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6 de julio de 2026
POR CORREO POSTAL DE EE. UU.
Honorable Christopher Wright Secretario, Departamento de Energía de los EE. UU. Edificio Forrestal
1000 Independence Ave SW Washington, DC 20585 The.Secretary@hq.doe.gov

Honorable Brandon Williams
Administrador, Administración Nacional de Seguridad Nuclear
Edificio Forrestal
1000 Independence Ave SW Washington , DC 20585

Sra. Kristen M. Dors
NEPA Compliance Officer, National Nuclear Security Administration Office of Environment, Safety and Health
Los Alamos Field Office 3747 West Road
Lost Alamos, NM 87544 kristen.dors@nnsa.doe.gov

Sra. Jade Fortiner
NEPA Document Management, National Nuclear Security Administration Office of Pit Production Modernization
U.S. Department of Energy The Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Ave., SW Washington, DC 20585 PitPEIS@nnsa.doe.gov
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Estimados Secretario Wright, Administrador Williams, Sra. Dors y Sra. Fortiner:

Escribo en nombre de mis clientes Savannah River Site Watch, Tri-Valley Communities Against a Radioactive Environment y Nuclear Watch New Mexico. Es posible que esté al tanto de la demanda que presentamos en virtud de la Ley de Política Ambiental Nacional (NEPA), la cual dio lugar a que la Administración Nacional de Seguridad Nuclear (NNSA) elaborara la Declaración de Impacto Ambiental Programática (PEIS, por sus siglas en inglés) para el Programa de Producción de Núcleos de Plutonio (DOE/EIS-0573). La NNSA ha publicado un borrador de dicha PEIS, cuyo plazo para la presentación de comentarios públicos finaliza el 16 de julio de 2026.

Dada la inminente finalización del plazo para la presentación de comentarios, consideramos que la NNSA ha omitido abordar información y análisis —tanto científicos como programáticos— que obran en su poder y que son directamente pertinentes para ciertas cuestiones que la PEIS pretende evaluar. Asimismo, se estima que la NNSA ha retenido información científica y programática crucial que habría servido de base para la formulación de comentarios. En concreto, los documentos y la información en cuestión incluyen lo siguiente:

1) El nuevo estudio de JASON sobre la vida útil de los núcleos de plutonio, titulado "Plutonium Aging: Executive Summary (Unclassified)" [Envejecimiento del plutonio: Resumen ejecutivo (no clasificado)], documento n.º JSR-25-03ESU. Según el conocimiento, la información y el criterio actuales, la NNSA ha tenido la posesión, custodia o control de dicho documento desde finales de 2025.
2) El "estudio especial" del Departamento de Energía de los Estados Unidos (DOE) sobre el liderazgo y la gestión de la NNSA respecto a su programa de producción de núcleos de plutonio, cuya finalización estaba prevista para mediados de diciembre de 2025.
3) El nuevo Análisis Probabilístico de Peligro Sísmico del Laboratorio Nacional de Los Álamos (LANL), que se completó al menos a principios de este año, si no antes.

I. El estudio JASON sobre la vida en la mina a cielo abierto


La primera fuente de información en cuestión es el nuevo estudio de JASON sobre la vida útil de los núcleos de plutonio, cuya parte pertinente se cree que lleva por título "Plutonium Aging: Executive Summary (Unclassified)" (Envejecimiento del plutonio: Resumen ejecutivo [no clasificado]), documento n.º JSR-25-03ESU. Tenemos motivos para creer que la NNSA ha estado en posesión de este documento desde finales de 2025.

La NNSA cuenta con una larga trayectoria planteando inquietudes sobre el posible envejecimiento de los núcleos de plutonio como justificación fundamental para aumentar su producción. El borrador de la Declaración de Impacto Ambiental a Nivel Programático (PEIS) alude a esta cuestión.



1	El título y el número del documento se facilitan para facilitar su consulta, basándose en los conocimientos, la información y el criterio actuales. Se entiende que el documento completo abarca más contenido que el resumen ejecutivo, el cual se presenta como no clasificado. El punto fundamental es que existe un núcleo de plutonio en proceso de envejecimiento.
  
