
Despite DOE's claims that recycling of reactor spent fuel will solve the nuclear waste disposal problem, a small 
fraction is likely to be recycled. 

®	 Even though uranium constitutes more than 95 percent of the materials in spent nuclear fuel by weight, it will 
require costly treatment for reuse in reactors - estimatec in the billions of dollars. As a result DOE's plans 
include the landfill disposal of tens of thousands of tons of recovered uranium. 

@	 Due to cost and safety concerns, less than one-truro of global plutonium stocks separated by other nations has 

been used as fuel in power reactors. The remaining unused plutonium is enough to fuel more than 301000 

nuclear weapons. 

Reprocessing nuclear spent fuel requires the separation of nuclear explosive materials, increasing 
proliferation dangers. 

®	 DOEclaims that a new reprocessing technology under develooment would generate "proliferation resistant" 
rnaterials. However, all transuranic materials that would be separated under GNEP could be used in a nuclear 
explosive. 

@	 The amount of plutonium contained in separated transuranic materials proposed under GNEP could be as
 
much as 638 metric tons - more than two and a half times the amount in world-wide nuclear arsenals,
 

The DOE's record with high-level wastesdoes not inspire confidence and should serve as a warning. 

@	 After 25 years and an estimated liability of more than $100 billion~ the DOE has treated less than one percent 
of the radioactivity from past reprocessing for geological disposal. 

@	 The GNEP plan rests on unproven and untested technology to cherrucauy reprocess spent fuel from power reac­

tors in the United States and possibly other nations. 

The projected costs for the GNEP program combined with technical uncertainty place undue economic strain on the 
federal government and taxpayers. 

@	 Full federal financing, in the tens of billions of dollars, toltowed by debt forgiveness are essential to
 
establishing GNEP.
 

® The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) advised the DOE in 1996 that capital and operating costs for a repro­
cessing plant could range from $30 to $150 bitlion. The NAS panel also concluded that if major elements of the 
GNEP program vvere fully funded it would cost $500 btllon and take 150 years. 

® Analysis done for the DOE in 2006 indicates that reprocessing, waste management and transmutation costs 

would add as much as 33 percent to the price of nuclear generated electricity. 

DOE lacks a credible plan for management and disposal/of radioactive wastes stemming 
from the GNEP program, particularly regarding waste volumes, site specific impacts, regula­
tory requirements and life-cycle costs. Given DOE's long record of ignoring waste disposal 
problems before they were created, the U.S. Congress should suspend funds to deploy the 
GNEP program. 
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