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Statement to the 36th Session of the General
Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency

1992 marks the fiftieth anniversary of controlled nuclear fission and the
thirty-fifth anniversary of the IAEA.

The sustained, controlled chain reaction mastered by Enrico Fermi in early
December 1942 in Chicago was an experiment that changed the world, creating
both a new source of energy and a new source of destruction. Ever since,
mankind has had to face the dual challenge of the atom—how to preclude its
military use and how to exploit its peaceful potential safely. The IAEA has been
assigned a major role by its member governments in both these regards.

The two-pronged "Atoms for Peace" approach was chosen early whereby
access to nuclear technology for peaceful purposes was offered and undertakings
regarding an exclusively peaceful use were simultaneously demanded. Today
the commitment to limit the use of fission to exclusively peaceful purposes is
stronger and more widespread than ever and for the first time we may dare to
hope for both a universal commitment to non-proliferation and drastic nuclear
disarmament. The creation of the IAEA in 1957 was an integral part of the
efforts to realize the Atoms for Peace policy and to meet the dual challenge of
the atom.

The Agency's role to "promote" nuclear energy or—to use the terms of the
Statute—to "accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace,
health and prosperity throughout the world" is sometimes criticized. It has been
suggested that, whatever legitimate transfers of technology there might be, they
could be taken over by other United Nations bodies, confining the Agency to
what are termed "regulatory" functions—specifically nuclear safety and
safeguards. I submit that such surgery on the functions of the Agency would be
unwise. The Agency is there to serve all its Members and many of these see its
greatest value precisely in "promotional" activities, notably in the transfer of
technology. Indeed, discussions and resolutions of the General Conference
demonstrate convincingly that support for the Agency rests on the maintenance
of an appropriate balance of activities.



This is not, however, to suggest that the status quo is sacred and immutable.
After 35 years of operation it is by no means unreasonable to examine whether
the Agency's programme mix responds to present priority interests of Members
and—if need be—to adjust it to new circumstances. An international
organization is a living thing that must adapt to meet the challenges of a
changing world.

Thirty five y-;ars ago, governments' involvement in the nuclear field was
mainly in research. Today governments have many other interests in the
nuclear sphere. There is a large and mature nuclear power industry
producing some 17% of the world's electricity. There are major industrial
suppliers building nuclear power plants and other nuclear equipment, and
there are nuclear techniques routinely applied on a large scale in medicine,
agriculture and industry. The Agency must be available as an instrument
which Members can employ to respond flexibly to emerging needs in a
constantly changing world. It is easy to see that the last 12 months have
brought many changes which impact upon and may call for responses
through the Agency.

The agreements on rapid reduction in the nuclear arsenals of the US and
Russia, and the withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons help promote
horizontal non-proliferation. However, as security problems recede between
the declared nuclear-weapon States, regional security problems—including
nuclear-related ones—continue and need to be addressed. The revelations by
Agency inspections in Iraq under Security Council Resolution 687 have
prompted not only a decision by the Council about the neutralization of a
clandestine nuclear weapons development programme but also new thinking
and action about safeguards verification.

The emergence on the territory of the former Soviet Union of a number of
States joining or about to join the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon States
drastically expands the area of non-proliferation—and the obligations of the
Agency in the field of safeguards. The same emancipation combined with
changes in the political and economic systems lead to the recognition of
urgent nuclear safety problems which must be addressed. Here, too, the
Agency and member governments are facing new challenges. The cases of
trafficking in nuclear material also place new demands of alertness on the
IAEA.



The list of changes which impact on our work can be made very long. Let
me only add the problems of environment and development, which were
addressed at the global summit meeting in Rio de Janeiro last June. Some of the
outcome is directly relevant to the IAEA and we have highlighted this in an
information document submitted to you. There is in particular the question of
defining the scope for nuclear power and nuclear applications to contribute to
the twin goals of development and environmental protection.

I would submit that the IAEA has shown itself to be a viable and versatile
instrument. We have seen this demonstrated at the time of the energy crisis, the
Chernobyl crisis, the continuing environmental crisis and the Iraqi crisis. The
Agency must continue to be ready for new challenges. And it must not be
allowed to become paralysed by financial crisis.

The Medium-Term Plan was an attempt to look systematically at the
Agency's work and to define priorities for the 1993-98 period. Even during this
period new unexpected problems and challenges will arise and must be tackled.
It is rightly foreseen that the Medium-Term Plan should be periodically updated.
A large number of bodies exist which constantly monitor whether the Agency's
various activities are responsive to Members' interests. It is important in
addition that the General Conference and Board watch the overall balance of the
programme and take steps to adjust it, if changes seem needed.

Let me mention some areas which governments may wish to examine:

• The first such area, nuclear safety, is already the subject of searching
discussion but important questions remain to be addressed. How extensive
should a network of binding rules be? What is the desired scope of the
international safety convention? How much use should be made of review
services like OSARTs and ASSETs and what effect are they to have?

The safe disposal of radioactive waste in the crust of the earth from where
the uranium once came is naturally of interest to present and future
generations. Should this interest be reflected in some binding international
minimum standards? Should there be an international register of all disposal
sites, at least for high-level waste, so that there is one focal point where
information about the location of all these sites is collected?



The way in which nuclear materials recovered from dismantled weapons is
used, is of interest not only to weapon States. The entire international
community may wish to feel confident - through international verification -
about the peaceful use or storage of this material. Is this a role that the
Agency should be asked to fulfil?

The stocks of plutonium will increase both from the dismantling of weapons
and from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel. Should new international
measures be taken to ensure and verify the peaceful use or storage of this
material? Should "international plutonium storage" again be on the agenda?

• In a world of accelerated nuclear disarmament and of non-proliferation, do
governments wish to examine the question of verified restrictions on the
production of weapons-usable material?

The general debate at this Conference offers an opportunity for governments
to discuss whether issues and activities such as those which I have mentioned
should be taken up—and, likewise, whether some other activities should be
phased out. As an introduction to your deliberations let me present an overview
of some of the activities of the Agency. I shall begin with the Agency's
engagement in the transfer of nuclear technology and know-how.

Transfer of Technology and Technical Co-operation

I have pointed to the importance which many of our Members attach to the
transfer of nuclear technology and know-how. I am glad to say there is not only
attention, but also satisfaction. A survey carried out in 1991 showed that
national project counterparts in the field considered that the implementation of
95% of all projects should be rated as either excellent, good or reasonable.
Within this total 42% were in the category "excellent". The two-year
programming cycle, which in itself received overwhelming support, seems to
have contributed to better project preparation. Let me now add some specific
points that I consider significant.

First, a general precondition for all responsible transfer of nuclear technology
is that there should be adequate safety, proper radiation protection and proper
waste management. These are not pro forma requirements, but statutory
conditions that the Agency must take seriously to reduce to a minimum the risk



of radiological accidents. In fact nearly 20 percent of our TC programmes today
are devoted to radiation protection and safety. In addition, expert missions are
sent to check conditions on the spot.

