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TECHNICAL MEETING ON NUCLEAR SECURITY RECOMMENDATIONS ON 
NUCLEAR MATERIALS AND NUCLEAR FACILITIES AND PHYSICAL PROTECTION 

OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL AND NUCLEAR FACILITIES (REVISION OF     
INFCIRC/225/Rev. 4)  

16-19 FEBRUARY 2010  

CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Technical Meeting (TM) on Nuclear Security Recommendations on Nuclear Materials and 
Nuclear Facilities and the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities (Revision of 
INFCIRC/225/Rev. 4) (referred to hereafter as Draft Revision 5) was held at the IAEA Headquarters 
in Vienna from 16 to 19 February 2010.  70 delegates from 42 Member States (MS), and two 
observers from the World Institute of Nuclear Security (WINS) attended the TM; a full list of 
participants is attached at Annex A.  The Agenda for the meeting is at Annex B. 

2. This TM was the culmination of an extended series of meetings which began in 2008.  The 
numbers and focus of these various meetings are an indication of the significant international 
commitment and collaboration involved in producing Draft Revision 5: there had been 6 Consultancy 
Meetings involving up to up to 2335 experts from 1523 countries; 4 Drafting Group Meetings with 7 
experts; 5 Reference Group Meetings to ensure consistency between the three Recommendations 
documents; 2 Harmonisation Group meetings; and 3 separate meetings called specifically to discuss 
Transport issues.   

DIRECTOR’S OPENING REMARKS 

3. Ms Anita Nilsson, Director, Office for Nuclear Security, Department of Nuclear Safety and 
Security, opened the TM.  She welcomed Member States, acknowledging and thanking all those who 
had been involved in the drafting process so far.  She emphasised the importance of Draft Revision 5 
in the context of promoting nuclear security as the expansion of nuclear power generation gathers 
pace, and the need therefore to ensure that the recommendations contained in this guidance document 
were both relevant and appropriate.  Ms Nilsson also reminded MS of the Nuclear Security 
Conference Summit which will occur in April 2010 in Washington DC at the invitation of President 
Obama, and she expressed the aspiration that by the end of the TM, MS might be in a position to 
demonstrate progress with Draft Revision 5 by endorsing the further development of the document as 
a part of the Nuclear Security Series. 

4. At the invitation of the Director, MS approved unanimously the appointment of Mr Roger Brunt 
as Chair of the TM. On appointment, he confirmed that the draft document to be used throughout the 
TM would be that dated 26 January 2010 (Enclosure 1) and requested MS to endorse the Agenda.    

PRESENTATIONS        

5. The TM began with two presentations to set the scene for discussions: 

a. Mr Denis Winter, Office of Nuclear Security, briefed the TM on the development process 
for Draft Revision 5.  Mr Winter’s PowerPoint slides are included in this report at Enclosure 2. 

b. Mr Chris Price, Chairman of the six Consultancy Meetings held between July 2008 and 
November 2009 to prepare the draft Revision 5 document, was invited to give a short 
presentation detailing the process so far.  He explained why it had been necessary to amend 
INFCIRC/225/Rev. 4, why there was a need to add further provision to Rev. 4, and why those 
involved in the Consultancy Meetings had chosen to delete parts of the original Rev. 4 
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document.  As part of his briefing, Mr Price emphasised the need for INFCIRC/225/Rev. 4 to 
reflect the increase in perceived threat and intent; the emergence of new international 
instruments relevant to nuclear security; the benefits accruing from having ten years experience 
of working with Rev. 4 to draw upon; and finally, the need to recognise the development of the 
IAEA Nuclear Security Series of documents and in particular, the Implementing Guide.   

NATIONAL STATEMENTS 

6. All MS attending the TM were invited to make a National Statement on the Draft Revision 5 
document.  A total of 31 National Statements were made and all reflected a broad consensus that the 
Draft Revision 5 document was not perfect but that it represented a compromise which could be made 
to work.  There was a sense that the difficult decisions and hard choices had already been made during 
the Consultancy Meetings and that the TM might be able to endorse the document.  A number of MS 
highlighted the importance of Revision 5 in the context of informing their national legislative 
programmes and the priority that they attached to achieving early agreement on the document.  

