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Mr. Chairman,
           I fully associate myself to the statement of G77 and NAM delivered by distinguished Ambassador of South Africa.

At this stage, we have before us a very complex issue, which has implications on the technical, legal, commercial, economic, political and strategic levels of Member States. During the past three decades, assurance of supply has been frequently discussed. However, no concrete and tangible result was ever arrived at. Some progress has emerged at this time, but we need more time for a definitive and acceptable achievement, since many Member States remain skceptical about all aspects and impacts of this issue. There is still a lack of confidence and trust on assurances of supply. 

I have to draw the kind attention of all to the fact that the Agency’s Committee on Assurance of Supply failed in 1987 after 7 years of negotiation mandated to prepare an international legally binding instrument by consensus. I had opportunity to represent my country during the negotiation. I was witnessing reluctant of industrial countries to cooperate and incorporate concerns of developing countries. 
There is serious concern over the hidden and transparent measures and attempts aiming at depriving other countries of nuclear fuel production capabilities and its related technology. It is argued, therefore, that except for a few countries including nuclear weapon states and those which have rejected the Treaty, others must accept a denial of their inalienable rights. The main concern of developing countries is that developed countries are seeking to create a monopoly and nuclear apartheid on this strategic and critical technology. 

According to the Article II and III of the Statute as well as Article IV of the NPT all member states have “inalienable right to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes”  and there is an “ Undertaking” by parties who have capabilities to assist and transfer technology directly or through IAEA. It clearly includes every state’s right to have national policies and facilities to plan and produce fuel for its nuclear power plant and research reactors. Member States have the full right to choose their nuclear fuel supply options, either through national production or commercial markets or a combination of the two, without any discrimination or restrictions. It is recalled that the final document of the NPT 2010 Review Conference strongly confirmed and emphasized that “all states choices and decisions in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be respected without jeopardizing their fuel cycle policies”.

Mr. Chairman
The Islamic Republic of Iran rejects, in principle, any attempt aimed at discouraging certain peaceful nuclear activities on the grounds of their alleged “sensitivity” and in this regard strongly objects any restriction in access to nuclear fuel as well as the inalienable right of all States to develop all aspects of nuclear science and technology including native nuclear fuel cycle for peaceful purposes. 
          The recent problems in supply of the requested fuel for a research reactor producing  radioisotopes for medical humanitarian purposes, and inability of the IAEA in making concrete decision towards conclusion of any supply agreement  confirms my assertion that there is no legally binding assurance of fuel supply and there is no genuine political determination by potential suppliers to do so.

The Islamic Republic of Iran believes that any consideration of the issue of nuclear fuel supply assurances must be based on a coherent and comprehensive conceptual framework that adequately addresses the views and concerns of all Member States and subject to the provisions of the Statute. Any decision on proposals on assurances of fuel supply, specifically the generic one such as Agency’s Fuel Bank, which has undeniable impact on all Member States has to be negotiated and decided by General Conference by consensus.
I have to reiterate that Member States cannot accept that any organization or entity outside of the IAEA such as the NTI, would make initiatives, donating money for the Agency to establish mechanisms. Money and donations should not be decision factor for such an important issue in an autonomous organization. If Member States come to any decision on any initiative or program, they themselves provide the fund through regular budget or voluntary contribution. Naturally, financial or political expectations are attached to any donation from NGOs or private institute. The Agency does not need charity. As a matter of principle, donators of Member State should not create a special leverage which is contrary to the principles enshrined in the Statute, where all Member States decide on an equal footing what is the best for all. 

Mr. Chairman,

The present proposal includes conditions which polarize Member States, impose unprecedented discriminations which are in full contravention with the spirit and letter of the Statute. It is surprising that the industrial countries being active in nuclear energy, nuclear fuel cycle and nuclear weapon are front runner in this respect worrying about fuel interruption  in developing countries, where they themselves have posed several concerns and questions about the utility of such proposal in hasty manner excluding negotiation in an open-ended manner by all Member States.. It is ridiculous that the proponent justify that the proposal shall not distort the uranium market, since they themselves run the market! One could only conclude that the intention behind this proposal neglecting the concerns of the majority of Member States is merely further nuclear monopoly, nuclear apartheid,  under umbrella of the IAEA. All Member States should have equal right to benefit from a mechanism such as Agency’s fuel Bank. In a nutshell, the proposal is not a solution for existing fuel supply constraints but rather a new problem creating obstacles and political tensions among Member States thus it is not acceptable. 
Thank you 
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