Second, human resource development remains a major aim of the TC
programme and a necessity for technology transfer. This is particularly true in
countries where nuclear technology is still in the early stages. There is at
present added emphasis on human resource development in African Member
States, where a training survey is under way.

Third, the introduction of a significant level of nuclear technology into
industries in Asian countries with IAEA and UNDP assistance and
extrabudgetary resources has been very successful. A Regional Co-operation
Agreement (RCA) project on industrial applications has helped convince
emerging industries that applied nuclear technology could lead to industrial and
commercial advances. As a result of this project, investments of $190 million
were generated, of which no less than $150 million was provided through the
private sector. I am glad to note that UNDP is now considering a new five-year
proposal to build on these investments through a series of initiatives which will
seek to introduce further nuclear applications to assist industry, with particular
emphasis on the need for environmentally sustainable development.

Fourth, irradiation of medical equipment for sterilization is already broadly
practised. Last week the Board of Governors endorsed a Draft Action Plan on
"Assistance to Developing Countries in Introducing Commercial Food
Irradiation", as suggested by India. In the further work full co-operation with
FAO and WHO and the International Consultative Group on Food Irradiation
(ICGFI) will be sought.

Fifth, there is increasing interest in Agency assistance in the use of nuclear
techniques for environmental monitoring purposes, an area in which the IAEA
has much experience and capability. Let me mention in passing that the Agency
is the only body in the UN family to have a Marine Environment Laboratory,
and its services are increasingly being used. For instance, the Laboratory was
instrumental in monitoring the environmental situation in the Persian Gulf after
the armed conflict and it is now participating in a Norwegian-Russian
investigation in the Barents and Kara Seas. We i<ie very grateful that the host



authorities in Monaco have offered the Laboratory an excellent new home,
which will further enhance its usefulness and capacity.

Sixth, it should also be mentioned in this context that the Agency is giving
increased assistance to Member States in Eastern Europe, which are operating
WWER-type reactors to upgrade safety in plant management and in radioactive
waste management. It is fortunate that extrabudgetary resources have been
forthcoming for this purpose so that the bulk of these new safety activities can
continue to be met without drawing on resources needed for developing
countries in other continents.

Seventh, for the pursuit of activities such as these the financial health of the
Agency's Technical Assistance and Co-operation Fund is crucial. The total
value of the TC programme delivered in 1991 amounted to $43 million, having
doubled in the last decade. Now that a target for voluntary contributions to this
fund has been agreed upon for the next three years, I must urge every Member
State to meet the collective political commitment and pay its full share in a
timely fashion.

Lastly, let me mention in this context that there are programmes for the
transfer of technology partly or wholly outside the TC framework which are of
direct importance to members in the developing world. An example is the
successful screwworm eradication campaign in Libya, which was financed by
extrabudgetary contributions. It has been calculated that the benefit to cost ratio
of this project was 50 to 1. Another example is the project examining the use of
nuclear reactors for the desalination of water. In all these subjects there is very
substantial interest among governments.

On the subject of water desalination, the economic assessment which has
been carried out in compliance with General Conference resolutions has
concluded that the use of nuclear energy for seawater desalination is technically
feasible and in general economically competitive for medium to large
cogenerating units producing electricity and steam for desalination. The
assessment has further concluded that large electricity-generating nuclear power
plants which are integrated into the electricity supply system and which supply
electricity to desalination plants at separate locations using the reverse osmosis
process offer the most cost effective option.



The increasing shortages of fresh water in many areas, not least on the
Southern and Eastern shores of the Mediterranean, mean that attention will
continue to be directed to desalination by nuclear power.

Nuclear Power

Let me now discuss some points regarding nuclear power, notably
environmental aspects, economics, safety and waste disposal.

The global summit in Rio last June was about environment and development.
There is no doubt that development will require the use of more energy,
especially in developing countries, and that a dilemma is programmed in the
circumstance that an increased use of fossil fuels, which is today's dominant
energy source, would be on a collision course with the apparent need to reduce
the emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases. Although the Framework
Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) set the objective of stabilizing
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent
dangerous interference with the climate system, no agreement was reached on
how this was to be done and no targets were adopted concerning CO2 or other
greenhouse gas emissions. The awareness is growing, however, that
conservation and the exploitation of CO2-free renewable sources will not suffice
to meet growing energy requirements. There is also an awareness increasing
that nuclear energy, though not a panacea, is one of the few options at the
world's disposal for expanding energy production without significantly
increasing CO2 emissions. Nuclear power, alone, cannot solve the CO2
problem, but the CO2 problem cannot be solved without nuclear power.

For a rational discussion of the world's energy options, comparisons of the
economics, health and environmental consequences of different energy sources
will be important. In a follow-up to the Helsinki Symposium in 1991 the
Agency is seeking to stimulate a joint project on this subject involving a number
of international organizations. Here in Vienna we have created the group called
the "Vienna Four", consisting of the IAEA, IIASA, UNIDO and OPEC - all
strongly interested in energy questions. This group has agreed to provide the
Secretariat of the inter-agency project.

While the environmental consequences of our energy/electricity sources are
increasing in importance, the question of cost remains crucial. Oil is not



expected to be economically attractive as a fuel for electricity generation. In
contrast, gas is now being used increasingly, and its attraction seems to lie in its
current capital cost advantage over oil and its environmental advantage over
both oil and coal. However, a question mark hangs over future gas prices. Coal
remains generally a competitive fuel for electricity generation and supplies are
ample. There is an increasing concern, however, about the extra CO2 emissions
which it brings.

Nuclear power will remain costly in the capital intensive construction phase.
This characteristic and the fact that it is technologically very demanding will
make it less attractive to many capital-weak developing countries. The
world's ample uranium resources and their geographical spread are likely to
make this fuel attractively priced and easily available, even with a much
larger number of nuclear power plants. Moreover, as nuclear power is a
relatively young technology, it may be expected that many cost-saving
features and designs are yet to come which will reduce the cost of
construction and more than offset the costs which may be incurred for extra
safety devices. It can also be assumed that the regulatory process—which in
some countries has led to prolonged and costly construction—will be
streamlined. A revival of the nuclear option in many industrialized countries
where it is now dormant would render less problematic an increased use of
fossil fuels by developing countries. However, sight must not be lost of the
need for simpler to operate, medium-sized nuclear power reactors for some
developing countries—not least for the electricity needs of the growing
number of huge cities in these countries.

The nuclear option therefore remains important for the future. In saying
this, I am by no means underestimating the desirable contribution, that can be
made to the energy situation by cons'* vation, and by solar, geothermal, wind
and biomass energy sources. But none of the renewable sources of energy is
likely to make a real and substantial contribution for several decades. The
choice, particularly for large-volume, new base-load needs, will continue to
be between fossil fuels and nuclear. The outcome of this choice is not
obvious. It depends upon the actions of many people, governments and
organizations, notably regarding safety in operation, in waste disposal and
guarantees against the development of nuclear weapons. It is to these issues
and the Agency's involvement in them that I shall now turn.

"M



Nuclear Safety

Although nuclear safety has always been a part of the Agency's mandate, our
programme in this area has grown sharply because so many of the actions which
our member governments see as necessary in the area of safety are international
in scope or character.

