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SUMMARY

The State Public Health Laboratory (PHL) is proposing to expand its facilities over the
next 20 years. To accomplish this, the following steps must be taken:
1. Modification of Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-32 which limits the
Public Health Lab to its existing 7.6 acre site. The PHL Master Plan encompasses
12.6 acres, so the Comprehensive Plan must be changed to permit the 5-acre
expansion.
2. A Rezone of 5 acres currently zoned as Fircrest Campus Zone, to Public Health
Laboratory Zone. This will permit the Master Plan to encompass a 12.6 acre site.
3. Approval of a Master Plan Permit. This permit requires approval of the City
Council adopts the Plan (including the mitigations or conditions that might be
imposed by the permit).

A Binding Site Plan permit is required in order to clarify the boundaries of the PHL site.
The permit was issued in early August, 2010.

The Planning Commission will conduct one public hearing on August 19. At the hearing
the public will be able to comment on any or all of the proposed actions. If testimony or
deliberations are not concluded that evening, the Commission may choose to continue
the hearing to a future date. If this happens, the date will be established and announced
at the August 19 hearing.

Following the completion of the public hearing, the Planning Commission will formulate its
recommendations to the City Council on: the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, the
Rezone, and the Master Development Plan.

BACKGROUND

PDS staff reviewed the application materials, written comments from the public, and
prepared a SEPA threshold determination. The SEPA determination is that the proposal
to expand the PHL will have no significant adverse impacts, and that the road network
can handle the increased traffic impacts from the added workforce at the site which will
occur over a 20-year period. Therefore it is not necessary to require additional analysis
from an EIS or expanded SEPA checklist.




Staff analyzed the application materials to ascertain whether the application is in
compliance with the criteria for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Rezone, and
Master Development Plan Permit. Staff concluded that the application complies with the
criteria and recommends approval. Staff’'s analysis and initial findings, conclusions, and
recommendations are attached. The Planning Commission may add, delete or modify
findings following the hearings and deliberations on the proposal.

Written testimony can be submitted prior to the public hearing or provided at the hearing,
and will be incorporated into the project file. The file will be available for Council review
prior to its decision.

Written materials can be submitted to Steve Szafran prior to the hearing. If you have
guestions about items in the staff report or about the hearing process, contact Mr.
Szafran at 206-801-2512 or email him at sszafran@shorelinewa.gov.
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CITY OF SHORELINE
STAFF REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION

INITIAL FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

PROJECT INFORMATION SUMMARY

Project Description: (1) Comprehensive Plan Amendment to modify Comprehensive
Plan Policy LU 43(2) and (3) to reflect the increase of the Washington Public Health Lab
Campus from 7.6 acres to 12.6 acres and decrease of the Fircrest Campus from 83 acres
to 78 acres; (2) change in zoning of the 5 acres from Fircrest Campus Zone to Public
Health Lab Campus Zone ; and (3) Master Development Plan Permit to guide the future
of the Public Health Lab’s Campus over the next 20 years.

Project File Number: 201792

Project Address: 1610 NE 150" Street, Shoreline, WA 98155

Property Owner: Washington State Public Health Lab

Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions

FINDINGS OF FACT
Current Development
1. The subject parcel is located at 1610 NE 150" Street.

2. The Public Health Lab Campus is approximately 7.6 acres and is developed with
the Public Health Lab (PHL), owned by the State of Washington. The site is
zoned Public Health Lab Zone (PHZ) and has a Comprehensive Plan Land Use
designation of Campus. See Attachment 1- Vicinity Map.

3. The PHL was established to provide a wide range of diagnostic and analytical
services for the assessment and surveillance of infectious, communicable, genetic,
chronic diseases and environmental health concerns, for the citizens of the State
of Washington.

4. The site is surrounded by the Fircrest Campus to the north, east, and west. Low-
density single-family homes zoned R-6 exist to the south, across NE 150" Street.
Fircrest is also owned by the State of Washington.

5. Access to the PHL Campus is from primarily from NE 150" Street with
secondary access from 15™ Avenue NE.

6. There are existing sidewalks on 15™ Ave NE, and portions of sidewalk on the
north side of NE 150" Street.
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The original public health laboratory building was constructed in 1985. The
original building was single-story and 51,000 square feet.

In 2000 a 12,000 square foot addition for an office of newborn screening was
completed.

In 2009, a 5,800 square foot addition for additional laboratory space was
completed.

Current total building area is 72,500 gross square feet.
The PHL currently employs 140 full-time people.

There are 142 parking spaces on site.

History

The Public Health Lab was originally located in the Alaska Building in downtown
Seattle then later relocated to the Smith Tower also in downtown Seattle.

In 1985, the Public Health Lab moved to the Fircrest Campus which was then
unincorporated King County.

In 2006, the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) began a master
plan process for the portions of the Fircrest Campus that are outside the Public
Health Lab site boundaries.

Proposals
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

In order to have sufficient space to develop under the Master Development Plan,
the Public Health Lab is proposing a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to modify
LU 43 to read in part:

e 2. The Fircrest Campus is an approximately 83 78 acre site...
e 3. Public Health Laboratory Campus: An approximately # 12.6 acre site

The Comprehensive Plan designation itself does not have to change; the five
acres are already designated Campus.
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REZONE

In conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, the PHL is also
proposing to rezone those same 5 acres from FCZ to PHZ,

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The PHL has submitted a Master Development Plan (MDP or Plan) to guide the
future growth of the campus for the next 15-20 years. See Attachment 2 (Master
Plan). The MDP plans for future growth on 12.6 acres. Plan is divided into 5
phases which includes:

Phase 1 - N-Wing West Addition = 2,800 square feet
N- Wing East Addition = 4,250 square feet

Phase 2 — Mechanical Addition = 3,750 square feet
Loading Addition = 2,800 square feet

Phase 3 — Administration Building = 27,000 square feet

Phase 4 — New West Wing = 14,600
New East Wing = 14,600
Demo existing Q, A, and S Wings = 15,700 square feet

Phase 5 — New Office Building = 38,000 square feet
Remodel E and C Wings
New Parking Garage = 200 spaces

Also included in the proposed master plan are new parking areas, revised loading
area for the Food Lifeline building, open space and amenities for PHL Staff,
landscaping, public art, and new pedestrian and vehicular circulation layout.

The Public Health Lab is proposing to add 190 employees to their current 140
employees for a total of 330 employees over the 20-year life of the Master Plan.

Parking would increase to 400 spaces from the current 142 spaces, an increase of
258 spaces over 20 years.

Total building area would increase to 164,500 gross square feet from the current
72,500 gross square feet.
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Noticing and Procedures

24. Representatives from The Public Health Lab held a series of community meetings
to guide the design process and listen to feedback from the community.
Participating organizations included Briarcrest and Ridgecrest Neighborhood
Associations, Fircrest School, Friends of Fircrest, Shoreline Fire Department,
Shorecrest High School, King County Sheriffs’ Office and the City of Shoreline.
Five meetings were held (not including early community input meeting and
neighborhood meeting) to discuss design options for the Public Health Lab. Those
meetings were held on February 13, February 27, March 13, April 3, and May 21,
20009.

25. Staff analysis of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment, rezone and
Master Development Plan Permit considered information gathered from a pre-
application meeting on February 5, 2009, an Early Community Input Meeting on
March 5, 2009, a neighborhood meeting conducted on April 14, 2009, public
comment letters, traffic reports, site visits, and meeting minutes from the
Community Liaison Panel meetings.

26. A Public Notice of Application for the proposals was posted on site, mailed to all
residents within 1000 feet, and advertised in the Seattle Times on May 27, 2010.

27. A Public Notice of Hearing for the proposals was also posted, mailed and
advertised in the same way as above on July 26, 2010.

28. 2 comments were received during the required SEPA comment period. See
Attachment 3 (Public Comments).

29. After reviewing the information in the submittal and comments, the Planning
Department concluded that the impacts of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment,
the rezone and the MDP did not warrant additional analysis through an
Environmental Impact Statement and issued a DNS on July 21, 2010.

30. An open record public hearing for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, rezone
and the MDP is being held by the Planning Commission on August 19, 2010.

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations.

31. The site is designated Campus in the Comprehensive Plan. The adjacent parcel
to the west, north and east have a Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation of
Campus as well. Most parcels to the south, across NE 150" Street, have a
Comprehensive Designation of Low Density Residential. There are High-Density
Residential designated parcels on the south side of NE 150" Street adjacent to
15" Avenue NE. The Public Health Lab is proposing to increase its campus by 5
acres, thereby increasing the acreage from 7.6 acres to 12.6 acres. As noted
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above, that Comprehensive Plan amendment is being considered by the
Commission concurrently with the rezone and MDP. See Attachment 4
(Comprehensive Plan Map).

Current Zoning and Uses

As part of Ordinance 507, the Public Health Lab Campus was rezoned to Public
Health Lab Campus Zone (PHZ). The adjacent parcel to the west, north and east
is zoned Fircrest Campus Zone (FCZ) and is developed with the Fircrest School, a
home to developmentally disabled residents. Most parcels to the south are zoned
R-6 and developed with single-family homes. Directly across NE 150" Street are
parcels zoned R-18, and to the west of these are parcels zoned R-48 and
Neighborhood Business (NB). In conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and the MDP, the Public Health Lab is proposing to rezone 5 acres
of the FCZ to PHZ, thereby increasing the PHZ from 7.6 acres to 12.6 acres. The
portion proposed for rezone is currently undeveloped. See Attachment 5 (Zoning
Vicinity Map, and Attachment 6- Proposed Zoning Maps).

The Public Health Lab was established to provide a wide range of diagnostic and
analytical services for the assessment and surveillance of infectious,
communicable, genetic, chronic diseases and environmental health concerns, for
the citizens of Washington State. The Lab also serves to coordinate and promote
quality assurance programs for private clinical and environmental laboratories
through training, consultation, certification and quality assurance sample
programs. In addition the Lab has expanded their role in providing scientific and
managerial leadership for the development of public health policy.

