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Wednesday, 2 March 2005, at 10.05 a.m.

(c)  Other safeguards implementation issues  (GOV/2005/9)

Mr. NASSERI (Islamic Republic of Iran)*, responding to the — unexpectedly detailed and  technical — report given by the Deputy Director General and to Board members’ comments, said that  the storage facilities at Esfahan were not part of the uranium conversion process. Moreover, DIQs on  the facilities had been submitted to the Agency prior to the complementary access visit, which had  taken place on 15 December 2004. If they had been received somewhat late, that had been the result of  an inadvertent error in communication between Iran and the Agency. 51.  Regarding the packing and storage of centrifuge components at Farayand, he noted that the  items in question were non-essential and were intended for preventive maintenance; they were thus  unrelated to Iran’s voluntary suspension. The technical necessity of such activities for the preservation  and maintenance of those components and other, essential items currently under Agency seals had  been discussed with technical staff since November 2004, prior to the commencement of the voluntary  suspension. Further discussion was required, for the items could not be left unpacked and it made no  sense to pack rejectable items.  52.  Iran welcomed the cooperation offered by other States and the steps taken by the Agency  towards resolving the issues relating to contamination and the P-2 centrifuges. Iran had provided the  Agency, beyond its safeguards obligations, with potentially helpful information on shipping,  procurement and other aspects, and it would continue to cooperate with the Agency to assist it in  bringing the matter to a conclusion.  53.  Although the media had represented the visit to Parchin as a setback, it should in fact be viewed  as a step forward. The request to visit had been responded to positively by Iran as a voluntary measure  to enhance confidence. The modalities for that visit had been agreed in advance, with the Agency  being given the option to select the zone with the highest priority from among the designated zones at  its own discretion. That agreement had been fully implemented. However, an additional request made  later had fallen outside the initially agreed modalities for the visit.   54.  More generally, two serious concerns continued to exist with regard to dual-use items. Firstly,  there seemed to be a tendency towards undue proliferation of such visits, which appeared to be  becoming an open-ended process, driven by unreliable open sources, to which no end was in sight  because it would never be possible to give sufficient assurances to terminate the process.  55.  Secondly, and more importantly, despite Iran’s repeated requests and all the Director General’s  efforts, confidentiality of information had almost never been maintained. Concerns about that issue  had grown in view of potential threats of military strikes against safeguarded and other facilities  visited by the Agency in Iran. Such threats by a nuclear-weapon State against a non-nuclear-weapon  State undermined the very essence of the NPT and had to be confronted head on because of the  alarming consequences for the security and stability of the region.  56.  Confidentiality might not only be a problem within the Secretariat. Part of the problem seemed  to relate to electronic monitoring and eavesdropping activities by outsiders, as had been reported  extensively in the media. That must be addressed seriously and immediately and a remedy must be  found if Iran’s work with the Agency was to proceed in a smooth and efficient manner.  57.  Having listened carefully to member’s statements, in particular to that made by the Governor  from the United States, he was not sure whether to regard the latter country’s attitude and proposed  course of action as confrontational or conciliatory, though the overall impression had seemed negative.  However, Iran would continue to cooperate with the Agency, including granting access to its sites in  accordance with its safeguards agreement and additional protocol.  58.  In conclusion, noting that common sense would favour an agreement reached by political  means, he said he would like to stress a number of points: Iran was sincere and serious in its  negotiations with the E3/EU, and was intent on continuing its full cooperation with the Agency in  order to return to a normal relationship under its safeguards agreement. Suspension was a voluntary  measure and hinged upon progress made in the negotiations with the E3/EU. Iran’s intention to  become a nuclear fuel producer and supplier — for which it had the technology and facilities — and to  be a player in the future of the lucrative nuclear market was firm and inalterable. An agreement was  envisaged and was being pursued with the E3/EU on the basis of an exchange of firm and objective  guarantees. Such an outcome was possible given a political environment conducive to a mutually acceptable agreement. The exchange of guarantees with the E3/EU would provide additional  assurances for both sides, would enhance confidence, and thus would contribute positively and  effectively to regional stability. Finally, good will and well-intentioned support from other members  for the success of the negotiations could be helpful to the process.