"How safe is safe enough" is not a technical question but a political one. The
public answers it through movements, political parties and representative
governments and the answers are influenced by people's perceived experience
and feelings, opinion-formers, and political competition. The technical data
which expert bodies can contribute are by no means irrelevant to this process,
but they are only a part of the input.

There is no single answer to this question. It varies from country to country
and from time to time, but if one were to dare state some common line it
would probably be that the level of nuclear safety must be such that no
significant radiological relerses occur to the biosphere. If some releases
occur or appear to occur or nearly occur, then nuclear activities in general are
not deemed safe enough and calls come for freezes and phase-outs of nuclear
power.

Those engaged in nuclear work may often feel that this is an unduly harsh
and somewhat irrational answer. In particular, they may feel that, by
comparison with other productive human activities, nuclear energy
exploitation is required to have an excessively high safety standard.

Comparisons are not irrelevant in the process through which the public
and our political organs answer the question "how safe is safe enough". It is
our duty to present them, just as it is our duty to present factual data about
nuclear incidents and about the risks of nuclear power and waste disposal.
The International Nuclear Event Scale (INES), to mention one example, has
been a successful tool for presenting facts. We must be aware, however, that
as things stand the public is much less tolerant about anyone's health being
affected by exposure to radiation than through coal mine accidents, the
bursting of hydro dams, the explosion of gas cisterns or the burning of fossil
fuels. This knowledge about the public's answer to the question "how safe is



safe enough"—whatever one may think of ii—must form the point of departure
for those who can influence the level of safety.

The achievement of a desired higher level of safety is facilitated by certain
factor .md made more difficult by certain others. It is facilitated by the fact that
safety is never static. We constantly learn and adjust. The exchange of nuclear
experience between operators and between countries is a very large activity and
it results in learning and better safety.

The achievement is complicated by the fact that the public is inclined to base
its judgement of nuclear safety on worldwide performance. Thus, the weakest
performance—wherever it is—affects the judgement. This is really the driving
force behind the accelerated efforts that have been made in the last decade to
advance from an international exchange of safety experience and compilations
and codes of good practices to what is termed an "international nuclear safety
culture" from which no country or nuclear activity will be exempt. We see this
most clearly illustrated in the efforts now being deployed to strengthen nuclear
safety in Eastern and Central Europe. Its level must be brought to a common
international standard. However, the increasing demand for minimum safety
norms binding for all has to be reconciled with the diversity of national legal
systems and local conditions. Even more important, there is the need to ensure
that national authorities remain fully responsible for safety.

A new approach, currently evolving, is in the form of a nuclear safety
convention containing norms which will become binding upon States which
adhere to it. The norms may develop through subsequent reviews and additions.
The main obligations currently considered are based in large measure on the
principles contained in the recently developed "i<JUSSAG Safety
Fundamentals". Should the present momentum of preparatory work be
maintained, which I hope will be the case, the convention might conceivably be
ready by the time of the next General Conference.

Anodier part of the response to the demand for more effective international
measures to ensure an international safety culture lies in the various
safety-related international expert reviews and peer reviews which are
increasingly performed through the IAEA. Such visits -whether OSARTs,
ASSETs or others - have proved to be valuable to verify that nuclear authorities
and facilities live up to a high international safety standard or, if need be, are
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advised and assisted on how to attain it. A question which has not yet been
answered is whether there should be some commitment to accept international
review and advice teams periodically or otherwise. The present system of visits
upon invitation and against payment has the merit that visits are not requested as
a matter of bureaucratic routine, but only if the service is felt to be needed and
useful. A drawback is that there is no guarantee that those installations which
may best need an infusion of advice will receive visits. I take it that in practice
no Member would decline an advisory mission when one was suggested and
good reasons were given for it.

A comprehensive and complicated effort is now underway regarding safety
in all types of power reactors in the former Soviet Union and in Eastern and
Central Europe. Tne awareness has grown in these countries and outside them
that these reactors and their operation have certain deficiencies, some being
design deficiencies, some operational deficiencies, and some manufacturing
deficiencies. The shortcomings vary with the type of reactor, its age or
generation and the country it operates in.

Judgements have to be made as to how much backfitting can be made
economically and when and at what stage the phasing out of seme reactors may
be feasible. As nuclear-generated electricity constitutes 12% of overall Russian
electricity production and is up to 60% in some regions like the Kola peninsula,
the question of phasing out is not an easy one. It seems clear that no more plants
of the RBMK type will be built, but it is not equally clear how long this type will
remain in operation - with added safety features.

While a major interest exists in many industrialized countries in mounting an
assistance effort, we must not ignore the fact that the most knowledgeable
expertise on the types of nuclear power plants I am discussing is to be found in
the countries which designed and operate these reactors. The effort must be one
of co-operation in common interest and recognizing the economically precarious
situation.

The international effort is being mounted largely outside the mechanisms for
intergovernmental co-operation which the IAEA offers. There is, above all,
co-operation between Russia and other Eastern and Central European countries
on the one side and individual industrialized countries or groups of them on the
other. The chief mechanism created for co-ordination is through the so-called
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Group of 24, assisted by a Secretariat located in the CEC. The IAEA is invited
to participate in this work with technical advice. It also provides its own
co-operation assistance to the East and Central European countries, which is
largely financed by extrabudgetary contributions and which aims, for instance,
at providing a safety review of the RBMK type of reactor. Part of the Agency's
contribution to 'he diagnostic phase will be in the shape of expert missions to
individual reactors.

A question of particular importance is assistance in creating or strengthening
regulatory authorities. In view of the existence of IAEA guidelines relating to
the work of such authorities, it is desirable that this assistance take place in a
manner that pays full attention to the existing guidelines. The best way to
achieve this would be through full participation of Agency representatives in the
work.

Before I leave the subject of nuclear safety I must briefly report on two
related items: liability and physical protection. The conventions which exist in
these areas are part of the growing international legislative framework for
nuclear activities.

Efforts to strengthen the nuclear liability regime have resulted in concrete
progress. The Joint Protocol to the Vienna and Paris Conventions, adopted in
1988, entered into force on 27 April of this year with ten Member States Party to
it. This means an improvement in the international liability regime since the two
basic conventions existing in the field of civil liability are in effect combined
into one expanded regime.

Furthermore, the work of the Standing Committee on Nuclear Liability has
advanced. In the context of the revision of the Vienna Convention, a number of
draft amendments have been provisionally agreed upon, which embrace many
aspects where need for improvement was recognized. On supplementary
compensation, the Committee has made progress in reducing the number of
remaining alternatives. As there are certain elements common to the
alternatives, it seems that there are good prospects for agreement.

As far as the time schedule for future work is concerned, I note the view of
the Standing Committee that efforts should be intensified in order to expedite
consensus-building so that a revision conference could be convened in the near
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future. It seems that the work can best be accomplished if the issues of the
revision of the Vienna Convention and the development of a system of
supplementary compensation continue to be dealt with in conjunction with each
other because it is difficult to obtain satisfactory results on one without parallel
progress on the other.

