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Executive Summary

Introduction

Complex 21. The Department of Energy (DOE) is developing a proposal, known as Complex 21, to reconfigure the Nation's Nuclear Weapons Complex (Complex). The Complex is a set of interrelated facilities that design, manufacture, test,
and maintain this country's nuclear weapons. The Complex also produces and/or recycles the nuclear materials used in building weapons and stores nuclear materials for future use. DOE also dismantles the weapons retired from the stockpile.
In addition, DOE conducts surveillance and maintenance activities to ensure the reliability and safety of the stockpiled weapons throughout their operational life.

Many of the Complex facilities, constructed over the past 50 years, were sized to meet stockpile requirements substantially larger and more diverse than those expected in the future and were designed and built to environmental and safety
standards very different from, and less stringent than, those of today. In view of improving international relationships, the Presidential initiatives of September 27, 1991 and January 20, 1992, and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks II (START
II) agreement of January 1993, the requirements for the number and types of nuclear weapons will substantially decrease from current stockpile levels. Additional changes are possible in the future which cannot be foreseen at this time.
Therefore, the Complex must provide the flexibility to respond to emerging and future changes. To meet these challenges, the Secretary of Energy (Secretary) has proposed to reconfigure the present Complex. The future Complex that is the
subject of DOE's proposal is called Complex 21. Complex 21 would be smaller, less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the Complex of today.

Nonnuclear Consolidation. The development of Complex 21 has been divided into two parts: (1) the consolidation of the nonnuclear manufacturing, storage, and surveillance functions of the Complex, which is the Proposed Action addressed in
this Environmental Assessment (EA); and, (2) reconfiguration of the nuclear and the research, development, and testing (RD&T) elements of the Complex.

The nonnuclear component of the Complex manufactures nonnuclear parts of nuclear weapons and tests individual components. The nonnuclear consolidation proposal is designated as such because the vast number of activities to be transferred
under the proposal are manufacturing activities associated with the nonnuclear components of nuclear weapons. Nonnuclear components include electronics, batteries, wiring, and firing systems. Although small amounts of tritium, a radioactive
material, are involved with some of these components, transfer of trittum-handling activities from the Mound Plant (Mound) and the Pinellas Plant (Pinellas) is included as part of the proposal in order to achieve the greatest possible savings
from such consolidation. In addition, leaving tritium operations at Pinellas would be technologically impractical because the neutron generators now being produced at Pinellas are substantially different from those under development at Sandia
National Laboratories, New Mexico (SNL) that will be used to meet future stockpile requirements.

In contrast to high-volume industrial factories, the nonnuclear plants generally produce relatively small quantities of technologically sophisticated products which have a long shelf life. Certain limited-life components are also produced. This
type of production results in a large infrastructure with relatively high fixed costs, irrespective of the production rate.

The nonnuclear manufacturing storage, and surveillance activities discussed in this EA have been grouped into six different categories. These include:



*  Electrical/Mechanical . This category includes the majority of the activities that will be moved to or remain at the proposed consolidation site and consists of 28 items from the Kansas City Plant (KCP), 5 each from Mound and Pinellas,
and 1 from the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP).

*  Tritium-Handling . This category includes four specific tritium-handling activities of which three are currently located at Mound and one is at Pinellas.

* Detonators . This category consists of the high-power detonator work that is currently at Mound.

*  Beryllium Technology and Pit Support . These two items are currently located at RFP.

»  Neutron Generators, Cap Assemblies, and Batteries . This category includes four specialized items, including two types of batteries, currently located at Pinellas.

*  Special Products . This category consists of six unique products (four from RFP and two from Mound) that do not easily fall into any specific category.

The locations of sites involved in the nonnuclear consolidation proposal are illustrated in figure ES-1. The key element of the Proposed Action is consolidation of electrical and mechanical functions at KCP. The No Action alternative and
alternatives for consolidating the majority of electrical and mechanical functions at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP were also investigated.

National Environmental Policy Act. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, requires Federal agencies to consider the environmental consequences of proposed projects and their alternatives before decisions are
made. In complying with NEPA, DOE follows Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) as well as DOE's own NEPA implementation regulations 57 FR 15122, April 24, 1992 to be codified at 10 CFR 1021.

The DOE approach for implementing NEPA requirements for the reconfiguration program has three phases. The first phase involves this EA, which addresses nonnuclear consolidation. The second phase is preparation of a Programmatic
En-vironmental Impact Statement (PEIS), which addresses reconfiguration of nuclear and RD&T elements of the Complex. The third phase consists of preparation of site-specific EISs and/or EAs for the nuclear and RD&T reconfiguration.

If the analysis in this EA supports a final finding of no significant impact (FONSI), DOE plans to proceed with nonnuclear consolidation and incorporate the nonnuclear consolidation decisions into the Reconfiguration PEIS analysis as actions
common to all alternatives. However, if any significant environmental impacts due to the Proposed Action are identified during the public comment period on the proposed FONSI, then the assessment of environmental impacts for consolidating
nonnuclear functions would be incorporated into the Reconfiguration PEIS. In this case, no actions would be taken to consolidate the nonnuclear manufacturing activities unless they were included in the Reconfiguration PEIS Record of
Decision (ROD).

Time Frame. If DOE issues a FONSI in mid-1993, building modifications and equipment installation would begin immediately and proceed through 1995. Operations of most functions at receiver sites would be phased in over a 3-year period
beginning in late 1994, with full operations achieved around 1997. However, some validation activities could continue beyond this date; therefore, for the purposes of environmental analysis, the year 2000 has been assumed as the year of full
validation of operations following consolidation. It is assumed that operations would continue until the middle of the 21st century.

Issue Identification. Issue identification for this EA was accomplished as part of the larger scoping process for the reconfiguration program. Scoping activities consisted of both internal DOE scoping and public scoping. Public meetings were
conducted between March and August 1991 at 15 locations across the country to allow interested parties to speak and present related information. Meetings occurred in the vicinity of all sites that could be affected by nonnuclear consolidation.
All comments received through public scoping were systematically organized and reviewed for consideration during the preparation of both the PEIS and this EA. An extensive summary of all comments received during the public scoping
process was published in the Implementation Plan for the Nucle ar Weapons Complex Reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement , February 1992.

During the public scoping process, DOE received comments from members of the public; from representatives of interest groups; and from Federal, state, and local officials. DOE received 432 comments specifically related to consolidation of
nonnuclear functions. Comments covered a range of environmental and policy-related issues including environmental health, economic impacts of plant closures to local communities, worker and public health and safety, hazardous materials
management, surface and groundwater contamination, population encroachment, and privatization of nonnuclear functions.

A review of the comments received was conducted to identify issues to be analyzed in this EA and, issues that are either not relevant or outside the scope of this EA. This review, along with internal DOE studies and the CEQ and DOE
requirements for implementing NEPA requirements, establishes the scope of study.



Purpose of and Need for Nonnuclear Consolidation

Purpose. The purpose of nonnuclear consolidation is to effect better management of nonnuclear manufacturing activities within the Complex, and to decrease the long-term operating costs of this aspect of the Complex. In addition,
consolidation would provide DOE with a mechanism to maintain the specialized skill base, and retain critical technologies necessary to produce and test the nonnuclear components.

Need. Consolidation of nonnuclear functions is necessary because it would scale future nonnuclear manufacturing activities to the foreseeable workload and reduce operating costs. To provide a sufficient workload for maintaining a
well-trained and qualified workforce, functions that use similar technologies would be combined. Continued operation of the existing large Complex would require maintaining nonnuclear expertise at multiple sites with little or no workload,
which is already resulting in a loss of technical skills. Consolidating similar nonnuclear manufacturing operations and collocating some nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities with similar RD&T capabilities at the national laboratories would
serve as mechanisms to maintain or enhance critical skills.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

In the Nonnuclear Consolidation Plan (NCP) with addendum of September 1991, DOE considered all sites that currently perform nonnuclear manufacturing functions as candidates for the consolidated nonnuclear mission: KCP, Mound,
Pinellas, RFP, the Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant (Y-12), and the Pantex Plant (Pantex). DOE assessed nonnuclear manufacturing functions in three groups:

» Candidates for transfer to a primary consolidation site.

e (Candidates for transfer to other sites.

»  Candidates for privatization.

Each of the 6 potential consolidation sites was rated using 10 performance measures within 4 categories (table ES-1) that involved environment, safety and health (ES&H) risks; technical risks; consolidation costs; and consolidation time.
Through this analysis, KCP ranked first in each of the 4 categories, and was selected as the preferred consolidation site (i.e., the Proposed Action). Pinellas ranked second in 2 categories; Mound ranked second in 1 category; and Pinellas,
Mound, and RFP tied for second in 1 of the 4 categories. Y-12 and Pantex ranked last in all 4 categories.

As a result of the analysis in the NCP, Y-12 and Pantex have been eliminated from further study as primary consolidation sites. Mound, Pinellas, and RFP have been retained for analysis in this EA, along with No Action, as alternatives to the
proposed consolidation at KCP.

Figure ES-2 illustrates the Proposed Action, and table ES-2 provides a comparison of Proposed Action and the three alternatives. The Proposed Action and alternatives are discussed in more detail below.

