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Fusion systems producing isotopes via neutron-driven transmutation can achieve economic viabil-
ity well before reaching energy breakeven. Incorporating carefully selected feedstock materials in a
blanket allows fusion systems to generate both electrical power and high-value isotopes, expanding
the space of viable concepts, significantly enhancing the economic value of fusion energy, and sup-
porting an accelerated path to adoption. We calculate the value of this co-generation and derive a
new economic breakeven condition based on net present value. At lower plasma gain, Qplas ≲ 1− 3,
high-value transmutation, such as medical radioisotopes, enables pure transmuter fusion systems
operating at only a few megawatts of fusion power: for example, a 3 megawatt system transmuting
102Ru → 99Mo could fulfill global 99Mo demand with Qplas ≪ 1. At higher gain Qplas ≳ 3, it be-
comes viable to generate electricity in addition to isotopes. For example, co-production of electricity
and gold, transmuted from mercury in a fusion blanket, can reduce the required plasma gain for
viability from Qplas ∼ 10–100 to Qplas ∼ 3 − 5. We further highlight techniques to enhance trans-
mutation including magnetic mirrors, asymmetric neutron wall loading, and neutron multiplication.
Fusion neutron-driven transmutation therefore offers a revenue-positive pathway for deploying fusion
energy at terawatt-scale, starting from smaller megawatt-scale machines for radioisotope production
and then scaling up to co-producing electricity and gold in larger fusion power plants.

I. INTRODUCTION

For fusion systems to achieve widespread deployment they
must generate valuable products. To date, the dominant focus
has been selling electricity from fusion power plants (FPPs)
[1]. Although the electricity market is vast (9TW capacity
in 2025 [2]), electricity is highly fungible with many low-
cost competitors, resulting in the value per fusion neutron
for electricity generation being relatively low at ∼ $10−20 /
neutron. However, electricity need not be the only product of
a fusion power plant. Fusion systems can increase the value
per neutron by generating additional outputs, most notably
through neutron-driven transmutation. In particular, deu-
terium–tritium (D–T) fusion reactions

d + t −→ 4
2He + n, (1)

produce En = 14.1MeV neutrons at high flux, enabling the
conversion of feedstock materials into valuable radioisotopes
[3–10] and precious metals [4, 11] while co-producing electric-
ity [11]. The economic benefits of selling these outputs could
significantly accelerate fusion’s deployment.

To date, one fusion-neutron-driven transmutation product
has been found to have both a sufficiently large market and
value per neutron to support terawatt-scale fusion deploy-
ment: producing gold from mercury via (n, 2n) reactions [11],

198
80 Hg(n, 2n)19780 Hg

ε−−−−−−−−−→
T1/2=64.1 h

197
79 Au + νe, (2)

198
80 Hg(n, 2n)197m80 Hg

94.7% IT
5.3% ε−−−−−−−−−→

T1/2=23.8 h

{
197
80 Hg + γ (IT)
197
79 Au + νe (ε).

(3)

In this scheme, mercury feedstock is placed in the fusion blan-
ket, where a fraction of the D-T neutrons induce (n, 2n) re-
actions. The remainder are either captured parasitically - via
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FIG. 1: Threshold energy for (n, 2n) reactions versus proton
number (Z) and neutron number (N). Red coloring above
14.1MeV indicates the (n, 2n) reaction is inaccessible at

14.1MeV. Data from [12].

(n, γ) - or breed tritium via 6Li(n, t)α reactions. At present
(2025) gold and electricity prices, revenue from gold produc-
tion is estimated to exceed the revenue from electricity sales
[11], more than doubling the economic value of outputs of a
fusion system.

While the Hg → Au pathway supports large-scale FPP de-
ployment, other transmutation products with higher value
per neutron [9, 10, 13–15] - albeit with much smaller overall
market size - could enable an economically viable pathway
to scaling fusion energy starting from smaller machines that
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FIG. 2: Driving (n, 2n) reactions on 198Hg to produce stable gold 197Au using D-T neutrons [11], along with subsequent (n,t)
reactions on 6Li. Dashed lines indicate that fewer than 100% of the incoming products will undergo the incoming reaction.

only produce isotopes [10, 15].
In this work, we quantify how revenue from transmutation

products relaxes plasma performance requirements, allowing
near-term deployment of machines with lower plasma perfor-
mance but high economic value, producing isotopes with very
high value per D-T neutron. Once a fusion system has suffi-
ciently high performance, it becomes economically viable to
co-produce electricity and gold - while the value per neutron
will be much lower than smaller fusion systems, the market
sizes for gold and electricity are many orders of magnitude
higher, supporting a much larger deployment of fusion energy
capacity.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II we in-
troduce fusion-neutron-driven transmutation. In Section III
we introduce economic models for fusion systems producing
isotopes and/or electricity. Sections IV and V present trans-
mutation scalings for tokamaks and magnetic mirrors. In Sec-
tion VI we examine how asymmetric neutron wall loading can
boost feedstock burn rate, and in Section VII we discuss the
effects of thermal neutron multiplication. In Section VIII we
discuss the relation between market size, value per neutron,
and fusion gain. In Section IX we present a short case study
for a fusion medical radioisotope facility. We conclude in Sec-
tion X.

Throughout this work we use default parameter values for
our analysis (unless mentioned otherwise), listed in Appendix
A. The key quantities used in this work are described in Ta-
ble I.

II. FUSION-NEUTRON-DRIVEN
TRANSMUTATION

In this section we introduce transmutation driven by fusion
neutrons.

D-T is the leading candidate fuel mix for creating high-
energy neutrons at high flux due to its high reaction cross
section at experimentally realizable temperatures. Impor-
tantly, the 14.1 MeV neutrons from this reaction are well
above the binding energy of the least-bound neutron in most
isotopes. At these energies, D–T neutrons can efficiently drive
nuclear reactions that change the target nucleus mass number.

For example, neutron multiplying (n,2n) reactions – where
a nucleus absorbs one neutron and subsequently emits two
neutrons – are all endothermic, but their threshold energies
are usually below the D-T neutron birth energy: the lowest
is ∼1.7MeV for 9Be [16] while the majority fall between 5–
10MeV. Shown in Figure 1, nearly all known (n, 2n) channels
are accessible for 14.1MeV fusion neutrons.

The (n, 2n) reaction plays an important role in D-T fusion
because tritium is bred in the blanket through 6Li(n, t)α reac-
tions. Without in-situ tritium breeding, a D-T fusion system
would depend on external supplies of tritium - which could
be impractical above a certain fusion power. The transmu-
tation chain for mercury-to-gold transmutation - including
subsequent tritium breeding - is illustrated in Figure 2.

Other threshold reactions such as (n,p) and (n,α) are at-
tractive candidates for radioisotope production [9, 10, 14]
because they produce isotopes with different proton num-
ber to to the feedstock, allowing chemical isotope extraction.
Because (n,p) and (n,α) cross sections are typically two-to-
three orders of magnitude lower than (n,2n) reactions, they
are compatible with tritium self-sufficient systems as long as
the feedstock has a significant (n,2n) cross section, low (n,γ)
cross section, and meets the relevant requirements for chemi-
cal properties.

One example is the 102Ru(n, α)99Mo pathway [17], which
also has a (n,2n) cross section comparable to blanket multi-
plier candidates. Furthermore, blanket materials with (n,p)
and (n,α) pathways may not even need to be tritium self-
sufficient. This is mainly due to two reasons. The first is
that the value per neutron in selected (n,p) and (n,α) path-
ways can be orders of magnitude higher than the value of
neutrons used to breed tritium, and therefore funding tritium
externally is economically viable, especially because machines
using these pathways are likely to be small. Second, the (n,p)
and (n,α) cross sections are typically orders of magnitude
smaller than (n,2n) [10], and therefore are barely parasitic
on tritium breeding (although their (n,2n) cross sections may
also be smaller, resulting in lower neutron multiplication).

As a brief example of the economic utility of transmutation,
we show how a fusion system co-producing electricity and gold
has significantly improved economics: in Figure 3 we plot net
present value (NPV) versus gold price for a 1GWth FPP with
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FIG. 3: Net present value versus product price for a fusion power
plant with 1GWth power, Qplas = 80, and electricity price

50$/MWh. Solid curves: co-production of electricity and gold;
dotted lines are electricity-only.

a plasma gain Qplas = 80 and electricity valued at $50/MWh.
For the electricity-only option, the NPV is between $2B and
negative $2B. However, co-producing gold alongside electric-
ity significantly improves NPV by around $3B at present
(2025) gold prices: the present gold price of ∼ 1.4 · 105 $/kg
gives NPV> 0 for all considered capital costs. Throughout
this work, we will show how neutron-driven-transmutation
significantly improves NPV in fusion systems.

