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Points made by Okimoto 

Japanese sector – 30 percent reliance on nuclear energy 

– 2010 – plan to increase above 50 percent 54 to 68 by 2050 

Public opinion was 50/50; now more oppose and some advocate a total 

elimination 

Highly centralized-9 large central utilities –TEPCO  

Post-Fukushima  

– Massive energy reduction – 15 percent reduction 

– $300 billion cost too low – how to pay for it – 200 percent deficit per 

GDP – national solvency issue 

– Stress tests ongoing – may have a lapse 

Nuclear Power after Fukushima  
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Implications for safety, security, and 

safeguards  

  

 What does this mean for the status of older reactors 

still operating?  

 What does this mean for building of new plants?  

 How can we improve the regulations and 

international mechanisms?  

 What does this imply for regulations going forward?  
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 The Future of the Nuclear Fuel Cycle: 

Domestic and International Perspectives - 

consult with key policy makers in India 

 BRC Report – international component 

 Existing and future fuel cycle technologies and R&D programs  

 The role of public participation in siting back-end facilities, and 

ways to overcome barriers in the siting process  

 The attributes of a closed nuclear fuel cycle and the progress 

being made on the Reliable Fuel Services working group  

 The AAAS paper (highlights to follow)  
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Ongoing GNF Activities 

 Papers – International Perspective 

– The Back-End of the Nuclear Fuel Cycle: An Innovative 

Storage Concept – Stephen M. Goldberg, Robert 

Rosner, and James P. Malone 

– Nuclear Collisions: Discord, Reform & the Nuclear 

Nonproliferation Regime  
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Key Issues – Back-end of the Nuclear Fuel Cycle 

 What is the range of possibilities for collaboration on the back 

end of the fuel cycle, including reprocessing, interim storage, 

monitored retrievable storage, and long-term disposal for both 

recipients and suppliers? 

– The marketplace is key 

 What are the options for transforming monitored retrievable 

storage and disposal facilities from “dumps” into a 

national/community/energy asset? 

– The deal is the key: can there be a value above and beyond 

the direct $$? 

– But: how do we value the intangibles? 
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Additional Questions … 

 What are the prospects for establishing international control of nuclear 

fuel enrichment (and other sensitive fuel cycle technology) as a means to 

mitigating the risk of national nuclear programs from becoming nuclear 

weapons programs? What are the likely alternatives? 

 Given the relative imbalance today  between costs and benefits, and in 

light of the risks of weapons proliferation, why do some countries continue 

their desire to have  commercial capability to reprocess spent or used 

fuel? 

 Related questions  

– Do the intangibles outweigh the “micro” economics, i.e., at the end of 

the day, are factors such as preserving options to enhance one’s 

security (= serving his or her own interests) all conspiring to negate the 

economic arguments? 

– Is there a perceived or real insurance premium to preserve  all 

available back-end options? 8 



A Nonproliferation Community “Vision”:  

El Baradei’s Three-Stage Process  

 Step #1: Establish a system for assuring supply of fuel for nuclear 

power reactors – GNEP, CTG, Reliable Fuel Services, TRUST 

(underway) 

 Step #2: All new enrichment and reprocessing activities in the future 

put exclusively under multilateral control 

 Step #3: Convert all existing enrichment and reprocessing facilities 

from national to multilateral operations 

The obvious question: is such a plan implementable?  We assert 

that it is currently not implementable. 
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Current Consensus in Fuel Supplier Community  

 Any multilateral mechanism should not disturb the international 

market for nuclear fuel cycle services 

 The establishment of multilateral fuel cycle arrangements should 

be implemented step-by-step 

 There would be no uniform approach that would be satisfactory 

for all technologies and all countries, and successful 

implementation of the multi-lateralization would depend on the 

flexibility of its application 

 The obvious question: How does one reconcile plans such as the 

‘Three  Stage Process’ with the fuel supplier community 

consensus? 
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Promotion of dialogues seems to be key … 

 To avoid past resentments over U.S. attitude of ‘we know better’ 

 To secure a better understanding of previous efforts to achieve 

nuclear fuel-cycle solutions  

 To understand both the shortcomings (for example, attempts to 

establish international facilities) and the successes (for example, the 

facilities in Sweden and Finland) of previous ‘experiments’ 

 To identify the advantages and disadvantages of various types of 

multinational fuel assurance arrangements 

 To develop the business case for consolidated dry storage 

– U.S. limitation: extrapolation of the DOE/DOJ settlementsb 

– Can this fit the international fuel supply market? 

– Can this fit the reactor supplier market? 
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Illustrative Case Study 

 Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility – 10,000 MT – 

up to 100 years 

 Regional facility – could be game changer 

 Both legacy used fuel and newly generated used fuel 

 Breathing room for future deployment of advanced 

technology 

 Added option to existing commercial fuel contracts  
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Benefits 

 Non-proliferation and security 

– Aspiring States and legacy States “could” forego 

reprocessing and enrichment interest 

– Centralized, safeguarded storage facility 

 Political challenge for nuclear consumer countries – 

“selling” multiple  in-State disposal sites  
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Challenges 

 Attractiveness to the host State – no models 

 Preservation of a State’s inalienable rights 

 Complex organizational, legal, financial, and funding 

structure 

 Fusing once-through and recycle interests 

 Novel approach not tantamount to permanent disposal 
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Benefits 
 

Host Country: 
• Infrastructure 

development  
• Job creation 
• Revenue stream  

 
User States: 
• Reduced used fuel pool 

inventory 
• Advantage of economy of 

scale for used fuel 
management 
 

International Community: 
• Enhanced proliferation 

resistance of global fuel 
cycle back-end 
 

 

Regional Dry Storage Used Fuel Pool 

 Used fuel can be accepted from both legacy and 
new-aspirant countries after pool cooling 

 Regional storage is owned, operated by consortium 
of international nuclear entities utilizing best-
practices and existing technologies 

 ISFSI provides time for ultimate disposal options to 
mature  

 Novel approach is technology-neutral on the back-
end, i.e., not dependent on the ultimate used fuel 
management scheme 
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