Kansas City Plant Consolidation. DOE proposes to terminate the Complex missions at Mound and Pinellas, and the nonnuclear manufacturing mission at RFP. Enhanced RD&T and prototype fabrication capability at the laboratories would be
provided to replace certain weapon production capabilities now located at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP. The remaining nonnuclear manufacturing functions would be consolidated at KCP, and the weapons manufacturing workload currently at
KCP would be reduced.

The Proposed Action would result in: the consolidation of the nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing capabilities of the Complex at KCP; tritium-handling capabilities at Savannah River Site (SRS) and Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL); high power detonator capabilities at LANL; and beryllium technology and pit support functions at LANL or, as an option, at Y-12. The existing RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL, would be augmented to provide the
necessary fabrication capability for future neutron generators, cap assemblies, and other nonnuclear components.

Mound Plant Alternative. The Complex missions at KCP and Pinellas, and the Complex nonnuclear manufacturing mission at RFP would be terminated. Mound would retain all of its existing nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities and receive
additional nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities from the other sites.

The Mound alternative would result in the consolidation of: the nonnuclear electrical/mech-anical manufacturing capabilities of the Complex at Mound; Pinellas' tritium-handling capabilities with similar functions at LANL; and beryllium
technology and pit support functions at LANL. The existing RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL would be augmented to provide the necessary fabrication capability for future neutron generators, cap assemblies, and other nonnuclear
components.



Pinellas Plant Alternative. The Complex missions at KCP and Mound, and the Complex nonnuclear mission at RFP would be terminated. Pinellas would retain all of its existing nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities and receive additional
nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities from the other sites.

The Pinellas alternative would result in the consolidation of: the nonnuclear electrical/ mechanical manufacturing capabilities of the Complex at Pinellas; Mound tritium-handling capabilities with similar functions at SRS; high power detonators
at LANL; and beryllium technology and pit support functions at LANL. The existing RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL would be augmented to provide the necessary fabrication capability for other nonnuclear components.

Rocky Flats Plant Alternative. The Complex missions at KCP, Mound, and Pinellas would be terminated. RFP would retain all of its existing nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities and receive additional nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities
from the other sites.

The RFP alternative would result in the consolidation of: the nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing capabilities of the Complex at RFP; tritium-handling capabilities at SRS and LANL; and high-power detonator capability at LANL.
The existing RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL would be augmented to provide the necessary fabrication capability for future neutron generator work, cap assemblies, and other nonnuclear components.

No Action. Under No Action, the consolidation of nonnuclear functions would not occur. Planned upgrades, renovations, repairs, and maintenance activities necessary to improve Complex compliance with all environment, safety and health
(ES&H) and environmental restoration standards would continue irrespective of future Complex configurations. Mound, Pinellas, and RFP would retain their current nonnuclear manufacturing missions.

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study. As previously stated, alternatives for consolidation at Y-12 and Pantex were examined in the NCP, but eliminated from further evaluation. In addition, alternatives that would: consolidate nonnuclear
manufacturing activities at any two of the current three dedicated nonnuclear plants (i.e., Mound and Pinellas; KCP and Mound; or KCP and Pinellas); consolidate such activities at a nucl ear site or a national laboratory; or, consolidate all
tritium maintenance, processing, and storage activities presently performed at Mound and SRS at Mound instead of SRS were also considered during the course of preparing this EA but were eliminated from further study.

The Two-Site Nonnuclear Consolidation Study, with addendum, released in December 1992, estimated and compared the annual operating and long-term costs for the two-site alternatives with the Kansas City consolidation alternative addressed
in the NCP. With regard to long-term cost comparisons, the Two-Site Study supports the conclusion that the preferred alternative of consolidating most nonnuclear manufacturing activities at Kansas City would save between 1 1/2 billion
dollars and several billion dollars in life-cycle costs over the two-site consolidation alternatives examined. This conclusion alone renders all of the two-site options unreasonable. Therefore, they have been eliminated from further analysis in this
EA.

In addition, as explained in the addendum to the Two-Site Study, one of the results of the START II agreement has been to reduce further the cost effectiveness and increase the technical risks involved in retaining neutron generator production
at Pinellas. Thus, the KCP-Pinellas two-site consolidation option (which was the least costly of the two-site options evaluated in the study) has become even less attractive compared to single-site consolidation at KCP.

Further, as a result of recent workload and budget reductions, the Complex has been forced to significantly reduce personnel levels, jeopardizing technical competence in many areas. Consolidating similar activities at a single site will ensure
sufficient work to support a core workforce of technical and production personnel. This will enable utilization and retention of key skills and technical capabilities needed to maintain the enduring stockpile. Consolidation at two sites will
provide substantially less assurance that this programmatic objective will be achieved.

The environmental impacts of alternatives for consolidating nonnuclear manufacturing activities at a national laboratory or at a nuclear site (other than RFP) are not evaluated in this EA, because the technical risk, cost and time to consolidate
render these alternatives unreasonable. As described above, the NCP considered the alternative of consolidating nonnuclear manufacturing activities at RFP, Pantex and Y-12, all nuclear sites. For the reasons discussed, neither Y-12 or Pantex
represents a reasonable alternative for such consolidation.

Although the laboratories have experience with many of these technologies, and have designed the components and subsystems to be produced, they do not have recent practical experience manufacturing production quantities of many of these
components and subsystems. Thus, the technical risk involved in consolidating all activities at the laboratories would be significantly greater than for the other alternatives considered in this EA. In addition, given the large number of
technologies to be transferred, the transfer cost (including con-struction of new facilities) and time involved before such a transfer could be effected would render this alternative unreasonable. This is particularly true in view of the need for
near-term consolidation to prevent the loss of technical competence in the Complex.

A number of tritium-handling functions are currently performed at Mound and SRS. DOE has assessed the comparative costs and long-term cost savings of consolidating these functions at either one of the two sites in the Tritium Consolidation
Comparison Study: Cost Analysis, December 1992. It was estimated that consolidation of tritium-handling functions at Mound would involve life-cycle costs nearly 2 billion dollars greater than consolidation at SRS. As a result, DOE has
concluded that Mound is an unreasonable location for such consolidation. In addition, DOE believes that it would not be prudent to place additional large tritium inventories in a densely populated urban area such as that surrounding Mound.
This is especially so when there exists the alternative of consolidating this material at SRS, a large site which is not near a heavily populated area.



Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action. DOE has identified no significant environmental impacts associated with the proposal to consolidate nonnuclear activities at the KCP. The conclusions of the environmental analyses are as follows:

* Land Use. No additional undisturbed land would be required to implement the project. At KCP, SRS, LANL, and SNL, changes and modifications to existing buildings would be compatible with existing land use plans and policies.

*  Air Quality and Acoustics . The same sites would experience short-term increases in air emissions and noise during building renovations. During operation, minor increases in air emissions and noise would not exceed applicable air
quality standards or guidelines. At Mound, Pinellas, and RFP, local air quality and noise improvements could occur due to the close out of weapons complex missions at these facilities.

*  Water Resources . No disturbance of wetlands, floodplains, or surface water features would occur at any sites. Increased water usage would not exceed available supplies at any of the sites. At KCP, SRS, and LANL, increases in water
usage would be less than 1 percent of current usage. At SNL the increase would be less than 4 percent. Water use would decrease due to mission close outs at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP.

*  Geology and Soils . No significant impacts to geologic resources or soils would occur at any sites.

* Biotic Resources . No permanent disturbance of any biotic resources is anticipated from building renovations or operations at any site. No adverse impacts to threatened and endangered species or wetlands are expected since no
undeveloped land would be required at Proposed Action sites.

*  Cultural Resources . No adverse effects to NRHP-eligible prehistoric or historic resources at KCP, SRS, LANL, or SNL are expected. There would be no adverse effect on important Native American resources at LANL and SNL.

*  Socioeconomics . Changes to socioeconomics and community services at KCP, SRS, LANL, and SNL are expected to be minor. Approximately 425 jobs would be created at KCP; 45 at SRS; 115 at LANL; and 385 at SNL. Adverse
economic consequences would occur at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP due to the closeout of Complex missions activities at these facilities. Approximately 1,070 direct jobs would be lost at Mound, 1,050 direct jobs at Pinellas, and 750
direct jobs at RFP. As a result of ongoing planning and the proposed Fiscal Year 1994 budget projections, DOE has revised its workforce numbers. These revisions are slightly different than the original numbers used for analysis. The
revised estimates do not affect any of the conclusions based on the analysis of the original workforce numbers.

*  Waste Management . Nonnuclear manufacturing activities associated with the Proposed Action would have minor waste management effects at KCP, SRS, LANL, and SNL. Only small increases in hazardous waste volumes (less than 7
percent) would occur. Sanitary/industrial wastewater effluent would increase less than 2 percent. Solid nonhazardous waste volumes would increase by 1 percent or less at KCP, SRS, and SNL, and by approximately 3 percent at LANL.
At Mound, Pinellas, and RFP, nonnuclear production waste streams would be eliminated.

*  Human Health . No significant adverse human health effects to workers and the public due to radiological or chemical exposure are expected from im-plementation or operations activities associated with the Proposed Action at any of
the sites. Activities relocated to SNL would result in an annual excess cancer risk to workers due to the introduction of small amounts of chemical solvents, but these risks would be within acceptable guidelines. Mitigation measures to
minimize these risks such as substituting less toxic solvents or modifying the production processes would be implemented. The frequency and consequences of potential accidents would not increase appreciably at any of the sites.