A. Neutron and Transmutation Rates

A D-T system with fusion power Pfus has neutron birth
rate

Ṅn = Pfus/Efus, (4)

where Efus is the total energy released from a D-T reaction,

Efus = En + Eα = 17.6MeV, (5)

where α particles have Eα = 3.5MeV. In a fusion blanket
surrounding the neutron source, shown schematically in Fig-
ure 4, the transmutation rate of a given isotope - the number
of isotope atoms produced per second - is Ṅpro. The neu-
tron birth and transmutation rates are related by the neutron
transmutation fraction,

ηpro ≡ Ṅpro

Ṅn

, (6)

which is the fraction of all neutrons produced by fusion reac-
tions that drive transmutation in the desired pathway.
In a simple model where the transmutation reaction driv-

ing Ṅpro dominates the total non-scattering cross section, the
fraction of incoming neutrons that drive transmutation is

ηpro = 1− exp (−τ) , (7)

where

τ ≡ Σlb. (8)

Here, the macroscopic cross section Σ of the feedstock with a
given number density nfeed is

Σ ≡ σnfeed, (9)

where σ is the transmutation reaction cross section of interest
and lb is the thickness of the blanket transmutation layer.
Therefore, in our simple model the neutron transmutation
fraction depends only on lb and Σ.
The initial feedstock inventory is

Nfeed,0 = nfeed,0Vb (10)

where nfeed,0 is the initial feedstock density and Vb is the
transmutation layer blanket volume. In the thin blanket limit
- where the blanket thickness lb is thin relative to the distance
from the neutron source - as shown in Figure 4, the initial
feedstock is

Nfeed,0 ≈ nfeed,0lbAb, (11)

where Ab is the surface area facing the D-T neutron source
and the blanket thickness is,

lb =
| ln(1− ηpro)|

Σ
. (12)

Therefore the transmutation rate is approximately

Ṅpro = [1− exp (−lbσnfeed,0)] Ṅn, (13)

which for fixed feedstock density, cross section, and neutron
birth rate, can only increase with a thicker blanket. Motivated
by algebraic simplicity, in this work we proceed with the thin
blanket limit, but we caution that the approximation should
always be checked.

B. Feedstock burn rate and Inventory

It may not always be practical to increase blanket thickness
in order to increase Ṅpro. Two practical limitations could be
feedstock scarcity and/or cost. For example, in mercury-to-
gold transmutation, enriched 198Hg may be expensive or diffi-
cult to acquire, and the initial blanket loading could represent
a large capital cost. Efficient feedstock utilization, quantified
by the feedstock burn rate (FBR), therefore becomes impor-
tant: the faster feedstock is burned, the more efficiently it is
used as a resource.

FBR provides a metric connecting physics, blanket design,
and economics, as it directly determines how much product
value is extracted per unit of initial feedstock. In this sec-
tion, we develop a simple model for calculating the FBR and
estimating the required feedstock inventory in fusion trans-
mutation systems.

We consider the FBR over one year periods, which we call
the annual FBR,

FBRa ≡
∫
1 yr

Ṅprodt

Nfeed,0
, (14)
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FIG. 4: Simplified blanket model layout.

where t is time. Recent work has shown that the annual FBR
is several fractions of a percent in a tokamak power plant
[11], although as we show in this work, the FBR can become
significantly larger with various optimizations and in other
concepts.
Fusion systems must also manage lithium inventories, since

6Li - comprising only 7.5%at of natural lithium - has a high
(n, t) cross section at thermal energies – and enriched 6Li is
widely assumed in breeding designs [18–21]. Therefore any
tritium-breeding fusion system using lithium must also con-
sider the lithium FBR, as lithium inventory can represent a
major cost [22].

C. Constant Transmutation Limit

We make the simplifying assumption that Ṅpro is constant
over a year timescale, giving the annual number of product
nuclei

Npro,a =

∫
1 yr

Ṅprodt ≈ ṄproTyear. (15)

The constant Ṅpro limit simplifies the expression for FBRa in
Equation (14),

FBRa ≃ ηpro
Ṅn

Nfeed,0
Tyear = Ξ

σ

Ab

Pfus

Efus
Tyear, (16)

where Ξ is a prefactor depending on ηpro,

Ξ ≡ ηpro
| ln(1− ηpro)|

, (17)

and Tyear is the number of seconds in a year.
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Ṅ

p
ro

)

(b)

FIG. 5: (a) Ξ (Equation (17)) and ηpro (Equation (6)) versus Σlb
and (b) ηpro versus Ξ.

In Figure 5(a) we plot Ξ versus Σlb, showing how Ξ becomes
small for Σlb ≫ 1. Because FBR is proportional to Ξ, thin-
ner blankets (lower lb) achieve much higher FBR. However,
the tradeoff is thinner blankets also produce less total prod-
uct (i.e. Ṅpro is lower) because a smaller fraction of neu-
trons ηpro are absorbed — this is shown by ηpro versus Σlb
in Figure 5(a). Thus there is a tradeoff between total prod-

uct ∼ Ṅpro and FBR, shown by ηpro versus Ξ in Figure 5(b).
Both total product and FBR are important, and the optimal
point between them depends on the transmutation pathway
and overall machine design. Figure 5(b) indicates optima for
the tradeoff between ηpro and Ξ: very low values of Ξ unnec-
essarily decrease FBR without much gain in ηpro. However,
for Ξ ≈ 0.5, ηpro only decreases from 1.0 to approximately
0.8, indicating a favorable design region.

We now use plausible power plant values to determine the
tradeoff between FBR and total product mass per year,

Mpro,a = Npro,ampro = ηproPfus
mproTyear

Efus
, (18)
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and production of 197Au from 198Hg.

where mpro is the mass of a single product atom. It is also
helpful to write the FBR in terms of the average neutron wall
loading (NWL),

NWL ≡ Pn

Ab
, (19)

where Pn = (4/5)Pfus is the neutron power. Equation (16)
therefore becomes

FBRa ≃ 5

4
ΞσNWL

Tyear

Efus
. (20)

In Figure 6(a) we plot FBRa and Mpro,a versus ηpro in a
198Hg blanket for four NWL values. Increasing the NWL al-
ways increases FBR and total gold production. However, in
realistic systems the FBR cannot increase indefinitely through
higher power density because of power limits on the plant
walls from alpha particle heating of the plasma, and associ-
ated constraints around heat rejection from the system. Fig-
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FIG. 7: Left y-axis: inventory Nfeed,0 versus ηpro (Equation (22))
for 198Hg. Right y-axis Nfeed,0σ/Ab ≈ τ (Equation (23)).

ure 6(b) shows FBRa versus NWL. The top x-axis of Fig-
ure 6(b) also shows the average first-wall neutron flux,

Φ0 ≡ Ṅn

Ab
=

5

4

NWL

Efus
. (21)

The tradeoff between blanket inventory and ηpro is

Nfeed,0 ≈ Ab

σ
| ln(1− ηpro)| =

Ab

σ
τ. (22)

We plot solutions to Equation (22) in Figure 7. The left y-axis
shows Nfeed,0 for 198Hg, assuming the (n, 2n) reaction has a
cross section σ = 2b. The right y-axis shows the normalized
quantity

Nfeed,0
σ

Ab
≈ τ. (23)

There are many refinements that can be made to the above
model, such as time-dependent depletion, a thicker blan-
ket, and multi-species neutron reactions. However, while the
model is simple, it is in decent agreement with the Monte
Carlo simulations in [11] where a Pfus = 1.5GW FPP with
FBRa = 0.005 produces Mpro,a ≈ 3000 kg/yr; our sim-
ple model in Figure 6(b) shows the same FPP produces
Mpro,a ≈ 3500 kg/yr. Monte Carlo neutronics simulations
contain additional effects so very close agreement with our
simple linear model is not expected. Many valuable trans-
mutation products are radioisotopes that must be extracted
much faster than they decay – we discuss this in Appendix C.

D. Power Density Constraints

The performance of a fusion transmutation system is con-
strained not only by nuclear physics in the blanket but also
by the tolerance of materials facing the plasma. Constraints
on wall heat flux [23], erosion [24], and neutron loading [25]
restrict the maximum achievable power density in the blanket
and thus the attainable transmutation rate. In this section,
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neutron flux for different Qplas values. (b) ⟨pwall⟩ versus Qplas at
fixed values of Φ0. (c) ⟨pwall⟩ versus Qplas at fixed values of Pheat

and Ab (see Equation (29)).

we examine how wall heat-flux limits constrain the relation-
ship between power density, plasma performance, and trans-
mutation efficiency. The local value of pwall is determined by
material constraints on power handling and typically cannot
exceed ∼10MW/m2 [26] as an absolute upper value - because
pwall typically varies spatially across the wall, the maximum
achievable ⟨pwall⟩ will typically be lower than ∼10MW/m2.

The total power to the wall of a fusion machine is

Pwall = Pα + Pheat, (24)

where Pα is the alpha particle heating power and Pheat is the
external heating power injected into the plasma. The average
power per unit area to the plasma-facing wall is given by the
fusion alpha power plus the heating power,

⟨pwall⟩ ≡
Pwall

Ab
= EfusΦ0

(
fα +

1

ηabsQplas

)
, (25)

where fα = 1/5 is the fusion power fraction carried by alpha
particles, ηabs is the plasma heating absorption efficiency,

ηabs ≡
Pabs

Pheat
(26)

where Pabs is the total absorbed heating power in a plasma,
and Qplas is the plasma gain

Qplas ≡
Pfus

Pabs
=

Pfus

ηabsPheat
. (27)

In Figure 8(a) we plot ⟨pwall⟩ in versus Φ0 for different Qplas

values assuming ηabs = 0.9 - this is a fairly general result
that shows increasing Qplas is beneficial because it decreases
the heat flux per neutron. We emphasize this in Figure 8(b),
showing the importance of increasingQplas for lowering ⟨pwall⟩
at sufficiently low values of ηproQplas. When Qplas satisfies

Qplas ≪
1

ηabsfα
, (28)

the wall heat loading scales as

⟨pwall⟩ ≈
EfusΦ0

ηabsQplas
∼ Q−1

plas. (29)

Given that typically ηabsfα ≳ 0.18, increasing fusion perfor-
mance by increasing Qplas when Qplas ≲ 1 has a significant
benefit for reducing ⟨pwall⟩. Note that each curve in Fig-
ure 8(b) has constant fusion power. If Qplas changes with
fusion power, the wall heat flux becomes

⟨pwall⟩ =
QplasPabs

Ab

(
fα +

1

ηabsQplas

)
. (30)

We plot Equation (30) in Figure 8(c): at fixed plasma heat-
ing and fixed wall area Ab, increasing Qplas will eventually
increase ⟨pwall⟩ as the fusion power and therefore alpha heat-
ing increase. Assuming that annual feedstock depletion is
low (FBRa ≪ 1), using Equations (16) and (25) we find the
feedstock burn rate is

FBRa ≃ Ξσ⟨pwall⟩
(fα + 1/ηabsQplas)

Tyear

Efus
= ΞσΦ0Tyear. (31)

While there are speculative methods for increasing FBRa

explored later in this work, Equation (31) sets an upper limit
based on just three variables: the neutron reaction cross sec-
tion σ, the maximum-tolerable wall power pwall,max, and the
neutron transmutation fraction ηpro (which enters through Ξ).
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FIG. 9: FBRa versus (a) ⟨pwall⟩ and (b) plasma gain Qplas. We use σ = 2.0 b, ηpro = 0.5.

