Sample letter to local government officials.  Please change as needed.

[date]

[address]

Dear [elected official or government leader],

The Los Alamos Study Group filed a complaint against the Department of Energy (DOE) and the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), an agency within DOE, on August 16, 2010 in federal District Court in Albuquerque to halt further investment in a $5 billion underground plutonium facility proposed for Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), pending completion of an applicable environmental impact statement (EIS).

If built, this facility would be the most expensive government project ever built in New Mexico by far, except for the interstate highways. Its primary purpose is to increase production capacity for new plutonium warhead cores (“pits”). 

It’s called the “Nuclear Facility" of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) project.  It’s by far the biggest part of that project, representing about 90% of expected costs. The first CMRR lab, office, and utility building was recently completed. 

In 2003 the NNSA wrote an EIS outlining plans for a much smaller and quite different facility that would cost only one-tenth as much as today’s, use one-fiftieth as much concrete, take one-fourth the time to build, and be ready a decade sooner.  This different project would have entailed far fewer environmental impacts across the region.

Sometime in the past seven years the NNSA changed the project dramatically without telling anyone, and without any analysis of alternatives to the new aggrandized project, its design, or its proposed construction methods. 

The project now includes: 

· A new planned excavated depth of 125 feet and replacement of a 50 foot layer of volcanic ash beneath the proposed building with 225,000 cubic yards of concrete and/or grout, vs. an original depth of at most 50 feet;

· Vastly larger quantities of structural steel (now more than 15,000 tons) and concrete (now 347,000 cubic yards);

· Greatly increased acreage to be affected, now involving many LANL technical areas;

· Greatly increased climate-altering greenhouse gas emissions, including more than 100,000 tons of carbon dioxide from concrete production alone;

· Anywhere from 20,000 to 110,000 heavy truck trips on regional and lab roads just for concrete ingredients and disposal;

· A decade-long construction schedule;

· Multiple new project elements including a warehouse, electrical substation, temporary worker housing, worksite shelter(s), traffic modifications, road relocation or closure, truck inspection facility, temporary facilities for displaced workers; and possibly temporary housing;

· Various “connected actions” – at least eight other major nearby construction projects with cumulative impacts

· A variety of unknown road and traffic modifications and traffic impacts in multiple counties, including closure of Pajarito Road within LANL for two years; and

· Generation of up to 400,000 cubic yards of excavation spoils, which are to be dumped on existing nuclear waste sites (material disposal areas “C” and “G”) in lieu of removing the shallow-buried waste.

· The traffic from heavy trucks and other deliveries may be of interest to public officials in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Rio Arriba counties.  Bernalillo and Sandoval counties will also be affected. Primary aggregate sources lie in Rio Arriba, including within the City of Espanola, in Santa Fe, and in Sandoval counties.  Traffic impacts are very sensitive to design choices that affect the quantities of materials needed. 

We do not believe this project is helpful, let alone necessary, to maintain today’s nuclear arsenal indefinitely to existing high standards of safety, security, and reliability.  The building’s primary purpose – to expand manufacturing capacity for pits in new warheads – will instead undermine technical confidence in the warheads, waste resources, and introduce new risks and safety problems. Its huge cost sets back various LANL safety improvements. 

In spite of its enormous price tag, construction of the Nuclear Facility would create only an average of 450 craft jobs over a 10-year period.  The building would be built to nuclear industry standards, which requires special certifications for some crafts, so some workers would move here temporarily to help build this facility, then leave. 

At the end of this facility's useful life it would be contaminated, and would very likely be closed in place as a permanent hazard, being too large to break up, transport, and dispose of elsewhere. 

Over its life this building is expected to generate millions of pounds of radioactive and hazardous chemical wastes.  Hopefully, there would be only minor accidents.  A major accident could be catastrophic to the region. 

The Study Group's Complaint, a good summary of the factual and legal issues, is available along with a great deal of other information at http://www.lasg.org/CMRR/open_page.htm.  Press clippings can be found there as well.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that local governments be offered notice, review, and comment opportunities regarding this facility.  The facility described to county and city governments in 2003 is not the same facility as is being proposed today.

You probably have a number of questions about this huge project and what it might mean for your city or county, for good or ill.  The purpose of the EIS we don’t have is to answer those questions.  We urge you to write NNSA requesting an EIS, including a public process for determining the scope of alternatives to be considered.  We have included a sample letter. 

Sincerely,

[signed]