Alternatives. If either the Mound, Pinellas, or RFP alternatives were selected, substantial new construction would be required. For these alternatives, additional site-specific NEPA documentation would be required.

No Action. The No Action alternative would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts. However, the No Action alternative would not satisfy the DOE need to size the future nonnuclear manufacturing functions to the
foreseeable workload, reduce operating costs, and provide adequate expertise to satisfy the future work assignments.

Environmental Permits and Regulations

Federal regulations have been established to protect the environment and to control the handling, emission, discharge, and disposal of waste substances. At the Federal level, these environmental regulations are promulgated and enforced
primarily by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Compliance with these national requirements must be met by all Federal agencies whether they are enforced directly by the Federal government or the enforcement is delegated to the
states. Many environmental requirements are enforced through review, approval, and permitting programs that control the release of pollutants or minimize other impacts on the environment. This EA provides an extensive list of permitting and
other regulatory requirements that would be observed at each site involved in nonnuclear consolidation.



1.1 The Reconfiguration Proposal: Complex 21

The Department of Energy (DOE) is developing a proposal, known as Complex 21, to reconfigure the Nation's Nuclear Weapons Complex (Complex). The Complex is a set of interrelated facilities that design, manufacture, test, and maintain
this country's nuclear weapons stockpile and dismantle the weapons retired from that stockpile. The Complex also produces and recycles the nuclear materials used in building nuclear weapons, stores materials for future use, and conducts
surveillance and maintenanceactivities to ensure the reliability and safety of the stockpiled weapons throughout their operational life.

Congress, in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, declared, as a matter of national policy, that the development, use, and control of atomic energy shall be directed so as to:
*  Make the maximum contribution to the general welfare, subject at all times to the paramount objective of making the maximum contribution to the common defense and security.
*  Promote world peace, improve the general welfare, increase the standard of living, and strengthen free competition in private enterprise.

In that law, Congress assigned the nuclear weapons manufacturing and stockpile sustainment role to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). Today, that role resides with DOE. The Complex designs, builds, tests, maintains, and dismantles the
weapons that constitute the Nation's stockpile, as directed by the President and approved by Congress. The Complex also conducts surveillance and maintenance activities to ensure the reliability and safety of the stockpiled weapons throughout
their operational life. The size of the nuclear weapons stockpile is determined on a year-to-year basis through a joint recommendation by the Secretaries of Defense and Energy for approval by the President.

The Complex is administered by the DOE Office of Defense Programs (DP) through its Albuquerque, Nevada, Oak Ridge, Rocky Flats, San Francisco, and Savannah River Field Offices, and consists of government-owned, contractor-operated
facilities located at 11 sites around the country. The size, location, and functions of the 11 DOE sites that make up the current Complex are illustrated in figure 1.1-1. The functions shown are the nuclear, nonnuclear, and research, development,
and testing (RD&T) roles that these sites have carried out in the recent past. Figure 1.1-1 also shows two sites that were formerly part of the weapons complex: Hanford Site and the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL).

Many of the facilities, constructed over the past 50 years, were sized to meet stockpile requirements substantially larger and more diverse than those expected in the future, and were designed and built to standards very different from, and less
stringent than, those of today. In view of improving international relationships, the Presidential initiatives of September 27, 1991 and January 20, 1992, and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks II (START II) agreement of January 1993, the
requirements for the number and types of nuclear weapons will substantially decrease from current stockpile levels. Additional changes are possible in the future which cannot be foreseen at this time. Therefore, the Complex must provide the
flexibility to respond to emerging and future changes. To meet these challenges, the Secretary of Energy (Secretary) has proposed to reconfigure the present Complex.

Complex 21 would be smaller, less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the Complex of today. The goal of Complex 21 would be to safely and reliably support whatever nuclear weapons objectives are set by the President and funded by
Congress. As stockpile requirements decrease, fewer weapons would be built, which in turn means less manufacturing capacity would be needed. Accordingly, the thrust would be to maintain key capabilities in Complex 21 that, if lost, would
cause significant and rapid degradation of the overall Complex effectiveness. DOE would continue to purchase some weapons components from the private sector (privatization) where it would be cost effective. However, with recent
reductions in the stockpile level, the opposite has been occurring, i.e., component manufacturing activities are being returned to the government from the private sector because the workload does not make it cost-effective for these private
suppliers to continue manufacturing such small quantities.

Complex 21 would employ state-of-the-art technology and, to the extent practical, facilities flexible enough to accommodate fluctuations in capacity. The number and size of waste streams would be kept to a minimum and would fully comply
with environmental laws and regulations. New facilities would be constructed and existing facilities would either be phased out or upgraded to comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and orders. Complex 21
would be fully operational early in the 21st century and would sustain the Nation's nuclear deterrent through the middle of that century.

The development of Complex 21 has been divided into two parts: (1) the consolidation of the nonnuclear component; and, (2) the reconfiguration of the nuclear and RD&T components. The following sections summarize the nonnuclear
consolidation component and describe DOE's strategy for meeting the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA).

1.2 Nonnuclear Consolidation

The nonnuclear consolidation proposal is part of the Secretary's larger proposal to downsize the entire Complex. Key elements of this proposal are: termination of weapons complex activities at the Mound Plant (Mound) in Miamisburg, OH, the
Pinellas Plant (Pinellas) in Largo, FL, and nonnuclear manufacturing activities at the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) near Golden, CO; consolidation of the majority of electrical and mechanical functions at the Kansas City Plant (KCP) in Kansas City,
MO; and transfer of other functions or technology bases to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in Los Alamos, NM, Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) in Albuquerque, NM, and the Savannah River Site (SRS) near Aiken, SC. The Y-12
Plant (Y-12) near Oak Ridge, TN is an option for a small part of the proposal. Proposed construction activities would be limited almost exclusively to renovation of existing facilities at consolidation sites. The environmental impacts associated
with the No Action alternative and alternatives for consolidating the majority of electrical and mechanical functions at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP are also evaluated in this EA.

The products and services produced by the nonnuclear element of the Complex are used to manufacture nuclear weapons and test individual components. The components of a nuclear weapon and basic design features are shown in figure 1.1-2.

The nonnuclear consolidation proposal is designated as such because the vast number of activities to be transferred under the proposal are manufacturing activities associated with the nonnuclear components of nuclear weapons. Nonnuclear
components include electronics, batteries, wiring, and firing systems. Although small amounts of tritium, a radioactive material, are involved with some of these components, transfer of tritium-handling activities from Mound and Pinellas is
included as part of this proposal in order to achieve the greatest possible savings from such consolidation. To achieve these maximum benefits from the consolidation proposal, all overhead costs from Complex activities at Mound and Pinellas
must be eliminated. Leaving small amounts of tritium at these sites (compared to amounts already at the proposed receiver sites) would require the continued expenditure of substantial overhead costs associated with Complex functions. In
addition, leaving tritium operations at Pinellas would be technologically impractical because the neutron generators now being produced at Pinellas are substantially different from those under development at SNL that will be used to meet future



stockpile requirements.

In contrast to high-volume factories, the nonnuclear plants generally produce relatively small quantities of technologically sophisticated products that have a long shelf life. Certain limited-life components are also produced. This results in a
large infrastructure with relatively high fixed costs, irrespective of the production rate.

1.3 National Environmental Policy Act Considerations

NEPA requires a Federal agency to include environmental considerations in its decision-making process. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500) require Federal agencies to consider the environmental
consequences of an overall program before subsequent projects or activities are implemented. To comply with NEPA, DOE must follow its own implementing regulations 57 FR 15122, April 24, 1992 to be codified at 10 CFR 1021 as well as
the CEQ regulations.

The DOE approach to implementing NEPA requirements for the reconfiguration program has three phases. The first phase involves this Environmental Assessment (EA), to determine if nonnuclear consolidation can be completed without
significant environmental impact. The second phase is preparation of a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), which addresses reconfiguration of nuclear and RD&T functions of the Complex. The third phase consists of
preparation of site-specific Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) and EAs for the nuclear and RD&T reconfiguration. These documents will support construction-level decisions that result from the Record of Decision (ROD) associated
with the PEIS. Ifthe EA for nonnuclear consolidation does not support a finding of no significant impact (FONSI), the first two phases will be combined.

DOE's phased NEPA approach is derived from CEQ regulations that encourage tiering of environmental documents to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and to focus on the actual issues ready for decision at each level of
environmental review (40 CFR 1502.20). Tiering allows agencies to proceed from a program, plan, or policy EIS to a site-specific statement or analysis.

Recent Presidential initiatives to reduce the nuclear weapons stockpile and the START II Treaty have provided an opportunity to accelerate nonnuclear consolidation without affecting national defense or the remainder of the reconfiguration
program. To help achieve early decisions, DOE has decided to conduct an environmental analysis of nonnuclear consolidation separate from the programmatic review of the remainder of the Complex. DOE believes that the NEPA review of
the nonnuclear consolidation proposal can and should be separated from the PEIS, because: (1) nonnuclear consolidation has benefits independent of the rest of the reconfiguration proposal; and (2) nonnuclear consolidation decisions would
neither affect, nor be affected by, the reconfiguration decisions that will be made after the PEIS is published. In this regard, important benefits of accelerating nonnuclear consolidation would be an earlier and greater cost saving as well as
preservation of technical competence within the Complex (DOE, 1991f).