In Figure 9(a) we plot FBRa versus ⟨pwall⟩ for different
Qplas values. While high FBRa values (FBRa ≳ 0.1) are
attainable at high ⟨pwall⟩ and high Qplas values, they corre-
spond to Φ0 ≳ 1015/cm2, which generally far exceeds neutron
source, wall power handling, and material neutronics capabil-
ities for the foreseeable future in magnetic confinement fusion.
In Figure 9(b) we plot FBRa versus Qplas.
These results underscore the importance of wall materi-

als that can tolerate a sufficiently high heat power loading,
an area of significant research in the fusion research program
[27–31]. They also highlight the important role of Qplas: in fu-
sion energy systems Qplas is a scientific measure of the ratio
of fusion power to absorbed heating power. In transmuta-
tion systems, Qplas describes (i) how efficiently neutrons are
produced per unit of absorbed power (and therefore approx-
imately the electricity cost per neutron), and (ii) how much
wall power each neutron is responsible for. Therefore, at a
fixed neutron rate, increasing Qplas is beneficial for feedstock
burn rate, as well as reducing the electricity cost per neutron
and lowering the wall heat flux. A recent work [15] demon-
strated how muon-catalyzed fusion offers a path to achieve
high NWL without correspondingly high heat flux due to the
absence of external heating, although the viability of scaling
muon-catalyzed fusion systems to high fusion power remains
unclear.

III. ECONOMIC MODELS

Fusion transmutation systems can simultaneously generate
both valuable isotopes and electrical power. In this section,
we formulate the governing relationships that determine the
total revenue from co-production.
The net revenue rate Ṙ ($/s) from a fusion power plant

that sells both isotopes and electricity is

Ṙ = ṀproCpro + (Pe − Ppro) C̃e. (32)

Here, Pe is the net electric power, Ppro is the electric power

for all transmutation and extraction systems in watts, Ṁpro is
the transmutation rate in kg/s, Cpro is the sale price of trans-
muted product in $/kg, and Ce is the sale price of electricity

in $/J,

C̃e = Ce/10
6Thour, (33)

where Ce is the sale price of electricity in $/MWh and
Thour = 3600 s. From Equation (18), the mass production
rate of transmuted product is

Ṁpro = Ṅprompro = ηproPfus
mpro

Efus
. (34)

A simple way to model the net electric power output Pe of
a FPP is

Pe = ηPth − Pcirc, (35)

where η is the electricity conversion efficiency and Pcirc is the
recirculating power for all non-transmutation systems. We
model the total thermal power Pth as

Pth = KPfus, (36)

where

K ≡ Mfn + fα, (37)

and M is the power multiplication in the blanket — M is ex-
pected to have values between 1.0 and 1.2 [32]. M describes
the net effect of blanket heat sources and sinks, including ef-
fects as neutron slowing, exothermic 6Li reactions, endother-
mic (n, 2n) reactions, gamma ray absorption, and neutron
losses. The power fraction carried by neutrons is

fn ≡ En

Efus
=

4

5
. (38)

The net electric power in Equation (35) is

Pe = ηPth − Pcirc. (39)

There is an important distinction between the revenue from
transmutation and electricity: transmutation revenue is pro-
portional to the thermal fusion power, whereas electricity rev-
enue is proportional to the net electric power. While there is
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FIG. 10: (a) Relative transmutation and electricity revenue, (b) revenue per neutron. We assumed M = 1.2, η = 0.4,
Pcirc + Ppro = 120MW, Pfus = 1GW, and a feedstock of 198Hg. Nominal values in dotted lines indicate ηpro = 0.5,

Cpro = $140 000/kg and Ce = $50/MWh.

an additional marginal energy cost of extracting product from
blanket material, we assume this marginal energy is small.
Using Equations (34) and (39) the revenue rate is

Ṙ = PthC̃e

(
η +

ηpro
K

mpro

Efus

Cpro

C̃e

− Fcirc − Fpro

)
, (40)

where the recirculating power fraction for the non-
transmutation and transmutation systems are

Fcirc ≡
Pcirc

Pth
, Fpro ≡ Ppro

Pth
. (41)

It is useful to separate the revenue in Equation (40) into elec-
tricity and transmutation terms,

Ṙ = Ṙe + Ṙpro, (42)

where

Ṙe = PthC̃e (η − Fcirc − Fpro) , (43)

and

Ṙpro = Pthηpro
mpro

KEfus
Cpro. (44)

The relative electricity to transmutation revenue is

Λ ≡ Ṙe

Ṙpro

=
KEfus

mpro

C̃e

Cpro

η − Fcirc − Fpro

ηpro
. (45)

For a pure electric FPP, Λ → ∞. For Λ ≪ 1,

ηpro
mpro

KEfus

Cpro

C̃e

≫ η − Fcirc + Fpro, (46)

representing significantly more transmutation revenue than
electric revenue. When Λ ≪ 1, it may not be worthwhile sell-
ing electricity because the additional capital costs for electric-
generating equipment and operating costs likely outweigh the
electricity revenue.

In Figure 10(a) we plot Rpro/Relec versus ηpro and Cpro/Ce

for a fusion plant with a power of 1GW. With the present
(2025) price of gold and electricity, selling gold generates
almost twice as much revenue as electricity alone. In Fig-
ure 10(b) we plot the value per neutron. Again, with the
present (2025) price of gold and electricity and the assump-
tions described in the caption for Figure 10, each neutron
generates roughly $4 × 10−20 in a system co-producing elec-
tricity and gold.

A. Hybrid Engineering Breakeven

The goal of this section is to demonstrate how transmu-
tation reduces plasma performance requirements - here mea-
sured by a single parameter, the plasma gain Qplas - compared
with electricity-only fusion systems.

By co-producing isotopes and electricity, the ‘revenue
breakeven’ condition becomes less stringent. For an
electricity-only fusion plant the usual ‘engineering breakeven’
condition is net electricity generation [33] Qeng > 0 where

Qeng ≡ Pe

Pcirc
. (47)

We consider Qeng here as a milestone against which to com-
pare with the modified ‘hybrid breakeven’ quantity Qhyb

eng -
which we introduce shortly - corresponding to total net rev-
enue in a fusion system.

The hybrid breakeven quantity Qhyb
eng [15] also considers the

parasitic power Ppro needed by transmutation systems in ad-
dition to the additional revenue from isotope sales. Con-
verting product revenue Ṙpro (Equation (44)) to an electric-
equivalent power gives,

P̃pro ≡ Rpro

C̃e

= ηpro
Pth

KEfus

mpro Cpro

C̃e

. (48)

A net ‘power’ Pnet that includes the power-equivalent P̃pro
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plas,elec is

electricity-only.

and the transmutation electricity cost Ppro is

Pnet = Pe + P̃pro − Ppro. (49)

To obtain ‘hybrid engineering’ gain, divide Pnet by the total
electricity power Pcirc + Ppro,

Qhyb
eng ≡ Pnet

Pcirc + Ppro
, (50)

which reduces to the standard engineering gain when Ppro →
0 and P̃pro → 0.
We now calculate the modified plasma gain requirement by

relating each parasitic term through a heating term. The ab-
sorbed heating power is related to the wallplug heating power
Pheat by

Pabs = ηabsηheatPheat, (51)

where ηabs is the plasma heating absorption efficiency and
ηheat is the heating system power conversion efficiency. We
separate the non-transmutation recirculating power into a
system and heating term,

Pcirc = Psystem + Pheat, (52)

where

Pheat = fhPcirc, fh ≡ Pheat

Pcirc
, (53)

for the heating power fraction fh. We can now relate Pcirc to
the fusion power and gain,

Pcirc =
Pfus

Qplas

fh
ηabsηheat

. (54)

Similarly, assuming that the transmutation recirculating
power is related to the system power by

Ppro = ξPsystem = (1− fh)ξPcirc, (55)

we find

Ppro =
Pfus

Qplas

fh(1− fh)ξ

ηabsηheat
. (56)

Generally, we expect ξ < 1. After some algebra, we find

Qhyb
eng = QplasG− 1. (57)

where

G ≡ ηabsηheat
1 + (1− fh)ξ

(
ηpro

mpro

Efus

Cpro

C̃e

+
ηK
fh

)
. (58)

The breakeven plasma gain Q∗
plas occurs when Qhyb

eng = 0,

Q∗
plas = 1/G. (59)

For a pure electric output FPP ξ = Cpro = 0, the breakeven
plasma gain is

Q∗
plas,elec =

1

ηabsηheat

fh
ηK . (60)

In Figure 11, we plot Q∗
plas for three product isotopes as well

as Q∗
plas,elec. Note that because ξ > 0, at very low neu-

tron capture efficiency, Q∗
plas > Q∗

plas,elec. With ξ = 0.1,
transmutation fractions of ηpro ≳ 0.003, ηpro ≳ 0.00048, and
ηpro ≳ 6 · 10−7 are required for the extra transmutation rev-
enue to exceed the additional electricity cost of transmutation
for 197Au, 147Pm, and 99Mo, respectively. At ηpro ≃ 0.5, the
required gain for hybrid breakeven with a plant co-producing
197Au is two times lower. For a product as valuable as 99Mo,
the plasma gain for breakeven is extremely small (provided
there is a sufficiently large market to sell all the product) be-
cause the transmutation product is so valuable in comparison
to the electricity. In Appendix B we present a similar calcu-
lation to determine the conditions under which it is desirable
to draw extra grid power to generate more neutrons through
plasma heating.