The question of State liability appears to require more effort, in view of the
existing fundamental differences. Therefore, at this stage, attention to this issue
should be balanced with the task of completing consideration of the other issues
within the planned timeframe. It is understood, of course, that some form of
compensation from public funds would be considered within a system of
supplementary compensation.

Next week a review conference on the Convention on the Physical Protection
of Nuclear Material will be held. It is to review not only the implementation of
the Convention but also its adequacy. It is hoped that, as a result of the
Conference, more States will take action to become parties to the Convention.

Spent Nuclear Fuel and Waste

The question "how safe is safe enough" applies also to safety of nuclear
waste. Again the answer is political rather than technical and it is given in the
last instance by the public. In a way this question is more difficult than the
question of safety in nuclear power plants, because while in the latter tangible
improvements can be achieved, especially in some geographical areas, the
technical experts generally will say that the solutions now available for the
long-term disposal of high-level radioactive waste are fully adequate and that it
is the public's resistance to the use of almost any site for waste disposal that is
the major problem.

Information, explanation, patience, selection of appropriate sites,
construction of proper installations for nuclear waste disposal and responsible
use of them over a period of time are likely to bring public confidence and
acceptance—as we are in fact seeing in the case of some installations for low
and intermediate level waste.

There are, however, some things that can and should be done. At the level of
individual States any past disposal of nuclear waste which was not done at a
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responsible safety level must be cleaned up. This applies in particular to
waste from military nuclear activities in nuclear-weapon States. To the
public of today and to succeeding generations it does not really matter
whether waste results from military or peaceful nuclear activities.

A case in point is the dumping of radioactive materials', including
reactor cores in the Barents and Kara Seas. A Russian-Norwegian
investigation with participation of the IAEA Laboratory in Monaco has
been underway in this matter. As the IAEA is designated by the London
Dumping Convention as the competent international technical authority as
regards the dumping of radioactive wastes at sea, our participation in this
fact-finding mission was both appropriate and necessary.

At the international level, the establishment of safety standards
regarding radioactive waste disposal and international expert missions
to promote the implementation of such norms through review and
advice would be of help to assure the public that this area too is all
part of the international safety culture.

International or regional efforts must also be made to promote the
safe disposal of low and intermediate level radioactive wastes, e.g.
from medical activities. These are now sometimes inadequately
provided for.

The Agency's main action so far in these fields has been to develop
the Radioactive Waste Safety Standards—RADWASS—programme,
which provides Member States with a comprehensive series of
internationally agreed documents to complement or form the basis of
national standards and criteria.

Good progress has been made since work on the RADWASS
programme started in 1991. The first Safety Guides and Safety
Practices in the programme have been or will be submitted for
publication in 1992. Furthermore, in 1993 the Safety Fundamentals
document and four Safety Standards are planned to be submitted to
Member States for review and approval.
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RADWASS will continue to be the main focal point of the Agency's
Waste Management efforts, and Phase I of the programme is scheduled to be
completed by the end of 1994.

In the waste disposal field as it is in the field of operational safety the best
international approach is probably to offer advisory and/or peer review services
rather than supervision. It does not impinge on the authority and responsibility
of national institutions but may help to strengthen their hand.

For quite some time the Agency has been sending WAMAP missions to
developing countries to advise on waste management and disposal. We have
now also begun to send advisory missions on the long-term storage of spent fuel
from nuclear power reactors and/or research reactors. The first went to China in
1990, another to Hungary this year, and we have a request from Ukraine
pending. In the programme for 1993-94, the Agency will offer this service on a
regular basis in a technical co-operation programme called IFMAP - Irradiated
Fuel Management Programme.

The Case of Iraq

The revelation through IAEA inspection that Iraq—a party to the NPT and to
a full-scope safeguards agreement—was engaged in a major, secret programme
to enrich uranium and to design a nuclear weapon and that Iraq had disregarded
the safeguards agreement with the Agency by successfully withholding
information which should have been declared has led the Agency to a major
effort to strengthen the safeguards system.

Under Resolutions 687, 707 and 715 the IAEA was given three very
substantial assignments by the Security Council as part of the United Nations
security system:

The charting of Iraq's present and past nuclear activities;

• The removal, destruction or rendering harmless, as appropriate, of materials,
equipment and facilities used by Iraq in activities prohibited under
Resolution 687; and
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The preparation and implementation of a long-term monitoring plan to
verify Iraq's compliance with the requirements of relevant Security Council
resolutions.

Fourteen IAEA on-site inspections have been conducted in Iraq since May
1991, with the assistance and co-operation of the Special Commission of the
United Nations. More than 2700 inspection days have been carried out in Iraq.
Sixiy-five sites have been inspected, most of them several times, and many
hundred samples of different nature, collected by the Agency's inspectors in
Iraq, have been analysed by the Agency Laboratory in Seibersdorf. Over fifty
thousand pages of documents in Arabic, taken by inspectors in Iraq, have been
scrutinized and have provided confirmation of the dimensions and objectives of
the Iraqi clandestine nuclear programme revealed by on-site inspections.

The picture emerging is that of a widely-based, well-funded, multipronged
approach to the production of highly enriched uranium, combined with a parallel
programme to assess the requirements and make the necessary preparations for
designing and manufacturing a nuclear weapon. This comprehensive project
was secret. Procurement from abroad of sensitive materials, equipment and
technology was made through an elaborate network of Iraqi-owned front
companies in Europe and overseas. In addition to Tuwaitha, the major Iraqi
nuclear research centre, production facilities had been established at Al Qaim
(production of uranium concentrate), Al Jesira (uranium purification and
uranium compounds), Tarmiya and Ash Sharqat (electromagnetic enrichment of
uranium isotopes), the Al Furat project site (centrifuge manufacturing) and Al
Atheer-Hatteen, identified by the Agency as the intended site for weaponization
activities.

The process of removal, destruction or rendering harmless of Iraqi
nuclear-weapon capabilities under resolution 687 started in October last year
and has continued throughout recent months. All of the highly enriched uranium
contained in fresh reactor fuel has been removed from Iraq, processed and
diluted to less than 20% in U-235. Negotiations are taking place about the
removal of additional quantities of HEU contained in irradiated fuel. All
identified calutron and centrifuge components and large stocks of materials
intended for the manufacturing of centrifuges have been destroyed. Key
buildings and heavy equipment of the sites of Al Atheer-Hatteen, Tarmiya and
Ash Sharqat, linked to the weapons-related programme, have been destroyed.
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On 11 October 1991 the Security Council adopted Resolution 715 approving
inter alia the plan submitted by the Agency for future ongoing monitoring
and verification of Iraq's compliance with paragraph 12 of Resolution 687
and with the requirements of paragraphs 3 and 5 of Resolution 707. In June
1992 Iraqi authorities provided the Agency with what they consider the full,
final and complete description of their nuclear programme and promised to
update and complete a detailed list of facilities and equipment related to their
nuclear programme. This will be of use to the Agency in completing its
preparations for the full implementation of the long-term plan.