Accordingly, the environmental consequences of the nonnuclear consolidation aspects of Complex 21 have been analyzed in this EA prior to completion of the PEIS. Proceeding with nonnuclear consolidation will require programmatic
decisions about where nonnuclear functions would occur as well as project level decisions regarding nonnuclear consolidation. The costs associated with implementing nonnuclear consolidation, although a factor in the decision process, are
utilized in this EA only to determine the reasonableness of alternatives for evaluation. DOE is evaluating costs through a separate process, the results of which are described in the Cost Effectiveness Report (DOE, 1993a).

Decontamination costs for facilities that are already contaminated are not included as part of the cost of reconfiguration. Decontamination costs are considered to be a liability (or mortgage) incurred at the time contamination is introduced into a
facility. The majority of identified decontamination expenses would begin to be incurred by DOE on approximately the same schedule irrespective of whether plant operations continue or are permanently shut down. DOE plans to begin
significant environmental restoration at sites along with continued operations: hence, the majority of decontamination costs should not be associated with costs of relocation of nonnuclear activities. The only exception would be facilities that are
not yet contaminated, but would become contaminated as a result of reconfiguration. No facilities were so identified in this study. The Replacement Tritium Facility (RTF) at SRS has not yet been contaminated but is projected to be utilized in
two of the alternatives considered.

If the EA analysis supports a final FONSI, DOE plans to proceed with nonnuclear consolidation and incorporate the nonnuclear consolidation decisions into the PEIS analysis. However, if any significant environmental impacts resulting from
the Proposed Action are identified during the public comment period on the proposed FONSI, then the assessment of environmental impacts for consolidating nonnuclear functions would be incorporated into the PEIS. In this case, no actions
would be taken to consolidate the nonnuclear manufacturing activities unless they were included in the PEIS ROD.

Nonnuclear consolidation could involve consolidating certain nonnuclear functions at Y-12 and SRS in facilities that could possibly be phased out during the larger reconfiguration program. The scope of these nonnuclear functions would be
very small compared to existing missions at Y-12 and SRS. If the PEIS ROD results in the phaseout or transfer of the Y-12 or SRS DP missions, then the nonnuclear activities discussed in this EA would be included in that subsequent
relocation. The cost savings gained by accelerating nonnuclear consolidation would be much greater than the costs of relocating these missions again should host facilities be closed as part of the larger reconfiguration program (DOE, 1991f).
DOE has not identified any future reconfiguration decisions that would be limited by nonnuclear consolidation.

A project plan will be prepared to provide a framework for proceeding with any final decisions on nonnuclear consolidation. The project plan will include an overall master plan, plus plans for activity transfer and privatization, facility
modifications, human resources, and decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) transitions.

1.4 Related Actions

The Nuclear Weapons Complex Reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Implementation Plan (PEIS Implementation Plan) (DOE, 1992d) discussed several DOE actions and associated NEPA activities that have some
relationship to both the PEIS and this EA. Of primary importance among these is the PEIS currently being prepared by the DOE Office of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (EM).

On January 12, 1990, the Secretary decided that DOE would prepare two PEISs: one on reconfiguration and one on DOE's EM program. The EM PEIS will analyze alternative strategies and policies for conducting DOE's EM program, which
not only includes the environmentally responsible management and restoration of nuclear facility sites, but also the protection of worker and public health and safety through the safe disposal of radioactive, hazardous, and mixed (i.e., radioactive
and hazardous) wastes. The environmental analysis will support DOE decisions on how to manage processes or facilities for treatment, storage, or disposal of radioactive, hazardous, or mixed wastes; approaches to be used to remediate
contaminated sites; treatment technology application or development; land use; and technology and policy considerations for D&D of DOE facilities at the end of their useful lives. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the EM PEIS was
published in the Federal Register on October 22, 1990 (55 FR 42633). The results of the scoping process, as well as public comments on a draft EM PEIS Implementation Plan (DOE, 1992a), will be documented in the final EM PEIS



Implementation Plan, along with a discussion of alternatives to be evaluated.

The DOE decision to conduct separate NEPA analyses for the reconfiguration and EM programs was based on the separate sets of decisions that each program must address. Among other things, the reconfiguration program will help determine
those sites that will carry out the nuclear weapons mission in the long term. The EM program, on the other hand, is directed at alternative strategies and policies for conducting DOE-wide EM waste management and environmental restoration
activities. The volume of wastes to be generated by future operation of the Complex is a relatively small portion of the waste to be considered in the EM PEIS. The volume associated with nonnuclear activities is even smaller.

For a short time after generation, DP wastes are managed by the generating facility, while longer-term management of wastes is performed under the auspices of EM. The DP mission provides for the management of wastes, including finding
means to minimize waste generation, until DOE either disposes of the wastes or places them in long-term storage. Consequently, this EA provides waste management assessments based on the projected waste types and waste volumes resulting
from the implementation and operation of the Proposed Action and alternatives; the waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities required to manage these wastes; the current waste types and waste volumes generated; and, the existing and
planned treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.

1.5 Time Period Considered in Analysis

If DOE issues a final determination of a FONSI in mid-1993, building modifications and equipment installation would begin immediately and proceed through 1995. Operations of most functions at receiver sites would be phased in over a
3-year period beginning in late 1994, with full operations achieved around 1997. However, some validation activities could continue beyond this date; therefore, for the purposes of environmental analysis, the year 2000 has been assumed as the
year of peak operations. It was also assumed that the useful life of the facilities would allow operations to continue until the middle of the 21st century.

1.6 Background

The proposal for Complex 21, including consolidation of nonnuclear activities, has been in development for several years. This section presents a summary of the plans and reports completed to develop the nonnuclear consolidation proposal,
and details the foundation on which the nonnuclear proposal is based. Section 1.6.1 summarizes the background of Complex reconfiguration beginning with the direction from Congress to complete a study and plan for modernization of the
Complex through the preparation of the Nonnuclear Consolidation Plan (NCP). Section 1.6.2 describes the basis for nonnuclear consolidation as presented in the NCP and the modifications that have been made due to changing world events and
additional detailed studies. The resulting revised basis for nonnuclear consolidation is then described. This is the basis for the activities that make up the nonnuclear consolidation proposal which is assessed in the EA.

1.6.1 Summary of Reconfiguration Planning

Recognizing that a comprehensive approach was needed to address current problems of the Complex, Congress directed, in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988/1989 (P.L. 100-180), that a study be conducted and a
plan be prepared for modernizing the Complex, taking into account the overall size, productive capacity, technology base, and investment strategy necessary to support long-term security objectives. The product of that study, entitled the
Nuclear Weapons Complex Modernization Report (Modernization Report) (DOE, 1989), was submitted to Congress on January 12, 1989. It called for extensive modernization of facilities over a 15- to 20-year period. The report also called
for a major environmental restoration and waste management program.

Fundamental changes in DOE policy direction and in the structure of international political and military forces raised questions about the continued validity of assumptions underlying the Modernization Report and the adequacy of proposed
solutions for the more serious problems of the Complex. Consequently, in September 1989, former Secretary Watkins ordered the establishment of a Modernization Review Committee to reexamine the modernization issue. The committee was
directed to review the assumptions and recommendations of the original Modernization Report; assess the capacity and capability requirements of the Complex; and review the processes by which immediate and future requirements for
maintaining, updating, and cleaning up the Complex are developed.

In August 1990, the Secretary reviewed the progress of the study and issued additional guidance focusing the analysis on the realities of the emerging international security environment. This ensured flexibility to accommodate the likely range
of deterrent contingencies and emphasized the objective of achieving a Complex that is smaller, less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the current Complex. Subsequently, the Modernization Review Committee was redesignated the
Complex Reconfiguration Committee. The Committee's product, the Nuclear Weapons Complex Reconfiguration Study (Reconfiguration Study) (DOE, 1991¢), was published in February 1991 and replaced the January 1989 Modernization
Report.

The Reconfiguration Study presented an overview of problems within the Complex; outlined a vision of the future Complex, including potential configurations and transitional activities; and described a process for a future Secretarial decision
on whether and how to reconfigure the Complex. In preparing the Reconfiguration Study, the Complex Reconfiguration Committee focused on six major areas: stockpile sizing criteria; environment, safety and health (ES&H); Complex
configuration; management structure; capital asset management; and the PEIS. Separate study teams, formed for each major area, produced analyses and recommendations. The PEIS Study Team developed a NEPA strategy for reconfiguration,
including investigation of the scope and proposed content of the PEIS and any subsequent project-specific EISs. This effort was coordinated with other DOE projects and activities that involve NEPA documentation pertinent to reconfiguration
to avoid potential duplications and future conflicts. To assist with the reconfiguration planning process, DOE chartered several internal panels and work groups. Of primary importance to this EA were the activities of the Privatization Planning
Panel and the NCP Work Group.

The Privatization Planning Panel was chartered in June 1990 to evaluate nonnuclear functions and identify those functions that could be provided more cost-effectively through the private sector. The panel completed the first phase of its
activities and prepared a report describing the privatization potential of DOE's nonnuclear products and manufacturing processes used in the Complex (DOE, 1991b). This document includes a list of processes and products that are candidates
for privatization, and reports on the associated costs, benefits, and risks. The panel concluded that most of the activities that could be accomplished more economically by the private sector had already been privatized. Consequently, large-scale
privatization was considered inappropriate in the absence of other consolidation decisions. Upon completion of this phase, DOE formed the NCP Work Group to develop a plan for consolidation of nonnuclear functions.