B. Payback Time

In this section, we show a simple metric for the viability of
transmutation in a wide range of fusion systems: the payback
time Tpayback required for the total revenue to pay back the
cost of feedstock. While this is not as accurate a metric as net
present value (presented in the following section), it is simpler,
allowing for fast approximate evaluations of the feasibility for
a given transmutation pathway.

We include the time value of money by introducing a con-
tinuous discount rate r. The initial cost of the feedstock in-
ventory is

cfeed = CfeedMfeed, (61)

where Cfeed is the feedstock price per unit mass and Mfeed is
the initial feedstock inventory mass. The revenue rate from
product sales is

Ṙpro = Cpro Ṁpro, (62)
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where Cpro is the product price per unit mass and Ṁpro is the
production rate. The present value of revenues accumulated
over a time interval [0, T ] is

Ṙ(PV)
pro (T ) =

∫ T

0

Ṙpro(t) e
−rtdt. (63)

We define the payback time Tpayback as the time at which the
present value of revenues equals the initial feedstock cost,

R(PV)
pro (Tpayback) = cfeed. (64)

In the thin blanket approximation where the blanket thick-
ness lb is much shorter than the neutron mean-free path, the
production rate is

Ṁpro = Ṅnσnfeedlbmfeed = Φ0σMfeed, (65)

The initial feedstock mass is

Mfeed = nfeedlbmfeed. (66)

Assuming a constant production rate in time, Ṁpro is inde-
pendent of t, so the present-value revenue is

R(PV)
pro (T ) =

Cpro Ṁpro

r

(
1− e−rT

)
. (67)

Equating this to cfeed = CfeedMfeed and solving for T =
Tpayback gives

CfeedMfeed =
Cpro Ṁpro

r

(
1− e−rTpayback

)
, (68)

or

Tpayback = −1

r
ln

[
1− r

CfeedMfeed

CproṀpro

]
. (69)

Using Ṁpro = Φ0σMfeed, the dependence on the initial feed-
stock mass again cancels,

Tpayback = −1

r
ln

[
1− r

Cfeed

Cpro

1

Φ0σ

]
, (70)

which depends only on the price ratio Cfeed/Cpro, the neutron
flux Φ0, the effective cross section σ, and the discount rate r.
The argument of the logarithm must be positive, otherwise
the discounted revenue can never repay the initial feedstock
cost. In the limit of vanishing discount rate, r → 0, Equa-
tion (70) reduces to the non-discounted payback time

Tpayback
r→0−−−→ Cfeed

Cpro

1

Φ0σ
. (71)

In Figure 12(a) we plot the payback time from Equa-
tion (70) versus Φ0 for various Cfeed/Cpro values, assuming
a constant cross section σ = 1 barn and a discount rate
r = 0.05 yr−1. The vertical dashed lines show approximate
D-T fusion neutron fluxes for different machines. For FLARE-
like neutron fluxes, the product must be more than one mil-
lion times more valuable than the feedstock for the discounted
payback time to be less than one year. Higher fluxes such
as ITER’s relax this requirement by roughly two orders of
magnitude: for a payback period shorter than one year, the
product must be more than 10 000 times more valuable than
the feedstock. In Figure 12(b) we plot the payback time for
different cross sections with Cfeed/Cpro = 0.0001.
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FIG. 12: Payback time Tpayback (Equation (70)) versus average
first-wall neutron flux Φ0 for (a) different feedstock-to-product
cost ratios with σ = 1 barn, and (b) different cross sections with
Cfeed/Cpro = 0.0001. Unless indicated otherwise, vertical dashed

lines assume 100% machine availability. Dash-dot lines use
realistic values of Cfeed/Cpro and σ. Neutron flux sources:

[34–37].

C. Blanket-Only Net Present Value

Up to now, we have neglected the capital cost of a fusion
system, focusing on revenue. In the following subsections, we
expand our modeling to include capital and processing costs
of transmutation.

To account for the capital cost of loading a blanket, we
first present a simple net present value (NPV) calculation ac-
counting for the capital cost of the blanket. This is not the
NPV for the total plant, but rather the marginal NPV cor-
responding to the blanket loading for an expensive feedstock,
denoted as NPVm. For a given FPP design point, NPVm > 0
indicates that adding the blanket transmutation system adds
economic value. Hence, NPVm is a useful metric for scoping
when transmutation is worth including in a FPP, avoiding
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the complexity of other capital costs. In the following section
we present full, not marginal, NPV calculations for a fusion
system.
An example transmutation pathway requiring a high initial

capital cost is radium-226 to actinium-225 transmutation

226Ra(n, 2n) 225Ra
β−

−−−−−−−−→
t1/2=14.8 d

225Ac, (72)

where 226Ra costs ≈$50/µg and 225Ac costs ≈$500000/µg.
Loading a blanket with Mfeed,0 kilograms has capital cost

Ccap,feed = MfeedCfeed, (73)

so for example, a 10 g 226Ra blanket ties up $0.5B. The net

additional cash generated by transmutation is,

Ṙpro,marg = Ṙpro − FproPthC̃e, (74)

where Ṙpro is the product revenue defined in Equation (44)
and the second term represents the electricity cost of trans-
mutation. The following cash flow model describes a fusion
system with blanket loading capital costs at t = 0, plant op-
erations and transmutation sales starting at t = 1 and ending
at t = L,

Cash(t) =


−Ccap,feed, t = 0,

Ṙpro,marg, 1 ≤ t ≤ L,

0, t > L,

(75)

with L the operating lifetime in years. For discount rate r,
the marginal NPV is

NPVm(L, r) =

L∑
t=0

Cash(t)

(1 + r)t
. (76)

We plot NPVm versus Qplas in Figure 13(a) for 226Ra →
225Ac with Pfus = 1W, showing transmutation of precious
metals can achieve NPVm > 0 even at very low plasma gain
- here Qplas ≳ 10−10. Because 225Ac is so valuable per neu-
tron, very low values of Qplas can be tolerated when consid-
ering electricity costs - however, as discussed in Section IID,
it is necessary to increase Qplas to a sufficiently high value
to keep the wall heat flux loading sufficiently low, and so in
reality, Qplas values much larger than the range plotted in Fig-
ure 13(a) are likely required in order to respect wall material
limits.

We plot NPVm versus Qplas in Figure 13(b) for 198Hg →
197Au with Pfus = 1GW - producing gold from mercury adds
value even for Qplas < 1. In Figure 13(b), Qplas parameterizes
the energy cost of neutrons for transmutation - in the burning
plasma regime where Qplas ≳ 5, alpha heating provided by fu-
sion reactions rather than external heating dominates and so
there is much less increase in NPVm as Qplas increases in the
burning plasma regime. In Figure 13(c) we plot breakeven
contours for mercury to gold transmutation. Because we as-
sumed the enriched mercury feedstock is much less expensive
at cfeed = $1000/kg, a transmutation plant using mercury
feedstock can tolerate lower Qplas and/or higher feedstock in-
ventories (and therefore lower required feedstock burn rate).

D. General NPV

We now calculate the full, rather than marginal, NPV for a
fusion system by including the CAPEX costs. We investigate
a transmutation-only 10 MW-class machine and a 1 GW-class
machine that co-produces electricity and isotopes. The up-
dated initial capital cost includes both the plant construction
cost Cplant (excluding the blanket inventory loading) and the
blanket inventory cost

Ccap = Cplant +MfeedCfeed. (77)
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FIG. 14: (a) NPV and (b) QNPV=0
plas versus Cpro for Pfus = 10MW

for an isotope with mass 99 amu. We assume ηpro = 1/500.

where Cplant is the overall plant cost. There is a subtlety
that we neglect in this work, which is that a fusion power
plant only producing electricity still has a nonzero blanket
loading cost. Later when comparing electricity-only with
co-producing systems, we consider the blanket loading cost
only of the co-producing system. This will incorrectly make
co-producing systems appear more relatively expensive com-
pared to electricity-only systems than they actually are. For
simplicity, in this work we also make the simplifying assump-
tion that the electricity sale and purchase price for a fusion
system operator are equal; this need not be true in practice.

