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OPENING REMARKS BY THE DIRECTOR GENERAL

Let me welcome you here to the first meeting of the Senior Expert Group. I would
like to express my gratitude to all of you for being able to come and participate in this
exercise. I would also like to express my appreciation to Ambassador Machado-Quintella for
accepting to be the Chairman of this Group and Ambassador Moher for accepting to be the
Rapporteur.

This morning I wish to share with you some of my considerations in establishing this
group and the review exercise you are undertaking. As you are aware, this is an exercise to
look into the programme content of the Agency. In parallel, we have been engaged in an
internal administrative and management review exercise to look again into the possibilities
for streamlining and adjustment of our management practices and structures. That is already
in hand. We are also initiating a separate exercise on public acceptance and public
information. This is a key issue relevant to our mandate - the extent to which our role is
understood by civil society and by the public at large. Clearly, your work will have to touch
on some of these aspects but you should be aware that these two other exercises are going on
separately but in parallel with your exercise.

Why are we having this programme review now? To my mind it is because we are
going through a period of rapid change. Everything which has to do with our mandate is
changing. If you look at the role of nuclear power you will see many questions being asked
about its role and potential. Nuclear power, which was considered to be the energy of the
future two decades ago, is being questioned in many parts of the world. It is stagnant in the
North although expanding in the East. The Kyoto Conference on climate change underscored
the present challenges. The fact that nuclear power was not mentioned as one of the options
for combating greenhouse gases is very indicative of the dilemma nuclear power is facing.

Underlying this dilemma are several concerns which impact on public acceptance of
nuclear power. These include safety of operations, waste disposal and, possibly, non-
proliferation. To my mind it is mostly in the area of safety of operations and the problem of
waste where we see the greatest apprehension by the public. Chernobyl was, of course, a
watershed which led to major public apprehension about safety. Also, the fact that until now
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there is still no final repository for high-level waste disposal adds, I believe, to public anxiety
and to the perception that the question of waste is not resolved. Even if there is a technical
consensus among the experts that the waste issue is resolved, it is clearly a consensus which
is not yet shared by the public.

In the field of radioisotope and other non-power applications, the Agency has a very
ambitious programme. In this area, there is broad public consensus on, and support for, the
usefulness of many nuclear applications in the field of health, agriculture, industry, among
others. But here again there is a question of radiation protection which, to my mind, has
started to chip away at the confidence in many of our applications. The fact that we have
identified 53 countries that do not have the necessary basic radiation infrastructure is of
serious concern. We are currently addressing this concern through a model project designed
to ensure that technical cooperation recipient countries have the basic infrastructure for
radiation protection.

I would also mention non-proliferation. Until the events in Iraq, the system of
safeguards was considered to be adequate. It was considered that the Agency was doing a
good job in verifying declared activities and that national governments would take care of
possible undeclared activities. But that system obviously failed completely in Iraq. We
learned that it is not enough for a verification system to cover only declared activities. It also
must cover the possibility of undeclared activities and this part of the mandate cannot be left
to national governments alone. Without the right of access you cannot really have much
confidence in the verification system.

So, for the past five years we have gone through a soul searching exercise to develop a
safeguards system which would really have the confidence of the international community
and which would enable the Agency to provide adequate assurances about the peaceful
application of nuclear energy. This also has particular importance now with the end of the
cold war and moves towards a process of nuclear disarmament. As you move towards that
process you have to have a system which provides a high degree of assurances.

These are some of the developments which are bringing major changes in the
assumptions upon which the Agency has been operating. Nuclear power, which was
considered to be a very cheap energy source, is no longer perceived that way. Nuclear safety,
which was not really considered a major issue, has become the key to public acceptance.
Nuclear verification, and the way it was operating, is undergoing a complete change. Public
acceptance, which was not an issue, again is becoming very much an issue. And other
technologies which are rapidly coming on stream are competing with many nuclear
applications.

Clearly, all of these issues have a direct impact on the Agency's role. We were
created to deal with a particular technology. Unlike other organizations which have a sectoral
mandate such as FAO which deals with food or WHO which deals with health, we deal with a
technology which has wide applications and cuts across many sectors. We are unique in that
sense. We now understand more about this technology. We now know the different
developments with regard to that technology and the different political developments which
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have taken place in the last 20-30 years. We need to see how best we can play our role. This
is really the fundamental question to my mind. What is the optimum role the Agency can
play?