The Agency's work under the three parts of the Security Council mandate
is therefore continuing. Through our inspections and the arduous work by
our Action Team, under the skilled, persevering and hard-working leadership
of Professor Zifferero, a relatively consistent picture of Iraq's clandestine
nuclear programme is emerging. However, details of varying degrees of
importance are still missing and I trust will be added, e.g. full information
about procurement and technical expert assistance.

The degree of Iraqi co-operation has varied—from zero or worse to
helpful information and co-operation in the destruction of important
facilities. It is a sad fact that while it takes time to build up credibility, it can
be lost overnight. Thus, although much information given by Iraq has
proved correct and useful, it is not relied upon without independent
verification. Even though at present there are diminishing returns of new
data through inspections and the Iraqi counterparts assure us that no more is
to be found, we cannot exclude the possibility that some new information
will prompt further investigative inspections side by side with our long-term
monitoring which must give the fullest guarantees that no clandestine nuclear
activities will be revived.

The Strengthening of Safeguards

The safeguards system was designed to provide assurance that nuclear
material and installations subject to safeguards are used for exclusively
peaceful purposes and are fully accounted for. This assurance has important
consequences for relations between States at the regional and global levels as
well as for nuclear trade.
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Under the safeguards system ail the States party to the system accept to
co-operate with and be open to the Agency in a number of stipulated matters.
Through this institutionalized transparency, the Agency is to be enabled to
verify the exclusively peaceful use of programmes, installations and material
subject to safeguards. The case of Iraq demonstrated that nuclear activities
which should have been declared but were kept secret, could go undetected by
the safeguards system as it was designed. It was concluded that the Agency
needs other sources of information notably in case the information required from
a State is withheld and that in certain circumstances the Agency may need to
perform special inspections at non-declared sites.

I am pleased to report that over the past year the Board has taken several
steps to strengthen the information basis of the safeguards system and affirmed
the Agency's right to conduct special inspections under the terms of
comprehensive safeguards agreements. Should a Member State having such an
agreement deny such a request, the Director General may submit the matter to
the Board. If the Board so decided, the matter could go to the Security Council.
The Board also decided that the requirement in safeguards agreements to
provide design information on nuclear facilities "as early as possible" includes
the requirement that preliminary information shall be provided as soon as a
decision has been taken to construct a new facility or to modify an existing
facility. Member States have been informed of the Board's decision and
existing subsidiary arrangements are currently being renegotiated to bring them
in line with this decision.

The Board has also considered the question of establishing a universal
reporting system on the export and import of nuclear material and relevant
equipment and certain non-nuclear material and it will continue its examination
of that question. For the time being, the Board has indicated that States which
are in a position to do so may start reporting to the Agency on these items on a
voluntary basis. The Secretariat has informed all Member States of that decision
and is in the process of setting up the system.

The combination of measures to strengthen the information basis of the
safeguards system and its inspection range should considerably reduce the risk
of any undeclared activity that should have been declared going undetected.
This capacity of the Agency will be of increasing importance in a world where
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accelerated nuclear disarmament and extended adherence to non-proliferation
commitments call for highly reliable safeguards.

It is of course open to States to practise greater nuclear transparency than
expressly required under safeguards agreements. These agreements establish a
minimum, not a maximum, and it may well be in the interest of many States to
practise a much greater degree of openness about their nuclear programmes. In
the past year I have received with appreciation commitments by several States to
open any site and any installation to Agency visits—regardless of whether these
sites and installations are covered by safeguards. In some instances the Agency
has made use of such commitments. For confidence building they are of high
value—provided that they are fully accepted in practice.

Let me conclude my comments on the safeguards system by reporting that
efforts are underway to make safeguards not only more effective but also more
cost-effective. This is by no means a new idea. Over the past few years the
Secretariat has been able to cut safeguards costs significantly. Some new
savings have been achieved this year and have had an impact on the draft budget
before you for 1993. Some others have been very actively discussed and will be
the subject of close examination by outside experts in SAGSI - the Standing
Advisory Group on Safeguards Implementation.

Safeguards Implementation

Two important new safeguards agreements are now being implemented.
Following the agreement of 16 September 1991 with South Africa and the
submission of its initial report on 30 September 1991, the Secretariat has carried
out a total of 77 inspections of South African facilities and locations outside
declared facilities. We have carried out an extensive audit of historical
operating and accounting records of selected facilities and have performed a
large number of destructive and non-destructive analyses. In addition,
significant progress has been made in the negotiation of the subsidiary
arrangements to the Agreement.

There is an inherent difficulty in verifying the completeness of an original
inventory in a country in which a substantial nuclear programme has been going
on for a long time. It requires much effort both by the inspectorate and much
openness and co-operation by the inspected party—extending beyond declared
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facilities and current records. Even so, as the Agency is to report what it has actually
seen and verified it is hard, even in the best case, to come to any better conclusion than
that after intense analysis and inspection no evidence has been found suggesting that
the original inventory is not complete. This conclusion you will find in para. 31 of the
report on South Africa in document GOV/2609.

Only a few months have passed since the Democratic People's Republic of Korea
submitted its initial report on nuclear material subject to safeguards on 4 May 1992.
We are thus in the early stage, but here, too, much verification work has already been
achieved through three ad hoc inspections, the third finishing only a week and a half
ago. Work on subsidiary arrangements and facility attachments has also progressed
quickly with good co-operation from DPRK. The General Part of the Subsidiary
Arrangements entered into force on 10 July and three Facility attachments are
operative.

Like South Africa, DPRK has offered the Agency some original operating records
and offered Agency officials to visit any place and facility regardless of whether they
are on the original inventory. This commitment is helpful and is being made use of.

Safeguards and Non-Proliferation

The past twelve months have seen significant advances in the non-proliferation
field. Two nuclear-weapon States—China and France—have adhered to the NPT
which thereby has all five recognized nuclear-weapon States as parties.

Through the agreement between Argentina and Brazil on a joint accounting and
control system and a full-scope safeguards agreement with the IAEA the prospect
for bringing the Tlatelolco Treaty fully into force increased greatly. Recently, a
number of amendments to Articles of the Tlatelolco Treaty were unanimously
adopted at a conference in Mexico. These amendments reinforce the role of the
IAEA. It is hoped that the Treaty, with these amendments, can come fully into
force for all countries in the region at an early date.

Safeguards in the Middle East

As regards safeguards in the Middle East, last year's General Conference
resolution requested the Director General "to take such measures as are
necessary to facilitate an early application of full-scope Agency safeguards to all
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nuclear activities in the Middle East, and in particular to prepare a model
agreement taking into account the views of the States in the region, as a
necessary step towards the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone".

As you can see from the report contained in document GC(XXXVI)/1019,1
have continued my consultations with States of the region. I intend to intensify
these efforts.

The report also contains an inventory of undertakings that could be
incorporated in a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East and a number of
verification modalities that could be applied. I intend to seek the views of the
States of the region on these undertakings and modalities. A model safeguards
verification agreement can be drafted when the States concerned have formed
views on the substantive obligations which are to be verified. As many
modalities can be contemplated and the Agency's experience is extensive, the
Agency could offer seminars in which interested States may share the Agency's
wide experience in this area.