2	"Estudio especial sobre el liderazgo y la gestión de la Administración Nacional de Seguridad Nuclear (NNSA) en la misión de producción de núcleos de plutonio», ordenado por el subsecretario del DOE, James Danly, el 11 de agosto de 2025, https://nukewatch.or g/wp-conten t/uploads/2026 /01/DOE-Special-S tudy­ NNSA-Leadership-Mgmt-Plutonium-Pit-P roduction-Mission-Ltr-11Aug2025.pdf


como justificación y la emplea también para descartar una posible alternativa. En particular, el proyecto de PEIS establece lo siguiente:

· "La capacidad actual de la NNSA para la fabricación de núcleos de plutonio es insuficiente para satisfacer los requisitos de producción vigentes, lo que hace necesario establecer capacidad y volumen de producción adicionales, tanto para cumplir con el mandato del Congreso como para mitigar los riesgos asociados al envejecimiento del plutonio". (DOE/EIS-0573, pág. S-2)

· "Desarrollar la capacidad de fabricación para producir al menos 80 núcleos de plutonio al año antes de que finalice la década es esencial para mantener una disuasión nuclear fiable. Muchos de los núcleos envejecidos deberán sustituirse por otros nuevos en los próximos años para mantener un arsenal nuclear y una capacidad de disuasión seguros y fiables. (Ibíd., p. 1-3)

· "En 2020, la NNSA proporcionó al Congreso las conclusiones, observaciones y recomendaciones del informe de la Fase Uno del Grupo Asesor de Defensa JASON, Envejecimiento de los núcleos (JASON 2019). En ese informe, JASON instó a que «la fabricación de núcleos se restableciera lo más rápidamente posible en paralelo con el programa específico para comprender el envejecimiento del Pu [plutonio], para mitigar los riesgos potenciales que plantea el envejecimiento del Pu en el arsenal». (Ibíd., págs. 1-3)

· "Actualmente, la NNSA almacena la mayoría de los núcleos de plutonio en Pantex. Al igual que los núcleos en el depósito activo, estos núcleos están envejeciendo, y esta alternativa no mitigaría los riesgos del envejecimiento del plutonio ni permitiría a la NNSA implementar medidas de seguridad mejoradas en los núcleos para cumplir con los requisitos de la NNSA y del DOW. (Ibíd., pág. 2-27)

Además de confirmar la relevancia de la información en cuestión —incluido el rechazo de la alternativa de “reutilizar únicamente los núcleos existentes” —, estas citas son dignas de mención porque la NNSA hace referencia de manera selectiva al estudio JASON de 2019, el cual, según reconocieron sus propios autores, no constituía un estudio exhaustivo y completo sobre la vida útil de los núcleos.3 Dado que la NNSA no concedió a los autores tiempo suficiente, el grupo JASON calificó su trabajo abreviado como un “informe en formato de carta” y enumeró los criterios necesarios para realizar un estudio nuevo y completo sobre la vida útil de los núcleos, lo que correspondería a la Fase 2. Según se ha informado, dicha segunda fase ya ha concluido; sin embargo, no se ha divulgado ninguna parte del informe, a pesar de que es posible que la NNSA lo haya recibido en 2025. Si la NNSA se niega deliberadamente a abordar este informe en el proyecto de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental a Nivel Programático (PEIS) y, asimismo, oculta su divulgación durante el periodo de comentarios públicos sobre dicho proyecto, tal conducta resultaría indebida e infringiría la Ley de Política Ambiental Nacional (NEPA).

De mayor importancia, y tal vez demostrando un patrón de ignorar información desfavorable, el borrador del PEIS omite cualquier referencia al Estudio de Vida Útil de Pozos JASON de 2006. Ese estudio completo encontró que la mayoría de los tipos de pozos tienen vidas útiles mínimas de más de 100 años y aquellos que no tienen soluciones claras4 (pozos




3	Véase el «Letter Report», JASON, noviembre de 2019, https://irp.fas.org/agency/dod/jason/pit-aging.pdf
4	Vida útil del núcleo de plutonio, JSR-06-335, JASON, 2006, https://nukewatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/pit.pdf

 (
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)
now average ~43 years old). The draft PEIS also omits any reference to a 2012 Lawrence Livennore National Laboratory study that reaffirmed that plutonium is "aging gracefully." 5

