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Mr Chairman,

I first want to thank the Director General and the IAEA Safeguards Directorate for the IAEA’s sustained, ongoing efforts in Iran and for the September 1 report, as well as for the technical briefing offered to missions last week and the DG’s introductory statement to the Board on Monday. The IAEA’s work has provided a sound basis of verified facts to help the Board objectively consider this important agenda item.

The United States welcomes the Board’s action today in adopting a resolution that makes clear to Iran that the Board, representing the broader international community, has exhausted its patience with Iran’s continuing refusal to meet its commitments, to comply with Board resolution requests, and to cooperate fully with the IAEA. The United States considers the adoption of this resolution to be a clear victory in support of the IAEA safeguards system.

Iran should not underestimate the Board’s resolve to do what is necessary in November. As Board members, we must not delay beyond November the fulfilment of our responsibilities, nor allow Iran to manipulate the Board’s will or undermine our commitment to address effectively this threat to the safeguards system. We hope Iran heeds today’s warning from the Board, by taking all necessary steps immediately to comply with the Board’s calls, as embodied not only in this resolution, but in the Board’s past four resolutions.

Mr chairman, members of the Board, we will face an important decision at our November board meeting, one that will require both the fullest possible understanding of Iran’s nuclear activities, and the strongest possible commitment on our part to implementing the NPT and upholding the requirements of the IAEA Statute.

To achieve the fullest possible understanding of Iran’s past and current nuclear program will require, of course, further work on he part of the DG and his able staff. That is why the Board’s resolution requested of Dr. ElBaradei in such specific terms a comprehensive report on Iran before the next Board. The past six reports from Dr. ElBaradei over the past 18 months have provided us with an examination of a member state’s troubling nuclear history unprecedented in its scope and detail. We welcome the Secretariat’s outstanding work and dedication to conduct this investigation and to produce those reports. But rather than continue the pattern of episodic reporting covering distinct three-month periods, which can unintentionally fail to convey the full scope of the IAEA’s overall findings, we welcome this resolution’s requirement for a comprehensive report. We believe such report must describe clearly and in comprehensive detail for Board members.

The full range of safeguards failures, breaches, and inconsistencies confirmed by the IAEA from the beginning of its investigation, including information on the dates of Iran’s past nuclear activities together with the dates those activities were declared by Iran, and a summary of the IAEA’s verification efforts related to Iran’s safeguards obligations:

The current status of Iran’s progress in all areas of its nuclear program, including all of its nuclear fuel-cycle related efforts, from uranium mining and milling to ore processing to conversion efforts, to enrichment using gas centrifuges and lasers, to heavy water production and heavy water reactor efforts and plutonium separation work, to experiments with polonium-210, including remaining gaps in the Agency’s understanding of these programs;

A full history of Iran’s cooperation with the Agency’s ongoing investigation, including an assessment of the timelines and scope of Iran’s responses to the IAEA’s requests for information and access, a chronology of Iran’s record regarding granting IAEA access requested sites, specific identification of any sites requested by the Agency that it has not yet been allowed to visit, and a full accounting of any delays the IAEA encountered in gaining access to any sites;

A summary of Iran’s declarations submitted to the Agency in October 2003 and May 2004 in accordance with the Additional Protocol, and the status of the IAEA’s ongoing assessment of the correctness and completeness of those declarations; and

The extent of Iran’s compliance with past Board resolution requests, including the Board’s requests for full suspension of all enrichment-related and reprocessing activities, including commitments related to production of feedstock materials, to refrain from uranium conversion operations, and to reconsider plans to proceed with construction of a heavy water-moderated reactor and associated facilities.

Moreover, Mr Chairman, there remain a number of unanswered questions that continue to concern us, drawn directly from the DG’s reporting. We would hope that the DG’s next report would offer explicit answers to questions like the following:

What is the full scope of the P2 centrifuge program, including what Iran did between 1995 and 2002?

What is Iran’s explanation for refusing to suspend its uranium conversion work? What is the stated goal of the 37-ton yellowcake conversion planned this month at the Esfahan Uranium Conversion Facility (UCF)? Is the goal to generate UF6? What does Iran intend to do with the final product?