Extension of NPT

In 1995 the extension of the NPT is to be considered. If preset' trends in
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation commitments continue, Uie outlook
will be for a successful conference. The IAEA is prepared to undertake such
preparatory analytical work as governments request. A strengthened safeguards
regime and effective channels for the transfer of nuclear techniques and
know-how are contributions that the Agency must offer. An extension of the
Treaty must be coupled with increased confidence that observance of the
commitments entered into under the Treaty is being reliably verified.

Financial situation and budget for 1993

Let me conclude this statement with some comments on the Agency's
financial situation and the budget.

With considerable difficulty the Board of Governors last June reached a
consensus recommending a draft budget. Modest increases in the area of
Safeguards and in Nuclear Safety were largely offset by reductions in other
programmes, in particular Nuclear Power and the Fuel Cycle. The modest
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growth in the Agency's Regular Budget in real terms amounts to $1.5 million, or
just 0.8%, for 1993.

The increase in the Agency's Regular Budget, however small, is welcome,
but would be of an almost purely theoretical interest if the shortfalls in Member
States' contributions were to continue. Prolonged shortfalls in payments by
major contributors inevitably have a very negative effect on the Agency's ability
to implement its approved programme. Indeed, during the past year, we have
had first-hand experience of the disruptive impact on Agency programmes that
results when a major contributor is forced to suspend payment to the Agency.

At last week's Board of Governors meeting, we heard the Governor of the
Russian Federation announce a plan to resume payments to the Agency. Also,
several other members announced that arrears had been paid or made
commitments to do so. These are very welcome developments and will allow us
vigorously to address the important challenges facing the Agency. Let me
therefore conclude by reiterating my plea to all Member States to pay their
contributions in a timely fashion.
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Statement to the 47th Session
of the United Nations General Assembly

In December this year the 50th anniversary of the world's first controlled
nuclear chain reaction will be celebrated. The brilliant scientific feat of Enrico
Fermi in Chicago has left a deep imprint on the world ever since. The
development to which his discovery gave rise raised hopes at one stage for
electricity generation "too cheap to meter". Later, it raised fears of the very
extinction of humanity.

For five decades we have lived with the dual challenge of preventing the use
of the atom for weapons and of exploiting its many peaceful uses. For most of
its existence the UN has been inhibited in its actions by a cold war stalemate, the
essence of which was an ever spiralling nuclear arms race.

The IAEA was established 35 years ago to promote the peaceful uses of the
atom for development and to verify that commitments to exclusively peaceful
uses were respected. This has been in no small measure a successful operation,
part of the reason being that the IAEA has had a high degree of practical
East/West co-operation despite the cold war. The intergovernmental activities
pursued in and through the IAEA have contributed to the evolution and
worldwide use of a broad range of nuclear applications, including nuclear power
plants generating some 17% of the world's electricity. The activities of the
IAEA have also constituted an important part of the international efforts to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

The dual challenge which was presented by President Eisenhower in his
Atoms for Peace speech before the United Nations General Assembly in 1953 is
still valid. Last month the General Conference of the IAEA left no doubt that it
wished the Agency to meet vigorously both challenges. It urged the Agency to
continue promoting the use of nuclear technology, inter alia through work in the
fields of nuclear safety and waste disposal and through the dissemination of
numerous nuclear techniques in the fields of medicine, agriculture and industry.
At the same time it welcomed the various measures taken in the past year to
strengthen the IAEA's safeguards system as a part of the challenge to reduce the
risk of a further spread of nuclear weapons. When in my report today I devote
the largest part to safeguards and non-proliferation it is because so much new
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has occurred in this area in the past year—not because larger resources or efforts
have been devoted to it than to the promotion of the peaceful applications of
nuclear energy.

Thus, the two challenges of the early days of nuclear energy remain, but
today's world is drastically different from that of the 1950s. Most importantly,
we are moving into a world where at long last less resources will be used for
military purposes, including nuclear arsenals—a development that favours
non-proliferation. On the other hand many new serious problems now face
humanity. One of them, which has a bearing on nuclear power, is the need for a
growing energy production at a time when there is increasing concern about the
effects upon the global climate of emissions of greenhouse gases, notably the
carbon dioxide emissions which are associated with the use of all fossil fuels. I
shall revert to this issue later. At this point I should like to address the issue of
non-proliferation and the IAEA's role in the efforts to prevent the further spread
of nuclear weapons.

Today, the risk of military conflict between the great powers is rapidly
receding and the consequences in the form of disarmament, including
accelerated nuclear disarmament, are as visible as they are welcome. The easier
co-operation between the great powers is also helping to settle many
long-standing local or regional conflicts. This new climate as well as the
process of democratization in a number of countries are factors whidi favour
non-proliferation. Let me cite some significant developments.

Argentina and Brazil have decided to open all their nuclear installations to
IAEA inspection and, following the recent adoption of some amendments, there
is a very good chance that the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America (Tlatelolco Treaty) will come into force and make the whole of
Latin America a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

South Africa has joined the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the IAEA has been
invited to inspect all nuclear installations in the country. In this new climate
African States are renewing efforts to draft a treaty making Africa a
nuclear-weapon-free zone. The Democratic People's Republic of Korea has
concluded the safeguards agreement required of it under the NPT and the first
inspections have taken place. China and France have joined the NPT, so that the
Treaty is now supported by all declared nuclear-weapon States.
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In the Middle East there is new hope that peace talks will lead to agreement
on a nuclear-weapon-free zone or a zone free of weapons of mass destructioa
At the General Conference of the IAEA last month a resolution was adopted
without a vote noting the consensus support for such a concept and calling upon
the Director General of the IAEA to continue consultations with governments in
the region and work on a model for safeguards verification. I shall do so.

A new wave of accessions to the NPT is coming or expected to come from
States that formerly were parts of the Soviet Union: the Baltic States, Ukraine,
Belarus, etc. The IAEA is in contact with several of them in order to prepare for
the application of IAEA safeguards.

All this augurs well for a successful conference in 1995 to extend the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. However, some other elements would be of signal
importance for achieving a uraversal commitment by non-nuclear-weapon States
to non-proliferation and an unlimited extension of the NPT. An agreement
through which a date for the cessation of all nuclear testing was accepted by all
nuclear-weapon States would be such an element. It would signal that the world
would no longer try out new and "better" nuclear weapons.

Another highly positive element would be an agreement on a cut-off of the
production of fissionable material for weapons purposes. Such an agreement
would seem logical in a world moving toward nuclear disarmament—and
perhaps not very burdensome in view of the difficulties which exist today in
disposing of surplus weapons-grade material.

The foregoing considerations may seem too optimistic. Yet, at no time
since disarmament talks began has the political climate seemed more
favourable than now for far-reaching agreements.

The safeguards system which the IAEA has now been operating for over
25 years was the world's first on-site inspection system. It has great merits,
but also limitations. I shall discuss both and I will begin with some thoughts
on the potential further use of the system in the context of nuclear
disarmament.

