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origins of Safeguards

The aim of the International Atomic Energy Agency as
defined in its Statute is to "accelerate and enlarge the
contribution of atomic energy to peace, health and prosperity
throughout the world". He do this across a broad spectrum of
nuclear energy applications in medicine, industry and
agriculture, for example. He also have a technical assistance
programme to help developing nations with training, know-how
and technology absorbing about one third of our total
resources. And of course we help to promote the safe operation
of nuclear power plants.

But there is another dimension to our activity: the
IAEA's Statute authorizes it to establish and administer a
safeguards inspection and verification system. This is
designed to ensure that special nuclear fissionable items made
available by the Agency itself or at its reguest or under its
supervision are not used to further any military purpose; and
secondly, to apply safeguards, at the reguest of the parties to
any bilateral or multilateral arrangement, or at the request of
a State, to any of that State's activities in the field of
atomic energy. This reflects the basic "Atoms for Peace"
bargain offered by former United States President Eisenhower
and to which the IAEA traces its birth in 1957: renouncing
manufacture or procurement of nuclear weapons opens the way for
access to peaceful nuclear know-how and technology.

The first of these safeguards provisions I cited relates
to the original concept of the IAEA itself as a major supplier
of nuclear material and equipment. Also, states concluding
safeguards agreements with the IAEA did so especially in the
early days because States supplying nuclear material or
equipment to them would only do so if IAEA safeguards were
applied to the material or equipment in the recipient States.
However, IAEA safeguards today are based largely on the second
provision. That is to say we apply, broadly speaking,
accountancy and control procedures by which the IAEA seeks to
verify through international inspection teams that a State is
not using nuclear material or equipment to develop or produce



nuclear weapons but is using them exclusively for peaceful
purposes. Safeguards are not linked with either nuclear safety
or the physical security of nuclear material. In both of these
areas States themselves have the primary statutory
responsibility even though the IAEA is being given a growing
advisory and support role in such matters. In safeguards, on
the other hand, the IAEA has far more wide-ranging powers and
responsibilities, set out in detailed formal agreements with
Member States. And the basic fact is that international
commerce in nuclear and nuclear-related materials depends on
the continuing existence of and respect for the IAEA safeguards
regime.

Origin of Comprehensive safeguards Agreements

A major step forward in the history of safeguards came
with the successful conclusion in 1968 of the negotiations on a
treaty designed to prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons - the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT). This was a landmark in the history of non-
proliferation. The Treaty entered into force in May 1970 and
now over 150 States are party to it. These include all five
declared nuclear weapon states (China, France, the Russian
Federation, the United Kingdom, and the United States of
America). The Republic of Korea joined in April 1975, and the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea in 1985.

Each non-nuclear-weapon State that becomes party to the
KPT agrees not to acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices (Article II). It also agrees to conclude a
comprehensive safeguards agreement with the IAEA for the
application of safeguards to all its peaceful nuclear
activities, present or future, with a view to verifying the
fulfilment of its obligations under the Treaty (Article III).
In return the Treaty recognizes (in Article IV) the right of
all parties to participate in the fullest possible exchange of
equipment, materials, and scientific and technological
information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The
parties also undertake to pursue negotiations in good faith
towards nuclear disarmament (Article VI) and re-affirm their
determination to achieve the discontinuance of all tests of
nuclear weapons (Preamble). The Treaty will come up for review
and extension in early 1995 when it will have been in operation
for 15 years. Notable absentees from the NPT include India,
Pakistan and Israel.

Although not obliged to conclude safeguards agreements,
the five declared nuclear weapon States have agreed that IAEA
safeguards may be applied to all or part of their civil nuclear
activities. The nuclear weapon States have done this, inter
alia, to demonstrate that they will not derive any commercial
advantage by not having their civil facilities subject to
international inspection.



In addition to the NPT, two regional treaties which have
the objective of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons have
also been concluded. The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in South America (the Treaty of Tlatelolco, actually
concluded before the NPT) is now in force for many countries in
the region. This Treaty requires its members to conclude
comprehensive safeguards agreements with the IAEA. The South
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga) also
requires each State party to conclude with the IAEA a
comprehensive safeguards agreement that will be equivalent in
its scope and effect to an agreement required in connection
with the NPT.

To implement the safeguards requirements of the NPT, the
IAEA needed to devise a safeguards system suitable for
application to the complex nuclear fuel cycles of the advanced
industrial countries that were expected to join the Treaty,
i.e. a safeguards system applicable to reactors and to the
conversion, enrichment, fabrication and reprocessing plants
which supply and process the reactor fuel. This comprehensive
safeguards system, devised in 1970, is set out in an IAEA
document called INFCIRC/153.

As»ur«nc« aivn by IAEA S«f«ou«rd»

The main aim of safeguards applied by the IAEA is the
provision of assurance to the international community that the
State is complying with non-proliferation and 'peaceful use1

undertakings to which the State has committed itself by signing
a safeguards agreement with the IAEA.