1.6.2 Basis for Nonnuclear Consolidation

At the height of the "Cold War" in the 1960's and 1970's, the Complex was required to support a very large stockpile of weapons to meet nuclear deterrence requirements set forth in the annual Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum signed
by the President. To support such a large number of weapons, in turn, required large facilities, utilizing multiple production lines and employing workers on multiple shifts to: keep up with the required new weapons manufacturing rate; perform
surveillance on and repair or replace weapons components as necessary to maintain the stockpile; and retire the weapons and components that were being replaced. Thus, the capacity of these large facilities was fully utilized to meet the



then-current requirements.

In the mid-to-late 1980's, the United States and the former Soviet Union reached agreement on the START I and Intermediate Nuclear Force Treaties, which contained substantial cuts in the nuclear forces of both sides. Then, with the fall of
Communist governments in Eastern Europe and the breakup of the former Soviet Union, the tensions of the Cold War eased and United States and Russian leaders began to talk seriously about further significant cuts in the nuclear weapons
stockpiles of each side. As a result of these events, Complex facilities in general, and nonnuclear manufacturing facilities in particular, were required to produce far fewer weapons components. This, in turn, resulted in a change from
three-shift-per-day operations, which fully utilized the capacity of several production lines, to single-shift operations, which in some instances did not even fully utilize the capacity of a single production line.

It was against this background that the reconfiguration planning described in section 1.6.1 was completed, and the NCP Work Group was chartered to develop a plan with recommendations for consolidation of the nonnuclear manufacturing
facilities at a single site as a first step in making the Complex smaller, less diverse, and less expensive to operate. The team began its effort in April 1991 and completed the NCP in September 1991 (DOE, 1991f). During the course of preparing
its recommendations, the team identified the basic capabilities and technologies required to manufacture the great variety of nonnuclear components necessary to build the weapons that are part of the enduring nuclear weapons stockpile. These
capabilities also support the Stockpile Evaluation Program, the periodic replacement of limited-life components, and the repair or replacement of weapons components or subsystems as needed to maintain and upgrade stockpile reliability, safety,
and security.

At the time that the NCP was prepared, there were ten different types of nuclear weapons that were projected to remain in the enduring stockpile, and the production rate for each manufacturing facility was based upon the workload defined in
the then-current Production and Planning Directive 91-0. A Production and Planning Directive is a document derived from the President's Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum that authorizes the production and retirement of nuclear
warheads and components. In this regard, the workload content can vary significantly from one weapon type to another due to the complexity of the design and whether it is a warhead or a bomb. Production and Planning Directive 91-0, which
was the basis for the NCP analysis, involved a workload that was substantially below the requirements of the recent past and did not fully utilize the space or personnel available in the nonnuclear manufacturing facilities.

At the time the NCP was written, 182 separate technology base capabilities were required at the primary consolidation site to maintain the ten weapons types in the stockpile at the time. Three million square feet of floor space were required to
accommodate these capabilities. Technology base capabilities are comprised of the minimum necessary facilities, equipment, and skills to manufacture each weapon type in the stockpile, regardless of the specific number of individual weapons
required. Thus, for example, a specific number of base capabilities is required for a particular weapons system. Many capabilities are common to more than one weapons type. However, if the production rate is low, the annual capacity of the
facility to produce components on a single-shift basis may be much higher than the number of units the facility is actually required to build. When this situation occurs, it is said that the space and personnel requirements for the facility are
"capability-driven" rather than "capacity-driven." Once the production rate drops below the single-shift capacity of the facility, further reductions in production requirements have very little effect on required floorspace and personnel. This is
exactly the situation that existed in the Complex when the NCP was prepared.

Of the 182 required technology base capabilities, 165 of these were already located at the Kansas City facility. The other 17 would be transferred from Mound, Pinellas, and RFP to KCP if the preferred alternative were selected (DOE, 1993a).
The NCP team estimated a post-consolidation workforce requirement at the primary consolidation site of approximately 6,000 workers. After an analysis of six different candidate sites for consolidation against the performance measures
described in section 1.8 of this EA, the team's recommendation was that KCP represented the best consolidation alternative for the necessary technology base capabilities. This conclusion was reached primarily because no new construction was
necessary and far fewer component/technology transfers were required for the KCP alternative, making the cost to consolidate, payback time, and technical risk substantially lower than at any of the other sites considered.

Following the completion of the NCP, the President announced unilateral arms reduction initiatives in September 1991 and in his January 1992 State of the Union address. These two initiatives resulted in significant reductions in the Nation's
nuclear weapons stockpile, including a reduction of weapons systems in the stockpile from ten to six. Subsequent to these announcements, DOE prepared an addendum to the NCP to address the impact of these reductions in the stockpile on the
conclusions in the NCP. Significantly, despite a 52-percent reduction in the production rate assumed in the NCP, total floor space requirements were reduced by only 5 percent (to approximately 2.9 million square feet), and only 3 of the 182
required technology base capabilities were rendered unnecessary as a result of the President's initiatives. [The complete current list of separate technology base capabilities required to maintain the six weapons systems in the enduring stockpile
can be found in appendix C of the Cost Effectiveness Report | (DOE, 1993a). This is because, as described previously, the NCP had already been based upon a workload that resulted in the facilities being capability-driven rather than
capacity-driven. Therefore, the further reductions announced by the President had only a very minor impact on the number of base capabilities and amount of manufacturing floorspace required.

With regard to personnel requirements, the addendum to the NCP indicated that the minimum required personnel level based upon lower production rates than those assumed in the NCP was 5,000 people, a 17-percent reduction from the level
in the NCP.

Subsequent to the March 1992 publication of the NCP and the addendum, the nonnuclear consolidation proposal was further refined through the preparation of Conceptual Design Reports (CDR) for the sites that would be receiving relocated
technology base capabilities if the consolidation proposal were adopted. After the CDR process was begun, the Bush/Yeltsin arms reduction agreement was signed in June 1992. This agreement became the basis for the recent START II Treaty
signed by the two leaders in January 1993. START II will result in yet another significant reduction in the nuclear weapons stockpiles of both nations. As a result, there are certain components for which there will be few, if any, production
requirements at all for a number of years following consolidation, e.g. neutron generators and high-power detonators. Nevertheless, as described below, the preferred alternative was modified to preserve these capabilities at the weapons
laboratories, where the components are designed and prototyped and small quantities currently made for research and development purposes. Further, it was determined that certain components, for which there were little or no near-term
production requirements, could be placed at SNL and private suppliers would be developed if and when new production requirements became identified.

The CDRs prepared for the receiver sites take into account the impact of START II on floorspace and equipment requirements, and on required personnel levels. Because START II represented yet another reduction in the production rate
required for the consolidated facilities, the workload will be even further below the annual single-shift capacity of the facilities. However, because the number of weapons types in the stockpile remained at six, the number of technology base
capabilities has also remained at 179. Therefore, START II has had only a very minor effect on the floorspace, equipment, and personnel requirements. Specifically, floorspace requirements for the primary consolidation site have been reduced
only from approximately 2.9 million square feet to approximately 2.8 million. Workforce requirements for the primary consolidation site have been reduced from 5,000 to approximately 4,700.

The above floorspace and workforce numbers represent the minimum requirements regardless of which site is considered as the primary consolidation site. This is based upon the fact that, taking START II into account, the foreseeable
requirements for nonnuclear manufacturing, stockpile evaluation, limited-life component periodic replacements, and repair and replacement of components and subsystems in the enduring stockpile will continue to require 179 technology base
capabilities. This EA uses these requirements as the basis for analysis of each alternative. However, it is important to note that, given the already low production level that was the basis for the NCP, the analyses and conclusions in this EA are
insensitive to, and do not depend upon, whether NCP or post-START II work levels are assumed.



The Proposed Action presented in this document differs somewhat from the Proposed Action published in the Federal Register of January 27, 1992. The changes resulted from an evaluation of options that emerged as the impact of future
workload reductions became better defined and the advantages of utilizing the existing RD&T technology base and prototyping capabilities of the national laboratories became apparent. The Proposed Action changes, and the reasons for them,
are as follows:

*  Performing neutron tube target loading in existing tritium facilities at LANL, instead of the RTF at SRS, could be effected at a lower cost and would provide for the retention of critical skills in the RD&T technology base.

»  Fabrication of high-power detonators in the existing prototyping facility at LANL, instead of developing production capability at the Pantex Plant, could be accomplished at lower cost due to no new construction and would ensure the
retention of critical skills.

*  Enhancing the existing beryllium technology and pit support capability at LANL has been added as the preferred action, due to potentially lower costs and the benefits of utilizing the existing RD&T technology base. As an option, the
existing capability at Y-12 instead of at LANL would be enhanced for this purpose.

*  The functions of cap assembly manufacture, thermal battery technology base, and milliwatt heat source surveillance activities have been added to the technology base at SNL. Calorimeter fabrication has been added to the existing
technology base at LANL. These would reduce costs and capture the capabilities of the existing technology base for those items.

