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Representatives of the following Member States attended the meeting: 
 
Austria, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, Islamic Republic of Iran, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, 
Romania, Spain, Tunisia, Zimbabwe. 
 
 
Abbreviations used in this record: 
 
NAM Non-Aligned Movement 
NPT Review Conference Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 

of Nuclear Weapons 
SAGSI Standing Advisory Group on Safeguards Implementation 
 
* Speakers under Rule 50 of the Provisional Rules of Procedure are indicated by an asterisk. 
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2. Presentation by the Secretariat (continued) 
1. The representative of the ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN* congratulated the Chairperson on 
her designation. 
2. It was clear from its mandate that the Committee should pursue its task within the bounds of 
certain procedures and modalities. The discussions that had taken place over the preceding months had 
identified certain elements of the Committee’s mandate that should act as guidelines. Thus, it had been 
agreed that the Committee should be open-ended and that any recommendations made should enjoy a 
consensus. 
3. A number of points that had been made during the preceding meeting indicated the complexity 
of the issues at hand. Therefore, sufficient time was needed to analyse all aspects of each proposal. 
Certain highly important issues needed careful consideration by the Committee and due priority 
should be given to them. Comprehensive safeguards were still not universally applied and the 
Committee should encourage States to conclude safeguards agreements with the Agency. For several 
decades, the Agency had focused its attention on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, but fewer 
efforts had been made to agree on measures that could contribute to nuclear disarmament. At the 2000 
NPT Review Conference, it had been agreed that nuclear-weapon States with excess fissile material 
that was usable in nuclear weapons but no longer needed for military purposes should place it under 
voluntary safeguards. Iran believed that certain nuclear-weapon States had still not fulfilled that 
commitment and the Committee should consider that issue and seek a solution. 
4. As the Committee had been established within the framework of the Agency’s Statute, none of 
its recommendations should undermine in any way the inalienable right of Member States to use and 
develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The Committee should not change the legal safeguards 
instruments existing between the Agency and Member States in any way that would affect the rights 
and obligations of States party to those instruments. Furthermore, a balance should be maintained 
between the three pillars of the Agency’s activities. 