In the case of comprehensive safeguards agreements, and
there are also more limited types of agreement, safeguards
apply to all of the nuclear material in peaceful uses in the
State for the purpose of verifying that such material is not
diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
The State has an obligation to declare to the IAEA at the time
the safeguards agreement enters into force all of the items
which are subject to the agreement. The IAEA then verifies the
completeness and correctness of this declaration before
instituting regular verification procedures. The State also
has an obligation to update this information and to declare all
items which subsequently become subject to the terms of the
safeguards agreement.

A principal result of the independent verification by the
IAEA safeguards inspectorate is the provision of assurance that
no diversion of the items declared by the State has taken
place. IAEA verification is also intended to have the effect
of deterring diversions by the risk of early detection. The
assurance obtained from the IAEA as an effective and objective
"auditor" increases confidence among States and helps to allay
concerns which could provide the political motivation for the
acquisition of nuclear weapons.



Penalties and Sanctions

The IAEA Statute specifies a number of actions,
discretionary or obligatory, in cases of a breach of a
safeguards agreement: alerting the international community
(the Board of Governors of the IAEA, all members of the IAEA,
the United Nations Security Council, the General Assembly of
the United Nations); curtailing any IAEA assistance being
provided to the State concerned; and suspending the privileges
and rights the State derived from IAEA membership.

Once alerted, the international community may wish to take
additional measures seen as necessary to induce a State to
comply with its undertakings.

Comprehensive safeguards Agreements - Recent Experiences -
Iraq, south Africa. DPRK

Comprehensive IAEA safeguards have been applied since the
1970s and no diversion of any significant quantity of material
which has been placed under safeguards, has been detected. The
discovery in Iraq after the 1991 Gulf War of a clandestine
nuclear weapons development programme involving the separation
of a few grams of plutonium from irradiated fuel together with
an extensive programme of uranium enrichment involving large
quantities of undeclared uranium, was a watershed in the
history of IAEA safeguards. It should, howeverf be noted that
in Iraq the safeguards applied to the declared material did
effectively ensure that the highly enriched uranium available
in the fuel of the safeguarded reactor at the Tuwaitha research
centre was not used in the weapons development programme. The
discovery of the secret Iraqi nuclear weapons development
programme has led, however, to the recognition that the IAEA
safeguards system must be strengthened to provide assurance,
not only of the non-diversion of declared material but also, so
far as its possible, of the absence of any undeclared nuclear
activities in States which have signed comprehensive safeguards
agreements with the IAEA.

Following South Africa's signature of the NPT in 1991, the
IAEA General Conference requested the Director General to
verify the completeness of the inventory of nuclear
installations and material included in South Africa's initial
report to the IAEA. As a result of the request by the General
Conference, an IAEA team made a number of visits to South
Africa to consult with officials and to examine historical
accounting and operating records of both operating and closed
down facilities. In addition, a large number of measurements
were made of various types of nuclear material. The team's
general conclusion was that there was no evidence to suggest
that the declared inventory of nuclear installations and
material was incomplete. Following South Africa's announcement
of their abandoned nuclear weapons programme, the IAEA examined
the facilities which had been involved in the programme and
their associated historical data in order to observe that the



programme had been terminated and to gain assurance that all
the nuclear material used in the programme had been accounted
for and was under IAEA safeguards.

In the case of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea
(DPRK), whose safeguards agreement with the IAEA came into
effect only in April last year, inspections conducted in 1992
found inconsistencies between the information provided by the
DPRK and the information obtained by the analysis of samples of
material taken by IAEA inspectors. These inconsistencies
suggested that the DPRK had not declared all of its nuclear
material. The IAEA also obtained information on sites in the
DPRK which appeared nuclear-related and which had not been
declared in the initial report covering nuclear facilities.
Because the DPRK would not allow the IAEA to carry out
activities necessary to resolve the inconsistencies, the matter
was reported to the IAEA Board of Governors, which decided to
refer the matter to the Security Council. As you know there
have been a series of problems since early this year, with the
DPRK announcing its withdrawal from the NPT in March, then
suspending its withdrawal in June after talks with the United
States. We have not been able to do more than check out
equipment such as cameras in the DPRK since February. At the
moment there is something of a stalemate and the value of our
accumulated safeguards verification data in the DPRK is
steadily diminishing, just as the extent of their non-
compliance with the full range of their obligations is
widening.

According to our criteria, a number of verification
activities in the DPRK are now either urgent or overdue and
continuity of knowledge on certain safeguards information
covering declared activities has been damaged as a result of
our inability to conduct inspections as proposed by the Agency.
Some of the lost safeguards-relevant information could be
restored, depending on the timing of the next inspection, the
activities to be performed and the results of these inspection
activities. Obviously, however, the longer we are prevented
from conducting inspection the more damage to the safeguards
information is sustained. Unless we perform all the activities
required at DPRK's declared facilities, we are in no position
to provide assurances that they are used exclusively for
peaceful purposes which, as you know, is the raison d'etre of
safeguards.