As you may be aware, a federal judge found that NNSA had violated NEPA by not authoring a PEIS to address pit production to begin with. NNSA would further violate NEPA were it to fail to consider and address this infonnation in the current PEIS. "An agency's hard look [under NEPA] should include neither researching in a cursory manner nor sweeping negative evidence under the rug." Nat 'l Audubon Society v. Dep of Navy, 422 F.3d 174, 194 (4th Cir. 2005). NEPA also requires that the public have access to information directly. relevant to the draft PEIS during the public comment period. See e.g., Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349, 109 S. Ct. 1835, 1845, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989) ("Publication of an EIS, both in draft and final form, also serves a larger informational role. It gives the public the assurance that the agency 'has indeed considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process,' [] and perhaps more significantly, provides a springboard for public comment") (citations omitted).

We acknowledge that some portions of the materials in question may be classified and not subject to disclosure. The current DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures contemplate a similar scenario and provide that "[t]o the fullest extent possible, DOE will segregate any information that is exempt from disclosure requirements into an appendix to allow public review of the remainder of the N PA document." Sec. 4.l(b) at p. 19. The section also provides that if the material cannot be segregated or would result in the disclosure of "meaningless material," DOE is still obligated to "prepare the NEPA document and use it in DOE decision-making." Id. at Sec. 4.l(c). Given the history of the prior JASON study and report, and references to them in past NEPA analyses, it seems probable that a substantive portion of the document is capable of being segregated and released to the public. In fact, it appears that an unclassified summary of the report already exists. The unclassified portion of the document should be released immediately.

On June 15, 2026, my client Nuclear Watch New Mexico filed a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request and requested expedition precisely because of the pending closure of the PEIS comment period. On July 3, 2026, Nuclear Watch New Mexico received a response from NNSA dated June 23, 2026 , which denied the request for expedition and gave no indication when the unclassified summary of the Pit Life Study might be released.

II. DOE's "Special Study" on NNSA leadership and management of its plutonium pit production program

On August 11, 2025, DOE Deputy Secretary James P. Danly ordered the Office of Enterprise Assessments "to conduct a special study ofNNSA's leadership  and management  of the plutonium pit production mission and its associated projects at LANL and SRS." He ordered it completed within 120 days which placed its completion date around mid-December 2025.




5	Plutonium at 150 Years: Going Strong and Aging Gracefully, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 2012, https://www.llnl.gov/sites/www/files/2020-05/pul 50-str-dec-l 2.pdf

The program to establish plutonium pit production at SRS has already experienced dramatically escalating costs and delays of at least five years. The contractor "re-missioning" the failed MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility into the Savannah River Plutonium Processing Facility (SRPPF) received poor marks in NNSA's FY 2025 Performance Evaluation Report. NNSA has subsequently put the contract out for bid, which creates more uncertainty about the schedule.

Senator Elizabeth Warren and Representative John Garamendi submitted detailed questions to DOE, requesting answers by January 9, 2026.6 Among those questions was a request to release the special study, if completed. To our knowledge, DOE has not replied to Senator Warren and Representative Garamendi.

As Senator Warren and Representative Garamendi wrote in their December 16, 2025 letter as follows:

In August, the Department of Energy (DOE) issued a memorandum launching a special study into NNSA's 'leadership and management of the plutonium pit production mission.' If properly conducted, this study should find that years of mismanagement have put billions of taxpayer dollars at risk with an unrealistic pit production schedule and goals. Simultaneously, NNSA is waiting for a pit aging study by JASON that may call into question the wisdom of the current pit production program. We urge you to seriously review the need for and scope of the program, as well as pause planned production at the secondary Savannah River site until NNSA has established basic programmatic guardrails to prevent additional waste.

The concerns this "Special Study" purport to address should be considered and disclosed as part of the PEIS analysis. The PEIS's Preferred Alternative is the "Multi-Site Alternative" with simultaneous plutonium pit production at LANL and SRS.7 The overall feasibility of pit production at SRS given potential cost, construction and management issues is relevant to the evaluation of the overall feasibility of any alternative that calls for any amount of pit production at that site. When discussing the preferred alternative, the PEIS notes that while NNSA "prepares cost, schedule, and technical analyses separately" those factors will be considered "in preparation of [the] ROD." DOE/EIS-0573 at p. 2-41. Information about those factors is believed to be contained in this "Special Study" and should be considered in the PEIS itself and shared with the public so that it may inform comments.