Impacts of the Master Development Plan Permit
The following table outlines the development standards for the Campus (all

Campus Zones have the same standards) and the proposed Public Health Lab
Master Development Plan:



Agenda Item - 7.a

Max allowed PHZ (proposed by applicant)
by Ord. 507

Front, side and rear yard None specified; 40

setback from right-of-way City Council

can determine

Front, side and rear yard
setbacks from R-6 Zones

20-foot setback

at 35’ building

height. Above

35’, a building

setback ratio of
2:1.

20’ side setback from the Fircrest
Campus. The PHL is not adjacent
to any R-6 parcels

Max. Building Coverage None specified; 50%

City Council

can determine
Max. Impervious Surface None specified; 75%

City Council

can determine
Height 65’ 65 (15’ additional height for

roof top equipment)

Density (residential None (see None proposed
development) footnote)
Total Units (potential) None None

Footnote: Ordinance 507 limits height to a maximum of 65’ buildings and limits density
to 48 dwelling units per acre for all sites designated Campus. The Comprehensive Plan
does not allow residential as a use on the Public Health Lab Campus so density

requirements are not applicable.

35. Traffic Impacts

The applicant has submitted a traffic report to the City. The City Traffic Engineer
has determined that the 190 new employees on the site after the completion of the
Public Health Lab’s Master Development Plan will not overburden Shoreline’s
transportation system. The traffic report shows that the added employees will
result in modest traffic impacts over the next 15-20 years and will not require any
traffic mitigation imposed by the City.

36. Safety Impacts

A biological risk assessment was conducted in accordance with the methods and
standards provided in the Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical
Laboratories (BMBL) 5" Edition publication by the Centers for Disease Control
(CDC) and the National Institute of Health (NIH). Among the guidelines, the
BMBL provides a classification system called biosafety levels (BSLs) that are
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based on risk assessments which evaluate at which BSL level the laboratory work
should be conducted (BSL 1, 2, 3, or 4, indicating lowest to highest risk levels).
The Public Health Lab is a BSL-3.

According to the Risk and Safety Assessment for the Washington State Public
Health Laboratory, the Lab is in compliance with applicable regulations that
protect laboratory workers and the community in which the laboratory operates.
The Public Health Lab will continue to operate at a BSL-3 under the proposed
Master Development Plan. (See Attachment 7-Risk and Safety Assessment).

Air Quality Impacts

An air quality assessment for the Washington State Public Health Laboratory was
conducted during the last addition to the health lab in December 2008. The
objective of the study was to obtain accurate concentration estimates at building
air intakes and other sensitive locations due to emissions from various exhaust
sources located on or around the lab addition.

The air quality study found that exhaust meets or exceeds design criterion for all
locations tested. (See Attachment 8-Air Quality Assessment for the Washington
State Public Health Lab Addition).

Employment Impacts

The Public Health Lab proposes to add 50 Public Health Lab employees to the
existing 140 staff and relocate 140 DOH Epidemiology staff from the Kent, WA
facility. This will bring an additional 190 jobs to Shoreline.

Stormwater Impacts

The applicant submitted a Master Drainage Plan for the Public Health Lab Master
Plan. The Master Drainage Plan provides a general and preliminary framework
for future development on the campus. Additional geotechnical investigations and
other studies will be required during the actual design and permitting of each
phase of the project. The City’s Drainage Review Engineer reviewed and
approved the Master Drainage Plan on July 19, 2010.

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL CRITERIA

The purpose of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezone is to provide a
mechanism to make changes to a land use designation and zoning classification.
The purpose of the Master Development Plan is to define the development of
property zoned campus or essential public facilities in order to serve its users,
promote compatibility with neighboring areas and benefit the community with
flexibility and innovation.
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41. The notice and meeting requirements for the Type C actions and the Type L
action have all been met in this case.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT ANALYSIS (SMC 20.30.340)
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria 1: Is the amendment is consistent with the

Growth Management Act and not inconsistent with the Countywide Planning
Policies, and the other provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and City policies?

42. The amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act; this amendment
will provide more employment opportunities to meet the economic development
goals of the City. The amendment will encourage development in an urban area
where adequate public facilities exist.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria 2: Does the amendment address changing
circumstances, changing community values, incorporate a subarea plan consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan vision or corrects information contained in the
Comprehensive Plan?

43. The amendment addresses changing circumstances. At one time, it was thought
that a Fircrest-related use might expand onto this property. Now the State has
concluded that Fircrest-related activities will not require use of this property
which frees it to be used by another State facility.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria 3: Will the amendment benefit the community
as a whole and not adversely affect community facilities, the public health, safety or
general welfare?

44. The community will benefit if the PHL expands in order to fulfill its mission as a
BSL-3 facility. The Comprehensive Plan limits development of the site to those
uses required at a BSL-3 facility, which, according to the State’s analysis, will not
adversely affect the nearby Fircrest facilities or public health, safety or general
welfare.

REZONE ANALYSIS (SMC 20.30.320)

Rezone Criteria 1: Is the rezone consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?

45. The rezone would implement the Comprehensive Plan text change by increasing
the size of the PHL site and its associated zoning by 5 acres.

Rezone Criteria 2: Will the rezone adversely affect the public health, safety or general
welfare?
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46. By permitting uses that support the function of the PHL, the rezone will promote
public health, safety and welfare.

Rezone Criteria 3: Is the rezone warranted in order to achieve consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan?

47. The rezone would implement the Plan change.

Rezone Criteria 4: Will the rezone be materially detrimental to uses or property in the
immediate vicinity of the subject rezone?

48. The proposed rezone will have minimal negative impacts to the properties in the
immediate vicinity. It would allow uses currently permitted on the 7.6 acre
PHL site. New development would likely result in more jobs; however, parking
would need to be provided on site and the number of new trips would not
overburden the existing street network.

Rezone Criteria 5: Will the rezone have merit and value for the community?

49. New jobs might provide employment opportunities for residents of Shoreline. In
addition, new employees are likely to do some shopping in the immediate vicinity
which would provide demand for other businesses to expand.

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN ANALYSIS (SMC 20.30.353)
MDP Criteria 1: The project is designated as either campus or essential public facility in

the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code and is consistent with goals and policies
of the Comprehensive Plan.

50. The current Washington State Public Health Lab site is designated as Public
Health Laboratory Campus Zone (PHZ). The Public Health Lab has applied for a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to modify policy LU-43 to expand the size of
the campus from 7.6 to 12.6 acres. Assuming that change to LU-43 is approved,
the plans reflected through this master development plan are consistent with the
goals and the policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

MDP Criteria 2: The master development plan includes a general phasing timeline of
development and associated mitigation.

51. The Public Health Lab has developed their plan to occur over a 20 year period.
The project is outlined in 5 phases.
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52. The chart below outlines the 20-year plan:

2011- | 2013- | 2015- | 2017- | 2019- | 2021- | 2023- | 2025- | 2027-
2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 2029

Phase 1

N-wing addition
and remodel

New sanitary
Sewer connection

Phase 2

R-wing addition

Mechanical wing
addition

Disconnected from
steam tunnel

Phase 3

Admin building

New parking and
entry

Fircrest boulevard

New power, gas
and water service

Phase 4

Demo A and Q
wings

New South Lab
wing

New lunch and
meeting rooms

Phase 5

Remodel E and C
wings

New office
building

New parking
garage

MDP Criteria 3: The master development plan meets or exceeds the current regulations
for critical areas if critical areas are present.

53. There are no critical areas present on the Public Health Lab Campus.

MDP Criteria 4: The proposed development uses innovative, aesthetic, energy efficient
and environmentally sustainable architecture and site design (including low impact
development stormwater systems and substantial tree retention) to mitigate impacts to
the surrounding neighborhoods.

54. Via the MDP, future development on the Public Health Lab Campus will be
guided by sustainable design and construction practices. The state of

10
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Washington requires LEED construction for all structures over 5 million
dollars. The Public Health Lab intends to employ sustainable practices to steer
design, construction, and site development toward not only energy efficiency,
but also community interaction. See Decision Criteria item #7 for further
elaboration on architectural and site design.

55. The City of Shoreline requires all stormwater improvements to be in
accordance with the 2005 Department of Ecology Stormwater Manual for
Western Washington. In addition, the SMC 13.10 requires an emphasis on
using Low Impact Design (LID) Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to
convey and treat stormwater runoff.

56. The Public Health Lab proposes to install bioretention and rain garden
facilities. Other LID measures may include rainwater harvesting, bioretention
with full infiltration, green roofs, and the use of pervious pavers (page 3 of the
Master Drainage Report) to treat onsite stormwater and runoff treatment.

57. The proposed onsite stormwater management improvements call for
landscaping and open drainage areas (bioretention and rain gardens) to treat
stormwater and reduce overall site paving. Each phase of the master plan will
be required to provide updated survey information, geotechnical review and
additional studies as needed to evaluate existing conditions and to complete
the design.

58. The proposal retains 62% of the significant trees on the Campus. Retention of
significant trees adds to LID measures to mitigate stormwater runoff and
meets the intent of decision criteria #4.

59. In order to more fully meet criteria 4, the Planning Commission finds the
following condition shall be added to the MDP:

An updated air quality study shall be submitted and approved with each
successive permit for addition to the laboratory building.

MDP Criteria 5: There is either sufficient capacity or infrastructure (e.g., roads,
sidewalks, bike lanes) in the transportation system (motorized and nonmotorized) to
safely support the development proposed in all future phases or there will be adequate
capacity and infrastructure by the time each phase of development is completed. If
capacity or infrastructure must be increased to support the proposed master development
plan, then the applicant must identify a plan for funding their proportionate share of the
improvements.

