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In the Name of God the Most Compassionate the Merciful

Mr. Chairman,

At the outset my delegation associates itself to the joint statement on this agenda item delivered by H.E. Ambassador of Cuba on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement.
I have carefully noted and read the latest Report of the Director General on implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Syrian Arab Republic (GOV/2010/63), in this regards seek your kind attention to followings. 

It is a bitter irony that the aggressor is totally neglected where the victim has become the target of allegations and accusations aimed at future resolution, sanctions, etc.  The Zionist Regime of Israel in a flagrant violation of the UN Charter and international norms and law committed and aggressive act against Syria. Then the aggressor and its supporters constructed a scenario by making false allegations, got the Agency involved and brought Syria under question which seems a vicious circle of endless questions and allegations. 
Mr. Chairman
The Islamic Republic of Iran has already expressed its serious concern about an unprecedented manner, which are being used in the Agency inspection activities and would definitely lead to deviation from the legal mandate of the Agency.
The Director General in several cases in his report refers to the Agency’s requests for further information and documentation about procurement efforts. From legal point of view specifically the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement it is a legally baseless question which is not related to the technical mandate of the inspection. It is going to establish a new precedence in verification work. Another issue with the same nature is the Secretariat’s conclusion about unlimited and unrestricted access to locations even military sites. The secretariat is expected yet to clarify legal grounds upon which it came to such a conclusion that is not defined and identified by any of the Agency's legally binding instruments such as the safeguards agreements. From a cooperative point of view I should say that Iran acquired a bitter experience in this regard. You are recalled that Iran had proactively extended its cooperation to the Agency by providing requested information on past procurements to the Agency; nonetheless we realized that such a proactive cooperation did not to close the file as promised by the Secretariat but it led to an endless cycle of unlawful requests, paving the way for resolutions, sanctions, imposed export impediments, putting pressures on known credible companies not to make business.
Bearing in mind the fact that Syria is not signatory and is not implementing Additional Protocol and is only obliged under the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement, I have to however recall that according to Additional Protocol which is the most intrusive instrument, the Member States are only expected to inform the Agency on limited defined technical information of nuclear materials and facilities , let me quote paragraph (vi) c of Additional Protocol :
 “ ( c ) The quantities, chemical composition, current location and use or intended use of each import into .......... of such material for specifically non-nuclear purposes in quantities exceeding:

(1) Ten metric tons of uranium, or for successive imports of uranium into .......... each of less than 3 ten metric tons, but exceeding a total of ten metric tons for the year;

(2)  Twenty metric tons of thorium, or for successive imports of thorium into .......... each of less than twenty metric tons, but exceeding a total of twenty metric tons for the year; 

it being understood that there is no requirement to provide information on such material intended for a non-nuclear use once it is in its non-nuclear end-use form.”
 I recall that in its Annex-II on export and import none of the requests by the Agency regarding procurements or access fit into the requirements of the Additional Protocol therefore certainly not under the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement which Syria is committed to.
I recall that the NAM has in several occasions, including in the NAM Summit, emphasized and rightly warned that the voluntary measures should not turn into legal obligations. 

At the same time those Members of the Board who keep their critical voices loud against Syria, turn a blind eye to the Israeli regime whose nuclear arsenal constitutes a real major threat towards peace and security in the region and the world. In the same context, and as far as we are concerned in the framework of the IAEA, I declare that it should not permitted that unjust attitudes and conducts  prevail  in this organization. 
Mr. Chairman,

My delegation is not surprised of the statements by US and couple of European Countries being strategic allies of Israeli regime totally ignoring its flagrant violation of the UN Charter and the Agency’s Statute by military attack against a sovereign Member State, and supporting this regime at any prices confronting themselves with over 100 countries who have condemned such aggression. It is however rather difficult to understand why other Members of EU and couple of other western countries, such Japan, Canada, confront with the majority of Member States, isolate themselves and put their credibility on jeopardy. 
The Attack, under any pretext, even false allegation of existence of a nuclear installation, constitute violation of the Statute of the Agency, therefore the Article XIX, suspension of privileges and rights of Membership has to be applied, as it happened in 1982. Regarding the consequences of any attack against nuclear installation, the then Director General prepared a thorough report in late 80s, document GC(XXXVIII).Permit be just to quote parts of it only due to time constraint:

