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The National Security Agency (NSA) is planning a major expansion of its facilities in Ft. 
Meade, Maryland (“Site M”).  Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
NSA is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The Draft EIS 
(DEIS) for “Site M” was released in July 2010.  

The NEPA focuses on ensuring that federal agencies perform a complete and 
appropriate environmental assessment so that subsequent decisions are made with a 
full understanding of environmental impacts.  The DEIS is deficient with respect to (1) 
the analysis of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impact of the proposed action and 
(2) failure to consider a Zero-Net-Energy Alternative for the Proposed Action.

1. The DEIS Neglects Significant Government-wide Initiatives on Energy and Climate

Nancy Sutley, chair of the WH Council on Environmental Quality, has stated that the 
built environment contributes about 39 percent of total U.S. primary energy consumption 
during a July 20, 2010, White House Clean Energy Economy Forum.  The federal 
government is the largest single energy consumer in the United States with a $24 billion 
utility and fuel bill in 2008.

Executive Order 13514 states: “It is...the policy of the United States that Federal 
agencies shall increase energy efficiency; measure, report, and reduce their 
greenhouse gas emissions from direct and indirect activities...”   EO 13514 goes on to 
say that: “beginning in 2020 and thereafter, ensuring that all new Federal buildings that 
enter the planning process are designed to achieve zero- net-energy by 2030...”

On January 29, 2010, President Obama announced that the federal government will 
reduce its GHG emissions 28 percent by 2020.  On the same day, the U.S. Department 
of Defense announced an even more aggressive goal of reducing GHG emissions from 
from non-combat activities 34 percent by 2020.  (This DOD goal is noted on page 4-63 
of the DEIS.) 



The DEIS makes only vague, inconclusive and general references to improving the 
management of energy and GHG emissions despite these high-profile and significant 
government-wide and DOD-specific initiatives. 

2. The DEIS Needs to Clarify Accounting for GHG Emissions from Purchased Electricity

Paraphrasing EO 13514, the DEIS says: 

Direct activities include sources the agencies own and control, and from 
the generation of electricity, heat, or steam they purchased.  (See p. 3-28, 
DEIS.)

The EO 13514 delineates categories of GHG  emissions as follows:

(k) "scope 1, 2, and 3" mean;
(i)! scope 1: direct greenhouse gas emissions from sources that 
are owned or controlled by the Federal agency;
(ii) scope 2: direct greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the 
generation of electricity, heat, or steam purchased by a Federal 
agency; and
(iii) scope 3: greenhouse gas emissions from sources not owned 

or directly controlled by a Federal agency but related to 
agency activities such as vendor supply chains, delivery 
services, and employee travel and commuting;  (See page 14, 
EO 13514.) 

Guidelines to implement EO 13514 state that 

Agencies must account for and report indirect emissions associated with 
consumption of purchased or acquired electricity...as scope 2.  (See page 
11, Federal Greenhouse Gas Accounting and Reporting Guidance 
DRAFT (July 2, 2010).)

There is a potential for confusion when using the terms “direct” or “indirect” to refer to 
GHG emissions from the generation of electricity purchased from a local utility.  As NSA 
develops a comprehensive inventory of projected GHG emissions for the Proposed 
Action that includes purchased electricity, these terms will need to be used carefully.  
Such an inventory should be included in the final EIS.

3. NSAʼs DEIS Does Not Fully Account for GHG Emissions

The DEIS cites Executive Order 13514, explaining that it “specifically requires federal 
agencies to measure, report and reduce their greenhouse gas emissions from both their 
direct and indirect activities.”  (See DEIS, page 3-28.)  Further, the DEIS notes that 
“NSA is in the process of inventorying the GHG emissions and setting reduction goals 
for year 2020 as outlined in [EO 13514].  (See DEIS, page 3-28.)



Despite NSAʼs awareness of EO 13514 and its apparent commitment to inventorying its 
GHG emissions, the DEIS fails to estimate fully the projected GHG emissions 
associated with the Proposed Action on either an annual or cumulative basis.      