3. Schedule of future meetings 
5. The CHAIRPERSON said that proposals had been made to hold some meetings before the June 
meetings of the Board. Others had insisted on the need for more time for consultations on the 
frequency of meetings. Some concerns had been expressed regarding the financial implications of the 
Committee’s work. 
6. The DEPUTY DIRECTOR GENERAL FOR MANAGEMENT said that holding meetings of 
the Committee did have financial implications. The services required were the same as for a Board 
meeting, i.e. conference clerks, security, translation and interpretation and supplies. Altogether, Board 
meetings cost approximately €80 000 per day. The highest costs were for translation and 
interpretation: €57 000 and €11 000 respectively. 
7. As the Committee was subsidiary to the Board, it would be preferable to fund it through the 
Regular Budget. However if extra-budgetary resources proved to be necessary, one possibility would 
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be to attract such resources for items currently funded through the Regular Budget, thus making 
available Regular Budget funds to be used for the Committee’s activities. 
8. The representative of MALAYSIA*, speaking on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement, said 
that the Chairperson should continue her consultations and come back to the Committee with a 
proposal, based on information from the Secretariat and proposals by Member States. That proposal 
could then be circulated by the Secretariat to all Member States for consideration and feedback and the 
Chairperson could then come up with a final decision. 
9. The representative of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA said that it had been several 
months since the decision had been taken to create the Committee and it was encouraging to see so 
many delegations present. The presentations by the Secretariat had been very helpful. If several 
months passed before the next meeting, it would be easy to forget what had been said at the current 
meeting. Ideally, the United States would like the next meeting to be held the following month, but it 
expected that there would be resistance to holding another meeting so soon. At the very least, 
consideration should be given to holding the next meeting, or the first substantive meeting, on 
17-18 January 2006. Subsequent meetings could be held in February, April and May 2006, the specific 
dates being fixed pursuant to the Chairperson’s consultations. It would certainly be desirable to hold 
some additional meetings before the June Board. It was important that delegations work seriously and 
diligently on the issues and move towards substantive, rather than procedural, discussions. 
10. The representative of CANADA said that the two proposals that had been made regarding the 
frequency of meetings were not contradictory. His country had proposed that three or four meetings 
should be held before the June Board. If they began in mid-January, that would give the Chairperson 
ample time to hold consultations. 
11. The representative of EGYPT said that it was reasonable to decide when to hold the next 
meeting. However the Committee should confine itself to deciding to hold it some time in the second 
half of January, depending on room availability. There should be consultations regarding further 
meetings and a decision on those should only be taken at the next meeting. 
12. The representative of BRAZIL associated himself with the statement made by the representative 
of Egypt. Delegations needed time to consult further and then decide on the best time to hold further 
meetings. It was essential that the Chairperson consult delegates over the optimal frequency of 
meetings. 
13. The representative of the ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN* asked if there was any overlap 
between the January meeting and other important meetings in Vienna. It was important that experts 
could attend all meetings. 
14. The CHAIRPERSON said that there seemed to be an emerging consensus that the Committee 
should reach agreement on the issue of the next meeting. There had been no objections to the proposal 
that the Committee meet in mid-January 2006. In the meantime, consultations would be held with the 
Secretariat to ensure that a room was available, and to avoid any overlap with other meetings in 
Vienna. 
15. The representative of the LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA asked how long the meeting in 
January 2006 would last. He also suggested that the third meeting should take place quite soon after 
the second one so as to ensure that experts coming from capitals could participate in both meetings. 
16. The CHAIRPERSON said that she thought the Committee was in a position to agree to hold its 
next meeting in January 2006. She would hold consultations with a view to arriving at a compromise 
on the frequency of the Committee's meetings. The duration of the next meeting would depend on the 
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topics to be dealt with. Therefore, in her consultations, she would also focus on which topics were of 
highest priority. 
17. Summing up the discussion, she said that suggestions had been made for specific items and 
themes to be included in the work programme of the Committee, such as: strengthening the 
effectiveness and improving the efficiency of the safeguards and verification system and assessing 
relevant General Conference and Board of Governors resolutions in that regard; enhancing 
information access and sharing; strengthening the verification and analytical capabilities of the 
Agency; assisting States to improve safeguards implementation; promoting the universal application 
of comprehensive safeguards agreements and additional protocols; and improving the distribution of 
resources to ensure more efficient inspections. Members had indicated that they might propose further 
items at a later stage. 
18. Suggestions had also been made for the work programme to include specific briefings by the 
Secretariat and Member States on such issues as the legal and technical foundations of safeguards, 
safeguards reporting to the Board, the implementation of United Nations Security Council 
resolution 1540 and the possible role of the Agency in that regard, and experiences with clandestine 
procurement networks. 
19. Many members had expressed the view that the work of the Committee should not duplicate the 
work of the Secretariat or SAGSI. 
20. Several members had stressed the importance of maintaining a balance between the Agency’s 
verification and promotional activities. Some members had expressed the view that the work of the 
Committee should not place any additional financial burden on Member States, or divert funds already 
allocated for other Agency activities. 
21. It had been emphasized that the Committee should operate on the basis of consensus. 
22. Taking into account those proposed items and themes, she intended to conduct informal 
consultations with a view to reaching agreement on the priority issues to be taken up by the 
Committee. 
23. The representative of the ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN* said that it was important that 
delegates had time to consult with their capitals over any proposals, both at that meeting and in the 
future. 
24. The CHAIRPERSON said that she would obviously allow delegates the necessary time to 
consult with capitals. 
25. The representative of ARGENTINA said that capitals might want to comment on issues that had 
been discussed at the current series of meetings. 
26. The CHAIRPERSON asked whether her summing-up was acceptable. 
27. The Chairperson’s summing-up was accepted. 
28. The CHAIRPERSON said that it was envisaged that she would present a report on the outcome 
of the Committee’s meetings to the Board of Governors at its November meetings. 

The meeting rose at 3.50 p.m. 