Given adequate resources, IAEA safeguards could be employed to verify
the peaceful storage or use of Fissionable material that is recovered from the
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dismantling of nuclear weapons, if the world wants international assurances that
such material is not going into new weapons.

A cut-off of production of fissionable material for weapons purposes could
also be verified by international safeguards. The safeguarding of enrichment
and reprocessing plants, though a difficult task, is a problem to which much
international work has already been devoted and a task which is already one of
the IAEA's duties.

There could also be renewed consideration of the concept of a so-called
international plutonium storage - i.e. arrangements under which the growing
quantities of separated plutonium from the peaceful cycle and quantities of
piutonium expected from dismantled weapons would be subjected to special
controls, which would give additional assurances concerning non-diversion and
an exclusively peaceful use. The Statute of the IAEA envisages a function of
this kind for the organization.

While the IAEA's safeguards system is a resource that could be more
extensively used by the international community, its limitations, too, must be
considered - and remedied. In a world of fewer weapons there needs to be great
confidence that no State is violating commitments and secretly producing
fissionable material for weapons or, indeed, making new nuclear weapons.

The case of Iraq showed that it was possible in a very closed and controlled
society to mount a sizeable secret effort for the enrichment of uranium and
weapons development without this being detected by the safeguards system.
What can and what is being done to minimize the risk of the same happening
again in the future? Public discussion often focusses on forceful inspections.
While these are important, it must be recognized that information on where and
what to inspect is the first and basic requirement.

It is not possible for inspectors to visit and examine every building and
basement in a foreign country, and random visits will not help very much.
Inspectors must have access to information leading them to sites and
installations of possible interest. In the case of post-war inspections in Iraq
relevant information about sites has been obtained through the UN Special
Commission from governments. In the strengthened safeguards system now
taking shape in the IAEA, the information provided by the inspected State will
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be supplemented by other data, e.g. from other States concerning the export and
import of nuclear material and certain types of equipment. Had such data
regarding Iraq been available to the IAEA and analysed, it is probable that
special explanations and visits would have been requested by the Agency. Any
data, whether obtained by the IAEA through its analysis of declared nuclear
activities or from external sources, must evidently be critically analysed and
assessed to avoid unnecessary suspicions and false alarms.

It must be recognized that there is a special difficulty in verifying the
completeness of a nuclear inventory when the IAEA is given this task in respect
of a nuclear programme which has been going on in the territory of a State for a
long time and has attained a certain size—as is at present the case in South
Africa and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and as will be the case in
some countries which were part of the Soviet Union.

In the case of South Africa the General Assembly has requested the Director
General of the IAEA (A/RES/46/34A) to report on the completeness of the
inventory of South Africa's nuclear installations and material. The Agency has
carried out a large number of inspections of South African facilities, and
locations outside declared facilities. It has carried out an extensive audit of
historical operating and accounting records and performed a large number of
analyses. With the co-operation of the South African authorities, IAEA
inspectors have been able to visit all the sites they asked to see—declared or not
declared, military or civilian—and they have found no evidence that the
inventory is incomplete. Nor is the IAEA in possession of any other information
suggesting the existence of any undeclared facilities or nuclear material.
Naturally, if relevant information were obtained suggesting the need for access
to additional facilities, locations or data, the Agency would request such access.
The report of the Agency on this matter (GC(XXXVI)/1015) has been
transmitted to the United Nations.

A problem similar to the one I have described regarding South Africa is
encountered in the verification of the initial inventory presented by the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea under the safeguards agreement which
entered into force on 10 April this year. Here only three inspection missions
have been performed so far and much work remains. Certain steps taken by the
DPRK have facilitated the task. Some original historical operating records have
been provided for examination and analysis. Also - as in the case of South

27



Africa - the Agency has been given a standing invitation to send officials to sites
and installations regardless of whether they are included in the initial DPRK
declaration. Such invitations, if lived up to in practice, are, of course, useful.
The DPRK has co-operated with us in organizing a visit by IAEA officials in
September, and I expect prompt assistance will be offered in connection with a
further visit. Over time, the acceptance of such visits and openness, and
assistance to them will help to create a record of co-operation and transparency.

A right of unimpeded access for inspectors to relevant sites and material is
certainly of crucial importance when information is available suggesting the
need for inspection of specific sites. In the case of inspections in Iraq, the
United Nations and the IAEA have obtained the right of unimpeded access
under Security Council resolution 687 and an exchange of letters of 14 May
1991, between the Secretary-General and the Foreign Minister of Iraq. This
right relates to any sites, installations, equipment, persons or documents. In the
case of routine IAEA safeguards inspections, rules exist which allow a recipient
State to reject inspector designations and to subject the visit of inspectors to visa
requirements. Once a designation has been accepted or a visa issued, however,
there is a right to visit. I have repeatedly urged that these restrictions should be
eliminated and that all Agency inspectors should be accepted as the international
civil servants which they are and that they should be exempt from visa
requirements and be allowed entry on the basis of a UN laissez-passer and a
certificate indicating that they are coming on inspection duty. Some progress
has been made toward abolishing visa requirements or issuing multiple visas or
accepting inspectors without a special designation procedure, but much remains
to be done to facilitate inspections.

In the past year the Board of Governors of the IAEA has confirmed the right
of the Agency to perform special inspections when there are reasons to believe
that installations or material which should have been declared have not been so
declared. No use has yet been made of this right.

There is no doubt that in the case of Iraq the readiness of the Security
Council to support the right of unimpeded inspection has been of great
importance. It is reassuring that, in the summit statement of 31 January 1992,
the Council emphasized the integral role in the implementation of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty of fully effective IAEA safeguards and that the
members of the Council declared that they "will take appropriate measures in
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the case of any violations notified to them by the IAEA". The relationship
agreement of 14 November 1957 between the United Nations and the IAEA
contains rules allowing prompt interaction between the United Nations,
including the Security Council, and the IAEA. Any denials of access for
inspection or any other apparent violations could speedily be placed before the
Council.

In the case of Iraq the IAEA has now performed 14 inspection missions, on
which reports have been submitted to the Security Council through the
Secretary-General. In response to the first task laid down by the Council, that of
mapping Iraq's nuclear programme, the Agency has been able over the past year
to put together a picture that is relatively consistent and coherent. However, as
the Iraqi authorities have refused to provide information on sources of foreign
procurement and foreign technical advice, there could still be missing elements
in the picture. Inspections must continue of any sites or objects that may be
designated by the United Nations Special Commission on the basis of new
information that may become available to it. Some elements of the long-term
monitoring have already been phased in—side by side with investigative
inspections. Considering that Iraq's scientific and technical knowledge remains
largely intact, such monitoring is ciearly of great importance, the more so as the
clandestine procurement network is still in place.

It must be kept in mind, on the other hand, that the vast infrastructure needed
for any revival of a prohibited programme for the production of nuclear weapons
and weapons-usable material has been destroyed, removed or rendered harmless
—reservation being made for the possible continued existence of undetected
installations.