60. The Transportation Impacts Analysis submitted by Heffron Transportation,
Inc. indicates no major impact to the surrounding transportation system. The
Master Plan will increase site traffic by 750 vehicle trips per day with 104

11
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new vehicle trips during the PM peak hour (25 in, 79 out). The Level of
Service (LOS) for the intersections surrounding the site will be unchanged
from 2019 without project to 2019 with project.

61. Part of the proposal, as set forth in the traffic report, is to install missing
sidewalk sections along the north side of NE 150™ Street between 15" Avenue
NE and 20" Avenue NE.

MDP Criteria 6: There is either sufficient capacity within public services such as water,
sewer and stormwater to adequately serve the development proposal in all future phases,
or there will be adequate capacity available by the time each phase of development is
completed. If capacity must be increased to support the proposed master development
plan, then the applicant must identify a plan for funding their proportionate share of the
improvements.

62. The applicant indicates that there will be sufficient capacity within public
services to adequately serve the development proposal in all future phases.
When the applicant submits for permits on any new or remodeled building, a
water availability certificate, sewer availability certificate, and fire flow
availability must accompany the application materials.

MDP Criteria 7: The master development plan proposal contains architectural design
(including but not limited to building setbacks, insets, facade breaks, roofline variations)
and site design standards, landscaping, provisions for open space and/or recreation
areas, retention of significant trees, parking/traffic management and multimodal
transportation standards that minimize conflicts and create transitions between the
proposal site and adjacent neighborhoods and between institutional uses and residential
uses.

63. The Public Health Lab has proposed various architectural and site design
standards. Standards for setbacks, building mass, hardscape, parking, and site
lighting can be found in Attachment 9 (Development and Design Standards).

64. Proposed design standards include tree retention, new plantings, campus site
design, drainage, pavement, building materials and building design. .

65. The Public Health Lab Campus has 319 significant trees. 119 significant trees
are proposed to be removed over a 20-year time period. 200 significant trees
will be retained. This is 62% significant tree retention. The Shoreline
Municipal Code requires 20% significant tree retention (The code allows up to
255 trees to be removed and the Lab is proposing to cut 119). As the Campus
redevelops, there will be additional landscaping planted.

66. The proposed Master Plan provides a pedestrian link from NE 150" Street
through the Public Health Lab Campus to the Fircrest Campus. Open space is

12
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provided around each of the new buildings/additions with courtyards for the
Lab Staff.

67. The plan will relocate the main vehicular access to the east. The new access is
named “Fircrest Boulevard” and creates better vehicular access to the Lab, the
Food Lifeline warehouse and the proposed parking garage.

68. Proposed setbacks combined with landscaping provide meaningful separation
from the street and proposed buildings/parking lot. The Lab is proposing a 40-
foot setback from NE 150" Street and a 20-foot setback from the proposed
“Fircrest Boulevard”. Within those setbacks are retained significant trees,
landscaping, and a pedestrian link to the Fircrest Campus.

MDP Criteria 8: The applicant shall demonstrate that proposed industrial, commercial or
laboratory uses will be safe for the surrounding neighborhood and for other uses on the
campus.

69. The Public Health Lab is not introducing any changes in use on the campus
and is consistent with the PHZ zoning land use matrix. Further, the Risk and
Safety Assessment completed for the PHL indicates the Lab is in compliance
with applicable regulations that protect laboratory workers and the community
in which the laboratory operates.

CONCLUSIONS

The Applicant has met all procedural requirements in the Development Code for all three
proposals.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

As set forth in findings of fact #42-44, the Applicant’s proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendment meets the criteria set forth in SMC 20.30.340

REZONE

As set forth in finding of fact #45- 49, the Applicant’s proposed rezone meets the criteria
set forth in SMC 20.30.320.

MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Applicant’s proposed Master Development Plan, as conditioned by the Planning
Commission, meets the criteria set forth in SMC 20.30.353.

13
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Criterial:  As set forth in finding of fact #50, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 1.

Criteria2:  As set forth in findings of fact #51 and #52, The Public Health Lab’s
proposed MDP meets Criteria 2.

Criteria 3:  As set forth in finding of fact #53, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 3.

Criteria4:  As set forth in findings of fact #54-59, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP requires future development be guided by sustainable design and
construction practices, includes analysis that shows low impact
development stormwater systems, and retains 60% of significant trees.
The Commission concludes that, with the additional condition
recommended in findings of fact #59 added to the MDP, The Public
Health Lab’s proposed MDP, as conditioned, meets Criteria 4.

Criteria5:  As set forth in findings of fact #60-61, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 5.

Criteria6:  As set forth in findings of fact #62, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 6.

Criteria7:  As set forth in findings of fact #63-68, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 7.

Criteria8:  As set forth in finding of fact #69, The Public Health Lab’s proposed
MDP meets Criteria 8.

CONDITIONS

The following are added conditions based on staff analysis, and public comment.

70. An updated air quality study shall be submitted and approved with each additional
permit for addition to the laboratory building.

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, the rezone, and the Master Development Plan, as

conditioned, for the Washington State Public Health Lab Campus located at 1610 NE
150™ Street.

Date:

14
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By:

Planning Commission Chair

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1- Vicinity Map

Attachment 2- Master Plan

Attachment 3- Public Comment Letters

Attachment 4- Vicinity Map of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations
Attachment 5- Vicinity Map of Zoning Designations

Attachment 6- Proposed Zoning Maps

Attachment 7- Risk and Safety Assessment

Attachment 8- Air Quality Assessment for the Washington State Public Health Lab
Addition

Attachment 9- Development and Design Standards

15
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Steve Szafran

From: GARY LARSON [fastsilver43@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, May 31, 2010 5:39 PM

To: Steve Szafran :

Subject: Rezone of 1610 NE 150th St.

Hello,

I am wondering if the recent proposal to rezone 1610 NE 150th St will cause more of the forested area above
the lot where the state public lab is to be destroyed, and if so how much? I hope that this will not be the case at
all. Please advise, thank you.

' : concerned,
Gary L.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi,

Ken Winnick [kbwinnick@gmail.com]
Sunday, June 20, 2010 3:53 PM
Brian Lee; Steve Szafran

CECILY KAPLAN; janetway

Re: public health lab @ fircrest

I recently noticed the info board at the public health lab. The comment period appears to be
over, but I think it was only open for 1 or 2 weeks based on the dates of the announcements on

the board.

I understand the project is seeking a finding of "non-significance" (sorry if I get some of the
terminology wrong).

I quickly looked up a few documents on the web about the project.

I was not able to find is any reference to any type of air-quality and/or traffic impacts studies.

Air quality impacts seem especially important, given the fact that this lab handles (or, could
handle) very toxic materials, and also that it uses ventilation hoods and other air isolation

techniques.

Has there been any studies to see what would happen if there was an accidental contaminated
air emission from the facility? Unless I'm misunderstanding something, I would think that an air
study would be an absolute requirement for any new expansions on the site.

Has there been an air study and/or traffic study for the proposed development? If so, can you
point me in the right direction?

Thanks,

Ken Winnick

PS--1 live directly across the street from the lab, so naturally this is of great interest to me.
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Steve Szafran

From: Ken Winnick [kbwinnick@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9:57 AM

To: Steve Szafran

Subject: Re: public health lab @ fircrest

Hi Steve,

One last additional question for now: You mentioned below that the risk assessment looked at "uses at the
Health Lab." Does that include uses where bio-terrorism and/or other highly toxic agents are held or processed
at the lab? =

I've heard conflicting reports as to whether or not the lab would be used to handle highly toxic and deadly
agents, but I would have to assume that it would in fact be used in for these materials if an emergency situation
were to arise. Is that your assessment as well?

thanks again,
Ken Winnick
15307 15th Ave NE #6

On Mon, Jun 21, 2010 at 9:48 AM, Steve Szafran <ssZafran@shorelinewa. gov> wrote:

Yes, the risk assessment looked at the uses at the Health Lab and how those uses would be contained if an emergency
occurred. Air was one of the primary studies that occurred in that report.

I haven't issued any SEPA Determination yet. I'm still evaluating three things: traffic, safety and stormwater. The City’s
traffic engineer, Rich Meredith, has indicated traffic impacts from the master plan are minimal over the next 20 years and |
have a meeting with the City’s stormwater engineer to go over some other issues with the site. The only reason | would
require an EIS is if there is an impact that cannot be mitigated through SEPA or by adding additional conditions to the
master plan.

From: Ken Winnick [mailto:kbwinnick@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9:41 AM

To: Steve Szafran

Subject: Re: public health lab @ fircrest

Hi Steve,

Thanks for the report, I'll have a look. By the "risk/hazard" study, are you referring to an air study?
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Is the development proceeding without an EIS?

Thanks,

Ken Winnick

On Mon, Jun 21, 2010 at 9:16 AM, Steve Szafran <sszafran@shorelinewa.gov> wrote:

Thanks for your email.

Yes, air and traffic studies have been completed. Although it is too late to submit comments on the SEPA determination, it
is not too late to submit comments about the Health Lab’s Master Plan. Please take a look at the traffic report and send
me a response. In the meantime, | will track down the risk/hazard study that was completed and send you that as well.

From: Ken Winnick [mailto:kbwinnick@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 20, 2010 3:53 PM
To:

Brian Lee; Steve Szafran

Cc: CECILY KAPLAN; janetway
Subject: Re: public health lab @ fircrest

Hi,

I recently noticed the info board at the public health lab. The comment period appears to be
over, but I think it was only open for 1 or 2 weeks based on the dates of the announcements on
the board.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.

