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A comprehensive report is available online
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Plutonium pits are the cores of thermonuclear weapons



The US is simultaneously modernizing all legs of 
the triad 
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Estimated cost of $2 trillion



Two site solution for pit production

Los Alamos, NM Savannah River, SC
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Human and environmental risks are not fully evaluated

South Carolina district court ruled that 
NNSA has not complied with NEPA in 
considering impacts from pit production
(Savannah River Site Watch et al v. United States Department of Energy et al, 
No. 1:2021cv01942 - Document 207 (D.S.C. 2024))

Impacts from pit production are not limited to 
two sites. 

New, legally-mandated, Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) draft 
was released Friday, April 10th. 



Why Programmatic and not site-specific?

All of these steps require 
multi-site coordination:

Material Processing

Waste Management

Qualification

Assembly

Transportation





How to Provide Comments



What to Expect

- Sign up to speak before the hearing starts - arrive early!

- You’ll have 3 minutes

- Media will likely be present

- The NNSA will not respond during the hearing



Preparing to Speak

- Draft your comment this weekend

- Practice and time your comment ahead of time

- Speak clearly and slowly

- Use your full 3 minutes

- Submit written comments after





Suggested Talking Points



- There is no evidence that plutonium pit aging is affecting the 
safety and reliability of the existing nuclear stockpile for many 
years to come. The NNSA must consider a true no action 
alternative where plutonium pits for new nuclear weapons are 
not produced

- The final PEIS must address long-term plans for waste 
management for transuranic waste

- The draft PEIS does not take into consideration the scope of all 
sites involved in pit production. The NNSA must account for 
impacts from and to Lawrence Livermore National 
Lab, the Kansas 
City Plant, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, Pantex, and 
Nevada Nuclear Security Site

Topline PEIS Comments



- The NNSA must produce a comprehensive cost and schedule for 
the pit production program

- The NNSA should expand the impact radius beyond a 50-mile 
radius to account for worst-case scenarios such as facility 
fires. Additionally, the NNSA must account for the 
cumulative impacts of other chemicals in the environment

- The NNSA should include analysis for vulnerable populations, 
such as children, women, low income, and other communities not 
represented by traditional exposure limits

Topline PEIS Comments



Plutonium Pit Production is Unnecessary
- There is no evidence that plutonium pit aging is affecting the safety and 

reliability of the existing nuclear stockpile for many years to come. The 
available science suggests that the existing stockpile is not at imminent 
risk and won’t be for decades to come. 

- A Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) is meant to 
precede federal actions, not come after the fact. This analysis was 
carried out retroactively to rubber stamp a program that is already years 
in the making and does not allow for consideration of “reasonable 
alternatives”, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), which stipulates how such analyses should be done.  



Plutonium Pit Production is Potentially Dangerous

- The impacts of accidents are analyzed within a 50-mile radius of the 
facilities but a worst-case accident could result in health burdens that 
extend further. 

- The human and environmental risks inherent to plutonium are no 
different today than in the past. History has shown that nuclear weapons 
production results in heavy burdens at the sites where it occurred and to 
the workers who carried out the work.   



Plutonium Pit Production is Potentially Dangerous
- Communities surrounding both of the chosen production sites include 

vulnerable populations --  women, children, and low-income residents 
who should not be forced to bear the potential environmental and health 
consequences that come along with new pit production. The PEIS fails to 
analyze the true risks to the most vulnerable and relies on generous 
assumptions to calculate risk.  

- The PEIS outlines increased nuclear waste storage at both Los Alamos 
and Savannah River, including some low-level waste which could be 
disposed of and buried permanently onsite. Both locations already have 
unremediated toxic waste that is now being deprioritized in favor of 
weapons production. Pit production is only likely to exacerbate these 
pre-existing problems.   



Plutonium Pit Production is Potentially Dangerous

- The draft PEIS does not transparently describe potential hazards 
stemming from transportation. Enormous amounts of radioactive 
materials and waste will be transported by road across much of the 
southern United States but the PEIS does nothing to explain potential 
impacts to communities along these routes. Between 400-500 shipments 
of waste and plutonium per year will be required from each site.   

- Plutonium pit production is stalling efforts to clean up legacy waste at 
LANL and SRS.  



Plutonium Pit Production is Expensive
- Pit production at Los Alamos will nearly double the lab’s consumption of water, 

electrical power, and petroleum fuel. Projections for future operations at the 
Savannah River Site also include significant increases. 

- By resuming nuclear weapons production across the DOE nuclear complex, it 
is the American people who will pay the costs. Pit production is touted as a jobs 
producer, but the jobs it creates are dangerous and the money spent is unlikely 
to go to the communities doing the work. 

- Funds are being diverted from cleanup efforts to plutonium pit 
production—which only expands the issues further into the future.

- The NNSA is rushing to produce plutonium pits, despite not having an 
estimated cost or timeline for the program, allowing costs to skyrocket year 
after year. 
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