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In the name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful

Mr Chairman,

The September report of the Director-General presented the most promising picture of cooperation by Iran enabling the Agency to make steady progress towards resolution of the remaining outstanding issues. An end was and still is clearly in sight. Ironically, such a positive trend did not produce the corresponding reaction in some circles.

While the rest of the international community felt vindicated bout resorting to the existing legal regime of the IAEA to clarify misunderstandings and produce reassurances, the extremist elements in one single country who have consistently shown contempt for the utility of the IAEA and similar multilateral mechanisms, felt threatened as they saw that all the hysteria that they had so heavily invested in creating was about to evaporate. The solution for these extremist elements was to try to hastily abort the process and set the stage for confrontation.

And that is exactly what they invested all their substantial resources to ensure. Thus, it is not at all surprising that the footprint they left in the draft was sufficient to make it by far the most inconsistent text on this issue and alien to the letter and spirit of the report.

To give in to this destructive tactic is a major setback for the IAEA; one that will most likely be regretted as wasting the best opportunity to augment the credibility and relevance of the Agency, move towards the resolution of this matter and avoid confrontation.

Let me elaborate:

Since last September, more inspections have been carried out in Iran than in any other country in the history of Agency’s safeguards verification. In fact over 800 person days of the most intrusive inspections have not only produced no smoking gun, but in fact has further substantiated the original finding of the Director-General that “to date there is no evidence that the previously undeclared nuclear material and activities Ö were related to a nuclear weapons program”; a finding that this Board has been consistently obstructed from recognizing. 

Iran has consistently held at the very highest level that from a strategic, political, economic and religious and ethical standpoint, development, possession and use of nuclear weapons and other WMDs are dangerous, illogical, costly and unacceptable for Iran. Iran has therefore never sought nuclear weapons, while it has and will always insist ion its right to all aspects of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.

In order to provide long-term assurances to the international community, within an accepted multilateral legal regime, Iran in December 2003 signed and immediately started implementing the Additional Protocol. In May 2004, Iran produced its original declarations in 1033 pages; that is Iran beat the Protocol time table for submission of declarations. Iran has submitted a complete set of the revised version of its original declarations, including detailed information about its R&D programs over the next ten years as well as export-import declarations. Furthermore, Iran provided 13 complementary accesses to various locations in accordance with Article 4 of the Protocol, often with only two hour notice.

The implementation of the Additional Protocol, now that the outstanding issues are approaching resolution, is the best guarantee for providing the international community with the assurances that it legitimately deserves about the peaceful nature of the Iranian nuclear program.

As a temporary confidence building measure and pursuant to understandings with the EU 3, Iran took the extra-ordinary and voluntary step of suspending its rightful and legal uranium enrichment activities. Iran expanded these voluntary measures as a result of an agreement with the EU 3; an agreement which contained reciprocal commitments. For its part, Iran implemented the agreement fully and completely ,and in keeping with those understandings, it allowed the IAEA to verify its voluntary measures, which was done and duly reported to the previous Board meeting. The other side was not as forthcoming in keeping its commitments. The scope of the suspension was therefore accordingly re-adjusted. Iran again carried out its voluntary measure in full and the Agency verified it. There should be no misunderstanding about the non-binding and absolutely voluntary nature of these measures. Any steps and measures in this confidence-building exercise can solely be a matter which emanates from political understandings and agreements not extra-legal demands.

Other findings, conclusions and assessments of the director-General in his Report testify to the clearly positive trend of cooperation and the steady progress in investigations which is approaching a conclusive corroboration of Iranian accounts of its activities. Allow me to paraphrase - for the sake of brevity - some of them:

The Director General has welcomed the additional information provided recently by Iran in response to the Agency’s requests including the prompt provision by Iran of clarifications concerning its initial declaration pursuant to its Additional Protocol.

The Agency continues to make steady progress in understanding the Iranian nuclear programme and that this progressive development would assist the Agency in drawing definitive conclusions and confirming the correctness and completeness of Iran’s declarations related to all aspects of its nuclear program.