This Risk and Safety Assessmenf was conducted to provide’ a comprehensrve
evaluatron of potential hazards to the communrty posed by the presence of- the
Washington State Department of Health's (DOH)_ Public Health Laboratory (WA-PHL)

located in Shoreline, Washington. Kleinfelder prepared. this assessment rep'ort in
accordance with the Statement of Work (SOW) under DOH Work Order #1, Contract # . |

GA 32206, DOH #N17187. Thrs assessment report provrdes mformatlon on potential ﬁM’W
‘hazards from biological, chemrcal and radiological materials that may arrse from the \ =
laboratory, as well as risks of illness, injury, or other haim to the general publrc who may -
be exposed directly or indirectly to consequences of the pres“ence and activities of the'
WA-PHL. '

This assessment includes both quantrtatrve and qualitative methodologies to evaluate qwﬁwﬁf’ >
hazard and was pe'rformed according to acce_pted professional and academic mdustry_

standards by a team’ of professionals in the fields of laboratory biosafety, laboratory

chemical hygiene laboratory radiological safety, and'taboratory‘risk analysis.

Based on the risk and eafety assessment descrlbed in this. report the WA-PHL is m ’

compliance with applicable regulations that protect laboratory ‘wdrkers and the

community in which the laboratory operates. ‘Under_normal o; eratin condrtro s, the
most-probable risks that may be -associated with the- Iaboratory can be efficiently

mitigated by existing programs, policies, arid procedures and are-unlikely -to- posea :

hazard to the surrounding community. ' ‘ . : _ ' %’W

'BACKGROUND . ’ ' ' ijk '
The WA-PHL provides a wide.range of diagnostic and analytical services for the f&ﬁu .
assessment and surveillance of rnfectrous,_commumcable, genetic, chronic diseases

and environmental health concerns, for the citizens of the State of Washington. The
Iaboratorles also serve to coordinate and promote quality assurance _programs for

: prrvate clinical and environmental laboratories . through fraining, consultation,
certification and quality assurance sample programs. In addttion, over the last decade,
the . Public Health Laboratories have -expanded their role in providing scientific -and

managerial leadership for the development of public health poticy. Q’D"
\

' <
The Iaboratory is currentty a 70,000 square-foot facility, which has operated since 1985, } M :
and contains several laboratorties, (rncludmg mrcrobrology, envrronmental and newborn

96783/SEA8R100Rev 2.doc Page 1 of 105 | ) November 21, 2008
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-

screening), - shipping and receiving areas, maintenance areas, storage, and ofﬁc_:e."'
. Space. To facilitate program growth and changes in laboratory design standards since
1985, the'DOH'A is planning to enlarge the existing “laboratory to provide additi{)nal
biosafety level 3 (BSL-3) space and replace and enlarge the ei(isting §péc_i_mer’1
receiVing area. Based on a review of the desi'gn plans and interviews of laboratoq} staff
involved in the design, the laboratory expansion is ‘not expected to introduce h'aiérds_
different or of greater iﬁagnitude than .those evaluatéd in this risk and safety
assessment report. ) ' . -

Recently, eoncerns have arisen regarding potential hazards to communities surrounding -
public health laboratories.’ Therefore,-thé DOH prepared an SOW to cenduet a risk and’
safety assessment for the activities at the WA-PHL as they might affect the surrounding

community. In addition, the DOH requested fﬁét recommendations be provided for risk

‘management measures as they apply to any risks identified during the assessment.

Per the SOW, the following assessments were conducted:

+ ‘Evaluation of the location of the WA-PHL compared to other public health
laboratories in the Uhited States o :

. Biologica‘l Hazards Assessment

+ Chemijcal -Ha'zards Assessment

.+ Radiological Hazards Assessment

- Physical Hazards Assessment

»  Security Vulnerability Assessment

+ Earthquake Hazards

+ Emergency Response Program Assessment

Summaries of these assessments are provided below.

WASHINGTON PUBLIC HEALTH LABORATORY LOCATION ANALYSIS
For comparison of the WA-PHL location to the locations of other PHLs across the
colintry, an initial list of 56 PHLs was obtained from the Associatiqn of Public Health
Labbra_tbri'es (APHL) State Public Health Laboratories Emergency Contact List, August
2006. To reduce this extensive list to a size manageable under this task, a subset of 12

. PHLs'was identified based on two criteria: size of surrounding population and similarity
of mission as compared to the WA-PHL. ° ' '

96783/SEASR100Rev.2.doc Page 2 of 105 Novembér 21, 2008
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H

Papulation estimates were obtained from the United States Census Bureau. -'Accordin‘g:'.‘

to the ‘Census Bureau, the population of the Seattle area is 594,210. For this
evaluation, areas with populations ranging from 500, 000 to 800,000 were assumed to
be comparable to the population surrounding the WA- PHL Cities with populations in
this range (per the Census Bureau estimates) were then compared to the APHL list of
56 public health laboratories. Cities with populations and PHL locations similar.t'e the -
WA-PHL were ‘selected for this evaluation. ‘From this list of cities with. PHLs, 12 with .
PHL missions similar to that of the WA-PHL were identified for the location comparison.’
To -assess the similarity of mission, websites for each of the PHLs were accessed to
obtain each PHLs individual mission.

The WA-PHL is located immediately north of the City of Seattle limits, approximately
eight miles from downtown Seattle. Four other Iaboratones were also located just
‘outside the major metropolitan area they are serving, ranging in distance from three to
20 miles. These outlying locations also range from small rural residential .communltles_ .
to -areas of a. more industrial nature. .Eight laboratories are located - in
downtownlmetropolitan areas of the cities served. Four are located on or near
universities -and have a combination of residents, students, and research fac:lltles
(mcludmg hospitals). Others are located in major downtown; .areas surrounded by
government bu:ldmgs and residential nelghborhoods Based .on- the comparlson of the
12 labs selected for evaluation, the Shoreline lab is located in. hreas similar to other -
public health laboratories around the countryl o

Of the 12 -taboratories-selected for this evaluation, eight responded {fo inquiries
regarding “best practices” to reduce risk and enhance community safety. None of the
labs indicated that they had “best practlces to reduce risk and/or enhance commumty
safety outside of any mandated state and/or federal regulattons and/or requnrements
They also did not have active commumty groups |n the area with an mterest in the
operation of their local PHL. ‘ :

BIOLOGICAL HAZARDS EVALUATION _

‘Per Work Order #1, the biological risk as.sessment was conducted in accordance with
the methods and standards provided in the Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical
Laboratories (BMBL) 5" Edition publication by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
and the National Institute of Health (NIH). Among the guidelines, the BMBL provi‘des'a
classification system called biosafety levels (BSLs) that are based on risk assessments
which evaluate at which BSL level the laboratory work should be conducted: (BSL-1, -2,

‘96783’ISEA8R100Rev.2.doc Page 3 of 105 November 21, 2008
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-3, or -4, indicating lowest to highest risk fevels). The BMBL guidelines provide. - '_4
information to architects and engineers designing and constructing laboratories for‘
biohazards; information to scientists working with hazardous microorganisms; and
information to biosafety officers on how to conduct risk assessments. k

Results of the evaluation of .the vgpprobriéteness,o‘f‘ the WA-PHL BSL classiﬁgaiioﬁ
indicated that the BSLs currently in place are appropriate for the. microorganisms -
worked with at the WA-PHL, according to the select agent classification (BMBL) and the -
Material Safety Data Sheets. Through direct observation, discussion with laboratory
staff, and review of training materials the worker practices and procedures implemented

v ét the WAOPHL meet the CDC/NIH published standards. In addition, the BSL-3 seldct

agen;t,labpratoi'y meets or exceeds the safety requirements for BSL‘-"IS;'laB'chétory.'

"The potential for biological hazards to the community from the WA-P'HL.is.diff,icult to
assess because of the various protective measures in place at the WA-PHL. These
include: o - : ' ' g

+ Extensive training for em’pléyees as to the proper way to “handle infectious
microorganisms; : - - . : 4 ] _

- ‘'Biological ééfety cabinets used thioughout the ..;y.\_IA-P'HL “to  contain '
microorganisms worked with; , .- .

-« .Procedures for deconfamination of infectious waste materia’lé; -

« Procedures for decontaminating equipment-to be remc;.\/ed from .a..laboratory
room; ) .

« Procedures for decontamination of laboratory 6Iothing;

+ High efficiency particulate air (HEPA) exhaust filters for the BSL-3 laboratory;

+ Spill response protocols; :

« Controlled storage for potentially infectious wasté-material before pick-up by a
licensed contractor. ' ' S

A review of the many security programs in plaée at the WA-PHL indicates that access to
the microorganisms stored in the BSL-3 containment laboratory would be difficult for a
- laboratqry “‘outsider” to ‘achieve. There are several checks and balances in place to
reduce this type of risk. For example, only a few peaple have the clearances needed to
work in the BSL-3 laboratory and access requires two individuals with unique keys for
_unlocking the laboratory doors. Card key access to the wing housing the BSL-3
laboratory is also in place.

96783/SEABR100Rev.2.doc Page 4 of 105 ’ November 21, 2008
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Furthermore, due to the small quantity of select agents stored at the WA-PHL, theft of -
these materials is. unlikely to be attractive to anly group looking for potential
microorganisms that could be used for terrorist actions. In add.iti_en},:_tnreat anab(ses'
conducted by federal, state, and local law enfofcement concluded that there wete no
known - criminal "or terrorism threats to the WA-PHL. These agencies have- also_
concluded that the existing secunty systems are adequate for thts facullty

CHEMICAL HAZARD ASSESSMENT

The WA-PHL maintains an extensive mventory of lquld and solid chemlcals and

compressed gasses consistent with its mission and with the maintenance and repalr of
‘equipment, instruments, and the physical plant. Although the chemical inventory is

extensive, the laboratory work performed generally requires only small amounts of any

given chemical.

The Chemical Hygiene Plan (CHP) prepared by the WA-PHL describes the hazards, of - -
the chemicals maintained in the laboratory and procedures and programs for minimizing

- those“hazards during ‘the riormal coirse of operaﬁens The CHP forms the basis for
establlshing safe work practices that protect WA-PHL‘staff and the commumty -The .

