
 

 

Chairman's final remarks 

 

 

 

We have reached the end of an interesting and fruitful review of the future shape of the nuclear fuel 

cycle. As noted several times throughout this Conference, the challenge we all face is to balance in a 

constructive way the two objectives that we are striving to maintain: assurance of fuel supply and 

services on the one hand and the assurance of the non-proliferation of sensitive technologies on the 

other hand. 

Our deliberations - in particular in the working groups – have brought to light a number of shared 

views and ideas, as well as many individual proposals that would deserve further consideration.  

1. Art. IV of the Treaty on the non-proliferation on nuclear weapons (NPT) remains of 

paramount importance. All participants strongly support States’ rights under the NPT to the 

safe, secure and peaceful use of nuclear energy. All proposals involving the nuclear fuel cycle 

should not infringe on these fundamental rights. 

2. Nevertheless, the proliferation risks associated with sensitive nuclear technologies (that is 

uranium enrichment and plutonium separation) are fully recognised, a concern that could be 

mitigated, if the number of such facilities, the number of countries with such facilities did 

not grow in step with nuclear power. It was noted that most States would not need these 

sensitive technologies to ensure the competitiveness of nuclear electricity. The view was 

expressed that economics should be the sole factor in the planning of such facilities. In fact, 

economy of scale is seen as an intrinsic incentive for multilateral cooperation. 

3. If and when the world demand would call for it, a moderate expansion of enrichment and 

reprocessing services would be appropriate  in order to maintain a fluid and competitive fuel 

cycle market. In the view of many Non-Nuclear Weapons States, a significant fraction of such 

expansion should take place outside the territories of Nuclear Weapons States. 

4. The  general concept of multilateral nuclear arrangements (MNA) was strongly supported by 

the majority of the participants. This would include placing sensitive technologies in an 

international context and adding backups to the fuel cycle, such as the proposed IAEA fuel 

bank (NTI Project), some extended fuel vendors guarantees, an international production 

facility (German proposal), or in the framework of multinational/regional facilities (e.g. 

Russian joint facility). All proposals sent to the IAEA in recent years have been valuable 

contributions to the MNA debate.  



5. A number of participants noted with interest the view of the IAEA Director General that the 

next step would be to agree that all new enrichment and reprocessing activities should be 

placed exclusively under multilateral control, to be followed by agreement to convert all 

existing facilities from national to multilateral control. 

6. There is strong support for an IAEA involvement based on the letter and spirit of Art. IX of its 

Statute (entitled "Supplying of materials"), if this is carried out with “material release criteria 

and mechanisms” that are non-political, non-discriminatory and in the spirit of Art. IX.  

7. Many participants noted that most proposals have been formulated by major players of the 

nuclear fuel cycle.  There is now the need to consider with priority the point of view of 

customer countries, old and new. Commercial aspects and even commercial incentives 

should also be looked at. The significance of release mechanisms in the hand of third parties 

(e.g. material flagging, group of governments or IAEA Board of Governors) and the need to 

avoid multilayer release criteria deserve full consideration. 

8. If additional proposals or more details about existing proposals became available, many 

participants hoped that these would be forwarded to the IAEA in due time for consideration 

by the Board of Governors in its June 2009 session. The MNA momentum should be 

maintained in the coming months and possibly placed in the context of the 2010 NPT Review 

Conference. 

9. Some participants expressed the view  that the nature of the IAEA’s involvement in the 

Russian Project at Angarsk should be finalised as soon as possible, now that the financial and 

organisational impact of the project are better understood. The NTI Project has reached its 

financial maturity thanks to many generous contributions (USA, European Union, United 

Arab Emirates, Kuwait and Norway); several participants looked forward  to  the IAEA 

Secretariat working out all the technical, commercial, legal and institutional details at the 

earliest possible time.  

10. The proposal for a Multilateral Enrichment Sanctuary Project has been elaborated to a 

substantial level of detail by the German Government.  It was suggested that the project be 

now pursued among an appropriate group of small and medium-size countries - with the 

objective of developing the industrial and financial model for the future undertaking. 

11. A number of participants wished that the IAEA intensifies its activities in the MNA field. 

Suggestions included the creation of an ad-hoc Committee of the Board and/or of a 

technical-economical expert group with equal representation from suppliers countries and 

from Non-Nuclear Weapons States  consumer countries. 

 

Distinguished Ambassadors, Ladies and Gentlemen, those are the salient points that, I believe, 

reflect the interest of the Conference's participants for  a future fuel cycle with an optimum balance 

between opportunities and risks. Multilateral nuclear arrangements can play a central role in this 

endeavour. 
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