1. Radioisotope Transmutation-Only 10MW System

We first consider a transmutation-only system for radioiso-
tope production - such systems are likely to have lower abso-
lute power because of the high value of radioisotopes. Our
model describes a fusion system that sells transmutation
product and pays for the electricity to do this. We assume it
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FIG. 15: (a) NPV and (b) QNPV=0
plas versus Cpro for Pfus = 1GW

for an isotope with mass 197 amu. We assume ηpro = 0.50.

generates electricity from blanket heat. The cashflow model
also includes the revenue/cost of electricity,

Cash(t) =


−Ccap, t = 0,

Ṙ, 1 ≤ t ≤ L,

0, t > L.

(78)

In order to show relatively general results, we plot NPV versus
product value in Figure 14(a), and the required plasma gain
for NPV breakeven in Figure 14(b). With higher product val-
ues, concepts with extremely low Qplas are viable, although
as shown in Figure 8, heat flux constraints could prove chal-
lenging.

While these calculations do not account for the extra cap-
ital costs of transmutation, they do strongly indicate that
transmutation of valuable products can be worthwhile at rel-
atively low values of plasma gain, even for plasma gain less
than one.
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FIG. 16: NPV breakeven contours for co-producing (solid) fusion systems. Each subplot corresponds to a different
Qplas ∈ [0.01, 0.1, 1, 10].

2. Electricity + Transmutation 1 GW System

We now consider a 1GWth plant co-producing electricity
and transmutation product. In Figure 15(a) we plot NPV ver-
sus product value for different plasma gain. Compared with
the 10 MW plant in the previous section, achieving NPV> 0
can be done with a much lower product value Cpro provided
the gain is sufficiently high. In Figure 15(b) we plot the
plasma gain required for NPV breakeven, QNPV=0

plas for differ-
ent capital costs. Above a critical capital cost, here roughly
$2.2B, there is no economically viable electricity-only plant
unless transmutation is used.

In Figure 16, we show the breakeven contours for a scan
in the plant capital cost Ccap and product value Cpro for
four plasma gain values, Qplas ∈ [0.01, 0.1, 1, 10], assuming
that ηpro = 0.5. As the plasma gain increases, the product
value required to breakeven decreases primarily because the
electricity running costs decrease, and secondarily because at
higher gain (Qplas ≳ 5−10) the plant generates net electricity
to sell. Note that there is no feasible electricity-only fusion
system at any capital cost or power for Qplas ≲ 5 − 10 be-
cause there is no electricity to sell. However, transmutation
opens up the viable space for fusion systems at a wide range
of plasma gain, even those with gain significantly lower than

one.

In this section we have shown how a fusion system’s NPV
depends on the fusion power, fusion gain, feedstock and prod-
uct value, and feedstock inventory. We used two types of
NPV: (i) the marginal NPV from the blanket system and (ii)
the total plant NPV. By focusing on the boundaries where
NPV= 0, we showed how transmutation can significantly en-
hance a fusion system’s value, especially for machines that
are marginally economically viable when relying on electric-
ity alone.

In the next few sections, we study transmutation in differ-
ent fusion concepts.

IV. TRANSMUTATION-ONLY SCALINGS:
TOKAMAKS

In this section, we discuss the scalings for a tokamak co-
producing isotopes.

In this analysis we use the following quantities: R is the
major radius, a is the minor radius, κ is the geometric plasma
elongation, lb is the blanket thickness,

Ab ≈ 4π2Raκ, (79)
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FIG. 17: Major radius is R, minor is a, plasma height is h, and
elongation is κ = h/a.

is the approximate blanket inner surface area and

Vb ≈ Ablb ≈ 4π2Raκlb, (80)

is the approximate blanket volume. The tokamak geometry
parameters are shown in Figure 17.
The blanket thickness is

lb =
Vb

4π2Raκ
∝ (Raκ)−1, (81)

which gives the transmutation rate in the blanket,

Ṅpro =

∫ lb

0

Φ0ΣAb exp (−Σx) dx (82)

= Ṅn

[
1− exp

(
−Σ V

4π2Raκ

)]
. (83)

In the limit that the blanket is thin, Σ lb ≪ 1,

Ṅpro ≈ Ṅn Σ lb = Ṅn Σ
V

4π2Raκ
∝ (Raκ)−1. (84)

In general, the transmutation fraction is

ηpro = 1− exp
[
−Σ

Vb

4π2Raκ

]
, (85)

which increases as Raκ decreases. Therefore, to maximize
Ṅpro at fixed Vb and Ṅn, we want to minimize the product
Raκ. Thus a compact, low-aspect-ratio, low-elongation toka-
mak maximizes the feedstock neutron transmutation fraction
ηpro given a fixed blanket volume (and fixed feedstock mass).
We now estimate the feedstock burn rate as a function

of these geometric parameters. Blanket inventory scales as
Nfeed,0 ∼ nfeedVb ∼ nproRalbκ but ηpro = 1 − exp

[
−Σ lb

]
.

Therefore

FBRa ≃ ṄproTyear

Npro,0
≃ ṄNηpro

nproRalbκ
∼ E1

Tyearηpro
lbnproEfus

, (86)

where

E1 ≡ Pfus

Raκ
=

Pfus

Aa2κ
. (87)

A volumetric scaling for the fusion power is

Pfus ∼ pfusVb ∼ pfusAa3κ. (88)

If such a scaling were true, this implies feedstock burn is more
efficient in larger devices because

E1 ∼ a. (89)

However, the scaling of fusion power with aspect ratio and size
is generally more complicated than present in Equation (88).
One scaling proposed in [38] is

Pfus ∼
(κβNBT )

4

A
, (90)

which gives

E1 ∼ κ3β4
NB4

T

A2a2
, (91)

where βN ≡ βTaBT /Ip and βT ≡ 2µ0⟨p⟩/B2
T,0. Here BT

is the toroidal magnetic field and BT,0 is BT evaluated at
the magnetic axis. The scaling of κ, βN , and BT with A
and a are not straightforward, but κ and βN are observed
to increase with A whereas BT decreases with A. Making
the conservative assumption that κ3β4

NB4
T has a weak aspect

ratio dependence, combining Equations (86) and (90) shows
that at fixed minor radius

FBRa ∼ 1

A2
. (92)

An integrated systems study [38] found that above a threshold
aspect ratio (A ≃ 1.8), Pfus ∼ 1/Aα0 (where α0 ≳ 1) which
therefore demonstrates our assumption of Pfus ∼ 1/A is rea-
sonable. Curiously, the same analysis found Pfus/Vb increased
with A. However, this does not contradict our analysis here
because the blanket thickness was not kept constant.

Therefore, using the fusion power scaling Pfus ∼ 1/A
(Equation (90)), we find that combined with the favorable
scaling FBRa ∼ 1/A at fixed fusion power, that lower as-
pect ratio might significantly increase the feedstock burn rate.
There are many challenges associated with lower aspect ratio,
not least the high neutron wall loading on the inboard side,
which is where many of the neutrons are located — higher
transmutation rates on the inboard side due to higher in-
board neutron wall loading produces a higher power density
of γ ray emission. This may require more inboard shield-
ing, further exacerbating the problem. On the other hand,
the scaling FBRa ∼ 1/A2 is so favorable for low aspect ratio
that it might be worthwhile. An even further enhancement of
FBRa could be obtained with the highly asymmetric neutron
wall loading that is typical of spherical tokamaks. We discuss
this more in Section VI.

The availability of high-temperature superconductors is one
of the most significant developments for fusion energy, allow-
ing machines with high magnetic field and low magnet cooling
power [36, 39, 40]. In this section we show the effect of high
field on transmutation.

The FBRa dependence on fusion power density is

FBRa = Ξσ⟨pfus⟩lgeo
Tyear

Efus
, (93)

where the fusion power density is

⟨pfus⟩ ≡
Pfus

Vplas
=

⟨pwall⟩
(fα + 1/Qplas) lgeo

, (94)
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FIG. 18: FBRa versus β and B for a tokamak with minor radius
1.2m and κ = 1.7 (gives lgeo = 1.02m), with contours of constant
⟨pwall⟩ indicated (see Equation (101) for more details). We use

σ = 1b and nominal parameters Qplas,0 = 0.5, β0 = 0.01,
B0 = 5.0T.

and

lgeo =
Vplas

Ab
, (95)

for a plasma with volume Vplas. For a tokamak, lgeo = κr/2.
The fusion power density is

pfus = nDnT⟨σDTv⟩Efus, (96)

⟨σDTv⟩ is the D-T fusion reactivity averaged over deuterium
and tritium distribution functions, and σDT is the D-T fusion
reaction cross section. For simplicity, for a plasma tempera-
ture between T ≃ 10− 20 keV, the D-T reactivity is approx-
imately [41]

⟨σDTv⟩ ≈ CT 2
keV m3s−1, (97)

where C = 1.1 · 10−24 m3/s keV and TkeV is the plasma
temperature in keV. We can therefore write

⟨pfus⟩ ≈ K⟨β2B4⟩Efus, (98)

for K = 4.3× 1017 / T4m3 (for nD = nT) where plasma beta
is

β ≡ p

B2/2µ0
, (99)

for a total plasma pressure p and µ0 is the vacuum permit-
tivity. The FBR is therefore approximately

FBRa ≈ ΞσK⟨β2B4⟩lgeoTyear, (100)

In Figure 18 we plot FBRa versus β and B for a tokamak with
a minor radius of 0.8m — if we require ⟨pwall⟩ ≲ 10MW/m2,
it is very challenging to obtain FBRa greater than 0.06 with-
out being wall power-limited. In order to calculate contours
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FIG. 19: NPV versus recirculating power fraction for four capital
costs. Solid lines: co-production of electricity and gold. Dotted
lines: electricity-only. fr is varied by changing Qplas. Here,

Pfus = 1 GW.

of constant ⟨pwall⟩ we use Equations (93) and (94) combined
with

Qplas = Qplas,0
β2B4

β2
0B

4
0

, (101)

where Qplas,0, β0, and B0 are nominal parameters. In Fig-
ure 18 we choose Qplas,0 = 20, β0 = 0.01, and B0 = 5.0T.