" chemical hazard assessment focused on the programs, pohc:es and, procedures for
chemical management that have been implemented by the’ WA-PHL ‘and largely
documented in the CHP. The chemlcal hazard assessment also included a risk
assessment of potential releases of chemicals from the WA-PHL undér various
accidental or intentional hazard scenarios. ‘

EVALUATION OF CHEMICAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

Procedures for chemical inventory, ordering, receipt, storage, distribution, use, and
disposal, as identified in the CHP, were evaluated by conducting visits to the facility and
. staff interviews. Results of this evaluation indicated that controlled procedures are in
place and are followed for these tasks. In.addition, the CHP outlines the training
necessary for staff that is or will be using chemacals in their work. These training
programs are also followed at the WA- PHL.

‘The overall effectiveness of the CHP was then evaluated based on reports of incidents
within the laboratory and on fire department reports documenting responses to calls
from the WA-PHL. Incident reports were available for the years 2002 through 2007. Of
the 47 total incidents reported, only four involved chemical exposure and only one

96783/SEABR100Rev.2.doc - ' Page 5 of 105 November 21, 2008
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resulted in days away ﬂ"om work (Two missed work days were recorded in _2002'for an.-
employee who received a éhemical splash to the ‘eye). ln.general, the number of
reportable injuries each year (less .than eight) has been low based on. the average
number of employees (144) and hours worked by all employees (between 250,_060 and
300,000 hours each year). The Shoréline Eire Department provided documeﬁtatian of
the responses to calls from the WA-PHL since 2001. Only two fire départm'ent 'c':',a‘ii.s to
the WA-PHL involved chemicals;'in:2001. “a potentially Hézardous' package was not
triple bagged,” and in 2005, the fire department respénded to an inhalation exposure to
“gas and smoke.”. No ireports of chemical releases or injuries that required aid frbm the
fire department have been recdrded. ':TF‘he-ﬁre'-departmel}t has -n‘ot'been; called to any
incidents -involving: releases off«che’m"icatéa-'to -the: ~co‘mmuhityi* ‘Restilts of the CHP
evaluation indic;ateth»a_t it appearsito.-be Qenerallyv'e‘ffective and adequate for"thé safe
operation of the laboratory and protection of the community. ' 4

Based on the review of the CHF, facility visits and interviews, the following list prm)ides
recommendations for enhancing or updating the procedures already in plade‘at the WA-’
PHL: . - '

+ Update the CHP to ensure that-p,rocedur'és, facility assets, and staff are correctly

discussed and identified el -

* Regularly audit the chemical lifecycle across the laborator'y,,tb ensure adh‘erence_
to the CHP . , | S

+ Implement a computer—baséd chemical inventory tracking system

+ Maintajn appropriate chemical handiing aﬁd safety training to ensure staff are
proficient in the storage, use, disposal, and hazards of chemiéals '

+ Review storage locations of chemicals to ensure that:

. Incompéfible chemicals are not stored tqgether;
» Storage locations are appropriately identified with Asignage;
+ Storage locations are secured to prevent toppling in case of an earthquake;

+ Ensure chemical storagé cabinets and shelves are secured to building walls to
prevent toppling in an earthquake: _ ‘

-+ Ensure liquid chemical storage areas have spill containment trays;

.+ . Update the air dispersion modeling study performed in 1992 and prepare a report
that addresses current configurations: and ’

+. Develop a tracking system for trainihg.
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Under current programs, policies, and procedures, the. WA-P-HL safely manages the .
entire _lifecycle of thé chemical inventory necessary to its mission. The
recommendations' made here, as noted above, are enhancemerts and updates to a

system that is already protectwe of worker health and safety, and. the surroundmg
community. ’

"RISK AND SAFETY ASSESSMENT FOR CHEMICALS

Under most-probable condition's, chemical releases at the WA- PHL will remain.
‘completely within the building and will be effectlvely mitigated under existing programs,
policies, and procedures Therefore the chemical hazards assessment addressed the |

"consequences of potential chemical releases from the laboratory under ‘reasonable
worst-case scenarios. Such -chemical release scenarios are unlikely to occur under
" normal operating conditions.

Eight che.mic'a_ls from the-WA-PHL in_ventory were modeled to provide a screening-level

evaluation of hazards to the public'."These eight chemicals were selected based onan

“evaluation of:

« Relative toxicity in humans or other animels: ) " . ) )

Volumeé maintained at the WA-PHL;- . R - 2
"« Commercial availability; ' : e

. Environmental mobility; and :

« Reactivity/Stability

Chemicals evaluated we.re: acetonitrile, benzene, hydrochloric acid, hydrofluoric acid,
nitric acid, perchloric acid, potassium cyanide, and sodium cyanide.

Three exposure scenarios were considered for chemical releases from the WA-PHL:

" 1. Environmental release — instantaneous release of a gas, liquid, er solid to the
4atmosphere that is then carried into the community by the wind.

2. Theft of a chemical and intentional release of that chemical in a nearby school

3. Theft of a chemical and intentional.release of that chemical in the neighboring
Fircrest swimming pool

The results of the risk assessment for the three scenarios are provided below.
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Environmental Release

For the environmental release scenario under worst-case conditions, an explosion or
some other event was assumed to cause the release of the entire inventory of a given
chemical from the WA-PHL into the atmosphere.

Item 7.a - Attachment 7

An- air dispersion model wés-_theri

used to estimate the concentrations of that chemical that might occur in the surrouhding

community.

Such a scenario is possible, although highly improbable for re’.ja's;pnsA

discussed below. Nonetheless, the modeied concentrations were then comparéd to

health-based screening concentrations for airborne chemicals: Emergency Response

Planning Guidelines (ERRG-S) and TemporaryEmerge'ncy Exposure Limits (TEELs).

These screening levels are generally used to plan for and manage large-scale

commercial or industrial accidenfs and large volume reieaées, not the §'rfpall "scale,‘small
- volume releases from a laboratory such as the WA-PHL. ERPGs and TEELs are further

explained in the following table. -

ERPGs

TEELs

ERPG-1: The maximum airborne -
‘concentration below which it is believed
that nearly all individuals could be exposed
for up to one hour without experiencing
other than mild transient adverse health
effects or pérceiving a clearly defined,
objectionable odor.

-perceiving a clegd

TEEL-1: The maximum airborne
concentration below which it is believed"
that nearly all individuals could be exposed
without.experiencin_g other than mild
transient adverse health éffects or _
eivil rly, defined, objectionable

odor.

ERPG-2: The maximum airborne
concentration below which it is believed
that nearly all individuals could be exposed

for up to one hour without experiencing or:

developing irreversible or other serious
health effects or symptoms which could
impair an individual's ability to take -
protective action. .

TEEL-2: The maximiim airborne -
concentration below which it is believed
that nearly all individuals could be exposed
without experiencing or developing
irreversible or other serious health effects
or symptoms which could impair an
individuai's ability to take protective action.

ERPG-3: The maximum airborne
concentration below which it is believed
that nearly all individuals could be exposed

for up to one hour without experiencing or

developing life-threatening health effects.

TEEL-3: The maximum éirborne

concentration below which it is'believed
that nearly all individuals could be exposed
without experiencing or developing life-

threatening health effects.

Based.on the worst-case atmospheric chemical release scenario, nohe ‘of the schools of

nursing homes was located within the ERPG/TEEL-3 hazardous ‘tadiiis for any of the

chemicals .evaluated::

This result indicates that the school and nUrsing'.home

papulations are unlikely to encounter airborne concentrations of chemicals, released in

an explosion at the WA-PHL that could cause life
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Hydrochloric acid and nitric acid might reach ERPG/TEEL-2 levels at three schools and "
one nursing home. Hydrochlonc acid and nitric acid mlght reach ERPG/TEEL-1 (mild
“health concerns that do not last or odor issues) levels at all schools ‘and nursmg homes
within the wcmnty of the WA-PHL.

. The closest facility to the WA- PHL is Fircrest. The closest building on the chrest_

- campus is 250 feet from the north end of the WA PHL. Based on-the worst-case
atmospheric chemical release scenario, acetonitrile, hydrochjeric acid, mtnc acid, and- )
perchloric acid might exceed ERPG/TEEL-3 levels on the Fircrest cam pus.

As.noted.above, the chemical release scenarios evaluated in this report 'are'fworstfcase
and - are - unlikely to occur’ under normal operating -conditions at the WA-PHL.
Furthermore, the release of the entire inventory of a given chemical to the atmo.sph'_ere

is unlikely because chemicals are stored in more than one location, which signifcantly'
reduces or eliminates the poss1b|l|ty of a complete inventory release. The probabillty of- .
this and other release scenarios is discussed in more detail below.

' Theft of Chemicalllntention'al Release in a Nearby School .
Acute Exposure Guideline Levels (AEGLs) were 'used to descrlbe the risk to humans
resultmg from once-m-a-hfetlme or rare, exposure to alrborne chemlc’als such as an'

 intentional release in a school. AEGLs were used for the c!assr_o_om.scenarlo because

~ these guideline levels are developed for various exposure du;atione from ten _:mihutes to
eight hours. The following definitions-are provided by U.S. EPA:

+ AEGL-1 is the airborne concentration of a substance above which it is predicted
that the general population, including susceptible individuals, could e_x'perienoe '
notable discomfort, irritation, or certain. asymptomatic nonsensory -effects.

'However, the effects are not disabling and are transient and reversible upon
cessation of exposure.

» AEGL-2 is the airborne concentration of a substance above which it is predicted
that the general population, including susceptible individuals, could experience
irreversible or other serious, long-lasting adverse health effects or an |mpalred

. ablllty to escape.

. AEGL-3 is the airborne concentration: of a substance above which it is predicted
that the general population, including susceptible individuals, could experience
fife-threatening health effects or death. '
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To evaluate the intentional classroom spill scenario, the modeled concentrations that.
could be reached within 10 minutes of a spill were compared to the AEGL-1, -2, and -3
concentrations. Model results indicated that hydrochloric acid, hydroflueric acid, and
nitric acid could reach airborne concentrations within 10 minutes” of a s_,piﬁ in a
classroom that might cause lohg-lasting effects or might be life-threatening. .