“Consequences of attacks and threats there 

of for the Agency's safeguards system
In broad terms, the application of Agency safeguards involves the verification by an independent institutionalized system that international commitments to the peaceful use of nuclear installations and nuclear material are being honored. Safeguards are thus designed to create international confidence that a State's nuclear programme or individual nuclear installations subject to safeguards are devoted to peaceful purposes and that nuclear material is not diverted from. This combination of international commitments by States and their verification by the Agency through its safeguards has been one of the basic premises for international nuclear trade and co-operation and constitutes an indispensable element of international efforts to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons. The possible consequences of an armed attack, for the Agency's safeguards system would depend in large measure on the motive and nature of the attack. For example, acts of armed sabotage against a nuclear  installation might be completely unrelated to the Agency's safeguards system. However, some attacks could have effects on and constitute a potential threat to the Agency's safeguards system. This question was discussed within the Agency after the Israeli military attack on the Iraqi nuclear installations near Baghdad.— The Agency's Board of Governors, in its resolution of 12 June 1981, stated that this military action had shown "clear disregard for the Agency's safeguards regime and the Non-Proliferation Treaty and could do great harm to the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes" and reaffirmed "its confidence 10/ See GOV/OR.563-567, GOV/OR.571,C(XXV)/lNF/196/Rev.l,C(XXV)/0R.229-237, GC(XXV)/653/Rev.2  in the effectiveness of the Agency's safeguards system as a reliable means of verifying peaceful use of a nuclear facility".— Security Council resolution 487 (1981) termed the attack "a serious threat to the entire IAEA safeguards regime which is the foundation of the NPT". The United Nations study considered that the armed attack constituted challenges to the NPT, to the Agency and to the international safeguards system and that condoning such challenges could do grave damage to these international institutions and to international co-operation.

As noted above, an armed attack on a nuclear installation could certainly be caused by motives other than lack of confidence in the  peaceful nature of the installation in question. However, in certain circumstances an armed attack or a threat thereof could be seen as lack  of confidence in the effectiveness of Agency safeguards and in the verification conclusions provided by these safeguards. The determination by a State or a political group that a particular nuclear installation was not serving peaceful purposes would be substituted for the conclusions of institutions set up by the international community. Armed force would be applied regardless of whether the Agency, on the basis of impartial technical verification, had established that safeguards commitments had been honored. An armed attack could also result in serious impediments to the application of safeguards at the facility attacked or at other nuclear installations. It could lead to the impossibility of performing on-site inspections, owing either to high radiation levels or to structural damage limiting inspectors' access and creating hazards for inspectors.

Consequences of attacks and threats thereof for the peaceful uses of atomic energy

For many States nuclear energy is indispensable. Peaceful uses of nuclear energy, encompassing a very broad range of scientific, technological and industrial fields, may also have a strong promotional influence on a State's general development. The potentially grave environmental, health and economic consequences of an armed attack could deter States and industry from embarking on or continuing a nuclear power programme. So far the possibility of armed attacks does not appear to have had a deterrent effect, but an actual attack or the threat of one could have such an effect.”
The Secretariat has a clear mandate from the Member States to reflect the Agency’s condemnation of the military aggression under the false pretext of existence of nuclear reactor and to pursue triggering the verification process without any interruption of the investigation on the source of contamination of uranium particles in Israel where the contaminated missile have been launched and bombarded the Syrian site for providing the Agency with all the requested information of the materials used against Syria. The Secretariat should not divert the attention from its verification mandate looking for the source of contamination by minor misleading questions and unjustified requests such as information of procurement beyond legal obligations. It’s clear that the consequences of lack of evident expressing concern about the lack of in depth on investigation of problems created as the result of bombardment and therefore transfer contamination as former Director General, informed the military attack and delaying in reporting to the Agency has jeopardize to the agency the Agency Verification. The deletion of such concern in the present report and defiance of Zionist Regime to cooperate with the Agency in a matter of serious concern which has been resulted from of delay of implementation of verification activities will be on the Secretariat’s shoulders.

We are looking forward to receiving the reports of swipe samples from the launcher of missile in Israel and the result of the analysis as soon as possible before the source of contamination is cleaned up or destroyed by the Israeli regime. 
Thank you
*************
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