Clearly, the fact that we are the global organization dealing with nuclear energy does
not mean that we can have a monopoly over everything nuclear. I have seen recently that in
addition to the 100 meetings that we have in the field of nuclear energy there are another 500
meetings which take place outside that auspices of the Agency. So we are not the only active
body. Nor do we have unlimited resources and that is again something which we have all to
keep in mind. We have been operating with zero growth for the past ten years which means
that we have had to sharpen our priorities. We cannot continue to add on tasks and functions
as we go along because the money is not there. The question continues to be raised:- what is
really the core competency of the Agency? What are the kinds of activities which should be
entrusted to the Agency and which activities may be left to regional organizations, national
governments, or the private sector? Policy choices have to be made.

However, when making policy choices, how should we identify our priorities?. This is
a major issue we are facing. How do we know and assess Member States' needs and
priorities? What sort of mechanism should we use to do that? Do we have the right strategic
goals and overall objective? What should be our criteria to assess Member States' priorities
when the Member States' have different perceptions about priorities?. You are likely to find
that there is a basic division between Member States on priority needs: the "North" which
sees the control function as the essential function of the Agency and the "South" which would
like to see the application function be the first priority. How do we reconcile these differing
priorities? This is a complex dilemma: with regard to the control function there are certain
things which we have to do. For example, if there is an additional facility to safeguard we
really have no option but to incorporate that into our activities because of the way the system
has developed.

Is safety in the same category of "must do" tasks? Should we look into safety to see
whether there are certain things which we have to do similar to safeguards because they really
have to do with control? I think as you go through the programme you will see that our
mandate in the area of safeguards is relatively clear. We know exactly what to do. Safety is
somewhat less obvious because we have not yet established an order of priorities there.

In safety there are three different roles we assume. One is to develop legally binding
safety standards. This took on momentum after Chernobyl. If you look how this evolved, you
will see that in important areas we have been reacting to major catastrophes. This is a pity. It
took Iraq for the Member States to work with the Secretariat to start strengthening the
safeguards system. It took Chernobyl for governments to realize that safety needs to be
looked at as an international concern and that legally binding standards were required.

A second role in the area of safety is in developing non-binding standards. We spend
a lot of time and effort developing such non-binding standards including the Fundamentals,
Requirements and Guidelines.
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A third role is in providing practical assistance in terms of safety services. The
OSARTs, ASSETs, and ASCOTs which, in effect, provide for peer review. These services
are an effective way for safety culture to penetrate borders through the sharing of experience.

What sort of balance should we maintain between these different roles? Should we
continue to focus on areas where legally binding standards need to be developed? Clearly,
there are still areas which could benefit from legally binding standards. For example, in the
area of radiation protection there are many incidents or accidents happening every year. This
year in Costa Rica, in Chechnya, in Georgia, in Bangladesh - every year there are four or five
accidents with fatalities due to lack of protection of radiation sources. Should we continue to
leave it as is - subject to non-binding standards - or should we try to develop binding rules?

For some time I have been pointing to the recent phenomenon of illicit trafficking as
an area ripe for strengthening our rules - the physical protection convention. We did not act
quickly enough and the initiative has been taken now in New York where the UN has
established a committee to develop a convention on nuclear terrorism. Here we are
concerned about problems of overlap and duplication with the physical protection convention.
Transport of nuclear materials, as many of you would know, is another area of public
concern.

These are some areas which you might wish to look at to see whether we need to do
further work in developing legally binding standards. Our present priority is the development
or updating of non-binding standards - but this is an area which we hope to complete in the
next few years. What should we focus on then - what should really be our role in the field of
safety? Should we continue just to update non-binding standards or should we put more
emphasis on practical assistance - the services, visiting facilities, providing advice on
implementation of conventions and standards? On this question we get different reactions
from our Member States.