Theft of Chemical/lntentional release in Neighboring Fircrest SWimt_ning Poo; ‘
Cyanide in the form of sodium or_pbtassium éyanide was evaluated under tﬁis scenario. -
Assuming the total inventory of cyanide at the WA-PHL was dissolved in the Fircrest
swimming pool, the dose a chiid swimmer might receive was estimated to be about 0.09
milligrams of cyanide per kilogram of body weight. Fof' comparison, the estimated dose
of cyanide was compared to the U.S. EPA Reference Dose (RfD) for cyanide. The RfD

is considered to be an estimate of the-daily dose-over a lifetime of exposure at which no
harmful effects would be expected in an exposed individual. The reference dose for
cyanide is 0.02 mg/kg per day over a lifetime. Therefore, dissolving the,entire WA-PHL
inventory of éyanide into the Fircrest swimming pool may produce harmful health effects
in swimmers. ‘

. Probability of the Chemical Release Scenarios Evaluated .
The risk and safety assessment scope of work directed "th'é.;-eyalpgtidn of “most-
probable” 6hemical refeésé scenarios from the WA-PHL. Howei‘r_e.r,"thg most-probable
chemicél release scenarios are un!ikely to result in chemical reléfase's outside the WA-
PHL. Most releases ‘are accidgntal.s'pil.ls of small volumes that are quickly managed )
based on spil'l response procedures outlined in the WA-F‘HL Spill Response Guide. ©o
Vapors generated from. spills of volatile' chemicals would either dissipate within the
building indoor air space or be captured in the building exhaust system and diluted to
levels below health concern.. Therefore, worst-case chemical release scenarios were
evaluated based on the unlikely occurrence of ‘an’ explosion, either accidental or
intentional, or the theft of chemicals from the Iabpratory and intentional release in a

» séhool classroom, or the Fircrest swimming pool. ' '

~ Although not impossible, accidental or intentional explosions that could cause an
atmospheric release of chemicals are low probability events for the following reasons:

« Laboratory personnel are generally trained in science and the man_age‘mént of
chemical implemented in the WA-PHL CHP and Laboratory Safety Manual;
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« The WA-PHL and DOH require chemical safety training courses for laboratory " -
. ' personnel and training is monitored by supervisory staff:
» The WA-PHL work spaces are designed for safe-handling of chemicals;
_+ Based on law enforcement agency reviews, the WA-PHL has impleme'nted
‘appropriate levels of security to reduce the likelihood of a malevolent act by an
- outsider-that could result in a release to the community; '
« The WA-PHL does not present an attractive target based on law enforcement )
agency review of the Iaboratory and on momtormg “of terrorist information’
exchange and commumcatlon at the Washmgton Jaint Analytlcal Center, and
- Based on the security vulnerabthty assessment developed as part of this risk and -
safety assessment (Section 7) an attack on the WA-PHL is not likely because
damage to or destruction of the laboratory would not result in Iarge numbers of
casualties; disruption of the local, reglonal or national economy; damage to -the
. reputation or operations of a global brand; collateral damage to a regional or
national landmark; or other consequence generally associated ‘with targets- ;
attractlve fo terrorlst orgamzatrons

For some of the same reasons, theft of chemicals-with the intent to release them in a
public place, such as a school' is a low prabability event.- For example a level .of
'secunty appropriate for the mlssron and operations performed at the WA—PHL is already

_in place and has been reviewed by local and federal law enforcement agencies.
Furthermore although the laboratory maintains an extensive chemical inventory, the

" number of the chemicals that are highly toxrc is low; stocks of a given chemical are
generally spread among more than one locatlon, and many of the chemicals that would
be atiractive to someone with malevolent intent are available from commercial or other
sources that are more accessible than those stored at the WA-PHL. Each of the
chemicals evaluated in the screening level assessment can be ordered from on- lrne
vendors or is available at hardware and home improvement stores, including
hydrochlorlc acid, hydroﬂuorrc acrd nitric acid, and sodium cyanide. Most of these
chemicals can also be found in use at schools and busmesses in Shoreline.

RADIOLOGICAL HAZARDS EVALUATION

The WA-PHL uses radionuclides for qualitatively determining the presence of disease,
as components of certain instruments, as calibration tools for equipment used to
quantitatively determine levels of radioactivity in environmental samples, and for
training. The three primary places at which radionuclides are used are in the
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-

tubercﬁ{osis (Tb) Iaborétory. in the environmental 'chemistry~laboratory, and in the - .
radiation laboratory. : ‘

‘The WA- PHL is required to follow a number of state and federal re'gu'latio.n's as well as
internal radiation safety procedures for the.étorage and use of radionuclides. Pursuant.
to these laws and regulations, the Washinéton State Deparfment of Health, Office of
Radiation Protection, has issued a radioactive materials: license (hereinafte'}’,"”'the '
License) to ,thé WA-PHL (State o_f.Washingtoh, 2003). The License spéciﬁes maximum -
quantities of radionuclides that can be present at any given time. The License also
specifies varioué' requirements including training of employees, monitoring. exposure to
radiation, securing radionuclide samples, maintaining : records, and “disposing of’
-_radiéactive waste. :

The WA-PHL'a_lso abides by the procedures outlined in its Radiation Safety Manual.
This manual provides guidelines for limiting exposure to radionuclides; for ordering,
storing, and dispo:sing of radionuclides; and for. reﬁorting ‘and_ record-keeping. The. -
Radiation Safety Manual outlines the laboratory's policy of ALARA, meaning that the
goal is to keep exposure to radiation by em'ployees, visitors, and the éommunity “As
Low As 'Reaso.nably Achievable.”- Furthermore, the manual serves as a source. of .
general information about the multiple uses of radi,aAtion at _tﬁe-‘ila;bog'atqry and outlines
the Radiation Safety Officér's training course for employees 'workir'l'g.with 'radionuclii"ies.

To assess the probability, magnitude, and consequences of ‘accidental' radionuclide
releases, the radionuclide inventory for the -laboratory was reviewed and compliance
with appropriate regulatory requirements was evaluated. In addition, procedures for
storing, using, and handling radionuclides were evéluated. Potential health implications

associated with accidental or malicious, intentional, releases of radionuclides were then
modeled.

Based on the inventory review performed, the laboratory is in compliance with' the
reduifements of the License; however, revisions to the inventory 'sys:té‘m' shouid -be
maﬁé. Specifically, the units in which radionuclide activities are recorded should be
updated to the International System of Units (S1) and more detailed records of minor
and infrequentlyuséd materials should be maintained. It was aléo recommended that
an accurate, complete,- and consistent computerized radioactive materials inventory
system be developed in place of the current system. After analysis of the WA-PHL's
rules, procedures, and documentation for radioactive materials, it was déetermined that
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the WA-HL is in compliance with relevant laws and gundelxnes governing radloactlve:'.. -
material.

RADIOLOGICAL RISK AND SAFETY ASSESSMENT - _ 3
For the radiological risk assessment, potential heaith effects from accidental, or
deliberate releases of radioactive materials were evaluated. The risk and safety
assessment scope of work directed the evaluation of most-probable release scenarios
from the WA-PHL. However, the most-probable release scenarios are unhkely to result: .
in radiological releases outside the WA-PHL. Therefore, worst-case release scenarios

- were evaluated based on the unlikely occurrence of an atmospheric release, or the theft .
of chemicals from the laboratory and intentional release in'a school classroom or to the
Fircrest swimming pool.

Four exposure scenarios were considered for radiological releases from the WA-PHL'_:

« Theft of radioactive material and entire inve-nto-ry is dissolved and mixed into the - -
classroom's water cooler '

« Theft of one of the sealed sources used.in an lnstrument at the WA- PHL
transported to a- classroom where the seal is broken and radloactlve matenal is

released into the airspace of the classroom "--*;I: o E

« Theft of radiological material and mtentional release in the nelghbonng Flrcrest
swimming pool

« Atmospheric release of the entire radioactive inventory

The results of the risk assessment for the four scenarios are previded below.

Theft of Radloactlve Material/Entire lnventory Dissolved into Classroom s Water
Cooler .
The classroom Water cooler scenario resulted in the highest modeled 'dose ‘to the
exposed individuals, with a dose in the first year, close to 9 times larger than the
federally mandated benchmark for licensed facilities annually to the. publlc due to
routine facility operations. However, these doses would not cause any acute effect, and
‘the long term- effect (average annual increased exposture after 50 years has passed
since the event) is smaller than the effect on radiation exposures of llvmg in Denver
rather than Seattle (due to the difference in altitude and resultant higher exposure from
cosmic rays), or moving to the northeast corner of Washington State from Seattle (due
to the higher radon emissions from bedrock in the northeast part of the state.
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'Theft of Sealed 30urcé/Transported to Classroom and Released into Classroom - -
Airspace ' ’ -

This scenario resulted in exposures under (by about 10 percent) the N-ucle_ar Regulatory
Commission (NRC) annual dose limit for the public due to nuclear fa’cility,operétidns;
Even after 50 years of remaining in the body and causing continued radiation e'xpo's'yre,.
the total dose would be less than 1/2 the dose from a single abdominal CT scan.

Theft of Radiological Material/lntentional Release in Fircrest Swimming Pool

The swimming pool scenario resulted in the lowest dose of the scenarios evalu,ated.'
External exposure from water immersion is low when the material is diluted by the
volume of the pool. S ‘ '

Atmospheric Release of Entire Radioactive Inventory )

The atmospheric release scenario resulted in a dose less than 1/10 the dose that onel
would receive by flying roun'd-trip from Washington, D.C. to Los Angeles (due to cosmic
radiation at high éltitudes in the atmosphere). . ’ ' ' |

SUMMARY OF RADIOLOGICAL HAZARDS ASSESSMENT .

