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commenter stated that the impacts of
the WSMR should be included in that
assessment.

Response: NNSA added Section 6.4 in
response to public comments on the
Draft SPEIS that requested an analysis of
cumulative impacts for the three DOE
nuclear Facilities in New Mexico, as
well as other major planned or proposed
nuclear facilities in the state. In part,
these comments stated that the regions
of influence for LANL and SNL/NM
overlap and that all three DOE sites are
along the Rio Grande corridor in New
Mexico. NNSA believes that Section 6.4
is adequate and responsive to public
comments received regarding the
cumulative impact assessment of
nuclear activities in New Mexico. As
Pantex is not located in New Mexico,
and its region of influence does not
extend into New Mexico, it was not
included in Section 6.4. Also, because
the WSMR does not conduct nuclear
activities, it was not included in Section
6.4.

9. A commenter stated that the
socioeconomic impacts described in the
SPEIS are “incomplete and vague,” and
asked for an explanation regarding the
economic multiplier used in the
analysis.

Response: NNSA reviewed this
comment and believes that the
socioeconomic analyses contained in
the SPEIS are appropriate and comply
with NEPA’s requirements. The
economic multipliers used in the SPEIS
vary by location and are consistent with
the multipliers estimated by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics and
multipliers used in other NEPA
documents.

10. The SPEIS failed to address
impacts on global warming.

Response: The SPEIS assesses the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts of the No Action
Alternative and reasonable alternatives
for the proposed action. The assessment
of impacts includes, where appropriate,
the direct and indirect contributions to
the emission of greenhouse gases
resulting from operation and
transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. As to the programmatic
alternatives analyzed in the SPEIS, the
direct impacts would result from the
construction and operation of major
facilities involved in operations using
SNM (e.g., a CPC, CNPC, CMRR-NF,
UPF), and from the transportation of
components, materials and waste. The
emissions of carbon dioxide (CO,) from
construction and operation of proposed
major facilities are estimated in Chapter
5 (see Tables 5.1.4-1 and 5.1.4-3 in

from transportation are a direct function
of numbers of trips and their distances.
The significant differences among the
various programmatic alternatives as to
transportation also appear in Chapter 5
(see Section 5.10 of Chapter 5, Volume
II of the SPEIS).

The indirect impacts of the
programmatic alternatives would result
primarily from the use of electricity that
is generated from the mix of generating
capacities (gas, coal, nuclear, wind,
geothermal, etc.) operated by the
utilities NNSA purchases power from;
these utilities may alter that mix in the
future regardless of the decisions NNSA
makes regarding transformation of the
complex. The use of electricity under
the programmatic alternatives is shown
in Chapter 5 (see Tables 5.1.3—1 and
5.1.3-2 in Section 5.1.3 of Chapter 5,
Volume II of the SPEIS).

Overall, the release of greenhouse
gases from the nuclear weapons
complex constitutes a miniscule
contribution to the release of these gases
in the United States and the world.
Overall U.S. greenhouse gas emissions
in 2007 totaled about 7,282 million
metric tons of CO, equivalents,
including about 6,022 million metric
tons of CO». These emissions resulted
primarily from fossil fuel combustion
and industrial processes. About 40
percent of CO; emissions come from the
generation of electrical power (Energy
Information Administration, ‘“Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases in the United
States 2007,” DOE/EIA-0573 [2007]).

As the impacts of greenhouse gas
releases on climate change are
inherently cumulative, NNSA, and the
DOE as a whole, strive to reduce their
contributions to this cumulatively
significant impact in making decisions
regarding their ongoing and proposed
actions. DOE’s efforts to reduce
emissions of greenhouse gases extend
from research on carbon sequestration
and new energy efficient technologies to
making its own operations more
efficient in order to reduce energy
consumption and thereby decrease its
contributions to greenhouse gases.

NNSA considers the potential
cumulative impact of climate change in
making decisions regarding its
activities, including decisions regarding
continuing the transformation of the
nuclear weapons complex. Many of
these decisions are applicable to the
broad array of NNSA'’s activities, and
therefore are independent of decisions
regarding complex transformation. For
example, NNSA (and other elements of
the Department) are entering into energy
savings performance contracts at its

for ways to improve energy use and
efficiency. Also, NNSA seeks to reduce
its contribution to climate change
through decisions regarding individual
actions, such as pursuing LEED
certification for its new construction
and refurbishment of its aging
infrastructure. Examples of these
decisions include projects that replace
aging boilers and chillers with
equipment that is more energy efficient.
Such projects are underway at Y-12,
SNL/NM, and LANL (“DOE Announces
Contracts to Achieve $140 Million in
Energy Efficiency Improvements to DOE
Facilities,” August 4, 2008, available at:
http://www.energy.gov/6449.htm).

NNSA considered its contributions to
the cumulative impacts that may lead to
climate change in making the
programmatic decisions announced in
this ROD. These decisions will allow
NNSA to reduce its greenhouse gas
emissions by consolidating operations,
modernizing its heating, cooling and
production equipment, and replacing
old facilities with ones that are more
energy efficient. Many of these actions
would not be feasible if NNSA had
selected the No Action Alternative,
which would have required it to
maintain the Complex’s outdated
infrastructure. Federal regulations and
DOE Orders require the Department of
Energy to follow energy-efficient and
sustainable principles in its siting,
design, construction, and operation of
new facilities, and in major renovations
of existing facilities. These principles,
which will apply to construction and
operation of a UPF at Y-12 and the
CMRR-NF at LANL, as well as to other
facilities, include features that conserve
energy and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

Issued at Washington, DC, this 15th day of
December 2008.
Thomas P. D’Agostino,
Administrator, National Nuclear
Administration.
[FR Doc. E8-30193 Filed 12—18—08; 8:45 am]
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