Turning to the area of non-power applications, you will see that we are branching out
in every direction: in health, agriculture, the environment; we run the marine laboratory in
Monaco; we have our laboratory here in Seibersdorf; we do quality assurance. There are
several fundamental questions here.

Should we do comparative assessment between nuclear techniques and non-nuclear
techniques to make sure that the nuclear technique is still the best? Should we continue to be
involved in all applications areas or should we try to concentrate on certain particular
applications? At what point should we move out of a particular field and leave it to the
commercial sector? Supposedly if a technique is successful it should be picked up by the
commercial sector. Also, should the nuclear technique predominate in order for us to be
involved? In many of our activities you will see that the nuclear technique is not a major
component of the programme and yet we are the one who is driving the programme. Should
that continue to be the case or should we have as a threshold that the nuclear technique should
be the dominant one?
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These are some of the major policy issues we are facing in the area of nuclear
applications.

If we turn attention now to the area of nuclear power it becomes even more
complicated because we have never really developed a precise role for ourselves in that field.
First, we do information exchange on the latest developments and technology. We have
international working groups and we follow the evolution of different types of reactors. We
keep our Member States aware of the state of technology. Second, we try to keep them aware
of the new engineering techniques, new technologies which could enhance the safety of
nuclear installations. Through technology development we hope to contribute to the safety of
nuclear installations. Third, we come to the assistance of countries who have decided to take
the nuclear power route through providing expert advice on training, etc.

Here again I think there is much misunderstanding of exactly what is our role.
Although the word "promotion" does not figure in the Statute, we have been actually using
that as part of our phraseology. I think this has led to a lot of misunderstanding that the
Agency is promoting nuclear power and that we are like an industry trying to tell countries
that they should opt for nuclear power or a particular nuclear technique.

In fact this is not our role. Our role is to make the technology available, give
governments objective data, objective information - but the decision whether to go for nuclear
or not is a national decision. That is not an Agency decision. That subtle distinction is very
important because we have to be perceived as an objective organization. We should not be
perceived as part of the industry because we have an important role in control - in safety and
in safeguards. And we should continue to present an image of an objective, factual,
independent international organization.

Therefore we are trying, or at least I am trying, to correct that misperception and make
the public understand exactly what is our role. This perception of the role of the Agency as an
objective organization is very important, because in light of what nuclear power is going
through right now and its potential contribution to avoiding greenhouse gas emissions, we
want to put an emphasis in our nuclear power programme on what we call comparative
assessment. We think this is an important function for us, an important service to our
Member States to provide them precise data and facts for them to be able to make an
informed choice. We are not trying to influence their choices but if they go for a particular
energy mix we believe that they should be making that choice with full facts and full
information.

Here again we hear different views. Some people say we should not expand in this
field of comparative assessment and others say we should. Our experience so far is that there
is much interest in this field but we cannot and should not do it alone. We would be
perceived as somewhat biased and we need other organizations to work with. So we are
trying to expand our collaboration with many organizations in that field including with
OECD/IEA, OPEC, the EU and all other organizations who are involved with energy.
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The Agency conducts global studies, comparative studies and we also do country-
specific energy assessments which are becoming very popular. Countries are requesting us to
help them do energy planning on the basis of computer modelling that we have developed.
Our answers in many cases are not necessarily that they should go for nuclear power. In
certain countries, for example where there is sufficient coal or enough gas or when the
country does not have the necessary infrastructure, our answer is that the country will not
necessarily benefit from pursuing the nuclear energy option. This is the kind of objective
help that we are trying to provide to our Member States. But here again, these are issues
which you need to look at and see whether we have the right policy bearing, and whether this
is what we should be doing in the area of nuclear power.

An important objective for us is at least to ensure that the nuclear power option is not
ignored. We were very disturbed after Kyoto when we saw that there was no mention at all of
nuclear as one of the clean sources of energy which could mitigate greenhouse gases. The
fact that it is not even mentioned iŝ  not very promising. But it is a reflection of a lot of
pressure, civil society pressure on governments. The fact is that many governments have
problems even discussing in public the role of nuclear power because of public concern about
safety and waste disposal. These are issues we need to see how we can change.