7. One MS noted that a chapter, referred to as ‘Chapter 4B’ and which had contained a description 
of generic measures to protect against theft and sabotage had been deleted from an earlier working 
draft, seemingly without consultation, from the Draft Revision 5 document presented to the TM.  The 
MS asked that his disappointment at this development should be recorded.      

DISCUSSION OF DRAFT REVISION 5 

GENERAL POINTS 

8. For the purposes of this report, I have chosen to draw attention only to the major issues which 
emerged from the discussions during the TM.  Where there was broad agreement amongst Member 
States on minor changes to the text in the Draft Revision 5, I have not made specific mention of these 
amendments.  In order that MS can be reassured that changes to the text of Draft Revision 4 agreed 
during the TM have been accurately recorded, I have asked the Secretariat to attach his its corrections 
at Annex C. 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

9. One major change was proposed as a result of discussion of Chapter 1.  Paragraph 1.3.7, which 
in Draft Revision 5 states that This document is intended for civil nuclear security implementation, but 
may well be used for other purposes attracted significant debate with many MS questioning the need 
for its inclusion in whatever form.  One MS proposed the amendment of the paragraph to read “This 
document is intended for use in the physical protection of nuclear material and nuclear facilities used 
for civil purposes.  Member States may decide whether or not to extend its use to other purposes and 
this amendment was accepted after further debate.  

CHAPTER 2: DEFINITIONS 

10. As a general observation on this Chapter, one MS suggested the addition of an explanatory 
paragraph at the beginning of this Chapter which would recognise the linkages between the 
Definitions listed in Chapter 2 of Draft Revision 5 and those which appear elsewhere in extant 
documents sponsored by the IAEA.  The TM welcomed this suggestion and an action was placed upon 
the Secretariat to provide such a paragraph. 

11. Member States requested discussion of 13 definitions listed in Chapter 2:  

 2.2 Central Alarm Station 
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 2.6 Defence in Depth 

 2.8 Detection 

 2.15 Malicious Act 

 2.16 Nuclear Facility 

 2.17 Nuclear Material 

 2.18 Nuclear Security Culture 

 2.24 Physical Protection Regime 

 2.25 Physical Protection System 

 2.32 System for Material Accountancy and Control 

 2.34 Threat Assessment  

 2.38 Unacceptable Radiological Consequences 

 2.40 Vital Area 

12. Each of these definitions (NB Incomplete Business: at the time of writing, the TM has yet to 
consider Definitions 2.8, 2.32, 2.34 and 2.38) was considered at appropriate points in the discussions 
by chapter of the draft Revision 5 document.  Member States agreed to amend [x] definition(s) (2.18) 
and the revised text will be included in subsequent drafts of the document.   

CHAPTER 3: OBJECTIVES OF A STATE’S PHYSICAL PROTECTION REGIME. 

13. There were no substantive issues raised for debate under this chapter. 

CHAPTER 4: ELEMENTS OF A STATE’S PHYSICAL PROTECTION REGIME FOR NUCLEAR 
MATERIAL AND NUCLEAR FACILITIES. 

14. This Chapter was the subject of prolonged and extensive scrutiny by MS and I am grateful for 
the numerous contributions made by Mr Chris Price to explain how the Consultants had arrived at the 
positions reflected in the Draft Revision 5 document presented to the TM.  The pattern of discussion 
throughout this Chapter and subsequent ones was for a MS to raise a question on the text, for Mr Price 
to explain the Consultants’ position, further discussion and then agreement or otherwise to accept an 
amendment.  Changes which were accepted into the text can be found in the amendments recorded by 
the Secretariat. 

15. The main points raised under this Chapter were: 

a. There was an early acknowledgement of the need to check the accuracy of translations to 
ensure that precise meanings were captured. 

b. MS asked why definitions used in the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear 
Material (CPPNM) could not be used in the Draft Revision 5 document.  Mr Price explained the 
practical difficulties of using legally binding meanings from CPPNM in a document making 
recommendations specifically for security.  He reminded MS of the amendment accepted for 
Chapter 2 which will seek to explain the linkages between the lists of Definitions and the 
expectation that the Nuclear Glossary will in time provide a solution.  Throughout discussion of 
this Chapter and following, some MS returned to this theme of wishing to use definitions 
included in CPPNM.    
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c. One MS signalled  a wish to submit an amendment to Paragraph 4.2.4 under discussion of 
Chapter 7.  This amendment has yet to be received and is unfinished business at the time of 
writing. 