1.7 Issue Identification Process

Issue identification for this EA was accomplished as part of the larger scoping process for the reconfiguration program. Scoping activities consisted of both internal DOE scoping and public scoping. Internal DOE scoping began with expert
working groups that produced the studies that led to the Modernization Report and continued through the Reconfiguration Study. Upon publication of the completed Reconfiguration Study, DOE published an NOI in the Federal Register (56
FR 5590) on February 11, 1991, to prepare the PEIS. The NOI, which was reproduced in the PEIS Implementation Plan (DOE, 1992d), marked the beginning of the public scoping phase, which ran through September 30, 1991.

Public meetings were conducted at 15 locations across the country (figure 1.7-1) to allow interested parties to speak and present information. Meetings occurred in the vicinity of all sites that could be affected by nonnuclear consolidation. All
comments received through public scoping were systematically organized and reviewed for consideration during the preparation of both the PEIS and this EA. (A comment is defined as a single statement or point of discussion concerning a
specific topic raised by an individual.) An extensive summary of all comments received during the public scoping process was published in the Implementation Plan (DOE, 1992d).

During the public scoping process, DOE received a total of 36,984 comments from 16,542 members of the public; representatives of interest groups; and Federal, state, and local officials. Most of the comments (98 percent) were provided by
citizens or individuals affiliated with or representing more than 50 interest groups. Of the total comments received, 4,869 were spoken and recorded at public scoping meetings and 32,115 were written and submitted at scoping meetings or
received by mail. The total number of comments includes 28,838 comments received via 19 different types of preprinted postcards, form letters, or petition campaigns involving a total of 13,401 participants.

DOE received a total of 432 comments specifically related to consolidation of nonnuclear functions. Comments covered a range of environmental and policy-related issues including environmental health, economic impacts of plant closures on
local communities, worker and public health and safety, hazardous materials management, surface and groundwater contamination, population encroachment, and privatization of nonnuclear functions. A review of the comments received was
conducted to identify issues to be analyzed in this EA and issues that are either not relevant or outside the scope of this EA. This review, along with internal DOE studies and the CEQ and DOE requirements for implementing NEPA, established
the scope of study.

The following issues are addressed in this EA through analyses for each potentially affected site:
* Land resources

*  Air quality and acoustics

*  Water resources

*  Geology and soils

*  Biotic resources

*  Cultural resources

*  Socioeconomics

*  Waste management

*  Human health

In addition to analyses conducted for each site, this EA also provides an overview of D&D requirements and discusses intersite transportation issues. However, D&D is not part of this Proposed Action. At such time as there is a specific
proposal to decontaminate and decommission surplus facilities which may be closed out, separate NEPA documentation would be required.

1.8 Nonnuclear Consolidation Alternatives



In developing nonnuclear consolidation alternatives, the NCP considered all sites that currently perform nonnuclear manufacturing functions as candidates for the consolidated nonnuclear mission: KCP, Mound, Pinellas, RFP, Y-12, and the
Pantex Plant (Pantex) near Amarillo, TX. The NCP assessed nonnuclear manufacturing functions in three groups:

+  Candidates for transfer to a primary consolidation site (30 functions currently at KCP, 4 at Mound, 9 at Pinellas, and 3 at RFP).
* Candidates for transfer to other sites (7 functions currently at Mound, 3 at Pinellas, and 1 at RFP).
» Candidates for privatization (14 functions currently at KCP, 6 at Mound, 2 at Pinellas, 5 at RFP, and 1 at Y-12).

Each of the 6 potential consolidation sites was rated using 10 performance measures within 4 categories as shown in table 1.8-1. Through this analysis, KCP ranked first in each of the 4 categories and was selected as the preferred consolidation
site (i.e., the Proposed Action). Pinellas ranked second in 2 categories; Mound in 1 category; and Pinellas, Mound, and RFP tied for second in 1 of the 4 categories. Y-12 and Pantex ranked last in all four categories.

Y-12 and Pantex have since been eliminated from further study as primary consolidation sites. Mound, Pinellas, and RFP have been retained for analysis in this EA, along with No Action, as alternatives to the proposed consolidation at KCP.

As described in section 1.6.2, the workload requirements have decreased since the NCP was prepared. Therefore, the alternatives evaluated in this EA vary somewhat from those presented in the NCP. The basic mission changes that would
occur with the Proposed Action and alternatives are illustrated in figures 1.8-1 and 1.8-2, respectively. Complete descriptions of the Proposed Action and its alternatives, including the No Action alternative, are provided in chapter 3.

Many nonnuclear weapons components are manufactured and supplied by the private sector. Efforts to privatize certain activities now performed at Complex plants would continue with the Proposed Action and alternatives. Where practical
and cost-effective, DOE may transfer the manufacture of some additional selected products to the private sector under existing procurement procedures. Several items now manufactured at Mound, Pinellas, and KCP will be included in DOE's
Manufacturing Development Engineering Program and would be candidates for privatization rather than consolidation. The Manufacturing Development Engineering concept would allow weapons components to be manufactured by a private
vendor with existing manufacturing capabilities. The DOE weapons design laboratories would provide backup technology support and limited prototyping capabilities as needed. The nonnuclear consolidation proposal does not include
components currently manufactured by the private sector or those that will be privatized under the Manufacturing Development Engineering Program. In addition, certain nonnuclear manufacturing functions involving depleted uranium,
currently performed at RFP, are scheduled to be phased out prior to 1995 and are not included. Nonnuclear functions currently at Y-12 and Pantex are also not included in this consolidation proposal because they are integral to other nuclear
functions performed at these sites. Consolidation of these functions will be assessed in the PEIS as part of the larger reconfiguration program. Environmental restoration activities, other investigation and cleanup programs, and facility D&D
activities conducted at nonnuclear consolidation sites under the DOE are not part of this proposal and are therefore not discussed in detail in this EA.

In addition to the NCP, DOE conducted a separate study (DOE, 1992b) to assess two-site consolidation alternatives. Because this alternative would not meet program objectives of reducing long-term costs and preserving technical competence
that could be achieved by a single consolidation site, no further analysis has been performed in this EA. DOE also considered but eliminated, because of cost and proximity to a large population, an alternative to consolidate most tritium
processing activities at Mound instead of SRS. Additional information about these alternatives is presented in chapter 3, section 3.1.4.

1.9 Method of Analysis

The study methodology used in this EA builds upon environmental analyses conducted for each of the potentially affected DOE sites. The affected environment is described for each environmental resource that may be disturbed by nonnuclear
consolidation activities. The geographic study area evaluated is consistent with the requirements of each resource. In all cases, the area is large enough to include possible direct and indirect impacts of consolidation activities. For each
environmental resource, the study area depends upon the nature of the resource and how it may be affected by the project.

The existing environmental conditions are described for each of the affected sites and their study area. However, the characterization of the affected environment is not limited to existing conditions. Rather, the environmental baseline includes
reasonably foreseeable changes that would be expected with the No Action alternative. The basis for static or changing environmental conditions during the baseline period is discussed. For example, certain functions may go into standby mode
under No Action as a result of reduced workloads. In this case, the environmental effects of existing operations would decrease for some resource areas such as air quality and water resources.

For all Proposed Action sites, the level of analytical detail provided in this EA is sufficient to support site-specific decisions. The descriptions are no longer than necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives on the environment (40 CFR
1502.15). To avoid repetition, those effects that are the same under multiple alternatives are discussed once and subsequently referenced.

For each site, the environmental consequences of the proposed consolidation actions (figures 1.8-1 and 1.8-2) were evaluated. Potential environmental consequences of nonnuclear consolidation were evaluated by first analyzing No Action
conditions and then assessing environmental effects associated with the alternatives. Environmental consequences at consolidation and closeout sites could be driven by key aspects of the alternatives during either the implementation or
operation phases, such as the following:

* Land area disturbances.

*  Resource requirements, including water and construction materials.

*  Project employment.

e Air emissions, wastewater effluent, and other waste streams.

*  Process technologies and possible associated accidents that could have environmental effects.

For each site, parameters associated with these impact drivers were analyzed to represent the effects of the functions that could be located there.



1.10 Organization of the EA

This EA is divided into two volumes: Volume I contains the Executive Summary and EA. The Executive Summary summarizes the Nonnuclear Consolidation Proposal and alternatives, and the Proposed Action impacts on the environment.
The EA, which in part relies on the more detailed information presented in the appendixes, discusses the Nonnuclear Consolidation Proposal, the alternatives, and the existing conditions and impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The
EA Executive Summary is also available as a separate publication.

Volume II contains the Nonnuclear Consolidation EA technical and support appendixes. These appendixes provide technical support for the analysis in Volume I and also responses to Federal agencies, states, and Native American comments
received during the review period of the Preapproval Review Copy of the EA in December 1992.

This EA has been prepared in accordance with CEQ regulations 40 CFR 1501.4(b) and 1508.9(a) and the DOE NEPA regulations 57 FR 15122, April 24, 1992, to be codified at 10 CFR 1021. The organization of the remainder of this document
is as follows:

*  Chapter 2 describes the purpose of and need for the nonnuclear consolidation proposal.
»  Chapter 3 describes the Proposed Action and consolidation alternatives and includes a summary of consolidation alternatives and current operations at existing sites.

»  Chapter 4 discusses the affected environment at each site and the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The analysis of the Proposed Action includes the effects of closing out the Complex manufacturing
mission at Mound and Pinellas and the nonnuclear missions at RFP. This chapter also includes an analysis of the Mound, Pinellas and RFP consolidation site alternatives. A discussion of intersite transportation and a brief discussion of
considerations related to D&D are presented at the end of the chapter.