On December 22, 2025, my client Nuclear Watch New Mexico filed a FOIA request for the "Special Study." On April 3, 2026, Nuclear Watch New Mexico requested that it be expedited. On



6	Joint letter to DOE Secretary Christopher Wright from Senator Elizabeth Warren and Representative John Garamendi, December 16, 2025, https://www.warren.senate.gov/wp­ content/u ploads/media/doc/letter to doe	nnsa re pit production mismanagement.pdf
7	DOE/EIS-0573, NNSA, April 2026, p. 2-4, https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis- 0573-draft-environmental-impact-statement-april-2026

April 6, 2026, DOE denied the request for expedition and gave no indication when the special study might be released. There have been no further responses from DOE since then.

III. LANL's New Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis

DOE Order 420.1C (Facility Safety) requires that all Management and Operating (M&O) contractors review and, if necessary, update the site-specific seismic hazard assessments at least every 10 years. This has potentially serious impacts because federal regulations require that if a new or updated PSHA demonstrates that the seismic hazard has increased beyond the existing facility design basis, LANL must trigger the Unreviewed Safety Question process. See 10 C.F.R.
§§ 830.203, 830.204. This requires an evaluation of whether the existing Documented Safety Analysis (DSA) remains bounding and whether mitigation measures are necessary.

The pertinent section of the draft PEIS states as follows:

As the ongoing and future upgrades to modernize and extend the life of PF-4 are completed, PF-4 will continue to effectively conduct mission-related operations
safely and securely into the foreseeable future (NNSA 2019). The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) has been engaged with NNSA on seismic safety of PF-4 since the Laboratory first identified elevated potential seismic hazards in 2009. In an August 2023 letter, DNFSB acknowledged that the Laboratory completed a probabilistic risk analysis and concluded that the seismic safety risk of PF-4 is acceptable. DNFSB found that NNSA's conclusion was technically defensible and that the accompanying peer review process was robust (DNFSB 2023). DOE/NNSA is updating the site-specific probabilistic seismic hazard analysis, which is expected to be released in early 2026.8

The draft PEIS was released in April 2026. It is now July of 2026 and the public comment period for the draft PEIS expires on July 16. Yet the updated LANL Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis, which the DNFSB confirmed has been concluded and approved for several months, has not been publicly released.9 Even the earlier analysis conducted prior to August 2023 referenced in the draft PEIS has not, upon current belief, been produced. Assessing seismic hazards and attendant risks at a proposed pit production site that is the preferred alternative with the most recent information is necessary for the hard look at potential environmental consequences under NEPA the PEIS is supposed to afford. NEPA also mandates that the public have access to this recent


8	DOE/EIS-0573 , NNSA, April 2026, p. 2-13, https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis- 0573-draft-environmental-impact-statement-a pril-2026
9	Los Alamos National Laboratory Resident Inspectors Activity Report for Week Ending May
22, 2026, DNFSB, https://www.dnfsb.gov/sites/default/files/2026- 06/Los%20Alamos%20Week%20Ending%20Ma y%2022%202026.pdf. Of note concerning its on-the-ground relevance to NNSA implementing its Expanded Operations Alternative at LANL: "Ground motion is an important input for evaluating facility and equipment response to design­ basis seismic events. The contractor plans to incorporate the results of the new PSHA into site engineering and safety-basis documents."

infonnation to infonn meaningful comments prior to the expiration of the draft PEIS public comment period.

VI.	Conclusion

We request that the unclassified executive summary of the new JASON pit life study, DOE's "special study" of its plutonium pit production program, and the most recent LANL Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis inform and be considered in the PEIS. We also request the immediate release of the unclassified executive summary of the new JASON pit life study, DOE's 'special study" of its plutonium pit production program, and the most recent LANL Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis so that public comment can be properly infonned by the infonnation contained in these documents. In order to make the release meaningful for public comment, we insist that the deadline for the public comment period for the draft PEIS be extended by thirty (30) days from the date that NNSA publicly releases these documents or, if not released simultaneously, then the comment period be extended by thirty (30) days from the date the last document is released to the public.

It is imperative that you respond before the public comment period expires on July 16 and preferably within seven (7) days of electronic receipt.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter and request.
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