Mr. President, I turn now to the other side of the nuclear challenge, that of
exploiting the peaceful applications of nuclear science and technology for
development in medicine, agriculture and industry. While at the time of Enrico
Fermi's experiment in Chicago 50 years ago "nuclear" mainly meant research
and science, the practical applications are now many and significant. Let me
give a few examples. Today 17% of the world's electricity comes from nuclear
power reactors—slightly less than the 20% that comes from hydro power.
Today every third patient in industrialized countries is examined or treated by
some nuclear-related method. Today, the cotton crop in Pakistan and the rice
crop in Indonesia have been greatly boosted by the use of suitable mutagens, i.e.
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new strains produced through mutations induced by irradiating seeds. Today,
nuclear methods are used in animal husbandry to measure the efficiency of
protein uptake from various locally available foodstuffs. Based on such
measurements, optimum combinations of local feeding materials for buffaloes
have been introduced in India and Indonesia which has led to a dramatic
increase in buffalo milk and meat production.

I shall not prolong this list of examples of nuclear techniques which help to
maintain or restore health, boost industrial production and promote the
production and preservation of food. I should underline, however, in view of the
expectations of the Rio Conference on Environment and Development that all
organizations in the UN family should contribute to the fulfilment of the Agenda
21, that nuclear techniques have a remarkably wide use not only in development
but also in the monitoring and protection of the environment. Let me give two
examples:

Isotopes are a powerful tool in the fight against groundwater and soil
contamination through excessive use of fertilizers. They allow precise
measurement of the amount of fertilizer that goes into the plant, so that the most
appropriate fertilizer regime can be established for any particular agronomic
system. Similarly, nuclear techniques allow the determination of the amount of
nitrogen which different crop plants obtain from the soil. This has not only led
to the development of better fertilizer strategies, but also helped in the selection
of the most efficient nitrogen-fixing plant varieties within each species, reducing
the need for nitrogen fertilizer to the benefit of the environment and the
economy of the countries involved.

Most controversial—but also most interesting—is the question of how
helpful nuclear power is and could be in generating the increasing amounts of
electricity which the world will need without emitting carbon dioxide (CO2) into
the atmosphere and thereby contributing to a possible global wanning.

The Framework Convention on Climate Change which was signed at Rio
seeks to stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations, but does not prescribe how this
is to be done or set any targets concerning CO2 emissions or other greenhouse
gas emissions. There is no doubt that global development will require the use of
more energy, especially electricity, and that a dilemma is inherent in the
circumstance that an increased use of fossil fuels, which is today's dominant
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energy source, would set us on a collision course with the probable need to
reduce emissions of CO2. There is a growing awareness that the saving of
energy and greater use of renewable sources of energy, like solar power and
wind power, will be very inadequate responses to this dilemma. There is also a
growing awareness that the use and, indeed, expanded use of nuclear energy is
one of the few options at the world's disposal for increasing energy generation
without significantly adding to CO2 emissions. It is worth some reflection that,
if the world's 400 or so nuclear power plants were to be closed and the
electricity they generate were to be produced instead from the burning of coal,
there would be an annual increase of some 7% in CO2 emissions. Nuclear
energy, alone, cannot solve the CO2 problem, but that problem can hardly be
solved without nuclear power.

It is still true, however, that the use or expanded use of nuclear power is
opposed by a sizeable segment of public opinion in many countries, mainly for
fear of radioactive releases from an accident or from the disposal over long
periods of time of nuclear wastes.

Comparisons with the risks associated with the generation of energy through
coal or hydro power, gas or oil are certainly relevant and should be carried out to
provide a basis for rational discussion. However, we must be aware that the
public might find damage to health and the environment through radiation less
tolerable than injury through coal mine accidents, the bursting of hydro dams or
the explosion of gas cisterns. This is also the premise upon which extensive
international co-operation is now taking place within and outside the IAEA to
strengthen safety worldwide in the operation of nuclear power plants and in the
disposal of radioactive waste. In a year's time I hope a draft convention on
nuclear safety will be ready containing rules which will be legally binding on all
States adhering to it. Such a draft is currently being negotiated within the IAEA,
Sis recommended by the Rio Conference. The attainment of a nuclear safety
culture embracing all countries operating nuclear power plants is also the
objective of present efforts to assist countries in Eastern Europe to upgrade
nuclear power plants or in some cases where this may not be feasible or
economic to phase them out.

Agenda 21 of the Rio Conference contains a chapter on the safe and
environmentally sound management of radioactive wastes. Let me report in this
regard that a Code of Practice on the International Transboundary Movement of
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Radioactive Waste was adopted by the IAEA in 1990. While cases have
occurred in which chemical wastes have been exported to developing countries,
no such case has been found involving radioactive wastes. I should add that at
the request of developing countries experts sent by the IAEA have investigated
several cases - and found chemical but not radioactive waste. I should also
report that intensified efforts are under way in the IAEA to work out a
comprehensive series of internationally agreed Radioactive Waste Safety
Standards, which may form the basis of, or complement, national standards and
criteria. It is reasonable to require that radioactive waste be disposed of with the
same level of safety all over the world - and regardless of whether the waste
originates in military or civilian programmes.

Mr. President,

If present efforts to ensure a uniformly high level of safety in the operation
of nuclear power plants and in the disposal of radioactive waste around the
world continue to be vigorously pursued within and outside the IAEA, I believe
that the expanded use of nuclear power which may become indispensable may
also become fully acceptable to most people.

Let me conclude with some comments not on the past year but on the
long-term role of the IAEA. International organizations are mechanisms
through which governments jointly meet international challenges. I would
submit to you that over the years the IAEA has been a useful and efficient tool
of its Member States. The energy crisis focussed attention on the practical and
potential use of nuclear power and the role of the IAEA. The Chernobyl crisis
led the IAEA to launch the concept and principles of a nuclear safety culture
accepted and respected by all; in the environment crisis, the IAEA has been able
to show that peaceful nuclear applications, including the use of nuclear power
for electricity generation, are of crucial value both for environment and
development; in the Iraqi crisis, the IAEA has helped the United Nations to
neutralize the nascent nuclear weapon capacity. The Agency is also learning the
broader lessons of Iraq and strengthening the verification system in order to
increase the probability that any violation be detected and be dealt with by the
Security Council, to which the IAEA reports in these matters.

As the IAEA is obliged to undertake increasing activities in the fields of
transfer of technology, nuclear safety and safeguards, the organization—like the
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United Nations—ought to be spared financial crises. This year we have been
forced to reduce our activities in order to manage a shortfall of no less than 13
percent of the budget, due to non-payment, in particular by a large contributor.
Such financial crisis management in an organization inevitably undermines its
capacity to address the serious issues it is asked to deal with. The ongoing
erosion of pay levels tc our staff also reduces our ability to attract staff of the
required calibre. I submit that more mileage will be obtained from the
mechanisms that governments create for our joint journey into the future, if
these mechanisms are adequately financially fuelled and managed by
well-motivated and competent crews.

Lastly, I should like to express in this forum the thanks of the IAEA to the
Government of Austria, which is an excellent host to all the international
organizations located in Vienna.
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