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The Fissile Materials Working Group (FMWG) is a non-governmental coalition of 75 U.S. and 

international organizations committed to improving fissile materials security through the 

development of actionable policy proposals and advocacy for government adoption and 

implementation of improved policies.  In 2009, the FMWG agreed to five consensus policy 

recommendations that the new U.S. administration should pursue. The group agreed to two more 

internationally focused recommendations in 2011.  An eighth recommendation concerning 

plutonium policy was agreed to in 2013.  This is not a complete or exhaustive list of all actions 

that world leaders should consider, but it does represent key priorities that can lead to a more 

secure nuclear future. 

1.  Launch a “Next-Generation Nuclear Security Initiative” at or before the next NSS.  This 

would include a new global nuclear material security roadmap, a plan for broader international 

scientific cooperation to prevent nuclear theft and terrorism, and a political and technical action 

plan to achieve the four year goal.  This initiative should be used to brand the Nuclear Security 

Summit agenda, provide a refreshed policy umbrella under which new nonproliferation 

initiatives can be launched and current ones improved, and ensure the consistent commitment to 

the objective across government agencies.  For most of the last decade, the nuclear material 

security initiatives that were created in the 1990s have been carried forth and expanded when 

agreements could be reached.  U.S. President Barack Obama has raised the profile and level of 

political importance of this agenda, and it needs to be expanded and rebranded to reflect the 

realities of the 21st century.  

2.  Accelerate efforts to secure and eliminate global highly enriched uranium (HEU), 

plutonium, and nuclear weapon stockpiles, including in the United States.  There are several 

essential policy objectives that states should pursue.  First, minimizing the number of locations at 

which fissile materials are stored through elimination and consolidations (including down 

blending the maximum amount of excess military and civilian HEU).  Second, improving 

security at all locations and reducing the size of global fissile material inventories.  Finally, 

extending international monitoring over all remaining excess military and civilian stockpiles.  

3.  Implement the Obama administration policy of minimizing HEU use by including in the 

policy HEU use in all of its manifestations and creating a timetable for a ban on the civil use of 

HEU.  President Obama has spoken of his support for limiting the use of HEU, but not for 

banning its use in civilian applications.  HEU is the most accessible fissile material for a terrorist 

nuclear device in part because of its use in the civil sector.  While we recognize the need to 



continue to produce vital medical isotopes and support the transition of research reactors that use 

HEU to low- enriched fuels, not enough is being done to eliminate the use of civil HEU.  The 

working group believes that the Obama administration should set an example by declaring a ban 

on civil HEU as a U.S. policy objective and setting a deadline for its phase out on a global basis.  

4.  Request and aggressively pursue sufficient funding for removing and securing all 

vulnerable nuclear materials around the world in four years.  In the United States, this would 

include increasing funding for the National Nuclear Security Administration’s Global Threat 

Reduction Initiative (GTRI) and International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation 

(INMPC) programs which implement the bulk of America’s international fissile material security 

efforts.  Internationally, the Obama administration should work to ensure that the international 

community’s collective contribution equals the yearly U.S. expenditure for international nuclear 

material security over the next four years.  

5.   Extend and expand the G-8 Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and 

Materials of Mass Destruction for another 10 years at the 2010 meeting in Canada, 

reconfiguring it to have a global focus.  Alternatively, we would recommend creating a similar 

multilateral mechanism to replace the Global Partnership if it cannot be extended and expanded.  

The Global Partnership has evolved into a successful multilateral effort to secure weapons of 

mass destruction (WMD) primarily in Russia, and the multilateral character of this initiative 

must be preserved but its focus expanded globally.  The G-8 Global Partnership, either in its 

existing configuration or as an expanded ad hoc multilateral initiative, should continue beyond 

its 2012 expiration, focus on nuclear and other WMD security issues globally, assist developing 

nations to meet their U.N. Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1540 obligations, and continue 

to provide financing on the order of $20 billion over 10 years for this process.  

6.  Enhance the International Atomic Energy Agency’s role in promoting global nuclear 

security.  As the lead international organization for the safe, secure and peaceful use of nuclear 

energy, science and technology, the IAEA has an important role to play in providing leadership 

on nuclear security issues.   Currently, the IAEA has an office devoted to nuclear security 

enhancement, and provides valuable guidance, information, training, and assistance to countries 

seeking to enhance their nuclear security practices.  However, like all IAEA recommendations, 

those specific to nuclear security are not binding on any nation and are implemented on a 

voluntary basis. This lack of authority to establish mandatory baseline standards for nuclear 

security or to ensure that nations adequately secure their nuclear and other radioactive materials 

is a gap in the current nuclear security regime.  This authority can only be assigned to the IAEA 

by its member states and they should provide it to the agency.   