*  Chapter 5 presents environmental compliance and permit requirements associated with the nonnuclear consolidation proposal.

The remainder of this document includes a list of cited references, a glossary, a list of individuals who prepared the EA, and the persons and agencies consulted. The citations that appear in parentheses throughout the document correspond to the
reference list on page R-1. These citations refer to the documents that provided information for this EA.

2.1 Purpose of and Need for Reconfiguration

The Department of Energy (DOE) has proposed to reconfigure the Nuclear Weapons Complex (Complex) to be smaller, less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the Complex of today. The Complex must be able to safely and reliably
support whatever nuclear deterrent stockpile objectives are established in the future by the President and Congress.

Reconfiguration is needed because the Nation's nuclear weapons requirements are not as great as in the past, and maintaining the existing large, outdated infrastructure is not an effective use of national resources. The need for reconfiguration is
driven by the smaller weapons stockpile sizes anticipated for the foreseeable future; the need to replace oversized, aging, or obsolete facilities; and the long-term savings to be achieved by terminating the Complex mission at sites where feasible.

With the DOE proposal to reduce the size of the Complex and produce fewer weapons comes the need to ensure that the Complex maintains a core of skilled, knowledgeable people and appropriate facilities. Technical competency-the ability to
replicate and improve upon our national experience to design, produce, and maintain reliable nuclear devices-enables the U.S. to safely dismantle nuclear weapons; provide effective surveillance of weapons remaining in the stockpile; understand
the weapons systems of other countries; and meet future design, testing, and production needs. The Nation has accumulated a storehouse of knowledge during the past 50 years regarding the physics of nuclear energy; the design, operation, and
testing of nuclear weapons; the safe and reliable manufacture of weapons; the potential hazards associated with nuclear materials and their manufacturing processes and waste products; and the amelioration of these hazards. For the most part,
that expertise rests within the Complex. Reconfiguration provides a means to ensure that this technical competency is maintained well into the next century.

Recent Presidential initiatives to reduce the number and types of nuclear weapons in the national weapons stockpile and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) II Treaty have resulted in a reduction in the number of weapon types in the
stockpile, and a cessation of new weapons production. This means that there will be substantially reduced weapons workload requirements for the foreseeable future. Significant reductions in staffing at Complex facilities have already occurred
and will continue, regardless of whether DOE proceeds with nonnuclear consolidation. Activities at some facilities might, within the next few years, be candidates for termination even without nonnuclear consolidation because there will be no
production requirement for certain components for a number of years.

The production capabilities of Complex 21 facilities, including nonnuclear manufacturing, will be based upon future production rates and the requirement to maintain specific capabilities. Future weapons production rates have been developed
by DOE and the Department of Defense (DOD), and approved by the Nuclear Weapons Council. At the low workload levels envisioned for Complex 21, the basic capability required for stockpile maintenance and new production would provide
a capacity larger than required to meet the desired production rates. Therefore, plant size and workforce would be based on the technology base capabilities required in the Complex as discussed in section 1.6.2. The environmental analyses
presented in this document were based on full use of these technology base capabilities.

2.2 Guiding Principles
The Secretary of Energy (Secretary) has directed that certain principles be used to guide the reconfiguration of the Complex (DOE, 1991d). These principles are to:

*  Emphasize compliance with laws, regulations, and accepted practices regarding protection of the environment, health, and safety of the public and the Complex workers, and security.

+  Safely and reliably maintain the weapons stockpile directed by the President and funded by the Congress.



*  Minimize the costs associated with the weapons stockpile.

*  Minimize the number of weapons production sites and the size of individual sites.

*  Maximize transfer of nonnuclear materials production activities to the private sector, to the extent economically justified.

*  Maintain redundancy in key capabilities that, if lost, could significantly and rapidly degrade the effectiveness of the Complex.

+  Emphasize the use of modular construction to promote minimum environment, safety, and health (ES&H) impacts and maximum flexibility to increase Complex capacity should a requirement arise.

+ Identify sites that may be transferred to the Office of Environmental Restoration & Waste Management (EM) for eventual decommissioning, or converted to inactive standby status, while ensuring flexibility to respond to potential arms
control breakouts.

*  Maintain the capability to decommission the large number of weapons expected to be retired during stockpile downsizing or replacement.

2.3 Purpose of and Need for Nonnuclear Consolidation

Nonnuclear consolidation is a subproposal of the larger reconfiguration proposal. As such, nonnuclear consolidation would serve the same purpose and be triggered by the same need as the reconfiguration proposal. More specifically, the
purpose of nonnuclear consolidation is to effect better management of nonnuclear manufacturing activities within the Complex, and to decrease the long-term operating costs of this aspect of the Complex. In addition, consolidation would
provide DOE with a mechanism to maintain the specialized skills base necessary to produce and test the nonnuclear components.

DOE proposes to accomplish this consolidation by closing out the Complex activities at two plants, Mound and Pinellas, together with certain nonnuclear work at the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP). The nonnuclear electrical and mechanical
manufacturing functions would be consolidated at one site, the Kansas City Plant (KCP), and some specialized manufacturing activities would be combined with similar activities at other facilities within the Complex. The existing research,
development, and testing (RD&T) and prototype fabrication capability at two of the national laboratories would be enhanced to provide certain weapons fabrication capabilities now located at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP. The current weapons
manufacturing workload would be downsized to meet lower workload projections. The government-owned, contractor-operated Complex facilities at Mound and Pinellas and the nonnuclear facilities at RFP would be turned over to DOE EM
for cleanup, restoration, or decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) as appropriate. As stated in chapter 1, the latter activities are not part of this proposal, but will be the subject of separate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documentation when specific proposals for those activities are made.

Consolidating nonnuclear facilities at the preferred alternative site will accomplish three objectives: (1) it will size the nonnuclear manufacturing facilities to meet the requirements of the foreseeable workload; (2) it will combine functions that
use similar technologies to provide a sufficient workload for maintaining a well-trained and qualified workforce; and, (3) it will reduce operating costs to achieve a near-term savings well in excess of $100 million a year and long-term savings
in excess of one-quarter of a billion dollars annually (DOE, 1993a). Maintaining the existing large Complex would require maintaining similar nonnuclear expertise at multiple sites with little or no workload, which is already beginning to result
in atrophy and attrition of technical skills and increased costs. Consolidating similar nonnuclear manufacturing operations could serve as a mechanism to maintain the skills and preserve the competencies of the workforce. Similarly, where
workload projects are very low, collocating some nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities with similar RD&T capabilities at the national laboratories would serve as a mechanism to maintain or sharpen skills of the workforce.

2.4 Need for Nonnuclear Capabilities

The products and services of the Complex are needed to design and manufacture nuclear weapons and test individual components. The Complex needs to maintain a nonnuclear capability in order to be able to manufacture the nonnuclear
components of nuclear weapons, and to test and monitor other components.

A typical nuclear device contains approximately 6,000 individual components. Of these, approximately 300 are considered "nuclear components." These nuclear components include the primary and secondary systems of a nuclear device and
directly related subsystems. They are made of special nuclear materials (isotopes of uranium and plutonium) and other materials (such as beryllium, lithium salts, and high explosives). The remaining components are the nonnuclear
components, some of which contain small amounts of tritium. Delivery systems for a nuclear device, such as the shell of a missile, are manufactured by DOD and its contractors and are not part of the proposal considered in this Environmental
Assessment (EA).

The Complex has already attained a high degree of privatization. Most of the activities that could be accomplished more economically by the private sector are already being procured. The nonnuclear consolidation proposal does not include
components currently manufactured by the private sector. The remainder of the nonnuclear components are manufactured in the government-owned, contractor-operated manufacturing facilities that make up the nonnuclear element of the
Complex. Consolidating these manufacturing activities makes up the proposal analyzed in this EA. Where practical and cost effective, DOE may transfer the manufacture of some additional selected products to the private sector under existing
procurement procedures; however, the nonnuclear consolidation proposal does not include any such speculative transfers since further privatization would likely be inhibited by the low manufacturing workload that is anticipated in the future.

The Complex also produces products at Mound for programs under the direction of other organizations within DOE. Those products utilized by the Complex, such as calorimeters, have been included in this EA regardless of the organization
responsible for production. Those products that are not utilized for weapons manufacture, such as Radioisotopic Thermoelectric Generators and isotope separation and sales, are not part of this proposal. The removal of the weapons production
mission from Mound will not necessarily result in a requirement to transfer manufacture of products sponsored by non-Defense Programs organizations to other sites since a support infrastructure would remain as DOE continues ongoing

cleanup activities and D&D at these sites.

3.1 Summary of Consolidation Alternatives



The alternatives considered reasonable for consolidating the nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities of the Nuclear Weapons Complex (Complex) were introduced in section 1.8 and are summarized in this section. As shown in table 3.1-1, these
alternatives include the Proposed Action-consolidation of nonnuclear functions at the Kansas City Plant (KCP); the alternatives for consolidation at either the Mound Plant (Mound), the Pinellas Plant (Pinellas), or the Rocky Flats Plants (RFP);
and No Action-retain existing missions at current sites. Alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are also discussed.