What are the possible origins of the enriched uranium particles found on centrifuges and centrifuge equipment in Iran? What are the possible origins of the UF6 particles found at the Tehran Research Reactor?

What are the remaining gaps in Iran’s reporting of its past experiments to separate plutonium, including how recently it conducted those experiments?

Are Iranís explanations for its efforts to produce Polonium-210 credible? Did Iran perform nuclear-related work with Beryllium (which when combined with Po-210 forms a neutron initiator that could be used in nuclear weapons)?

Why is the Iranian government not seeking ratification of the Additional Protocol?

What explanation did Iran provide regarding the need to use sophisticated “whole body counters” to conduct supposedly basic nuclear-defense work at the sanitized “Lavizan” site? Was this explanation credible? What specific “nuclear defense” projects were pursued at that site?

Was the existence of the “Bandar Abbas uranium mine and production plant at Gachini” reported to the Agency in October 2003? Is there a military link to this mine? What is the extent of the Iranian Military’s role in Iran’s nuclear activities?

The IAEA is continuing to investigate Iranian attempts to procure “dual use equipment and materials which have applications in the conventional military area and in the civilian sphere as well as in the nuclear military area.”

What specific types of equipment was Iran attempting to procure?

Are there other locations or facilities in Iran that the AIEA has requested access to or seeks to visit? What role to hot cells play in Iran’s nuclear program?

What specific steps, including any site visits, has the IAEA taken to verify the absence of nuclear weapons design-related work?

When did the IAEA first request to visit the high explosive test facility at Parchin, what are the nature of the IAEA’s concerns with regard to possible nuclear-related testing there, and what has been Iran’s response to the IAEA?

Mr Chairman, it is critical that we remind ourselves and our leaders of what is at stake here, and of what our responsibilities as IAEA Board members require of us. Much of the international debate on how to deal with Iran’s nuclear program has focused on whether Iran is trying to develop nuclear weapons. As we have made clear many times, the Unite States believes Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons, but many times, the United states believes Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons, but many question this assertion.

Unfortunately, this debate has distracted attention from the clear facts that Iran has violated its safeguards agreement, an agreement that is required under Article III of the NPT. Mr Chairman, that fact alone is sufficient cause for action. The NPT and the IAEA safeguards system were set up to provide early warning of diversion of nuclear material, recognizing that ostensibly civil nuclear programs could be a means for proliferators to develop the fissile material production capabilities that could then be used clandestinely to produce nuclear material for weapons by violating safeguards or openly after breakout from the NPT. If you wait until the IAEA finds the nuclear weapons - or an unambiguous nuclear weapons program - it may already be too late.

Iran long ago crossed the tripwire IAEA safeguards provide. The fact that Iran has violated its safeguards agreement is all the evidence the Board needs to act. We should not impose a higher standard than that set in the statute by requiring the IAEA to prove these violations were to produce nuclear weapons or require the IAEA to resolve every issue. It is the fact of dedicated Iranian safeguards obfuscation, over the course of two decades, that triggers the Board’s responsibility to report and that same fact provides the best indicator of Iranian intent.

This early earning system works in two ways. Most obviously, the IAEA may detect the diversion of nuclear material from declared peaceful uses by discovering actual diversion to weapons. But equally important, early warning is provided when the IAEA identifies failures to cooperate with safeguards implementation, countries that file false information, fail to report required information and operate their nuclear programs in a clandestine manner hidden from the IAEA. Such actions require a response by the Board. As a result of such actions, the IAEA may be unable to verify non-diversion even though it may not be able to establish actual diversion. In effect, safeguards are designed to require cooperation and non-cooperation can constitute non-compliance. The strengthened safeguards system and the Additional Protocol were designed to improve this early earning capability, by making it harder to appear to cooperate while hiding certain activities. If we the Board, overlook the actions that a country takes in breach of its safeguards obligations, and its failure to cooperate fully with the IAEA, we are rendering this early warning system irrelevant, to our own peril.