In the area of safeguards and verification our mandate is more or less defined and
clear although we are going through a complete change of the system. Probably two issues
would be worth looking at from your perspective. One is the illicit use of nuclear material
and other radioactive sources. We have a programme, not a major programme, I think we
spend between half a million dollars to a million dollars a year on that. Should we do more in
that area? Should we try to increase our role in the field of illicit trafficking and physical
protection? It is a problem in many ways: a problem of public acceptance, a problem of
possible nuclear terrorism, a problem of health and radiation hazard. Should we do more in
that field?

We are now expected, if not next year then probably in the next few years, to move
toward verifying nuclear disarmament measures. Russia has committed itself, that it will put
40% of its excess nuclear weapon material under Agency safeguards in a facility called
Mayak which is now under construction. We are now verifying a quantity of nuclear material
excess to the defense programme in the United States. Other nuclear-weapon States might
follow suit. We hope that one day we will get a cut-off treaty - a treaty prohibiting the
production of fissile material for military purposes. But if we do get a cut-off treaty that
means that our verification budget will probably have to at least double if not triple. Our
estimation for verification of a cut-off is between 60 to 150 million dollars. How do we deal
with that and how do we deal with this whole question of balance between control/non-
control activities which have led even now to some very uncomfortable results.

It is because of the need to maintain this balance that we now rely more on
extrabudgetary resources. If you would look at the 1999 budget, you will see that we are
relying on approximately 20 million dollars to finance essentially a core activity, verification.
This carries all the problems of extrabudgetary resources: lack of predictability, tied money,
etc. It is one of the unfortunate results of what we call zero real growth which we have been
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working under for the past 10 years. You reach a point where you don't have any fat left. At
the beginning it was good because it forced us to look into our management practices and
priorities, but after 10 years I think all the fat is gone and then you really start to take away
from core programmes in a way that is not very helpful. As a result now we have this
increased reliance on extrabudgetary resources for doing non-discretionary activities. That
situation will probably be exacerbated in the future.

This again takes us to the question of how best we can approach all these different
tasks" and priorities. As you probably know we have the regular budget, the Technical
Cooperation Fund (TCF) for transfer of technology and we have extrabudgetary project
specific resources. Should we start thinking about something comparable to the TCF to cover
additional expenses for security and control of nuclear material, in addition to the regular
budget? I have in mind illicit trafficking, certain safety assistance, certain equipment for
verification. Should we have a regular budget plus the TCF on one hand and a control fund
on the other?

How should we go about resource allocation which is becoming more and more a
problem? As I mentioned, we have three different resources - regular budget, extra budget,
TCF - yet they operate almost independently. Do we need - and I think we do - to ensure that
all the Agency resources, all the money in the kitty, is being coordinated in terms of looking
at how much we have and making sure that we have the proper resource allocations,
irrespective of the source of funds? That is something I think is important because we cannot
continue to have different budget compartments. If you take a strategic view, if you have an
overall objective, you need to look at all your resources irrespective of the source and you
need to see how best you can allocate these resources. Is it going to the food sector, to the
health sector, to equipment, to control? This again is a question of whether and how to
develop a strategy.

In the area of technical cooperation, for example, a strategy has been developed for
allocation of resources. There are criteria for identifying priority needs. These include the
country programme frameworks and thematic planning. They have a strategy by which they
can determine priorities, they can look at implementation and they can assess impact. Should
we have a similar strategy for the regular programme? Or should it even be the same strategy
as developed for the technical cooperation? That I think is a very important question which
goes to the heart of your work because we need to know whether we are really responding to
real priorities and not false ones.

We also need to know how we can assess our impact. This brings me to the next
question which concerns the delivery of our programme. We have some 300 million dollars
overall, to deliver a programme, but what are our means of delivery? We have some 100
meetings a year, major meetings, minor meetings, conferences, symposia. We publish a large
number of books and data. We also develop standards, in the field of verification, in the field
of safety, and in other fields. We also apply these standards: mandatory in the case of
safeguards; mandatory now with regard to the safety conventions; sometimes voluntarily in
the case of safety services. We also undertake practical assistance in the transfer of
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technology through our very substantial technical cooperation programme which includes
training of people, providing equipment, fellowships, expert advice to name a few.