The investigations on laser enrichment activities and Iran’s declared uranium conversion experiments have reached a point where further follow-up will be carried out as a routine safeguards implementation matter.

The Agency has made a major progress on the key issue of uranium contamination where, on the basis of the Agency’s analysis, it appears plausible that the HEU contamination found may not have resulted from enrichment of uranium by Iran.

The Agency has gained a better understanding of Iran’s efforts relevant to manufacture and use centrifuges of P-1 and P-2 designs,

And in sum, the ~Agency is making steady progress towards understanding Iran’s nuclear programs.

Now let us examine the inconsistency of the draft resolution with the Report:

This draft resolution is the first since the start of this process that has no single positive reference to Iranian cooperation despite the many positive elements in the report. The only positive, albeit qualified, reflection in the original draft of “the generally positive tenor of references to Iranian cooperation with the Agency in the Director-General’s report” was conspicuously omitted from the revised draft, probably for the sake of consistency, as such recognition would have rendered the general direction of the draft resolution utterly illogical.

Furthermore, several extremely important findings of the Agency contained in the report are completely neglected in the draft resolution, namely the conclusion of investigation on laser enrichment and uranium conversion as well as plausibility of foreign sources of HEU contamination. One is reminded that in November last year a vicious campaign prevented any reference in the resolution to the profoundly important finding of no evidence of diversion.

In fact, it did not make any difference, because while that resolution did not recognize the DG’s finding, robust and intrusive inspections have factually substantiated it. 

What is important, nevertheless, is that the total disregard for such pivotal conclusions undermines the integrity and credibility of the IAEA inspection regime. It indicates that for some with an unhealthy ability to impose, the Agency’s reports do not matter and have utility only if they corroborate their allegations. Otherwise, continued progress of the work with the Agency must be torpedoed, ridiculed and outright neglected as we see in the current draft.

Mr chairman,

In order to avoid any misgivings or misinformation and for the record, I wish to stress that assertion by Canada that a Board is duty bound to report past failures or breaches to Security Council, commits a very scant reading of the statute and its provisions and does in no way hold stand scrutiny by any viable legal interpretation.

Mr Chairman,

The statement made by the representative from United States, I pressed myself hard to detect something new in her statement. Something that would reflect the realities on the ground, as reflected in the DGs report, something that US representative has not repeatedly said in the previous meeting. I did not find anything new. Her statement. Like those in previous meetings of the board, was full of speculative conjecture, trying to convince the board members and the DG and the Agency that Iran has a nuclear Weapon programme. The US delegation elects not to hear or read the DG’s report in as much as the report don’t corroborate her allegation and speculation. US officials have circulated allegations about Iran through the open source and 13 of these allegations have been followed up by the Agency through complimentary access by the Agency. None substantiated US allegations.

I invite the US representative to substantiate her allegation by presenting any evidence on indication she has that points to an Iranian nuclear programme for consideration by DG and the Agency provided that US would accept the finding of the DG and would subsequently withdraw their allegation.

Mr Chairman,

Let me also respond to some of the points made by the representative of the United Kingdom. He pointed out that Confidence building is not like a tab to open and close. I must say that there are modern faucets that do not take a year to open or close. It is a year that Iran is applying the provisions of the additional protocol which is the result of our collective wisdom to provide assurances about the peaceful nature of our program.

The most important provisions of the draft resolution clarify the intention for such blatant inconsistency. Some have openly declared their intention. Knowing that a forward-looking approach will further vindicate Iran and that the November report, based on further investigation,  is bound to clarify the remaining outstanding issues, they have confessed  that they have introduced language with the clear intention of setting the clock backward and take the process a couple of years back. That, we all know they need, as an instrument for trying to impose extra-legal requirements. However, that was not meant to be as shown by the voting. This afternoon my delegation noted that under normal use of rules of procedures the draft resolution should have been on separately, but was not because of the NAM’s commitment to the process in the IAEA. We also noted the statement made by the distinguished Ambassador of UK that Iran’s voluntary decision for suspension as a confidence building measure does not constitute a legal obligation. We take the amendments made by the NAM, statements made by UK and others into account in analysis and evaluation of this resolution just passed without a vote and in our response.

