please see response to comment 63-4. 

75-6 
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LETTER 76 - KIERSTIN LANGE 

 

Comment Response 

76-1  The emergency plan comment is addressed on 
page1-10 of the SDEIS.  An analysis of emergency 
support services was included in Chapter 4 of the 
SDEIS.   

76-2  Please see response to comment 62-136. 

76-3  Please see response to comment 58-1. 

76-4  Please see response to comment 71-3. 

76-5  Please see Sections 1.7.1 and 1.7.3 where 
comments were addressed. 

76-6  Please see response to comment 47-3. 

 

76-1 

76-6 

76-2 

76-3 
76-4 
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LETTER 77 - JUDY HOY 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

77-1  Please see response to comment 47-3. 
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LETTER 78 - CONNIE JOHNSON 
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LETTER 79 - MIKE MCGRATH, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF MONTANA 
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LETTER 80 - ROBERT SUTHERLAND 
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LETTER 81 - SALLY BLEVINS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

81-1  Please refer to Sections 1.7.1 and 1.7.3 in the 
SDEIS where these comments were addressed. 
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LETTER 82 - LINDA PERRY 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

82-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment is 
addressed. 

82-2  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this type of 
comment is addressed. 

 

82-1 

82-2 
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Comment Response 

82-3  Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on 
health and safety were addressed. 

82-4  Please see response to comment 62-11. 

82-5  Please see response to comment 47-5 and 58-3. 

82-6  RML recently hired a Public Information Officer. 

82-7  Please see Section 1.7.2 where information about 
filing claims for personal injuries were addressed. 

 

 

82-4 

82-3 

82-5 

82-6 

82-7 
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Comment Response 

82-8  While NIH does not have legal authority to 
support training and hiring of community 
emergency personnel directly, funds for training 
and enhancement of emergency personnel staff, 
if needed, may be available through State and 
Federal programs for public health emergency 
preparedness supported by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) of the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and 
sister agencies of the NIH at the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS), including the 
Health Resources and Services Administration, 
and the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention.  Information about those programs 
is available through the DHS and HHS websites. 
Further, DHS and HHS have emergency 
response personnel who can be called into 
action to support State and local efforts as 
needed.  Local emergency responders could 
obtain public information from the NIH.    

82-9  Please see Section 1.7.2 where comments on an 
emergency plan were addressed. 

82-10 Please see Section 1.7.3 where comments on the 
impacts on community infrastructure, including 
schools, roads, and emergency response were 
addressed. 
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LETTER 83 - KENNETH AND BARBARA 
STRIGH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

83-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment is 
addressed. 
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LETTER 84 - ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-275 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5-276 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 

RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 
5-277 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5-278 
RML-Integrated Research Facility FEIS 

Chapter 5 – Response to Comments 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment Response 

84-1  Please see Section 1.7.1 where this comment is 
addressed.  The items mentioned will be 
considered when the emergency plan is revised. 
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Comment Response 

84-2  There is virtually no chance that an accident that could 
cause an infection would go unnoticed.  This type of 
accident would require a puncture or tear in a suit.  
Please see Appendix E for the BSL-4 procedures that 
would be followed. 

84-3  A separate water tank is not needed as the backflow 
device has proven to be very effective and the accepted 
method of construction.  This device will assure one 
way direction of flow to the new building and prevents 
any water from traveling back into the Hamilton City 
water system.  The potential for backflow 
contamination is eliminated. 

84-4  
Please see Section 2.1.3 regarding waste 
decontamination.  More specific protocols will be 
developed with the cooperation of the manufacturers 
of system components. 

84-5  
The organic component and pH of the effluent waste 
from a tissue digester are not at levels appropriate for 
direct discharge to the sanitary sewer.  Discharge from 
the tissue digester will be collected in a holding tank.  
The contents of the holding tank will be incrementally 
added to the blending tank of wastewater discharge for 
the entire building.  The dilution of the waste will in 
turn reduce its BOD, COD, and TSS levels to 
acceptable levels for discharge into the sewer.  

84-6  
Odorous emissions for the alkaline hydrolysis process 
are minimal.  This equipment will be located in a well 
ventilated room which houses only this process.  All 
chemical used in the process will be stored on site in 
minimum quantities necessary for use.  Storage and use 
of all chemicals will follow the policies of the NIH 
Chemical Hygiene Plan. 

Remainder on following page. 

84-2 

84-3 

84-5 

84-4 
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84-7 
All controls for the BSL-4 liquid waste system are 
redundant including temperature and pH monitoring of 
the waste load.  The system testing of the liquid waste 
decontamination system will include efficacy monitoring 
using biological indicators.  Physical monitoring will 
include verification of physical parameters recorded by 
the electronic monitoring systems. 
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Comment Response 

84-8  
The BSL-4 containment facility is routinely tested to 
be gas tight.  No fugitive gas emissions are expected.  
In the event of fugitive gas emission, the neutralization 
process would immediately begin. 
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