3.1.1 Proposed Action-Kansas City Plant Consolidation

The Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to close out the weapons manufacturing missions at Mound and Pinellas, and the nonnuclear manufacturing mission at RFP. These activities would be relocated to KCP, Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), and Sandia National Laboratories, New Mexico (SNL) as described below. Enhanced research, development, and testing (RD&T) and prototype fabrication capability at the laboratories would be provided to replace certain
weapon production capabilities now located at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP. The remaining nonnuclear manufacturing functions would be consolidated at KCP, and the weapons manufacturing workload currently at KCP would be reduced. The
Proposed Action would result in: the consolidation of the nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing capabilities of the Complex at KCP; tritium-handling capabilities at the Savannah River Site (SRS) and LANL; detonator capabilities at
LANL; and beryllium technology and pit support functions at LANL or, as an option, at the Y-12 Plant (Y-12). The existing RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL would be augmented to provide the necessary fabrication capability for
future neutron generator work, cap assemblies, and other nonnuclear components. Detailed explanations of all functions associated with nonnuclear consolidation are provided in section 3.2 within the existing site descriptions.

The following actions are proposed:
+  Mission CloseoutsAThe Complex missions at Mound and Pinellas and the nonnuclear Complex mission at RFP would be terminated.

+  Electrical/Mechanical AThe nonnuclear electrical/mechanical capabilities now at Mound, Pinellas, and RFP would be consolidated at KCP. KCP currently has manufacturing capabilities similar to those proposed for transfer and has
adequate space in its existing facilities to accept them.

+  Tritium HandlingAAll tritium-handling capabilities now performed at Mound would be relocated to SRS and collocated with the tritium functions now performed there. The neutron tube target loading for the current design of neutron
generators, now performed at Pinellas, would be completed and capability for future requirements would be provided at existing facilities at LANL.

+  DetonatorsAThe existing RD&T and prototyping capability at LANL would be enhanced to provide a limited manufacturing capability for high-power detonators, now done at Mound. (The existing RD&T technology base for low-power
explosives components would be maintained at SNL; the existing capability at Mound to manufacture these components is no longer needed. This is the same as the No Action alternative.)

+  Beryllium Technology and Pit SupportAThe existing technology base and prototyping capability at LANL would be enhanced to provide limited manufacturing capability for beryllium technology and pit support work now done at RFP. As
an option, the existing capability at Y-12 instead of at LANL would be enhanced for this purpose.

+  Neutron Generators, Cap Assemblies, and BatteriesAManufacture of the current design of neutron generators at Pinellas would be completed. The existing technology base for neutron generators would be maintained at SNL. Existing
RD&T and prototyping capability at SNL would be augmented to provide the necessary fabrication capability for future advanced design neutron generators. Manufacturing capability for cap assemblies would be relocated from Pinellas to
existing facilities at SNL. The technology base now housed at Pinellas involved in the manufacture of thermal batteries would be transferred to existing facilities at SNL; manufacture of the batteries would continue to be performed by the
private sector. The assembly of lithium ambient batteries from commercially acquired lithium cells would be transferred to KCP.

»  Special ProductsAThe nuclear grade steels procurement and storage capability, safe secure trailer manufacturing capability, weapons trainer shop, and metrology services would be transferred from RFP to KCP. The calorimeter
manufacturing capability and milliwatt heat source surveillance activities would be relocated from Mound to existing facilities at LANL and SNL, respectively.

If the Proposed Action were implemented, Mound and Pinellas would no longer have a DOE weapons mission, and the facilities used to house Defense Programs (DP) mission activities at these locations would be turned over to the DOE Office
of Environmental Restoration & Waste Management (EM) for decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) or restoration, if appropriate, as discussed in section 4.4. The DP nonnuclear mission at RFP would also be terminated, and
associated nonnuclear facilities turned over to EM for disposition. The capabilities transferred to KCP, SRS, LANL, Y-12, and SNL would, for the most part, be integrated into the existing plant facilities with appropriate plant modifications and
renovations.

3.1.2 Other Consolidation Alternatives

Other alternatives considered in this Environmental Assessment (EA) include the consolidation of nonnuclear manufacturing activities at Mound, Pinellas, or RFP. Consolidation of the nonnuclear functions at any of these sites would differ
from the Proposed Action in that the consolidation site would retain all of its existing nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities and would receive additional nonnuclear manufacturing capabilities from the other sites. The specific actions
associated with each of the three consolidation alternatives are discussed in the following paragraphs and shown in table 3.1-1.

3.1.2.1 Mound Plant Alternative

The following actions would take place if Mound were the consolidation site:

Electrical/Mechanical A The nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing functions performed at KCP would be consolidated with those of Pinellas and RFP at Mound. Construction of new facilities at Mound to accommodate these
additional functions would be required. KCP, Pinellas, and the nonnuclear facilities at RFP would be turned over to EM for disposition.

+  Tritium HandlingA The tritium-handling capabilities at Pinellas would be relocated to LANL and collocated with similar functions there. Tritium-handling functions at Mound would not be transferred.

+  DetonatorsA The high-power detonator capabilities at Mound would remain and would not be moved to LANL.



+  Beryllium Technology and Pit SupportA Same as the Proposed Action except that there is no option to transfer these activities to Y-12.
+  Neutron Generators, Cap Assemblies, and BatteriesA No change from the Proposed Action except for lithium ambient batteries, which would be transferred to Mound instead of to KCP.

+  Special ProductsA The nuclear grade steels, safe secure trailers, weapons trainer shop, and metrology capabilities from RFP would be transferred to Mound instead of to KCP. The calorimeter manufacturing capabilities and milliwatt heat
source surveillance activities would stay at Mound instead of being relocated to LANL and SNL.

3.1.2.2 Pinellas Plant Alternative

The following actions would take place if Pinellas were the consolidation site:

*  Electrical/Mechanical A The nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing functions performed at KCP would be consolidated with those of Mound and RFP at Pinellas. Construction of new facilities at Pinellas to accommodate these
additional functions would be required. KCP, Mound, and the nonnuclear facilities at RFP would be turned over to EM for disposition.

Tritium HandlingA The tritium-handling capabilities at Mound would be relocated to SRS and collocated with similar functions there. Tritium-handling functions at Pinellas would not be transferred.
+  DetonatorsA No change from the Proposed Action.

+  Beryllium Technology and Pit SupportA Same as the Proposed Action except that there is no option to transfer these activities to Y-12.

+  Neutron Generators, Cap Assemblies, and BatteriesA These capabilities would remain at Pinellas and would not be relocated to SNL or KCP.

+  Special ProductsA The nuclear grade steels, safe secure trailers, weapons trainer shop, and metrology capabilities from RFP would be transferred to Pinellas instead of to KCP. The calorimeter manufacturing capabilities and milliwatt heat
source surveillance activities at Mound would be relocated to existing facilities at LANL and SNL, respectively.

3.1.2.3 Rocky Flats Plant Alternative

The following actions would take place if RFP were the consolidation site:

+  Electrical/MechanicalA The nonnuclear electrical/mechanical manufacturing functions performed at KCP would be consolidated with those of Pinellas and Mound at RFP. Construction of new facilities at RFP to accommodate many of
these additional functions would be required. KCP, Pinellas, and Mound would be turned over to EM for disposition.

+  Tritium HandlingA No change from the Proposed Action.

+  DetonatorsA No change from the Proposed Action.

+  Beryllium Technology and Pit SupportA The beryllium technology and pit support capabilities located at RFP would remain and would not be moved to LANL.

+  Neutron Generators, Cap Assemblies, and BatteriesA No change from the Proposed Action except for lithium ambient batteries, which would be transferred to RFP instead of to KCP.

+  Special ProductsA The nuclear grade steels, safe secure trailers, weapons trainer shop, and metrology capabilities would remain at RFP. The calorimeter manufacturing capabilities and milliwatt heat source surveillance activities at Mound
would be relocated to existing facilities at LANL and SNL, respectively.

3.1.3 No Action

Under No Action, the consolidation of nonnuclear functions would not occur. Planned upgrades, renovations, repairs, and maintenance activities necessary to improve Complex compliance with all environment, safety, and health (ES&H) and
environmental restoration standards would continue irrespective of future Complex configuration. Mound, Pinellas, and RFP would retain their current nonnuclear manufacturing missions. However, because the projected workload would be
substantially lower than requirements in the recent past (due to Presidential initiatives to downsize the weapons stockpile), many current facilities would be maintained in a standby mode due to lack of work. The existing missions at each site
are described in detail in section 3.2.

Many nonnuclear weapons components are manufactured and supplied by the private sector. The nonnuclear consolidation proposal does not include components currently manufactured by the private sector. Where practical and cost effective,
DOE may transfer the manufacture of some additional products to the private sector under existing procurement procedures.

Privatization of certain components would continue under all alternatives and is not analyzed in this EA. Certain new privatization actions would be taken under the Manufacturing Development Engineering concept being developed by SNL.

In the Manufacturing Development Engineering concept, SNL, as the laboratory responsible for the design of nonnuclear parts or components, would work directly with private sector production plants. This means that SNL would be
responsible for identifying and developing private suppliers and maintaining technology transfer programs for nonnuclear components. SNL would take on increased involvement in process design and manufacturing engineering in addition to
its traditional research, development, and design activities. SNL would also provide a backup fabrication capability in the event that the product could no longer be provided commercially. The Manufacturing Development Engineering concept
has recently become much more attractive due to the latest workload red