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INTEGRATED SAFEGUARDS: AUSTRALIAN VIEWS AND EXPERIENCE

J. CARLSON, V. BRAGIN, R. LESLIE
Australian Safeguards and Non-Proliferation Office, Canberra, Australia

Australia has had a pioneering role in assisting the IAEA to develop the procedures and
methods for strengthened safeguards, both before and after the conclusion of Australia's
additional protocol. Australia played a key role in the negotiation of the model additional
protocol, and made ratification a high priority in order to encourage early ratification by other
States. Australia was the first State to ratify an additional protocol, on 10 December 1997,
and was the first State in which the IAEA exercised complementary access and managed
access under an additional protocol.

Australia has undergone three full cycles of evaluation under strengthened safeguards
measures, enabling the Agency to conclude it was appropriate to commence implementation
of integrated safeguards. In January 2001 Australia became the first State in which integrated
safeguards are being applied. As such, Australia's experience will be of interest to other
States as they consult with the IAEA on the modalities for the introduction of integrated
safeguards in their jurisdictions. The purpose of the paper is to outline Australia's experience
with strengthened safeguards and Australia's views on the implementation of integrated
safeguards.

Australia has five Material Balance Areas (MBAs), the principal one covering the 10 MWt
research reactor at Lucas Heights and the associated inventory of fresh and irradiated HEU
fuel. Under classical safeguards, generally Australia was subject to annual Physical Inventory
Verifications (PIVs) for the four MBAs at Lucas Heights, plus quarterly interim inspections,
making a total of four inspections a year (PIVs for the different MBAs were conducted
concurrently with each other or with interim inspections in other MBAs), although there was
a period when the fresh fuel inventory exceeded one SQ, requiring monthly inspections.
Under strengthened safeguards, this pattern of four inspections a year was maintained, with
the addition of complementary accesses, which in most cases have been undertaken at the
Lucas Heights site.

Under the integrated safeguards regime now being applied, the timeliness period for irradiated
fuel has been changed from three months to 12 months, eliminating quarterly interim
inspections. The four inspections each year have been replaced by one PIV (including
comprehensive Design Information Verification activities), and an average of one
unannounced inspection. The objectives of unannounced inspections include, to verify the
fresh and spent fuel inventory and if possible the core fuel, and to confirm facility design
information, the declared operation of the reactor, and the absence of undeclared activities.
The term "average" is important—to maintain deterrence, once an unannounced inspection
has taken place, there will always be the possibility of a further unannounced inspection in the
same year. Where possible, fuel transfers will be verified during the PIV or unannounced
inspection(s), but the IAEA has indicated that if necessary additional inspections may be
undertaken for this purpose. In addition to the inspections outlined above, there are five or six
complementary accesses each year, mainly at the Lucas Heights site, but also encompassing
uranium mines and LOFs (locations other than facilities). In most circumstances it is
expected that complementary accesses would be carried out when inspectors are in Australia
for routine inspections. The overall savings in inspection effort are expected to be about 45%
(a reduction from 18 to 10 PDI) a year. However, this depends on whether additional
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inspections are required to verify fuel transfers—an area where Australia considers remote
monitoring could be very useful.

The paper discusses implementation issues such as the participation of national inspectors in
inspections and complementary access, and the conduct of unannounced inspections. The
value of unannounced inspections - i.e. inspections whose timing is unpredictable to the State
or the facility operator—has been particularly recognized in the context of integrated
safeguards. The paper also discusses the consequences should the IAEA be unable to resolve
significant questions and inconsistencies in a State in which integrated safeguards are being
applied.

The implementation of integrated safeguards is very much a work in progress. Not only is the
development of methods and procedures ongoing, but substantial work remains to be done on
the methodology for evaluation of the Agency's performance and the validity of its
conclusions. Clearly the effective implementation of integrated safeguards presents a series
of challenging tasks for the Agency and also for States. It is in the interest of every State to
participate constructively with the Agency in this effort.
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