d. MS discussed Paragraph 4.3.1and there was agreement that the text needed to be 
strengthened.  Mr Price accepted this action which remains as unfinished business at the time 
of writing 

e. MS pointed out the need for consistency across the document and cited Paragraphs 
4.4.1.7 and 4.8.3.3 as examples of where this could be achieved.  The Secretariat accepted this 
observation and agreed to incorporate amendments to achieve greater consistency of language 
throughout the Draft Revision 5 document. 

f. There was a debate of the use of the terms ‘shippers’ and ‘carriers’ and it was recognised 
that a ‘carrier’ would not necessarily be a licence holder.  MS agreed that care was needed in the 
choice of these terms so that the responsibilities were accurately attributed.  This debate re-
emerged during the Chapter 7 discussions. 

g. During the discussions on this Chapter, there were numerous occasions when points 
raised by MS were judged to be appropriate for submission under the 120 day consultation 
period.  MS broadly agreed when these judgements were made.  In the view of the Chair and in 
the interests of maintaining confidence in the review process, a significant number of such 
judgements were made and it will be important for the Agency to consider the amendments 
carefully when they are submitted and give due weight to them. 

h. Amendment to Paragraph 4.5.2 remains unfinished business.  A MS proposed 
amendment to this paragraph which would require states to exchange points of contact direct, 
rather than through the Agency.  This was not resolved. 

i. A MS suggested that at Paragraph 4.7.1.2, mention should be made that safety provision 
should be included as part of the risk management process.  Whilst MS were sympathetic to this 
view and understood the point being made, the consensus was that the Draft Revision 5 
Document should retain its focus on security.  This same subject was raised by the same MS 
during discussion of Paragraph 6.1. 

j. The Definition (2.18) of Nuclear Security Culture was discussed and the TM agreed to 
amend the definition by adding the word ‘sustainable’ on line 2 before ‘means’.  One Several 
MS asked that his their reservations over this amendment be recorded. 

k. There was much discussion under Paragraph 4.8.1.4 about the desired frequency of 
education of personnel with regard to physical protection.  This is unfinished business at the 
time of writing.  MS need to agree on the frequency of such education (‘regularly’ or ‘at least 
annually’) and on what is meant by the word ‘education’.   

l. The definition of Malicious act 2.15 was discussed but the TM did not wish to change the 
current definition. One MS, who favoured the use of the definition in CPPNM as amended and 
who was concerned that the issue of unauthorized removal was not covered, wished to record 
his disappointment at this decision. 

 

CHAPTER 5: REQUIREMENTS FOR MEASURES AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED REMOVAL OF 
NUCLEAR MATERIAL IN USE AND STORAGE. 
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16. MS were broadly content with this Chapter.  The main points of discussion were as follows: 

a. One Several MS believed that the wording used in the three paragraphs at 5.1.1 (and also 
in paragraphs 1.3.4 and 7.1)  did not express clearly the basis for the need of physical protection 
as the present wording seemed to refer to the presumed intentions rather than potential 
consequences.acknowledge sufficiently the potential unacceptable radiological consequences of 
dispersal as a result of a malicious act.  The MS agreed to draft alternative wording and submit 
it to the Secretariat for consideration.  This wording was submitted on Day 3 but has yet to be 
discussed by the TM and approved.  This is therefore unfinished business at the time of 
writing.  

b. One One MS highlighted the omission of Neptunium and Americium from the 
Categorization of Nuclear Material Table on Page 19document and subsequently, two MS 
proposed the insertion of a sentence concerning the need to protect significant quantities of 
these materials.   In response to his observation, Mr Price as Chairman of the Consultancy 
Meetings, explained that this had been discussed at length by the Reference Group who had 
decided that the Categorization Table would not be amended.  Mr Price reported that there was 
an expectation from the Reference Group, in line with the IAEA BoG that few MS holding 
significant quantities of these materials would protect these materials appropriately but now was 
not the time to amend the Categorization Table. 