The question is always raised - what is the best way to deliver the programme?
Should we continue to focus on meetings? Are meetings really the best way of delivery?
Should we do more in the area of standard setting?. Should we continue to publish as much
as we do? Or we should try to become more practically oriented and go to the field and try to
have safety penetrate through practical assistance, try to have more human resource
development? What really in your view would be the means of delivery which have the
greatest impact?

These are questions which are not easy to answer but I think we need to take hold of
them and try to see what we might want to do. Many of these questions also have to do with
the way we would like to see our role as we move to the twenty-first century. We are now
completely at a crossroads. In all fields we see contradictory signals. If you look at India and
China, nuclear power is expanding very rapidly, if you look at the US or Europe it is
completely stagnant. The reaction is not uniform, yet we ought to be able to develop, for
example, an international consensus. I am not saying that nuclear power is a solution for
every country, but we should be able to develop parameters where we say under these
conditions nuclear could be an important part of the energy mix.

We also have to look at our safety role in the future. In my view, any nuclear accident
in the future will completely cripple nuclear power development. So, we all have a stake to
ensure that safety is maintained at a very high level. What would be our best way to do that?
Applications I think are important but again how much we can have an impact?

These are questions I would hope this group will address. This is a unique group in
many ways. You have between you expertise in all fields of our work ranging from nuclear
verification to safety, from applications to power, and also much individual practical
experience. You all come from countries which have nuclear energy programmes. Your
report will be very valuable not only to me but also to our Member States because it will help
guide us as we develop our programme and budget priorities to chart our way through the
next decade or two. It would help us also to see clearly how the Secretariat should go in
identifying priorities, evaluating its work and assessing its impact.

This is the first such exercise we have had for at least a decade. Before then, there
was a committee called the Scientific Advisory Committee which would look at the
programme as a whole. This was disbanded about 10 years ago. We now have sectoral
reviews of different parts of the programme but no single body takes an integrated view of the
programme as whole. Even the Scientific Advisory Committee was primarily a scientific
body, unlike this group which has members coming from the policy sectors and from different
parts of public administration who can undertake a broader review. We have just held our
Board of Governors meeting. There was much support for this review and many
expectations.
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In the time available I do not expect that you will be able to go into the very details of
the programme. I think what is expected is a basic overview, strategic thinking and practical
advice. Are we doing the right thing? Should we have other activities to add to our
programme? Should we shed some of our activities and leave them to others to do? How
should we go through the process of identifying priorities, assessing the value of the
programme, making sure that we have the proper means of delivery and making sure that we
have the proper impact? These are fundamental questions.

How do we go about the whole issue of balance and what does balance mean? To my
mind, balance does not mean going dollar for dollar because priorities change. After
Chernobyl, this would not have been a very responsible organization if we had not spent more
money on safety. After Iraq, we needed to turn our attention to strengthening safeguards.
While we must keep in mind that we have to cater for all our membership needs, and we have
to cater for all the different parts of our mandate, we must also understand that the money we
spend on different activities will have to differ. But can we do it all from the regular budget?
Should we now ask our Member States to discontinue zero growth or should we ask them to
keep the regular budget under zero growth but to establish a different way of financing
different activities?

I think I have probably put enough questions for your consideration. They are not
easy questions to answer but the whole purpose is for the Secretariat and Member States to
find the right answers by putting our heads together. And you are not really Member States.
You are independent experts coming here in your individual capacity without the restraints of
having national instructions. It is my hope that you will use your intellectual freedom to help
"push the envelope" and see how we can improve on the way we are proceeding.

I keep saying that the Secretariat must work very closely with Member States. We
work for Member States and we are the servant of Member States but also Member States
have to listen to what we say because we are the ones who are actually operating the system.
I believe we have to work very closely together in trying to see, at the end of the day, that the
Member States, who are our customers, are getting value for their money. I think that is
really the bottom line. The objective of this exercise is that whatever Member States are
spending here they are getting value for their money and they are receiving an optimum
service from this organization.

Madam Chairman, I would like again to wish you and the group all success. My
colleagues and I will be at your disposal throughout your exercise in any way we can be of
help through providing information and assistance. I very much look forward to your report.