There are two categories of new GHG emissions associated with the development of 
“Site M.”   One category of GHG emissions is the “Scope 1” direct GHG emissions 
resulting from the operation of newly constructed fossil-fuel-burning equipment including 
standby power generators and boilers.  On page 4-63, it is noted that “the exact type of 
equipment is yet unknown.” 

A second category is the “Scope 2” GHG emissions associated with purchased, grid-
supplied electricity.   This inventory could be readily estimated for a range of likely 
power consumption profiles given the supply mix data presented in Table 3.9-2 on page 
3-61.  (This table shows that 51.2 percent of grid-supplied electricity derives from the 
combustion of coal, the most CO2-intensive fuel.)  Any estimate of GHG emissions from 
grid-supplied power should also account for transmission and distribution (T and D) 
system losses (“Scope 3 emissions”).

While the DEIS does make passing reference to the direct GHG emissions from 
generators, boilers and construction activities, no annual or cumulative inventory is 
estimated.  Furthermore, the GHG emissions associated with purchased electricity and 
increased commuter traffic seem have been largely ignored in the DEIS.  (These 
comments give no further consideration to the impacts of commuter traffic.)

To underscore this point, these comments provide an illustrative analysis of the GHG 
emissions for the purchased power for the proposed action.  

The Proposed Action will require the consumption of large amounts of electricity during 
the course of its possibly twenty- to thirty-year operating life.  The production of the 
electricity which will be drawn from the regional grid entails the production of significant 
amounts of greenhouse gas emissions.

The elements of this illustrative analysis of the indirect GHG emissions from purchased 
electricity for the Proposed Action are as follows:

1. The plan includes a 50 MW generator to provide back-up power for the Proposed 
Action which includes 1.8 million square feet of office space, data center and 
associated facilities.  This power capacity translates to an upper bound estimate of 
the purchased electricity of 438,000 MWh annually.

2. Using the eGRID2007 Version 1.1 2005 GHG Annual Output Emission Rates for 
subregion RFC East and following the methodology in the DRAFT Federal 
Greenhouse Gas Accounting and Reporting Guidance Technical Support Document, 
the Scope 2 GHG emissions are estimated to be 227,582 MT CO2e annually.

3. Following the same methodology, the Scope 3 T&D losses are estimated to be 14, 
998 MT CO2e annually.



4. The total Scope 2 and Scope 3 GHG emissions from purchased electricity for the 
Proposed Action is 242,580 MT CO2e annually.

5. For comparison and using a 25 mpg vehicle emitting 7.3 tons of CO2 per year, this is 
the equivalent of 33,230 cars.

6. Over twenty years, these GHG emissions would cumulate to 4.9 million MT CO2e.

These estimated GHG emissions are ten times greater than the 25,000 MT CO2e 
threshold for direct emissions which the NEPA Guidance describes as a “reference 
point” (See NEPA Guidance, page 3).  

The DEIS claims that “it is not expected that any of the activities outlined herein would 
interfere with the DODʼs ability to meet their [DODʼs] overall goal [34 percent reduction 
by 2020].”  (See DEIS, page 4-63.)  It is not clear how NSA concludes this without 
preparing a comprehensive inventory of GHG emissions through 2020.

4. The DEIS Does Not Consider a Zero-Net-Energy Alternative

Measures that are both technically and economically feasible are readily available that 
would allow NSA to build and operate “Site M” as a Net-Zero-Energy facility.  This would 
require maximum reductions in energy consumption and meeting the remaining needs 
through on-site distributed generation resources.  

EO 13514 provides that:

...beginning in 2020 and thereafter, ensuring that all new Federal buildings 
that enter the planning process are designed to achieve zero- net-energy 
by 2030; (See EO 13514, page 4.)

On-site generation could include geothermal energy to provide heating and cooling.  
On-site renewable generation could reduce energy from the grid, including solar.  On-
site generation could also include advanced combined heat and power generation as 
well as fuel cells.  Building design which maximizes daylighting and insulation can 
reduce the overall energy needs of the project.  This list is illustrative and not 
exhaustive.

Such measures are indeed described on page 4-91 of the DEIS, concluding that they 
might “eventually provide energy independence for the facility.”  This goal is stated 
somewhat vaguely instead of being presented as a Zero-Net-Energy Alternative for the 
Proposed Action as it should be.  