According to FBRa in Equation (100), the transmutation
rate is

Ṅpro ≈ FBRaNfeed ≈ ΞσK⟨β2B4⟩lgeoNfeedTyear. (102)

Therefore, FBRa is roughly

FBRa ≈ ΞσK⟨β2B4⟩lgeoTyear. (103)

For tokamak FPPs producing electricity, it is crucial to keep
the recirculating power fraction fr – the ratio of recirculating
power to net electricity production – sufficiently low, where

fr ≡ Pcirc + Ppro

Pnet
. (104)

However, because transmutation offers an additional valu-
able product, the recirculating power can become significantly
higher. We plot NPV versus fr in Figure 19 for a Pfus =1 GW
machine, showing that transmutation allows plants even with
very high recirculating power to be economically viable.

V. TRANSMUTATION-ONLY SCALINGS:
MIRRORS

In this section we consider the effect of one useful feature
of magnetic mirrors [42–45]: the decoupling of the wall heat
flux and neutron wall loading. One major difference between
a tokamak and a mirror is that the mirror’s wall power con-
straint might be much easier to overcome. This is useful when
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FIG. 20: Mirror schematic: total blanket area is Ab and total
wall area for alpha power is Aheat.

the achievable transmutation rate is limited by the heating
and alpha power to the walls.

This can be achieved by decoupling the heat flux wall power
from the neutron flux in the blanket region. That is, while for
a tokamak the alpha and neutron power go through the same
wall area Ab, for a mirror the alpha heating power can be
distributed over a much larger surface area. We can measure
this with a heat flux areal reduction enhancement factor χheat

that relates the neutron first wall loading area Ab to the alpha
heating first wall area Aheat,

χheat ≡
Aheat

Ab
. (105)

This idea is represented schematically in Figure 20. This can
be achieved using sloshing ion beam distributions [46] that
focus the power density in the mirror high-field regions, while
allowing the alpha power to be distributed along the full mir-
ror length.
Compared to tokamaks, in a mirror the fusion power den-

sity can be a factor of χheat higher relative to the wall power
density,

⟨pfus⟩ = χheat
⟨pwall⟩

(fα + 1/Qplas) lgeo
, (106)

which enhances the FBRa by a factor χheat for a given average
wall power,

FBRmirror
a ≃ χheat

Ξσ⟨pwall⟩
(fα + 1/ηabsQplas)

Tyear

Efus

= χheatΞσΦ0Tyear.

(107)

Note that Φ0 describes the neutron flux averaged over the en-
tire mirror area Aheat. However, because only a small region
of the mirror has any appreciable neutron flux (approximately
Ab) — the plasma region enclosed by the blanket — the ef-
fective neutron flux on feedstock Φeff is

Φeff = χheatΦ0, (108)

giving an enhanced feedstock burn rate FBRmirror
a .

In Figure 21 we plot FBRa versus β and B with contours of
⟨pwall⟩ = 10MW/m2 and different χα values, demonstrating
how high χα could allow for very high FBR while ensuring
compatibility with alpha heating on the walls. Note that the
contours in Figure 21 are highly approximate for a mirror
because most of the fusion power is expected to come from
beam-target fusion, not thermonuclear fusion. Therefore our

2 4 6 8 10 12

Magnetic field B / T

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

β
/

% χ
α
=

1, 〈p
w
all 〉

=
10

M
W
/m

2

χ
α
=

2, 〈p
w
all 〉

=
10

M
W
/m

2

χ
α
=

4, 〈p
w
all 〉

=
10

M
W
/m

2

χ
α
=

10, 〈p
w

all 〉
=

10
M

W
/m

2

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

F
B

R
m

ir
ro

r
a

FIG. 21: FBRmirror
a (Equation (107)) versus β and B for mirror

with nominal Qplas,0 = 0.5, β0 = 0.01, B0 = 5.0T, and
lgeo = 1.02, with contours of different χα (Equation (105)) at

⟨pwall⟩ = 10MW/m2 indicated.

approximation for the fusion reactivity in Equation (97) will
lead to significant errors.

Nonetheless, decoupling the wall power and feedstock burn
rate using χheat could be an effective way to achieve higher
transmutation rates in a blanket without hitting heat flux
limits. This concept is also applicable to electricity generation
because most of the fusion energy recovery occurs in the fusion
blanket.

VI. NEUTRON WALL LOADING
NON-UNIFORMITY

In this section, we investigate methods for enhancing spa-
tial variation of neutron wall loading (NWL) in a toroidal con-
finement machine. Such non-uniformity might be exploited
by placing feedstock only in regions where the neutron flux is
sufficiently high, thereby increasing the feedstock burn rate.
Generally there are two approaches to changing the NWL
loading: (1) using complex geometry, and (2) modifying the
distribution of neutrons from the fusion source. In this sec-
tion, we focus on (2) using spin-polarized fuel[47–51] to al-
ter the angular distribution of neutrons and accentuate or
dampen the non-uniformity of the neutron wall loading.

We present a simplified tokamak-like geometry as an exam-
ple. Figure 22(a) shows a tokamak plasma (A = 5.2, κ = 1.5)
with an dee-shaped last closed flux surface and nearly confor-
mal but slightly elongated dee-shaped wall. Typical density,
temperature, and q profiles were assumed and the MHD so-
lution was found using DESC.

The curves ‘wrapped’ around the wall show the poloidal
variation in the neutron wall load. The distance from the
wall is proportional to the flux. The neutron wall load was
calculated using the package anarrima [51], which assumes
that neutrons travel in straight lines to the first wall. This
neglects complicated effects of neutron scattering — see [49]
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FIG. 22: (a) Normalized neutron wall loads in an example
tokamak geometry, from three fuel spin-polarization mixes. For
each curve the neutron wall load is indicated by the distance
outward from the wall. Bold arcs along each curve highlight a
portion of the wall which captures 2/3 of the neutrons. The

parallel mode moves neutrons toward the outboard side, while
the perpendicular mode moves them inboard. (b) For the same
geometry, the relationship between cumulative wall area and
cumulative neutron flux, assuming that the feedstock is first
placed in the highest-flux regions. The parallel mode further
concentrates the neutron flux while the perpendicular mode

decreases the non-uniformity.

for an example.

The neutrons from typical unpolarized D-T fusion reactions
are emitted in an isotropic manner. The load from these,
shown by the orange curve, is greater on the outboard side
due to the Shafranov shift and also from purely geometric
effects.

The neutron wall load from fuel in the parallel polarization
mode is shown with the green curve. Compared with the
isotropic mode, the parallel mode concentrates the neutrons
on the outboard side, decreasing the load on the inboard, top

and bottom of the machine.

The NWL resulting from the perpendicular mode is shown
with the blue curve. This mode acts oppositely to the paral-
lel mode, increasing the flux on the center stack. Note that
the perpendicular mode is associated with an increase in the
overall fusion reaction rate [52], but this has been neglected
to emphasize the variation in neutron wall load.

Figure 22(b) shows the variation in the concentration of
neutron flux produced by the three modes. Relative to the
isotropic mode, the parallel (perpendicular) mode decreases
(increases) the fraction of the wall area fW on which impinges
a given fraction of the neutrons fn. For example, 2/3 of the
neutrons impinge on 50%, 56%, and 60% of the wall area for
the parallel, isotropic, and perpendicular modes, respectively,
as indicated by the marker symbols. In Figure 22(a) the bold
regions of the curves indicate minimal-area subsets of the wall
which capture 2/3 of the neutron flux. Therefore, using the
parallel polarization mode that captures 2/3 of the neutrons
with only 50% of the wall covered, the average feedstock burn
rate would be 4/3 larger than for the unoptimized case. In
this geometry, using the parallel mode and placing the feed-
stock on the outboard side would allow one to maximize the
transmutation rate while minimizing the amount of feedstock.

A fraction fn of all neutrons passing through the first wall
will be incident on a wall region with feedstock inventory.
This requires packing a fraction fW of first-wall area with
feedstock. To leading order the feedstock inventory reduction
R when the neutron mean free path in the blanket is held
constant is

R ≃ 1

fW
. (109)

We have also assumed that transmutation occurs on lines of
sight from the neutron birth site to the neutron absorption
location.

The new FBR from the nominal feedstock burn rate FBRa,0

is

FBRa = E FBRa,0, (110)

where the feedstock burn rate enhancement factor is

E ≡ PfnR. (111)

Here, P is an enhancement or suppression of the thermal fu-
sion power due to spin-polarized fuel. Therefore, the goal is to
make E as large as possible. As fn → 1, the full wall surface
area is covered in feedstock inventory, and the only benefit
is increased power density described by P, making ϵ → P.
In a fusion system, fW will generally always be lower than
1 due to wall ports and access points taking space. Because
these ports will benefit by being in locations with lower neu-
tron flux, these are the regions with the lowest transmutation
rate. Significant neutron wall-loading asymmetries can also
arise from geometric effects. For example, stellarator designs
can feature significant asymmetry in NWL values compared
with tokamaks [53–58]. Such asymmetry offers new opportu-
nities for optimizing isotope production in a blanket.
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FIG. 23: NPV versus Fn (bottom x-axis) and keff (top y-axis) for
a 0.5 MWth, Qplas = 0.01 plant producing 177Lu.