After analysis of the WA-PHL's rules, proéedures-. .and documentation regarding
-radioactive mateﬁalsvhéndling and disposal, worker training, an.d‘:cgntaminatioh téét_in:g, '
limits, the WA-PHL has been determined to be in c.dmpliance 'with'.releyant laws and -
guidelines governing radioactive material. Revisions to the irivéntory systém.,‘ however,
should be made. Specifically, the units in which radionuclide aicti\'/ities are réco}ded
should be updated to the International System of Units (S1) and more detailed records of
minor and. infrequently used materials should be maintained. Thus, it is recommended
that the WA-PHL impr'_ove existing radiation inventoty methods.

as well as checking the final invéntory~summary against radioactive ‘material possession

Public healt‘h_risks were assessed by calculating the radiation doses that would result
from worst-case release scenarios. The scenarios evaluated i‘esulte_d in doses well
below background radiation doses when averaged over a lifeﬁme. and only one resulted
indaoseé exceeding the NRC's annual dose limit for the public due to routine nuclear
facility operations. The scenarios are sufficiently conservative to demonstrate that even-
in a worst case event; radiation health risks to the public would have no measurable
consequence. '
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PHYSICAL HAZARDS EVALUATION _

Physical hazards, for the purposes of the risk and safely assessment, refer to work
place hazards that can adversely affect worker health and well being, and that. could
result in hazardous conditions that could, in turn, affect the surrounding commumty
The physical hazards evaluation provrdes a discussion of the physical hazards that.are
associated with operating a dlagnostlc microbiology laboratory based on the equnpment :
chemicals, and other materials rfecessary to the public health laboratory mission. .
‘Several sources of work place h'azards were identif'ed incluﬂln’g bi'ologlcal chemical,
radiological hazards, laboratory equipment. hazards, and hazards assocrated with the
‘use of laboratory animals.

~ The .WA-PHL and DOH have prepared extensive programa, policies, and procedures to
protect worker health and to manage the hazards of the work place. Written
documentatlon of these efforts is available in the laboratory safety manual, biosafety
manual chemical hyglene plan, radiation safety plan, and other written materials.

The effectrveness of worker health and safety plans was evaluated through mtervuews of
the Iaboratory safety off' icer, trammg officer, risk manager and admmlstratlve staff.
OSHA reportable injuries documented on Forms 300 were also revlewed ’

-'. I

Overall, the WA-PHL promotes and maintains a safety culture' throughout 'thair
operation. Based on document reviews and interviews, the WA-PHL is generally a safe

place fo work and ‘issues’ _that' could affect worker safety are addressed quickly and
eﬁéctively through formal reporting, review, and interview activities.: The risk and safety
assessment report offered three recommendations to enhance the safety program at
the WA-PHL, including improved organization of the various safety efforts and
documents, better tracking of safety tramlng, and the establishment of a recogmtlon
program for safety performance.

SECURITY VULNERABILITY EVALUATION
The objectives of the security vulnerability assessment (SVA) were to:

1. ldentify security weaknesses and vulnerabilities that could result in a release of
y biological material or chemicals that might impact the surroundlng community
' following terrorist and/or sabotage activities, and )
2. Evaluate countermeasures that provide protection from these potential refeases.
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The SVA for the WA-PHL followed four basic steps, using- information obtained from. -
interviews, site visits, and WA-PHL documents: -

. Characterizing the facility by identifying assels and existing céuntermeasur‘es;'
. Assessing the threat by identifying potential threats that could lead io an é't'taclg
on the facility assets: A ‘ ' I
+ Assessing the vulnerabilities by analyzing the ability of coun_termeasui*eé to
detect, deter, or delay an, attack, or to limit the consequences ‘of a sUccessfuj :
attack. This- was done by considering' the existing’ countermeasures and
" consequences for founr security scenarios: . ' 3 .
1. External attack on the facility with a truck bomb ahd all microorganisins and’
chemicals are emitted to the atmosphere. ' ’ -
2. lntru'der. removes agent or chemical from the laboratory during the night-and-
material is introduced into a different environmént. E
3. Criminal removes agent or chemical from the laboratory ‘during the delivery of
a 'sample and material is introduced into' a different environment. o
' 4. Disgruntied ‘employee removes agent or chemical from the laboratory and
material is introduced into a different environment. ' '
. Asse.séing additional countermeasures, by éxamining‘ new or improved =
countermeésures that may reduce the likelihood andlaf "é.onse'quen.ces of an
attack. . ‘

-The level of, and actions involved in, agent and chemical security should be:consisient
with the likelihood and potential consequences of a threat. Overall, the WA-PHL does
" not appear to be a high profile target nor very atfractive to ihdividuals or groups with
malevolent intent. it does not have a large number of employees and does not maintain
large quantities of microorganisms, chem}icals, or radioactive materials. Mass
casualties or exfensiVe damage to critical infrasiructure,- monuments, or other structures
of public value are unlikely in the event of a release, fire, or explosion. Police and

counterintelligence reports indicate a low leve! of concern.

—.

Several additional countermeasures that the WA-PHL could take to improve its security
position were identified and ére prioritized as presented on Table ES-1. Several were
given a low priority because they do not appear warranted given the low potential
rhagnitude of the consequences of a security breach. Others were identified as -@ither
medium or high prioriiy'based on the results of the consequence analysis.

96783/SEABR100Rev.2.doc Page 16 of 105 November 21, 2003.

1 - Redacted bortions_ are exempt from putzagc disciosure under RCW 42.56.420(1)(a).‘-



Item 7.a - Attachr_n.ent 7 .

EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS ,

A limited evaluation of the seismic design and expected seismic perfermance of the
WA-PHL building was performed to address the risk of biological, chemlcal -or
radiological material release to the envrronment as a result of an earthquake.’

The objectlve of this evaluation was to compare the sersmlc design strength (or_
capaclty) of the building to the anticipated load (or demand) that would be applied to the
building in a seismic event (earttiquake). Five different levels ‘of seismic events were- .
considered. The seismic events included the Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE)
with a return period of 2475 years; the deeign earthquake, which is two-thirds of the )

" MCE; and seismic ground motions corresponding with return periods of 475, 224 and 72
years, respectively. The design earthquake correSpond‘s to' the minimum design load
level required by the current building code, the 2006 International Bui!ding Code (IBC)
at the subject site. Although the buildings were -originally designed to older building

. codes (1982 Uniform Building Code for example), thé design strength of each buitdi'ng .
considered was determined in' accordance with the provisions of the 2006 IBC.
Evaluation of the building response subjected to a wide range of ground mations was
made usmg current code provrsrons

The limited evaluation of seism‘io design and performance' conu:ui::te_d for the risk and
safety assessment report indicates good seismic performance w_it_-h' very low probab'ility .
of collapse at all levels of seismic ground motions considered. "Furtherm'ore:, the V\_IAT.
PHL buildings present positive attributes for good seismic performance:

« Buildings are Ilght-welght resulting in better seismic performance;

+ The lateral force res:stmg systeim (LFRS) appears to have been over—desugned
(significantly exceeds minimum requirements), therefore, the WA-PHL building
may have been designed as an essential facility;

"« The buildings are symmetric and regularly shaped; and
+ Stucco cladding on exterior walls and gypsum wall board ’ﬁnishes add to initial
" stiffness of the structure and enhance performance in an earthquake.

Based on the seismic performance evaluation and the conclusion that immediate
. occupancy is likely to be possible, the leboratory buildings are not expected to coilapse
up to an earthquake with a mean return period of 1,650 years (2/3 of the MCE).
Although the bunldmgs would not coI!apse breaches in the building wall and roof may
occur through which a release of material could occur if breaches are located near -
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areas where biological, chemical, or radiological materials are stored or used. A breach. '
in a laboratory wall or roof does not nhecessarily mean, however, that a release will
ogcur, '

Interior storage systems (racks, shelving, cupboards, lockers, etfc.) were nét éQ/alu"ated
for seismic performance. The storage syétems, hoWever, are generalljs’ecur,ed té
interior walls, have restraint systems to limit the likelihood of materials slidfﬁg' off
shelves due to ground motion, and have spill containment pans for siorage of quuids: ’
" These features should limit the release of hazérdous.matériéls inside the WA-PHL
building. As long as the'buil'di'ng envelope is ndt.compromised, for example, as long ‘as
- .an exterior wall does not collapse or break apen, feleéses of'hazazd'ou-s' materia_ls‘
“.should remain insidg-the building and not be released to the surrounding comm'unity.‘
Finally, based on the Chemical Hazards Assesément, the volume of chemicals
maintained in the WA-PHL inventory is not likely to pose a significant hazard in the
evenf of a Désign Level earthquake. Other consequences of such an earthquake are
likely to be more serious, such as widespread d'am‘a'gé Atq critical infras’tfucture’ in the’ A
_metropolitan Seattle area. ' .

EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN EVALUATION ~ ) . )
The objective of the emergency response plan (ERP). evalua’iioﬂn:wag to aSsess-the

WAePHL ERP for completeness and implementatio_n. '

The WA-PHL is subject to federal rules on the possession, usé and transfer of select
agents and toxins promulgated in the Code of Federal Reguiations {42 CFR 73).
Subpart 14 specifies incident i’esponse plan requirements, and  Subpart 15 provides
training requirements..' The WA-PHL is also subject to state rules for emergency
response because of the requirement to protect the heaith and safety of emplo_.yees
during a response to the release of hazardous substances as promulgated .in the
Washington Administrative Code (WAC 296-824). '

The September 2008 WA-PHL ERP draft, which is the most recent but -admittedly
.inc?o?nplete version, was compared to these requirements. The draft WA-PHL ERP is
scheduled to be completed by the end of 2008. Additional information for the
assessment was obtained by interviews, site visits, and other WA-PHL documents._

The current veréion, of the WA-PHL ERP has several missing, incomplete, or

inconsistent sections. In its current state, the written WA-PHL ERP does not provide
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adequate protection. An optimal ERP will provide the procedures to minimize the .
impacts to the employees, visitors, commumty, envnronment and structures from an
incident when it is fully developed, exercised, and tested

The process used to develop the WA PHL- ERP should be modified in the fotlowmg
ways:

« The WA-PHL ERP should be promptly completed and a schedule estabhshed for -
its annual review and. updating, if needed. Additional reviews may be needed
whenconditions change (e.g., laboratory modifications, operating procedures, or

.persannel responsibilities), or experience is géine’d through ah.ihcident or an
exercise. '

+ The responsible manager for the WA-PHL ERP should be clarified. A smgle
manager needs to be given clear authonty and resources to complete thls ptan
on schedule. N 4

« Stakeholders, including first responders, nearby facilities, and the community,”
should be involved early in the preparation of the ERP. Understanding
stakeholder input early in the process will typically reduce the overall time and
budget requirements for plan completioo. L . '

"+ “The renge' of facilities addressed should be expanded to ‘i'ric'l.ude nearby fécitiﬁes,
the community, and the environment. Facilities are Al‘-]‘éat" each other and

. therefore may impact each other. o o ‘

« The range of covered incidents should be determined in a systemattc process,
such as a risk assessment. This will reduce the likelihood of missing incidents
that may have significant probabilities or consequences.

