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Mr. Chairman, respected participants of the sympusi

First of all, | would like to note that Russia wase of the originators of the
IAEA safeguards system and throughout the Agendystory consistently
supported its effective implementation and develepim\We always felt that the
safeguards system is crucial for the wellbeinghef Won-Proliferation Treaty and
the regime build on its foundation. The safeguaygddem is not something cast in
stone or frozen but is a living organism that fisrvery survival has to change in
order to adapt to the changing world and the grgwdemands placed upon it by
the ever more complex requirement of preserving@eand international security
in conditions of rapidly developing technologieslamanging relationships among
nations. However in the process of such adaptakiersystem should preserve its
core features and functions which have been telsyfedime. It should remain
objective, depoliticized, technically credible, enstandable for Member States
and based on rights and obligations of the Pamiesccordance with Safeguards
Agreements they have concluded.

Classic safeguards were fully in line with thoss@ples. They were based
on facility-specific approach and were underpinbgdechnical safeguards criteria
that were established for each type of facilitylaecation outside facilities and
specified the scope, the normal frequency and tktene of the verification
activities required to meet the inspection goals. other words, verification
activities were predetermined by quantity and dquaif nuclear material as well as
quantity and type of nuclear facilities in a Statkis system was by nature resistant
to political or other extraneous considerations gawerated very little risk in terms
of undue interference into the affairs of Stateselated to the nuclear sphere. In
addition it was universal in the sense that veatfan requirements for facilities of
certain types were the same for all States withstmee type of legal obligations
regardless of their affiliation or political systeMember States were assured that

any decision by the Secretariat was based on gambuhical sense and science.



Mr. Chairman,

Now the situation has become more complicated. Acept of safeguards
implementation at State-level (the SLC) has emeagetihas been developing by
the Secretariat. It had many names, however, thm miga was the same —
frequency and intensity of verification should etmined by the Secretariat for
each State as a whole, not for each facility tyifes should be done on the basis of
all available safeguards relevant information idahg provided by third Parties
and using so-called State-specific factors. Thiscept is claimed to have certain
advantages, particularly in terms of achieving soem®nomy of the scarce
resources, including human efforts by concentrabingpoints of real concern. But
it also has serious vulnerabilities. First and feost it makes safeguards
implementation prone to politicization. That is whyis essential that Member
States are assured that possible modificationsregquéncy and intensity of
safeguards activities in a State are caused bysha@ehnical analysis of facts on
the ground and not by individual or collective l@dghinking or prejudices. The
IAEA should remain an objective mechanism for wendi non-proliferation
obligations of States. It should not become anrumsént for political pressure
against certain countries or a means for rewartheg political loyalty. In recent
years Russia as well as many other IAEA MembereSthas taken serious efforts
aimed at ensuring that the new safeguards systeagugpped with necessary
protective mechanisms.

This was not an easy endeavor and it is not over yecades of classic
facility-specific safeguards created certain irzedi thinking that resulted in a false
impression that safeguards implementation is thecrefariat's exclusive
responsibility. It is true that when the IAEA Boaod Governors approves a
Safeguards Agreement, it authorizes the Directone@d to conclude and
subsequently implement the Agreement. But it i® atge that nothing limits the
right of the IAEA Policy-Making Organs to set comarameters of such
implementation. This was done in the past andidames especially important in

the situation, when safeguards are becoming teikle for each State. This logic
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Is becoming more and more acceptable now. The 3@82 withessed a series of
bilateral and multilateral discussions on the SUC2013 a report on the matter
was prepared by the Director General following teguest by the General

Conference. This paper generated a great numbeguesdtions and comments by
Member States. As a consequence the request fortleerf more in-depth report

was made by the General Conference in 2013 andh seuads of detailed open-

ended consultations ensued in 2014. Finally in Atighis year Member States
received a more detailed report by the Director éanon the SLC, which was

over 60 pages long. Thus we came a long way togreze that Member States

have the right to know what are the main princi@ed mechanisms of safeguards
implementation.

Mr. Chairman,

The 2014 report by the Director General was a famt step in the
discussion between Member States and the Sectatarthe SLC. This document
contains several important assurances for States.

Firstly, it assures that the SLC will not entailetliintroduction of any
additional rights or obligations on the part oheit States or the Agency, nor any
modification in the interpretation of existing righand obligations.