Assurance that IAEA safeguards are applied to all nuclear
activities under Comprehensive Safeguards Agreements

The capability of the IAEA to detect undeclared nuclear
activities is in large measure dependent upon the information
being made available to it. IAEA inspectors cannot roam about
a State in a "blind search" for hidden nuclear material or
clandestine nuclear activities. They must be directed to
specific sites on the basis of information obtained by, or
provided to, the IAEA. More information on a State's nuclear



programme, and the proposed design of new plants, together with
increased access for IAEA inspectors to operating records and
to all locations within declared facilities, will contribute to
greater confidence that nuclear materials and facilities are
not being used for undeclared purposes. Access to locations in
addition to declared facilities would allow environmental
monitoring to be carried out to further contribute to assurance
of the absence of undeclared activities. Also, access to sites
apart from those declared would enable the IAEA to confirm
either the presence or absence of undeclared activities at
specific locations.

The IAEA has instituted measures to obtain and analyse the
information required for these purposes. Measures now in place
include:

(i) The early provision of information on the design of
new and modified plants. Provision of this
information by the State should prevent surprises,
create confidence in the peaceful purpose of the
facility and make it easier to prepare for its
safeguarding.

(ii) Systematic collection and analysis of the information
which appears in the media and elsewhere about
nuclear activities in the State and imports and
exports of nuclear-related equipment and materials.
This information will complement that voluntarily
provided by Member States.

(iii) The voluntary reporting by Member States of exports
and imports of certain equipment and non-nuclear
materials used in the nuclear industry. Most exports
of such items can be reported to the IAEA by the
exporting State as a result of its export control
system. The IAEA will correlate such information
with the information which the IAEA obtains from the
importing State about its declared nuclear programme.

(iv) The voluntary reporting by Member states, over and
above the requirements in their safeguards
agreements, of their imports, exports and production
of nuclear material. This information, together with
that provided under the terms of the safeguards
agreement, will give the IAEA up-to-date knowledge of
the total quantity of nuclear material in the State
which is subject to the agreement. Correlation of
this information with the State's declared nuclear
activities and its accounting reports might give an
indication of the possible existence of undeclared
activities.
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(v) The provision by Member States to the IAEA of
information obtained from satellites and other means.
The dominant view is that the IAEA should not ignore
any safeguards relevant information from any source,
but must critically examine and check such
information before it makes any use of it.

If any of the measures outlined above suggest that
undeclared activities are taking place, the Agency must make
further investigations. The first step will be to ask the
State for an explanation. If this is unsatisfactory,
additional inspection may become necessary. This could be in
the form of a special inspection initiated by the IAEA, as
foreseen under the safeguards agreement, or a visit at the
invitation of the State.

Limits to the Safeguards System

It is clear that no international safeguards system can
physically prevent diversion or the setting up of an undeclared
or clandestine nuclear programme. The IAEA acts not as an
executive force but as an inspection mechanism. Furthermore,
the IAEA can neither force States to sign the NPT or similar
treaties, nor can it prevent a State from withdrawing from such
Treaties.

The ability of the safeguards system to detect diversion
of declared material or the existence of clandestine nuclear
activities is limited by technical considerations, by the
resources made available by the IAEA Member States, and by the
extent of the verification which States are prepared to accept.
Currently the IAEA aims to have a high level of assurance that
the safeguards system would detect the diversion of a
significant quantity of nuclear material (8 kg plutonium, 25 kg
of uranium-235 in highly enriched uranium, 75 kg of uranium-235
in natural or low enriched uranium). A system which would
detect the diversion of very small quantities, e.g. grams,
would be unacceptably costly and intrusive and could give rise
to a disturbingly high number of false alarms.

Resource Requirements

Despite a regular increase in the amount of material and
the number of facilities to be safeguarded, IAEA Member States
have applied a policy of zero real growth to the IAEA's budget
which has not increased in real terms since 1985. The 1993
budget for Safeguards is US$65 million. At the same time, a
number of Member States continue to offer valuable voluntary
support to safeguards in the form of expertise, equipment and
analytical services.

In 1993 the IAEA's Department of Safeguards consisted of
approximately 280 professional staff and 200 general staff. Of
these 480, approximately 200 were inspectors; the rest carried
out a variety of supporting activities. Approximately 2000
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individual inspections were carried out at 490 facilities and
other locations. The material safeguarded was enough to make
approximately 65 000 nuclear explosive devices, although it
must be noted that most of the material was not in a form which
could be used for this purpose without considerable further
processing.

Looking to the future, the increase in the amount of
material under safeguards, the expected requirement to apply
safeguards under additional expected comprehensive safeguards
agreements (e.g. in Argentina and Brazil and in the newly
independent States of the former USSR), and enhanced measures
to detect undeclared nuclear activities in States with
comprehensive safeguards agreements will all require additional
resources. These will be sought from savings or from elsewhere
to ensure that there is no diminition in either the
effectiveness of the safeguards system or the confidence that
States are complying with their non-proliferation commitments.
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