VII. TRANSMUTATION WITH NEUTRON
MULTIPLICATION

So far, the modeling in this paper assumes that each fusion
neutron can produce at most one product atom via trans-
mutation, meaning that ηpro ≤ 1. This is motivated by the
observation that a 14.1MeV D-T neutron typically spends
more than half of its kinetic energy on a single (n, 2n) re-
action, making it challenging to drive more than one (n, 2n)
reaction per D-T neutron, even with the low-threshold mul-
tiplier 9Be.

We now consider multiplication by fission neutrons in a ma-
terial bombarded by fusion neutrons. At lower neutron en-
ergies, (n, γ) transmutation reactions can be combined with
(n,F) fission reactions on 235U or 238U to multiply the neu-
tron population. This relaxes the requirement that materials
with high threshold energies (such as (n, 2n)) serve as both
multipliers and transmuters. Starting from a single fusion
neutron, we define Fn as the total number of neutrons ulti-
mately available for transmutation. The transmutation rate
is

Ṅpro = FnηproṄn. (112)

The total number of neutrons available per D-T neutron is

Fn = 1 + ηfis(νfis − 1), (113)

where ηfis is the number of first-generation fission events in-
duced per D-T fusion neutron and νfis is the average number
of neutrons emitted per fission. This linear expression is valid
when neutron multiplication is weak. For subcritical multi-
plying systems, however, neutrons from successive fission gen-
erations further amplify the neutron population according to

Fn =
1

1− keff
, keff ≡ ηfisνfis, (114)

where keff is the effective neutron multiplication factor and
must remain below unity for a subcritical blanket. The cor-
responding fission rate per fusion neutron is

Ṅfis = ηfisṄn, (115)

and each fission releases an energy Efis ≈ 200 MeV.
Because each induced fission can in turn lead to additional

fission generations, the total number of fission events ulti-
mately triggered per D-T neutron is larger than ηfis and is
given by the geometric sum

Nfis,tot =
ηfis

1− ηfisνfis
=

keff/νfis
1− keff

. (116)

A fraction of the fission energy, Erec, can be recovered as
usable thermal power. The resulting time-averaged thermal
power is therefore

P th = Ṅn (KEfus +Nfis,totErec)

= Ṅn

[
KEfus +

ηfis
1− ηfisνfis

Erec

]
,

(117)

where K represents the blanket multiplication factor on the
fusion energy. Equation (117) accounts for both the direct fu-
sion heating and th amplification of recoverable fission energy
in a subcritical, externally driven system. The combined rev-
enue including both electric power and transmutation product
income is

Ṙ = P thC̃e[
η + Fn

ηpro
K

mpro

Efus + ηfisErec

Cpro

C̃e

− Fcirc − Fpro

]
.
(118)

Equations (112) and (118) define a consistent system linking
neutron multiplication, energy recovery, and isotope produc-
tion for hybrid fusion-fission transmuters. By varying Fn via
ηfis, we can explore how fission-assisted neutron multiplica-
tion enhances the NPV of isotope-producing fusion systems -
shown in Figure 23 for 177Lu production, showing how neu-
tron multiplication significantly enhances NPV.

VIII. MARKET SIZE

In this section we investigate the relation between prod-
uct value and market size. If isotopes produced by fusion
transmutation supplies the whole market, the annual trans-
mutation market size Smarket is approximately,

Smarket ≈ TyearvnṄn, (119)

where the value of each D-T neutron is

vn = Cpromproηpro, (120)

and a sum over output from all fusion neutron sources pro-
ducing isotopes in a particular market is

Ṅn ≡
∑

Ṅn. (121)

In Figure 24 we plot the value per neutron versus annual
market size for 197Au, 99Mo, 147Pm, 194Pt, and electricity;
the filled markers for isotopes correspond to ηpro = 1.0. The
dashed hollow markers correspond to more realistic values of
ηpro based on the cross section and density for each transmu-
tation pathway.
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plas and transmutation value per neutron vn for different
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90% enriched feedstock and use realistic values of ηpro for each

feedstock.

We can now relate market size to value per neutron and
the required plasma gain (see Appendix D for a derivation).
In this context, the plasma gain Qplas represents the ratio
of fusion power generated to external heating power injected
into the plasma, but it enters our market-level model as an
effective performance parameter for the fleet of reactors sup-
plying a given transmutation market. Higher Qplas corre-
sponds to lower recirculating power requirements, since less
auxiliary heating and external electricity are needed to sus-
tain the plasma, thereby reducing operating costs. In the
fleet-averaged economic model, we assume that each plant has
approximately the same plasma gain, such that Qplas charac-
terizes the mean performance of the deployed systems.
We first plot the contours of NPV breakeven versus plasma

gain and value per neutron in Figure 25. The higher the
neutron value, the higher the capital cost and lower plasma
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plas and transmutation market size Smarket for systems with
different total fusion capacity, assuming a capital cost of per $2 B
per GWth of fusion power for 147Pm. For 99Mo and 147Pm we
assumed a capital cost for a single fusion system of $0.5B. For
simplicity we assume 90% enriched feedstock and use realistic

values of ηpro for each feedstock.

gain at NPV> 0 system can support. We indicate value per
neutron for electricity, gold, 147Pm, and 99Mo. For Au, a
plant with a CAPEX of $3B /GWth requires Qplas ≳ 1.5. If
the CAPEX falls to $2B /GWth, we require Qplas ≳ 1 and
for CAPEX of $1B /GWth, we require Qplas ≳ 0.8. Figure 25
optimistically assumes that all D-T neutrons are captured to
produce transmutation, ηpro = 1.
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FIG. 27: NPV for 99Mo production (with 90%at enriched 102Ru
enriched feedstock) versus plasma gain and plant capital cost,

and ∂NPV/ ∂Qplas (dashed red line). Lines of constant ⟨pwall⟩ are
also shown. We use a toroidal machine with a = 0.50m, R/a = 3,

κ = 1.7, and first wall neutron flux Φ0 = 1.9× 1012/(cm2 s).

Finally, we combine the results of Figures 24 and 25 to plot
the required plasma gain versus the transmutation market size
for NPV breakeven, shown in Figure 26. We used realistic ηpro
values corresponding to each transmutation pathway. Under
these assumptions (and others listed in the figure caption), if
fusion-transmuted gold were to supply the entire current gold
market Smarket ≈ $360B/year, it would support 1.4TWth of
fusion capacity with each fusion plant requiring Q = 2.5.
Supplying the entire 99Mo market would support 2.7MWth

of fusion capacity with Q = 0.0031, and supplying the entire
147Pm market would support 87.3MWth of fusion capacity
with Q = 0.64.
In summary, we have shown how transmutation value per

neutron and market size affect the required plasma gain for
NPV breakeven for a range of isotopes. Under reasonably
optimistic conditions and current prices, the entire gold mar-
ket could support ∼1–2TWth of fusion power with economic-
breakeven fusion gain Q ∼2-3. Therefore even ∼10% of the
gold market could support hundreds of gigawatts of fusion
power. An important caveat is that we have assumed market
size will remain fixed if fusion-neutron-made isotopes were to
supply the entire market - in practice it is likely that market
size will change due to different production costs than existing
methods.

IX. FUSION MEDICAL RADIOISOTOPE FACILITY

In this section we provide a more detailed overview of a fu-
sion medical isotope facility. Medical radioisotopes in many
cases require high specific activity [59] — therefore a transmu-
tation pathway involving fusion-neutrons [9, 10, 14] requires
a feedstock of a different element to the target isotope so that
chemical extraction can be used to rapidly extract the target
radioisotope from the feedstock [10]. There are several med-
ical radioisotope pathways that satisfy this with reasonably
high cross section including 99Mo starting from 102Ru, which
unlike gold production in Equation (3) does not use (n, 2n)

but rather (n, α) [9, 10, 17],

102
44Ru(n, α)

99
42Mo. (122)

Because 99Mo has such a high value it significantly reduces the
plasma physics requirements for an economically viable fusion
power system. In Figure 27 we plot NPV versus Qplas and
Ccap for a toroidal fusion configuration with Pfus = 2.7MWth,
a minor radius of 0.5m, aspect ratio A = 3, κ = 1.7, and
a first-wall neutron flux Φ0 = 1.9 × 1012/(cm2 s). The to-
tal fusion power was chosen so that with a product price of
Cprod = $1011/g, approximately the entire annual market of
99Mo is fulfilled. Figure 27 shows two benefits to increas-
ing Qplas at fixed fusion power: first, increasing Qplas reduces
electricity cost because less heating power is required; second,
increasing Qplas reduces the average wall heat flux ⟨pwall⟩.
Figure 27 also shows ∂NPV/∂Qplas: the lower the value of
Qplas, the larger the financial incentive for increasing it. For
example increasing Qplas from 0.01 to 0.02 has a value of sev-
eral billion dollars.