Secondly, it assures that the aim of the whole gsefels reform is to
optimize safeguards implementation, not to shié W#erification effort from one
group of States to another. The Director Geneiatedtthat the Secretariat will
continue to concentrate its verification effortstbe sensitive stages of the nuclear
fuel cycle and on nuclear material from which naclereapons or other nuclear
explosive devices could readily be made. The repisd registers that attempts to
ensure efficiency in safeguards implementation wowt compromise safeguards
effectiveness.

Thirdly, the Director General stated that the asijon path analysis will be
focused on nuclear material, not on weaponizafitms is in line with obligations
under the NPT and will help ensure that the Agemc$ecretariat does not

inadvertently become a conduit for nuclear proéfem.
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Fourthly, it is recognized in the report that tdejacustomized State-level
safeguards approaches for individual States halyebaen implemented for States
under integrated safeguards.

Mr. Chairman,

There are some other important aspects in the 2epért I'd like to
highlight. The report says, for instance, that 81eC is not a substitute for an
Additional Protocol; it is not designed as a mefmmghe Agency to obtain from a
State without an Additional Protocol in force timdormation and access provided
for in this document. It registers that State-sfeé&actors will not include political
or other extraneous considerations. It also prevideat nuclear material
accountancy and its verification in the field wdimain at the core of safeguards
implementation.

All these assurances are important. They were durtstressed in the
resolution “Strengthening the Effectiveness and rbwmg the Efficiency of
Agency Safeguards” GC(58)/RES/14, adopted by canseat the 58-th session of
the General Conference last month.

This resolution made a concrete contribution toettgvng the SLC. In the
2014 report the nature of bilateral consultatioesMeen a State and/or regional
authority and the Agency was not sufficiently died. This generated legitimate
concerns among States that such consultations dowid into some kind of
briefings, where the States would be informed l®y Secretariat about the details
concerning safeguards measures to be implementatieanterritory. The 2014
resolution has dealt with this problem. In its ggegh 25 it points out and | quote
“the development and implementation of State-leapproaches requires close
consultation and coordination with the State and/egional authority, and
agreement by the State concerned on practical genaents for effective
implementation of all safeguards measures idedtif@ use in the field if not
already in place”. This is a serious improvement.

Mr. Chairman,
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Despite all efforts invested, the framework for ®BeC implementations is
still incomplete. As was pointed out by the DiredBeneral in his statement to the
session of the Board of Governors on SeptembethgS,elease of the 2014 report
Is part of a continuing process of consultatiort,the end. We fully agree with this.
| will point out the most important elements, wheire our view, more work is
needed most.

Firstly, the Secretariat has the right to use &feguards implementation all
safeguards relevant information available to themay about a State. As stated in
the 2014 report, this information includes, intéa,adata from open sources and
data provided by third parties. It should be ndteat third parties include not only
States that provide information with regard to &eotState but also organizations
and even private individuals. No proper mechani$mt tcould guarantee the
accuracy and authenticity of information used faieguards purposes is provided
for in the 2014 report. In essence it is suggettatiall analysis should be done by
the Secretariat as decisions on whether certaia dam be used for safeguards
purposes are left entirely with the Secretariat.mider States according to this
approach should simply trust the Secretariat'sahof information.

The risk here is obvious. False allegations geadrhy interested parties in
order to exercise political pressure on a Staterturiately remain part of current
international landscape. They are quite common amymareas, including non-
proliferation and one should admit could be verpamiant sometimes involving
issues of war and peace. Moreover, the intelligesereices of some States may be
tempted to use the IAEA as a tool to verify theomfation they receive via their
operative channels. In other words — they may wasturn the IAEA Department
of Safeguards into their branch.

We do not want this to happen. We stress thatighe to use all available
safeguards relevant information should not be pedeas a blank check that
Member States have given to the Secretariat imatea of information handling.
The Secretariat remains a technical body of arrnatenal organization, which

should work with data submitted via official chalmeor received during
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performing its statutory functions. The SLC shatt murn the Secretariat into a
supranational structure tasked to collect and aeaigtelligence information. We
think that if the Secretariat decides to use afgrmation, except for data obtained
through its own inspection activity, it should dulgclose its origin and be ready to
defend its credibility in an open discussion at Bward of Governors. Every State
should have the right to publicly defend itself iaga false allegations and
accusations generated by interested third partidsydhe media. Moreover, any
third party information should be taken on boardhmsy Secretariat in the process of
planning and implementing the safeguards measwagsyell as of drawing
conclusions, only if it is provided to the IAEA in official and open manner.
History of “nuclear dossiers” of different Statesows that such measures are
essential and urgent for maintaining and strengpigethe confidence of Member-
States in the safeguards activities performed b\Sicretariat.