Furthermore, the suggestion that efficiency and renewable energy can be built in later 
as retrofits flies in the face of the well-established principle that maximum benefit and 
cost savings can be achieved only by including such features from the beginning design 
stages of the project.  (Viewed over the life cycle of the project, the Net-Zero-Energy 
Alternative can be very cost competitive.  The up-front costs of on-site and renewable 



generation can be offset by entering into leasing arrangements with private-sector 
entities that would own and operate the facilities.)  

A Net-Zero-Energy Alternative would be consistent with initiatives being undertaken 
elsewhere in the federal government.  GSA Administrator Martha N. Johnson told a 
conference:

Within this context, we at GSA are embracing a zero environmental 
footprint goal. We are setting our sights on eliminating the impact of the 
federal government on our natural environment. Yes, you heard it 
correctly. The word is “eliminate” not “limit.” Iʼm not kidding. Zero 
environmental footprint. (See U.S. Green Building Council Federal 
Summit.)

5. The DEIS Ignores State Energy Efficiency Goals

In 2007, Maryland Governor OʼMalley announced the goal to meet a 15 percent per 
capita electricity reduction target by 2015 (against a 2007 baseline).  The Maryland 
legislature adopted these goals as statute in 2008.

The DRAFT NEPA Guidance recommends that agencies preparing Environmental 
Impact Statements:

...consider applicable Federal, State or local goals for energy conservation 
and alternatives for reducing energy demand or GHG emissions 
associated with energy production. (See NEPA Guidance, page 5.)

The DEIS contains no reference to the EmPOWER Maryland goals.

6. The DEIS Ignores Deleterious Impacts on the Regional Electrical System

The addition of substantial power capacity and energy demands to the regional 
electrical system could have serious deleterious effects (in addition to the associated 
GHG emissions).

Firstly, these new demands will put upward pressure on prices in wholesale capacity 
and energy markets organized by the PJM Interconnection.  These higher prices will 
affect households, businesses and governments across the state and region.

Secondly, increased power and energy demands associated with the Proposed Action 
could increase the pressure to construct the Potomac Appalachian Transmission 
Highline (PATH), a controversial, extra-high-voltage transmission facility that will 
connect the John Amos coal-fired power-generating station in West Virginia to a major 
new substation in Kemptown, Maryland.  



According to sworn testimony about this project that was filed with the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission by air-quality expert Chris James, the operation of PATH 
would lead to an uprating of coal-fired plants throughout the Ohio Valley resulting in a 
net increase in regulated emissions and CO2.  

Construction and completion of the PATH transmission line will increase 
emissions of sulfur oxides (SO2), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), fine particulate 
(PM2.5), mercury and carbon dioxide (CO2). My analysis is conservative, 
and I believe that my analysis has understated the quantity of air pollution 
increase that would occur as a result of completion of the PATH 
transmission line. (See James, page 8.)

Furthermore, sworn testimony from transmission expert Hyde Merrill in the same case 
argues that the addition of long-distance, extra-high-voltage AC transmission lines to an 
electrical grid will increase its instability and vulnerability to disruptions.  Construction of 
PATH: 

...will lead to increasing reliance by the East Coast on remote coal-fired 
power plants with continuing or increasing transmission congestion, 
transmission losses, and a greater risk of cascading blackouts. (See 
Merrill, page 3.)

Increased reliance on power sourced from facilities like PATH undermines DOD’s goal 
of enhancing surety of power supply.  The recent NERC report: High-Impact, Low-
Frequency Event Risk to the North American Bulk Power System is only the most recent 
in a long string of studies documenting the vulnerability of the bulk power system to 
disruptions caused by geomagnetic disturbances, operator error and/or deliberate 
attack.

7. The DEIS Does Not Provide Adequate Information to Support NSA’s National 
Security Mission

The DEIS does not provide adequate information to support NSA’s national security 
mission in two ways: (1) Understating the GHG emissions impact of the Proposed 
Action does not help NSA managers to mitigate those emissions and (2) Ignoring the 
Zero-Net-Energy Alternative weakens energy management at Fort Meade.