Finally, to underscore the importance of enrichment, we
calculate the NPV for a 99Mo transmuter supplying the entire
market but with natural 32% 102Ru enrichment rather than
90% 102Ru enrichment. Figure 28 shows the results - while
enrichment doesn’t have a large impact (at fixed Ccap) for
higher plasma gain, the beneficial impact of enrichment at
lower plasma gain adds several $B to NPV.

X. DISCUSSION

We have shown that the economic value of fusion systems
can be increased substantially by harnessing high-energy fu-
sion neutrons for isotope production within the fusion blan-
ket. Rather than treating transmutation as a passive byprod-
uct, we identify it as a core capability of fusion on par with
electricity generation. This expands fusion from a source of
power alone into a versatile platform for advanced materials
production. From medical radioisotopes in megawatt-class
machines to high-value stable elements such as gold at gi-
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FIG. 28: NPV for 99Mo production versus plasma gain and plant
capital cost for different 102Ru enrichment levels.
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gawatt scale, neutron-driven transmutation enhances the so-
cietal value of fusion technology.
All neutron-producing fusion concepts stand to gain from

this approach - even those with lower-energy neutrons such as
D-D machines. Integrating transmutation enhances the via-
bility of every confinement scheme under development, align-
ing with broader advances across fusion confinement concepts.
Significant work remains to fully realize isotope production

in fusion systems. Future efforts should focus on detailed
neutronics and activation modeling, techno-economic assess-
ments of target isotopes and supply chains, and the design and
experimental validation of integrated fusion-transmutation
blankets. Together, these steps will help establish fusion not
only as an energy source but as a platform for a new class of
manufacturing technologies.
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Appendix A: Default Parameters

In this appendix - in particular, in Table I - we show stan-
dard parameter values used in this work such as isotope prices,
market sizes, plant efficiency parameters, and cash flow model
parameters.

Appendix B: Extra Heating Power

If magnetic confinement device is operating below neutron-
wall-loading limits, drawing additional power to plasma heat-
ing can, in principle, boost the fusion rate and product gen-
eration, but at the cost of reduced electrical output. We now
evaluate whether an incremental reallocation δP in

heat > 0 in-
creases total revenue.

Every watt diverted cannot be sold as electricity, so the
electricity revenue is

δRe = −C̃e

(
−δP in

heat + ηKδPfus

)
. (B1)

The extra fusion power produced is

δPfus = Qplasηabs ηheat δP
in
heat, (B2)

so the incremental transmutation rate is

δṄpro = ηpro
δPfus

Efus
= ηpro ηabs ηheat Qplas

δP in
heat

Efus
. (B3)
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FIG. 29: Threshold Q
∗
plas (Equation (B7)) versus C̃e/Cpro, ηpro.

Dashed white horizontal line indicates nominal value for 197Au
and dashed red line indicates 147Pm. We assume η = 0.40,

ηabs = 0.80, and ηheat = 0.60.

Multiplying by the product mass and price gives the incre-
mental product revenue

δRpro = δṄpro mpro Cpro (B4)

= ηpro ηabs ηheat Qplas
mpro

Efus
Cpro δP

in
heat. (B5)

Therefore the total incremental revenue is

δR =

{
ηabs ηheat Qplas

[
ηK C̃e + ηpro

mpro

Efus
Cpro

]
− C̃e

}
δP in

heat.

(B6)

Because δP in
heat > 0, the diversion of electricity to addi-

tional heating increases total revenue (δR > 0) when Because
δP in

heat > 0, diversion is beneficial (δR > 0) when

Qplas > Q
∗
plas, (B7)

where

Q
∗
plas =

1

ηabs ηheat

[
ηK + ηpro

mpro

Efus

Cpro

C̃e

] . (B8)

Thus, (B7) is the condition for redirecting power to addi-

tional heating: any Qplas > Q
∗
plas makes redirecting addi-

tional wallplug power into heating financially advantageous;

for Qplas < Q
∗
plas, it is better to sell the electricity.

In Figure 29 we plot Q
∗
plas versus C̃e/Cpro and ηpro.

The dashed horizontal lines indicate the values of C̃e/Cpro

for197Au (white) and 147Pm (red) at present (2025) prices. If
the product is 197Au and ηpro = 0.5, we require Qplasma ≳ 2
for it to be worthwhile redirecting electricity for extra heat-
ing to boost transmutation. If the product is 147Pm and
ηpro = 0.5, we only require Qplasma ≳ 0.3 for it to be worth-
while redirecting electricity for extra heating to boost trans-
mutation.
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Name Quantity Units Equation

Neutron birth rate Ṅn s−1 eq. (4)
Fusion power Pfus W eq. (4)

D-T fusion energy release Efus J eq. (5)
Neutron transmutation fraction ηpro eq. (6)

Target isotope transmutation rate Ṅpro s−1 eq. (6)
Macroscopic cross section Σ m eq. (9)

Blanket thickness lb m eq. (12)
Annual feedstock burn rate FBRa eq. (14)

FBR FBRa eq. (14)
Average first wall heat flux ⟨pwall⟩ W m−2 eq. (25)

Average first wall neutron flux Φ0 s−1 cm−2 eq. (25)
Plasma heat absorption efficiency ηabs eq. (26)

Plasma gain Qplas eq. (27)
Revenue R $ s−1 eq. (32)

Net electric power Pe W eq. (35)
Isotope price Cpro $ kg−1 eq. (32)

Electricity price C̃e $ J−1 eq. (32)
Transmutation recirculating power Ppro W eq. (35)
Electricity conversion efficiency η eq. (35)

Non-transmutation recirculating power Pcirc W eq. (35)
Fusion power multiplication K eq. (36)
Hybrid engineering gain Qhyb

eng eq. (50)
Payback time Tpayback s eq. (70)
Capital cost Ccap $ eq. (73)

Marginal net present value NPVm $ eq. (76)
Recirculating power fraction fr eq. (104)
Mirror heat flux spread factor χheat eq. (105)
Feedstock inventory reduction R eq. (109)

Market size Smarket $ eq. (119)
Value per neutron vn $ eq. (120)

TABLE I: Key quantities used in this work.

Isotope Cpro ($M/kg) Smarket ($B/yr) ηpro Feedstock Natural Abundance (%) Achievable Feedstock Enrichment (%)

99Mo 100 000 0.7 1.4 · 10−3 102Ru 32 90
147Pm 1.0 0.11 0.5 148Nd 5.8 90
177Lu 10 000 1/100 176Yb 13 90
193Ir 0.15 0.5 194Pt 33 90
197Au 0.14 360 0.5 198Hg 10 90
225Ac 500 000 000 0.1 0.5 226Ra 90

TABLE II: Isotope prices and market sizes used in this work. Cpro is the isotope price in million US dollars per kilogram and Smarket

is the market size in billion US dollars.

Quantity Standard Value

η 0.40
ηheat 0.60
ηabs 0.95
ηpro 0.50
σ 1 barn
fh 0.6
κ 1.1
ξ 0.1
L 30 years
r 0.05
ξ 0.10
Ce 50 $ / MWh

TABLE III: Standard parameters used in this work.

Appendix C: Blankets with radioisotopes

Equation (15) describes production of isotopes that are ei-
ther stable or are radioisotopes extracted from the blanket
faster than their activity λ = ln 2/τ1/2, where τ1/2 is half-life.
The net change is radioisotope inventory is

Ṅpro = Nfeed,0

∫
ϕσdE −Npro (λ− fext) , (C1)

where ϕ is neutron flux, fext is radioisotope extraction rate,
and E is neutron energy.

When extraction is faster than decay, fext ≫ λ, steady-
state inventory (Ṅpro = 0, ) is determined by a balance of
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transmutation and extraction,

Mpro,λ≫fext ≃ ηpro
Pfus

fext

mpro

Efus
. (C2)

When decay is faster than extraction λ ≫ fext, steady-state
inventory is determined by a balance of transmutation and
radioactive decay,

Mpro,λ≫fext ≃ ηpro
Pfus

λ

mpro

Efus
. (C3)

Throughout this work we assumed λ ≪ fext. However, it is
important to remember that it can be practically difficult to
implement a fast isotope extraction system with λ ≪ fext for
radioisotopes with short half-life. Transmutation pathways
that change the proton number of the product compared with
the feedstock are likely to have higher fext because chemical
separation is generally much faster than isotope separation.

Appendix D: Plasma Gain and Market Size

In this section we derive the relation between plasma gain
and market size.
We first update the total revenue Ṙ from Equation (40) to

include market size,

Ṙmarket = PthC̃e

(
η +

Smarket

KC̃eṄn

1

EfusTyear
− Fcirc − Fpro

)
,

(D1)

We perform an effective cash flow model for the entire market,

Cash(t) =


−Ccap, t = 0,

Ṙmarket, 1 ≤ t ≤ L,

0, t > L.

(D2)

In order to obtain the required plasma gain, we write the
gain in terms of the recirculating power fraction,

Fcirc =
1

Qηheatηabs
. (D3)

We use Icapex for the capital intensity in $/GWth defined as
the total plant capital cost per unit of installed fusion thermal
power,

Icapex =
Ccap

Pfus/109
[$/GWth], (D4)

such that Icapex = $2B/GWth implies a total cost of $2B for
a 1 GWth fusion system. Next, we write the discount term,

Sdisc =

L∑
t=0

1

(1 + r)t
. (D5)

which gives a fleet-averaged NPV-breakeven plasma gain,

Q
(NPV=0)
plas =

1

ηheatηabs
1

η + Smarket

KC̃eṄn

1
EfusTyear

− Fpro − Icapex

C̃eSdisc

1
109Tyear

. (D6)
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