Secondly, a special procedure has to be introdtecedotect Member States
with Comprehensive Safeguards Agreements but withouAdditional Protocol
from arbitrary increase of the safeguards measmtessity under the pretext of
checking indicators of undeclared nuclear actisitieé is well known that if a State
does not have Additional Protocol in force, ther8&riat is not expected to reach
the broader conclusion regarding the absence otalaiced nuclear material and
activities. The absence of Additional Protocol donesprevent the Secretariat from
assessing indications of undeclared activities unhsa State. But this process
should not turn into the endless quest. It showdclear that if the Secretariat
comes across some indications of undeclared nuatgadties, it should first seek
clarification from the State concerned. If the ifieation does not satisfy the
Secretariat, the Secretariat should report onimdirfgs, along with background
information including on its discussions with th&at® concerned, to the Board of
Governors for its decision.

Thirdly, a complete list of objective State-specitctors for the SLC is still
pending. In the 2014 report the elements of eachofaare presented just as

examples. This opens the door for different intetgions and even changes to the
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list that may happen without the approval of thealo Furthermore, despite the
fact that in the 2014 report all factors are caltdgjective not all of them are
objective in nature. Factor (v) “the nature andpgcof the cooperation between the
State and the Agency in the implementation of sadeds” and factor (vi) “the
Agency’s experience in implementing safeguardshie $tate” are in our view
subjective since they are based on the judgmentogndon of the Secretariat.
Factor (ii) "the nuclear fuel cycle and relatednt@cal capabilities of the State" is
formulated in such a vague way that almost evemgtlian be considered as a
related capability. Thus, in our opinion, furtheonw on State-specific factors is
needed in order to make them really objective aed tist exhaustive.

Mr. Chairman,

Let me express hope that the Member States togetitierthe Secretariat
would continue their efforts aimed at the concelaton and development of the
SLC with a view of further improving the concept darachieving broad
international consensus on all its parameters agithods of implementation. The
2014 report is a good working basis for it. The £20#&solution of the General
Conference stated in its paragraph 28 that thesfomluthe Agency for the
immediate future will be on updating existing Stieel approaches for 53 States
under integrated safeguards. That is a reasontteng point.

Regular reports of the Director General on thistematill be of great help to
all Member States. The 2014 resolution sets a fnarie for such reporting. Its
paragraph 26 provides that on the basis of the 28fdrt and its corrigenda, the
Secretariat will keep the Board of Governors infedvof progress made in the
development and implementation of safeguards in d¢baetext of the SLC.
Paragraph 27 welcomes the intention of the Seaéttr continue to engage in
open and active dialogue with States on safeguaatters, and to issue periodic
update reports as the Agency and States gain fuirtifdementation experience.
Paragraph 37 sets a precise timeframe for thiggyeasting the Director General to
report on the implementation of the resolution e General Conference at its
fifty-ninth (2015) regular session.
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Russia together with other IAEA Member States Wi waiting for this
report by the Director General before Septembe2@hich, as we expect, will
have a substantial chapter providing further infation and clarifications with
regard to the SLC development and describing egpeei of its implementation in
countries with integrated safeguards. We expettthisreport will serve as a good
basis for future consideration and actions by tbarB of Governors and General
Conference with regard to the SLC.

Mr.Chairman,

We consistently stress the role of IAEA Policy-Maki Organs in
conceptualization and development of the SLC, al a® in controlling its
implementation. Resolutions of the General Confegemave become increasingly
important in this regard as they express the comwibtirof all the IAEA Member
States and give them the right tool to manage ameltine the basics of the
safeguards system. The contribution of the Board h#so become more
pronounced. But much work is still before us. Weédthat the discussions that we
are going to have at this symposium will also hibe process of improving the
safeguard implementation, thus contributing to #tengthening of the non-
proliferation regime and therefore to the mainteeanf peace and international
security.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