c. There was discussion over the use of the word ‘Requirements’ in the Draft Revision 5 
document.  There was a view amongst some MS that the use of such a word in a document 
which constituted a series of ‘Recommendations’ relating to Nuclear Security was incompatible 
and should be discontinued.  In the discussion which followed, there was due recognition given 
to this point of view but the Chairman of the Consultancy Meetings reminded the TM that the 
use of the word ‘Requirements’ had a long association with INFCIRC/225 and the Draft 
Revision 5 document reflected that established usage.  The MS which had raised this 
observation accepted this explanation but asked that his views be recorded. 

d. There was discussion about ‘guards’ and ‘patrols’ at Paragraph 5.2.3.12 as a result of 
which an amendment was accepted to qualify ‘functions’ in the second paragraph with the word 
‘main’.  This point was raised again under 6.4.1.23 and one MS did not agree that all the 
functions listed at these paragraphs should be carried out by guards.  The TM gave the MS the 
opportunity to explain his thinking but there was no other support for this point of view. 

e. The majority of amendments to the text reflected the need to promote consistency 
throughout the document or to clarify meaning.  Most were accepted without debate and MS’ 
attention is drawn to the amendments recorded by the Secretariat to confirm those changes 
which were made. 

f.  One MS proposed to delete the second paragraph of 5.3.3.1. The proposal was not 
supported by MS.     

fg. The TM debated whether Paragraph 5.2.4.9 should be relocated to lie between paragraphs 
5.2.3.6 and 5.2.3.7.  The discussion was not conclusive and remains as unfinished business at 
the time of writing. The proposal was adopted and MS agreed to the deletion for the phrase “or 
to inner areas”. However, on reviewing this as unfinished business there a request to retain the 
current phrase at 5.2.4.9. for completeness. 

h. One MS reserved its position concerning the insertion of the phrase “at least annually” at 
the beginning of 5.2.4.13. 
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CHAPTER 6: REQUIREMENTS FOR MEASURES AGAINST SABOTAGE OF NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES AND NUCLEAR MATERIAL IN USE AND STORAGE. 

17. MS were broadly content with this Chapter.  The main points of discussion were: 

a. Paragraph  6.2.5.  There was discussion about whether the phrase ‘vital areas containing’ 
on line 2 between ‘identify’ and ‘equipment’ should be included in the text.  This discussion was 
not brought to a conclusion and remains unfinished business at the time of writing.The TM 
agreed to change the paragraph.   

b. This debate on Paragraph 6.2.5 was taken as an appropriate cue prompt to discuss the 
Definition of a Vital Area (2.40).  The TM agreed to amend the definition by adding the word 
radiological to the second line between high and consequences.  

c. At paragraph 6.3.2, a MS was not convinced that the wording was sufficient to take 
account of non-radioactive hazards on a nuclear facility and the dangers they could pose to the 
physical protection of nuclear materials.  MS did not concur, and expressed the view that the 
need to include planning to protect against contingencies credible scenarios was adequately 
covered in the existing text. 

d. At Paragraph 6.3.6, a MS prompted discussion of the implications of the words to protect 
targets against possible stand-off attacks.  After examining the implications of this wording in 
the broader context of the paragraph, the MS accepted the flexibility available to a State in 
interpreting and applying the recommendationAn amendment was proposed which is detailed in 
the Annex C. 

e. A discussion occurred at Paragraph 6.4.1 about the precise meaning of the paragraph.  
The MS accepted the clarification offered by the Chairman of the Consultancy meetings. 

f. Search was discussed at Paragraph 6.4.1.5 and MS sought clarification that the intent was 
not to increase the number of times an individual is searched.  The Chairman of the Consultancy 
Meetings confirmed that this was the case but the wording here and in related passages was 
designed to make clear the need for an effective searching policy to be followed.  

g. At Paragraph 6.4.1.23, MS returned to the discussion about guards and patrols.  See 
Paragraph 16d above. 

h. There was a debate at Paragraph 6.4.1.25 about the frequency of performance testing at 
Category 1 nuclear facilities.  All MS recognised the need for this but there was discussion over 
how to phrase the need for such testing to occur at appropriate intervals.  The choice of an 
appropriate phrase remains unfinished business although there was acceptance that it happens 
frequently and usually never less than once a yearThe TM could not agree an amendment.’ 

i. The definition of nuclear facility 2.16 was discussed but the TM did not wish to change 
the current definition. One MS, who favoured the use of the definition in CPPNM as amended, 
wished to record his disappointment. 