Until the IAEA has this authority, increasing the frequency at which International Physical 



Protection Advisory Service (IPPAS) missions or other related peer reviews are conducted will 

enhance the IAEA’s advisory role and its ability to identify nuclear security improvements.  We 

call on all member states with weapons-usable nuclear materials or facilities whose sabotage 

could cause a major catastrophe to request IPPAS missions to review their security measures.  In 

the aftermath of Fukushima, regular, independent international review of both safety and security 

measures should be the international norm.  

Countries participating in the NSS should also strengthen their support for the IAEA's work on 

nuclear security through their delegations to the IAEA Board of Governors and the annual 

General Conference.  In particular, they should agree to increase the portion of the IAEA's 

nuclear security work that has predictable funding through the regular IAEA budget, and to 

expand the total funding for this work through increasing voluntary contributions as well.   

7.  Strengthen the nuclear security regime through a framework convention that 

institutionalizes comprehensive standards of performance and responsibility.   It is clear 

that the current nuclear material security regime, while much improved over the past 10 years, is 

still a patchwork of voluntary, nonbinding, non-transparent national commitments, ad hoc 

bilateral and multilateral initiatives, and vague legally binding measures that provide no specific 

standards that states must follow.  This system is inadequate to the vital task of preventing 

nuclear terrorism and must be made stronger.  NSS states should actively support the 

development and implementation of an international framework convention on nuclear security 

that builds on, and expands, existing principles and establishes binding baseline standards of 

performance for nuclear security.  The convention should reduce overlap in the current regime 

while filling important policy gaps; allow for important, if limited, sharing of information in 

order to increase international confidence in every nation’s security practices; reinforce the 

IAEA's mandate to provide impartial reviews and technical assistance to states to help them meet 

these performance standards; and make the IAEA the convention's executive agent to monitor 

and evaluate implementation of these standards and requirements.  Specific future requirements 

should be codified in subsidiary protocols.  This framework agreement should be in effect by 

2020 or sooner if possible. 

8. FMWG Plutonium Policy (added March 25, 2013) 

Plutonium can be used in nuclear weapons, improvised nuclear explosive devices or radiological 

dispersal devices.  In its separated form (about 500 tons in both military and civilian sectors), this 

material constitutes a significant risk to global security and needs to be subject to the most 

stringent safety, security and accounting measures.   

 

A program to reduce these security risks should include steps that address existing stocks of 

material, capabilities to produce such material, and any future growth.  For military stockpiles, 



the FMWG supports a moratorium on production leading to a fissile material cutoff treaty; in 

that context, all facilities that can separate plutonium for weapons should be shuttered.  Five 

important steps that can be taken to address the remaining elements of this challenge are:    

i. Limit the current scale of reprocessing operations globally and work to decrease that 

scale over time:  The global scale of reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel should be 

encouraged to decline, rather than grow. This should be achieved through a variety of 

mechanisms, including: reducing or eliminating current reprocessing capability; 

refraining from new reprocessing facility construction and transfers of sensitive 

reprocessing equipment and technologies; and using or disposing of current excess 

stockpiles before additional spent fuel is reprocessed.  At a minimum, the global 

plutonium separation capacity should not increase, no matter where those operations are 

occurring. 

ii. Stop expansion of current stockpiles globally and work to reduce over time: The 

existing stockpiles of separated plutonium in both civilian and military sectors need to 

shrink, not expand.  Efforts already underway should be expanded.  For example, all 

countries with commercial reprocessing should adopt policies that limit the growth of 

separated plutonium stockpiles by using or disposing of plutonium as rapidly as 

practicable after it has been separated.  In the military sector, more material needs to be 

declared as excess to defense needs and China, Pakistan, India and North Korea should 

officially join the moratorium on fissile material production for weapons.  These two 

steps are critical to make progress toward a world that reduces the role of nuclear 

weapons and eventually eliminates them. 

iii. Apply the most stringent standards of safety, security, accounting, and protection of 

public health to all processes that result in or utilize separated plutonium (including fuel 

fabrication).  This would include international safeguards on all operating reprocessing 

plants. These measures are essential to prevent potential catastrophes, whether caused by 

terrorism or accidents.  

iv. Minimize the number of sites where such material is used and handled, and the 

number and length of transports of these materials.  Every site and every transport 

handling separated plutonium represents another chance for a security weakness to arise 

that might be exploited by terrorists.  Of course, some transportation will be required to 

remove material from sites where it is no longer needed. 

v. Pursue creative alternatives to spent fuel separation in the civilian sector, including 

safe and secure dry cask storage of spent fuel and multilateral cooperative storage and 

repositories. 