In 2007, the Center for Naval Analysis published National Security and the Threat of 
Climate Change which found that:

In the national and international security environment, climate change 
threatens to add new hostile and stressing factors. On the simplest level, it 
has the potential to create sustained natural and humanitarian disasters 
on a scale far beyond those we see today. The consequences will likely 
foster political instability where societal demands exceed the capacity of 
governments to cope.  (See CNA (2007), page 6.)



Climate change represents a major threat to the security of the United States.  The 
managers of this Proposed Action seem to believe that any GHG emissions are too 
small to have a material effect.  However, the United States Government faces 
significant “reputational risk” among its own population and throughout the globe in 
relation to human-caused climate change as concern and alarm over its increasingly 
apparent disastrous effects grows.  This is because the United States historically is the 
largest source of the concentrations of the GHG emissions that have built up in the 
Earth’s atmosphere since the Industrial Revolution.  

The United States Government can mitigate this “soft-power” risk to its reputation by 
taking appropriate actions to demonstrate leadership on curbing GHG emissions.  
Failure to do so -- including failure to even consider a Zero-Net-Energy Alternative for 
the Proposed Action -- increases the risk to the government’s reputation globally and 
the threats to national security that may flow from it in the future.  

Increasing NSA’s reliance on the bulk-power system ignores the growing body of 
analysis focusing on the problem of “high-impact, low-frequency events” such as a 
large-scale, sustained disruption of the electrical grid (see NERC).  Construction of a 50 
MW back-up generator is not necessarily the best way to mitigate this risk.  A better 
approach would involve, in the first place, reducing NSA’s need for grid power to the 
absolute minimum through energy efficiency and secondly by considering on-site power 
sources for the remaining power needs.  In the words of Powering America’s Economy:

At home, military installations are nearly completely dependent upon a 
commercial electric grid that is vulnerable to cyber attacks and natural 
disasters. The grid is becoming an even greater liability because U.S.-
based military installations are increasingly being called upon to support 
real-time combat operations overseas (such as piloting Predator drones or 
processing battlefield intelligence). (See CNA (2010), page 3.)

It is natural that national security energy managers would associate enhanced security 
with larger and more energy-intensive facilities.  However, the most innovate thinkers 
have recognized that this way of thinking is out-dated and dangerous in changed 
circumstances where security depends on a smaller environmental footprint and 
maximum energy efficiency.

Surety of supply has become increasingly important for DOD facilities within the 
domestic United States.  Shrinking the need for grid-supplied power to the maximum 
feasible extent makes this problem more manageable.  On-site generation can 
potentially eliminate the need for unreliable grid power entirely. 

NSA managers also need to consider whether they can continue to attract the most 
talented young people in the future if they continue to construct facilities using outdated 
or cosmetic “green” features that do not fully address the environmental risks our nation 
faces.



The NSA should embrace the recommendations of CNA’s Military Advisory Board in its 
“Roadmap for Energy Security:”

Priority 1: Energy security and climate change goals should be clearly 
integrated into national security and military planning processes.
Priority 2: DoD should design and deploy systems to reduce the burden 
that inefficient energy use places on our troops as they engage overseas.
Priority 3: DoD should understand its use of energy at all levels of 
operations. DoD should know its carbon bootprint.
Priority 4: DoD should transform its use of energy at installations through 
aggressive pursuit of energy efficiency, smart grid technologies, and 
electrification of its vehicle fleet.
Priority 5: DoD should expand the adoption of distributed and renewable 
energy generation at its installations.  (See CNA (2009), page ix.)

The key recommendations of these comments -- (1) to account fully for the GHG 
emissions from purchased power of the Proposed Action and (2) to consider fully a 
Zero-Net-Energy Alternative -- conform entirely with CNA’s “Roadmap for Energy 
Security.”

Citizens have every right to expect that NSA’s revisions to the Environmental Impact 
Statement Addressing Campus Development at Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, will 
reflect an understanding that minimizing GHG emissions and maximizing energy 
efficiency are integral to achieving the agency’s national security mission -- rather than 
distracting from it.
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