CHAPTER 7: REQUIREMENTS FOR MEASURES AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED REMOVAL 
AND SABOTAGE OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL DURING TRANSPORT. 

18. MS noted that the original intent had been to include the content of Chapter 7 in the preceding 
Chapters as appropriate but fairly late in the Consultation stage, a decision had been to devote a 
chapter to transport security issues in their own right.  MS recognised that this chapter in its own right 
had not therefore been subject to the same degree of rigorous scrutiny that the remainder of the Draft 
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Revision 5 document had enjoyed.  However, they accepted that the constituent parts of the Chapter 
had been thoroughly reviewed as part of other Chapters of the document. 

19. Recognising these realities, one MS submitted on the 18 February a version of Chapter 7 
(Enclosure 3) with amendments in track changes in order to facilitate discussion.  Unfortunately, there 
was insufficient time to allow MS to absorb the implications of the track changes and to discuss them 
with national transport security experts.  The European MSs requested therefore that the version of 
Chapter 7 in the Draft Revision 5 document should remain the basis of the TM discussion.  The MS 
accepted this position and agreed that the existing Chapter 7 should be the basis for discussion. The 
MS left the amended withdrew the amended Chapter 7 as an additional note.  

20. The main points of discussion relating to Chapter 7 were: 

a. At Paragraph 7.1.2.1, a MS proposed the amendment of sub-paragraph g to include 
detection, communication and response.  MS felt that the existing wording was sufficient for the 
intended purpose and did not accept the proposed amendment.  In discussion of the same 
paragraph, there was debate over the wording of sub-paragraph i.  MS agreed to adopt the 
wording used in the Nuclear Security Regulations on Radioactive Material and Associated 
Facilities.  This amendment has been actioned by the Secretariat. 

b. MS requested a redraft of paragraphs 7.1.3.4 and 7.1.4.4 to produce better consistency 
and meaning.  This action was taken by the Secretariat. 

c. There was much discussion with regard to Paragraph 7.1.4.3 reflecting earlier debate on 
shippers and carriers and acknowledging that there might be more than one competent authority 
involved in authorising a move of Category I or Category II Nuclear Material.  The Secretariat 
agreed to redraft this paragraph. 

d. There was much discussion of the meaning of paragraph 7.1.4.5 and the degree of 
flexibility implicit in the wording.  At the conclusion of the discussion, all but one MS agreed 
amendments to this paragraph detailed in the Annex Cdeclared that they were content with both 
the wording and the meaning.  

OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

xx. At the conclusion of Day 3 of the TM, the following issues were still awaiting discussion: 

 a. Paragraph 4.2.4 

 b. Paragraph 4.3.1 

 c. Paragraph 4.5.2 

 d. Paragraph 4.8.1.4 

 e. Paragraph 5.1.1 

 f. Paragraph 5.2.4.6 

 g. Paragraph 5.2.4.9  

 h. Paragraph 5.2.4.1 

 i. Definitions listed at Paragraph 12 above. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE TECHNICAL MEETING 
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xx21. MS are invited to confirm a choice of one of the two following texts: 

Either: The TM recommends that Secretariat circulates the Draft Revision 5 document as amended 
should be circulated for comment as part of the 120 Day Consultation process. 

Or: The TM cannot recommend the circulation of the Draft Revision 5 document. 

 

RM BRUNT 

Chair of the Technical Meeting         19 February 2010 

 

Annexes: 

A. List of Participants. 

B. Agenda.  

C. Revised Wording of Draft Revision 5 . 

Enclosures: 

1. Draft dated 26 January 2010 ‘Nuclear Security Recommendations on NUCLEAR MATERIAL 
AND NUCLEAR FACILITIES      PHYSICAL PROTECTION OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL 
AND NUCLEAR FACILITIES (INFCIRC/225/REVISION 5’. 

2. IAEA Department of Nuclear Safety and Security Presentation ‘Development Process for 
Nuclear Security Recommendations on Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities, Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities (INFCIRC/225/Rev. 4). 

3. Chapter 7: Track Change version. 
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