«- Similar procedures discussed io multiple WA-PHL health and safety documents
should be modified to maintain consistency The WA-PHL may want to consider
whether the same procedures need to be described-in multiple documents

+ Training should be broadened to cover a larger range of potential incidents.

: .~ Training and exercises are important to understand and test the plan. Exercises
should include first responders (fire and police) to facilitate common
uoderstanding and communications during an actual incident.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report documents the wind-tunnel study conducted by CPP, Inc. on behalf of The Miller
Hull Partnership, LLP (Miller Hull) for the proposéd Washington State Public Health Lab
Addition (Lab Addition) in Shoreline, Washington. The objective of the study was to obtain
accurate concentration estimates at building air intakes and other sensitive locations due to
emissions from various exhaust sources located.on and around the Lab Addition. The various
exhaust sources may periodically emit chemicals or other contaminants that may enter nearby
buildings through air intakes, or be present at other sensitive locations, and impact staff or the

general public. If adverse impacts were found, mitigation measures were evaluated.

To meet the objectives of the study, a 1:120 scale model of the Lab Addition and nearby
surroundings within a 680 ft radius was constructed and placed in CPP's boundary-layer wind
tunnel. Concentration measurements were obtained in the wind tunnel to define the impact of
emissions from the various exhaust sources at building air intake and other sensitive locations.
The conclusions of the study are listed in the following tables. Table ES-1 lists the results for
planned exhaust sources on the Lab Addition, while Table ES-2 lists results for the existing

exhaust sources. Mitigation measures are discussed as necessary.
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CPP, Inc. xii - Project 4535
Table ES-1
Public Health Lab Addition Exhaust Sources
Stack
Height | Volume Flow
Stack Base Height Above Rate and
Source Type (ft) Base Exit Velocity )
(ID) (description) (fo) cfm (fpm) Comment
: Meets design criterion. '
BSL-3 Exhaust
(Mailrf igoo f 13.3 (Zgég) The highest concentration was
(EF-1a,1b) measured at a Public Health
Laboratory air intake.
Meets design criterion.’
BSL-2 Exhaust
Maillfi({)oo £ . 5.7 (gggg) The highest concentration was
(EF-2a,2b) measured at at Public Health
Laboratory air intake.
BSL-2 Space Meets design criterion. *
Chemical Fume 15.0 : 4965
Hood Exhaust (Main 'Roo f 9.7 (5226) The highest concentration was
measured at at Public Health
(EF-3a,3b) Laboratory air intake.
Chemical Fume Meets design criterion.z.
Hood Exhaust M l >0 ' 10.8 2000 The highest concentration was
ain Roof 4651) .
(EF-5a, 5b) measured at E'it Pubhc Health
Laboratory air intake.
Meets design criterion, '
BSL-3 Exhaust
Mailrfigoo £ 10.9 (jggg) The highest concentration was
(EF-6a,6b) measured at at Public Health
Laboratory air intake.
200hp Diesel
Truck idling at the 0.0 Meets health/odor criteria for up to
Loading Dock ) 10.0 Per Specs | two diesel trucks idling
(Local Grade). .
, simultaneously.
(D7)

! The 2000 pg/m’ per g/s design criterion assumes limited chemical use in an BSL hood.

% The 1500 pg/m’ per g/s design criterion corresponds to the ANSI Z9.5-2003 "as installed’ fume hood
containment requirement and assumes chlorine and hydrogen fluoride are limited to 0.02 L.

cpp
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CPP, Inc. xili Project 4535
Table ES-2
Surrounding Exhaust Sources
Stack
S T Stack Base Height Height V(;im:le ﬁl(;)w
ource type (f©) Above wae anc Comment
(D) (description) Base Exit Velocity
fm (fpm)
) | °
: Health criterion is met.
1250 KW Diesel Odor criterion exceeded 5% of
Generator 15.0 operating hours at the Lab
(Main Roof) 90 | Perspecs |\ qdition intake (20% at an
(DG) existing intake).
Filtered odor criterion met.?
Exceeds design criterion” at:
E-EF-7 PHL intake: 4% of the time;
All E-Wing Lab 802 Surrounding receptors: met
bt 15.0 (3000) Mitigation:
(Based on (Main Roof) 9.0 E-EF-14 1) Limit stored quantities;* or
E-EF-7; and 2) Manifold stacks into to meet:
E-EF-14) oo 9 ft stack;
( ) 15,000 cfm volume flow
3000 fpm exit velocity.
. N-EF-1 .
a. XAAUsts
16.0 9.0 (3000) Meets design criterion” at all
(Based on (Main Roof) ’ N-EF-3 locations evaluated.
N-EF-1; and R '
Y G000
o C-EF-22 | Exceeds design criterion” at:
All C-Wing Lab 500 | PHL intake: 1% of the time;
Exhausts 150 (917) | Surrounding receptor: < 0.5% of
(Based on (Main Roof) 7.0 CEF23 the time.
C-EF-22; and oo e -
C-EF-23) o 800 Mitigation: Limit stored
(1467) quantities.*
A-Wing Exhausts
30.0 70 9500 Meets design criterion? at all
(Based on (Penthouse) ) (1510) locations evaluated.
A-EF-5)

* This criterion assumes an 80% efficient exhaust oxidizing filter is installed at the generator.

4 Chiorine gas — 9.26 g; hydrogen fluoride liquid: - 27 ml; hydrogen fluoride gas: 5.3 g. See Table C-1 in
Appendix C. .

Cpp
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CPP, Inc. xiv Project 4535
Table ES-2
Surrounding Exhaust Sources
Stack
S Stack Base Height Height | ¥ olume Flow
ource Type Rate and
D (ft) Above Exit Veloci Comment
(ID) (description) Base xit Velocity
(f0) cfm (fpm)
Exceeds design criterion” at:
Q-Wing Lab PHL intake: met;
. ) 0
Exhausts 20.0 - 800 tShl;rici);gdmg receptor: < 0.5% of
(Based on (Step Above Main Roof) ’ (1467) )
Q-EF-25) Mitigation: Limit stored
quantities.’
R-EF-2/3
23,450
All R-Wing Lab (1870)
Exhausts
(Based on 29.0 70 R2'4E§(;4 Meets design criterion? at all
R-EF-2/3) (Penthouse) ’ (1170) locations evaluated.
R-EF-4 and
R-EF-24) R-EF-24
1650
~ (1543)

cpp
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60°

e 90°

120°

Z -

180°

-Turntable radius - 680'
-Bldg. heights-in feet above local
(maximum) ground elevation.
-Architectural elevation datum = 345" ’ 1

A
® = Receptor ——
Q} = Stack

= Deciduous Tree 30' (3")
L = U
i 200 300

) 100
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Table 4

Summary of Normalized Concentration Design Criteria

Item 7.a - Attachment 8

Source Type Design Criteria Basis for Design Criteria'?
Type (ng/m?) / (g/s)

BSL Exhausts Health/odor 2,000 20% of ASHRAE criterion - assumes limited chemical usage

ASHRAE 400 ASHRAE (2003) example criterion for an accidental spill in a fume hood
Fume Hood Exhuasts Alternate Health/odor 1,500  JANSI/AIHA Z9.5 “as installed" fume hood containment criterion
Existing Lab Exhausts Alternate Health/odor 1,500 ANSI/ATHA Z9.5 “as installed" fume hood containment criterion
Loading Dock - 200hp Diesel Truck Health 1,309,091 Odor threshold associated with NO2

Qdor 10,586 1:2000 odor dilution threshold for diesel exhaust
1250 KW Diesel Generator Health 912 Health limit associated with NO2 emissions

Odor 200 1:2000 odor dilution threshold for diesel exhaust

Filtered Odor 1,000 1:400 odor dilution threshold for filtered diesel exhaust

Note:

See Section 2 and Appendix C for detailed discussion.
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Washington Siate Public Health Lab
Planning & Programming Repot

Part 4 Master Development Plan Narrative

Proposed Site Zoning Regulations
The following table illustrates the proposed zoning regulations for the property.

Zoning Restrictions

Setbacks
Front 40 feet
Side 20 feet
Rear 20 feet
Building Mass
Building Height 65 feet Allow roof top equipment to exceed the height
limitation by 15 feet
Modulation 50 feet max of street front fagade before modulation or change of
materials for min. 15",
: Cove .
—  Impervious Surface ) | 75% max

mg ot Coverage 50% max

Parking and Transportation | 1 stall per 500 nsf fab and 1/300 nsf for office. Provide landscape
screening per current City of Shoreline requirements. Designate
van pool stalls and encourage alternate means of
transportationftrip reduction, provide covered bicycle parking

Site Lighting
Parking Full cut off fixtures, imited to 25 tall fixtures
Building/Security Provide well lif pedestrian paths. No light from building fixtures to

cross property line
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