Suggested Comment to the National Nuclear Security Administration on the draft Plutonium Pit Production Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

[Date], 2026

By email to: PitPEIS@nnsa.doe.gov
Document number: DOE/EIS-0573

Dear National Nuclear Security Administration:

I respectfully submit these comments on the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Plutonium Pit Production. I join with thousands of fellow citizens across the country in opposing the NNSA’s plans for expanding production of plutonium “pit” bomb cores at two sites, at one site, or at all.

No future production is to maintain the safety and reliability of the existing, tested stockpile. New pits are for new nuclear weapons designs, specifically the W87-1 ICBM and the W93 sub-launched warheads. New designs can’t be tested under the global testing moratorium, thereby perhaps degrading stockpile confidence. Or this could prompt a resumption of full-scale testing by the U.S., after which other countries would surely follow with severe proliferation consequences. 

There are existing, long-lasting pits. An expert 2006 study showed most pit types have minimum lifetimes of over 100 years and those that don’t have clear fixes. A 2012 study reaffirmed that. Pits are now around 43 years old. More than 15,000 existing pits are already stored at NNSA’s Pantex Plant near Amarillo, TX. Dylan Spaulding, a physicist with the Union of Concerned Scientists, has stated: “Plutonium aging is simply not a credible motivation for a rushed pit production program at this time.”

Pit production is NNSA’s most expensive program ever, with $5 billion to be spent over each of the next six years and at least $60 billion over the next 20 years. However, the independent Government Accountability Office has repeatedly found that NNSA has no credible cost estimates. The NNSA must produce a comprehensive cost estimate and schedule for the pit production program. Furthermore, DOE ordered a “special assessment” of NNSA’s troubled pit production program scheduled for completion in mid-December 2025. It is being covered up and should be immediately released. There should be consideration of how taxpayer resources would be better used to address urgent national security threats such as adverse climate change and global pandemics. 

The radioactive waste problem: The only repository for radioactive transuranic (TRU) wastes is the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in southern New Mexico. WIPP is oversubscribed for all possible TRU wastes that DOE and NNSA would like to send to it. The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) is mandating that DOE prioritize LANL’s Cold War wastes for disposal at WIPP instead of new plutonium pit bomb wastes. NMED is also requiring DOE to look for a new out-of-state dump. In short, there is no certain path for the safe disposal of future radioactive bomb wastes. 

New Mexico needs to protect its groundwater, not play host to a new nuclear arms race. Real security for New Mexicans is protecting our precious groundwater for future generations, not prioritizing new-design nuclear weapons over cleanup. As late as the late 1990s, LANL was falsely claiming that groundwater contamination was impossible. Sadly, there is now confirmed chromium contamination on San Ildefonso Pueblo land. The fight over Lab cleanup versus more unneeded nuclear weapons is made clear at Area C, an old radioactive and toxic waste dump. The New Mexico Environment Department has mandated comprehensive cleanup but DOE and LANL lawyers are fighting it tooth and nail. They have unilaterally “deferred” cleanup at Area C until pit production is done, which in effect means never. Area C should be comprehensively cleaned up as a model for the rest of the Lab, permanently protecting groundwater and the environment while providing hundreds of high-paying jobs.
LANL’s existing limited pit production capability should be sufficient should stockpile problems arise in the future. It should not be expanded. Pit production at the SRS should be vigorously opposed because it could be scaled up way beyond LANL for the new nuclear arms race. In addition, DOE is legally required to remove plutonium from South Carolina, not add more plutonium because of pit production.

LANL’s pit production facility “PF-4” is outdated and unsafe: PF-4 is 48 years old, not designed for mass production, and has a long history of nuclear safety infractions. The worst-case accident at LANL is a seismically induced fire at PF-4. A new “Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis” is long overdue, with the last one completed in 2007. NNSA assurances over seismic safety are hollow without an updated Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis.

There are risks to the environment and communities. Rushing to meet an arbitrary, unnecessary deadline heightens the risks of a newly hired workforce carrying out complex, hazardous plutonium operations. LANL’s plutonium facility has historically prioritized expediency and production over safety. This endangers the workforce and the local community, as well as the program itself should a significant accident occur. 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 cumulative impacts of other chemicals in the environment. The NNSA must also include risk analysis for vulnerable populations, such as children, women, low income, and other communities not represented by traditional exposure limits.

Planned plutonium pit production for the next 50 years violates the 1970 NonProliferation Treaty’s requirement for nuclear weapons states to enter into negotiations leading to disarmament. The draft PEIS claims that NNSA programs, including expanded plutonium pit production, are “consistent with the NPT.” That is false. The final programmatic environmental impact statement should comport not only with the NPT’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles, but also with the essential need for the U.S. to lead by example toward ridding the world of weapons of mass destruction. Therefore, the PEIS should have a reduced operations alternative instead of solely analyzing expanding nuclear weapons programs.

The notion of “deterrence” should be punctured. The one-word rationale for nuclear weapons is always “deterrence,” i.e. to deter others from using nuclear weapons. But this deflects the blame from our own possession of immoral, genocidal weapons. “Deterrence” is at best only a half-truth. Our government’s policy has always been a hybrid of deterrence and nuclear warfighting capabilities that can end civilization overnight. That is why the U.S. and Russia each have thousands of nuclear weapons instead of only a few hundred for minimal deterrence. That is why the U.S. has a $2 trillion dollar so-called “modernization” program to keep nuclear weapons forever, in which expanded plutonium pit production is the critical issue. 

Summary: No pit production is to maintain the existing stockpile. It is all for new-design nuclear weapons, potentially prompting a U.S. resumption of full-scale testing with severe proliferation consequences. Most pit types have minimum lifetimes of 100 years and those that don’t have clear fixes. There are at least 15,000 existing pits at the Pantex Plant. The NNSA has no credible cost estimates for its >$60 billion program. Future radioactive waste disposal is uncertain at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and it is not clear where TRU wastes from new plutonium pit production will go long-term. New Mexico needs to protect its groundwater; cleanup of LANL’s legacy waste must be prioritized over plutonium pit production. The NNSA must include risk analysis for vulnerable populations not represented by traditional exposure limits. The final PEIS should comport with the NPT’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles and lead the U.S. by example toward ridding the world of weapons of mass destruction.

Sincerely, 
[name]
[City or Town, State]
