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Outline

• General trends in a broader context
• Specific influences on professional training
• Some US developments

*The views expressed here are my own and do not necessarily reflect 
official US government policy
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Before the summits…

• Nuclear security wasn’t invented at the 2010 
Nuclear Security Summit, but for many decades  
did not garner as much attention, effort or 
funding as nuclear safety or nonproliferation.

• 2010 and 2012 summits haven’t changed 
everything, but have done a few things.
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Goals of the 2010 Nuclear Security Summit

• Better awareness of risk of nuclear terrorism
• Agreement to lock down all vulnerable 

materials in 4 years
• High-level attention from world leaders, 

trickling down to organizations
• Encourage specific, tangible actions in the 

work plan and in individual country 
commitments

• Follow-on summit(s) to sustain momentum
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The 2012 summit and beyond

• Seoul summit sought to carry forward 
Washington summit goals, highlight 
achievements thus far, and explore potential to 
create a “process” for more far-reaching goals

• Now a discussion among stakeholders for how 
to achieve continued progress in nuclear 
security

• Nuclear security training is key.
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A few trends in nuclear security training since 2010
• More “train the trainers,” acknowledging the 

growth in demand
• Creation of more nuclear security support 

centers, or COEs. 
• EU efforts to network experts through its CRBN 

initiative; IAEA facilitation of NSSC network 
• Efforts to broaden the pool of expertise, 

particularly through connections back to 
university education (through INSEN, other 
programs); 

• Greater interest/awareness in nuclear forensics 
= focus on linking to enforcement agencies
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Future trends in nuclear security training 
affected by a few factors

I.  Legal requirements for training (treaties, laws, 
regulations)

II. Nuclear power growth
III. Government commitments
IV. International efforts (IAEA but also WINS, 

WANO, etc.)
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I. Legal requirements for training

• CPPNM amendment: how are principles of 
“competent authorities” and security culture 
interpreted and implemented?

• What do national laws and regulations 
“require”?
• NRC has minimum criteria for nuclear security 

personnel but not for security culture; specifies 
training requirements

• Other specific legislation can levy requirements or 
provide incentives/support
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Nuclear Forensics & Accountability Act 2010

• Est’d National Technical Nuclear Forensics 
Center in DNDO in DHS.  

• Outlined a National Nuclear Forensics Expertise 
Development Program (grants of $2.5M in 2012)
• “devoted to developing and maintaining a vibrant and 

enduring academic pathway from undergraduate to 
post- doctorate study in nuclear and geochemical 
science specialties directly relevant to technical 
nuclear forensics, including radiochemistry, 
geochemistry, nuclear physics, nuclear engineering, 
materials science, and analytical chemistry.”
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II. Nuclear Power Growth and Industry

• Assume that growth = incentives/motivation for 
training; + more vibrant commercial sector able 
to fund professional development
• E.g., KEPCO International Nuclear Graduate School 

(but no attention to nuclear security)
• In US/Japan, new nuclear build is uncertain, yet 

continuing focus on nuclear safety/security.  
Ability of commercial sectors to fund is limited

• In mature nuclear power states, overall trend of 
aging workforces and low enrollments in 
relevant fields affect pool for training
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III. Government commitments

• Money and policies, with domestic and 
international aims.  Two examples in the US: 
• DoE/NNSA/GTRI program to set up nuclear security 

curricula at TAMU, MIT, Penn State.
• State Department Partnership in Nuclear Security 

(PNS) 
• Goal of self-sufficient nuclear security culture in other states
• About $7.5M annually (for last few years)

• Funding for IAEA Nuclear Security Fund, Global 
Partnership Program and EU Initiatives
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IV. International Efforts

• Not just IAEA, but also WINS (WANO?), EU, 
Global Partnership to Combat WMD 
Proliferation
• Reliable, sustainable budgets

• Centers of Excellence
• Some will help train not only their domestic 

professionals, but also foreigners (e.g. Japan’s 
ISCN)

• Some room for collaboration between centers, which 
both EU and IAEA are assisting with

• These centers could form the backbone of continued, 
sustained improvement in nuclear security more 
broadly.  12
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A few last thoughts

• Need to harness ability/knowledge/funds within 
industry for nuclear security training

• Need to get governments to keep paying 
attention after the 2014 (or 2016) summit

• Need to make nuclear security as much of a 
“no-brainer” as nuclear safety. 
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Proliferation Prevention Program @ www.csis.org 
ssquassoni@csis.org
202 775‐3293

Contact information
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