Record of GOV/OR.1084

Friday, 21 November 2003, at 11.05 a.m.  

Nuclear Verification (b)  Implementation of the NPT safeguards agreement in the Islamic Republic of  Iran:  Report by the Director General     (GOV/2003/75)

Mr. SALEHI (Islamic Republic of Iran)* said that the process of peacefully resolving the  outstanding issues connected with his country’s nuclear programme had got under way. Unfortunately,  a few countries appeared to be intent on disrupting that process. They were playing a game to which,  however, there might be unexpected reactions. Iran’s firm commitment to full co-operation with the  Agency would not be strengthened by devious political pressures. The important thing now was to  maintain the good will that had been created.  91. Mr. NASERI (Islamic Republic of Iran)* said that, although the United States was contesting  facts and conclusions set out in the Director General’s report, it was absolutely clear that Iran was not  guilty of non-compliance as envisaged in Article XII.C of the Agency’s Statute. That had been firmly  established, and it was backed by the opinions of some of the world’s most renowned international  lawyers. At the same time, his country was unhappy about the use of the word “breaches” in addition  to “failures” in the report.   92.  Some countries were clearly suspicious of Iran’s intentions. In that connection, it should be  borne in mind that the Agency was not a criminal court empowered to look into motives or intentions;  the Agency’s job was to determine whether nuclear material had been diverted for military purposes.  That having been said, he wished to stress that Iran’s intention all along had been to engage in the  exclusively peaceful uses of nuclear energy and technology.  93.  Iran had not been putting the blame for its failures on others, but it had - justifiably in his view -  drawn attention to the major impediments which it had encountered in pursuing its peaceful objectives  in the nuclear field. Iran’s approaches to various countries in the Western world and even to certain  friendly countries elsewhere had been rejected, so that it had become impossible for Iran to exercise its right to enjoy the benefits of the peaceful utilization of nuclear energy and technology. Iran had had no  option but to pursue a course that involved “failures” at a certain stage.  94.  What really counted, however, was how things now stood. Unfortunately, the attitude of the  United States was a backward-looking one, despite what appeared to be a very strong body of opinion  in favour of looking to the future. In his view, by “coming clean” and taking all the corrective  measures that had been requested of it, Iran had provided the Board with an opportunity to be forwardlooking despite the wishes to the contrary which some Member States might have.  95.  Iran would continue on the path of co-operation and openness, and he was convinced that no  evidence of diversion by Iran of nuclear material to non-peaceful uses would be found - simply  because no such diversion had occurred.  96.  In his view, prudence called for emphasizing the positive that now existed rather than the  negative that belonged to the past. Doing so would be in the interests of the Agency and of the  international non-proliferation regime. Moreover, it would be conducive to conciliation in Iran’s part  of the world, which might help in dealing with a number of situations.