Mr Chairman, there must be consequences for states that wilfully violate their safeguards agreements, especially when the State involved has more often impeded than assisted the subsequent IAEA investigation. When a state violates its safeguards obligations systematically, over an extended period of time, pursuing in secret sensitive nuclear fuel cycle programs that could contribute to a nuclear weapons capability, the international response must be particularly resolute. Such unsafeguarded nuclear fuel cycle activities must be terminated.

Some might argue that the Board is overreaching in seeking to require Iran to suspend its sensitive fuel cycle activities. However, the Board’s task is to make determinations on whether Iran is complying with its commitment that safeguards are being applied to all source or special nuclear material so that the Agency can verify “that such material is not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.” Given what we know about the Iranian program, their safeguards violations, their grudging cooperation with Agency inspectors and their current lack of an in-force Additional Protocol, can any Board member truly believe we are in a position to certify that material is not being diverted to a nuclear weapons program? Iranian operation of sensitive nuclear facilities will only make this inability to verify more severe. The Board’s decision to defer reporting Iran’s extensive safeguards violations in November 2003 was in large part based on the premise that Iran had made a genuine commitment to suspend its sensitive fuel cycle activities thereby providing the Board with some assurance that it would be in a position to make this essential judgment about Iran’s compliance with its safeguards obligations.

This decision in November 2003 to defer reporting Iran’s confirmed safeguards violations to the Security Council was motivated by the desire to give Iran the opportunity to build international confidence through suspension of its fuel cycle activities. Iran took full advantage of that opportunity - not to build the necessary confidence, but to cynically avoid Board action as Iran advanced ever closer towards self-sufficiency in its conversion and enrichment programs. Iran has made clear repeatedly and explicitly that it has no intention of ever giving up its fuel cycle pursuits, despite their clandestine origins and the absence of any justification for Iran to seek such technology for nuclear power. Indeed, in just the recent months since the June BOG meeting:

Ambassador Moussavian, here today with us, was quoted in the Financial Times this week saying: “The reason the Europeans are asking us to continue the suspension is that they want cessation, and this will never happen.”

Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Asefi was quoted last weekend in the London Times asserting that Iran would never accept any limitations on its right to master “peaceful” nuclear technology. As he said: “That is out of the question because we have already reached that point.”

Expediency Council Chairman Rafsanjani, on June 30, warned that: “We hope the Westerners are not going to do something which will bring us to the point where we will decide that we have to withdraw from the NPT. We will continue our programs right to their very end.”

Iranian Foreign Minister Kamal Kharrazi stated on June 12, 2004 that Iran wanted to be considered a member of the nuclear club.

Secretary of the Supreme Council for National Security Hassan Ruhani said at a June 20 press conference that “The issue of the fuel cycle will not under any circumstances be halted, and its suspension is voluntary and short-term.” Ruhani added to that when speaking to reporters on September 8, Saying: “The fuel cycle must remain within Iran’s access. We won’t give up this objective, and we will try to pursue this goal at the most appropriate time and with the best shape.”

President Khatami, speaking to reporters on July 14, said: “The enrichment of uranium is our legal, international, and natural right and it is in keeping with our national pride. It is not possible to give up that right.”

Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei warned the international community on June 21 that “the Iranian nation will not cave in to your demands. What Iranian researchers are doing in the field of nuclear activities and technology is a huge task which must be accomplished. It is our national duty to seek this.”

Members of the Board, with every passing week, Iran becomes that much closer to reaching the point where neither we, nor any other international body, will be able to prevent Iran from achieving nuclear weapons capability. It is not too late to resolve this issue through peaceful diplomatic means, and the United States is committed to seeking such a resolution. But the time for decisive action is upon us. The Board must act in November to show Iran that the world stands resolute against Iran’s longstanding and serious safeguards violations, including by making a report to the UN Security Council. The Council is the appropriate body to address Iran’s fuel cycle activities and, as a matter impacting on international peace and security, add gravity and imperative to this Board’s 

Many previous requests to Iran that it finally come clean and step away from its nuclear weapons aspirations.

I should remind the Board that in 1991, following revelations about Iraq’s secret nuclear weapons program, then Director General Blix drew three key lessons about the steps needed to strengthen the safeguards system. Dr. Blix said that the IAEA needed access to information, physical access in country , and access to the Security Council. Let us not forget these lessons. Thank you.
