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Non-paper 

Key Arguments and Counterarguments  

Concerning the U.S.-E3 Proposed Draft Resolution 

 

1. Iran’s compliance with its CSA obligations cannot be assessed in isolation from prevailing 

security environment. The DG’s report itself makes it clear that the present circumstances 

are a direct consequence of the attacks by the US-Israeli regime. As stated in its paragraph 

2, “The Agency stopped conducting verification activities in Iran at the commencement of 

the military attacks and, by the end of June 2025, had decided to withdraw all of its 

inspectors from Iran for safety reasons”. 

2. The suspension of inspections and verification activities at certain facilities was not 

initiated by Iran. Rather, as acknowledged by the Director General, it resulted from the 

Agency’s decision to suspend such activities and withdraw its inspectors in response to the 

outbreak of acts of aggression and the exceptional security circumstances that ensued. 

Nevertheless, the draft resolution describes the situation as being quite normal and as if 

nothing has happened. Unsurprisingly, the prevailing security condition is created by the 

State proposing the draft resolution! 

3. The report further confirms that, as a result of Iran’s continued cooperation and good faith 

engagement with the Agency, verification activities have been resumed and conducted at 

facilities that were not subjected to attacks. It also notes that Iran approved the Agency’s 

requests for access to unaffected facilities, and that Agency inspectors were accordingly 

granted access to each of those facilities. These facts clearly demonstrate Iran’s continued 

cooperation with the Agency, notwithstanding the exceptional circumstances created by the 

aggression against its safeguarded nuclear facilities. 

4. Since 13 June 2025 to 4 April 2026, at least 17 waves of multiple armed attacks against 

Iran’s various nuclear facilities were reported. The scale, gravity, frequency, and nature of 

attacks were unprecedented in the Agency’s history. They have had direct and far-reaching 

consequences for the implementation of Agency safeguards in Iran, and the safety and 

security of nuclear facilities and personnel. 
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5. According to SIR 2024, more than 72% of the IAEA’s verification activities in States with 

CSAs in force but without APs during 2024, carried out only in Iran, draining more than 56 

percent of the Agency’s annual verification budget. Likewise, one-fifth of all verification 

activities of the Agency was being carried out in Iran, which possesses only 3 percent of 

the world’s nuclear facilities. This alone clearly demonstrates the continuity, extent, and 

depth of technical engagement and verification activities between Iran and the Agency prior 

to the attacks. 

6. Following the June 2025 attacks, Iran repeatedly emphasized that the risk of further attacks 

remained real and ongoing, and that the situation could not be considered as having returned 

to normal. However, some Western parties introduced these concerns as merely a pretext 

by Iran. Nine months later, Iran’s nuclear facilities were again attacked, further 

underscoring the validity and credibility of Iran’s assessment regarding the threats. 

7. The threats that gave rise to these exceptional circumstances have not ceased. Indeed, as 

recently as 7 June 2026—the very day on which the draft resolution was informally 

circulated in Vienna—the President of the United States publicly threatened further 

aggression against Iran’s nuclear material, stating that “we’ll take it out and destroy it” and 

that, absent an agreement, the United States would act “militarily very harshly.” Such 

statements underscore the continuing and credible risk of renewed attacks and cannot be 

disregarded in any objective assessment of the implementation of safeguards in Iran. 

8. Under current unprecedented security environment created by the attacks and continued 

threats, the necessary legal, technical, and operational foundations for the normal and 

routine implementation of safeguards in Iran have been seriously disrupted. And until the 

full and permanent termination of all attacks and threats thereof, as well as the restoration 

of normal safety situations, including secure access to the affected facilities and the ability 

to assess their physical and technical conditions, any expectation of the normal 

implementation of safeguards in Iran is void of any legal, technical, and operational basis. 

Anyway, given the unprecedented scale, gravity, and nature of attacks on active nuclear 

facilities containing nuclear material, as well as the lack of any established, standardized, 

or predefined safeguards procedures for addressing such special circumstances, the 

resumption of normal implementation of safeguards in Iran’s impacted installations, even 



3 

 

under such condition, would definitely require a common understanding between Iran and 

the Agency on the necessary procedures and modalities. 

9. As usual and unsurprisingly, the US-proposed draft resolution neglects all Iran’s 

cooperation with the Agency even under war conditions - one example was the recent visit 

of the IAEA inspectors from the Busheher NPP, which have been subjected to a number of 

attacks. It goes even far beyond, by avoiding even any reference to the attacks against Iran’s 

safeguarded nuclear facilities, let alone acknowledging the exceptional and unprecedented 

circumstances that they have created. Accordingly, without addressing the root causes of 

the present situation, it focuses exclusively on their consequences, and makes a number of 

excessive demands from Iran. It also disregards the fact that, after more than two decades 

of inspections in Iran, there is NO report by the Agency about the diversion of even ONE 

gram of nuclear material. 

10.  The draft resolution naturally supports “a diplomatic solution” but immediately thereafter 

refers to “the challenges posed by the Iranian nuclear program and its implications for 

regional peace and stability”, and calls on “Iran to engage seriously and without 

preconditions in talks.” It again ignores the fact that those challenges are created not by 

Iran, but by two rounds of unprecedent aggressions including by the drafter of the 

resolution. It further disregards that Iran has always engaged “seriously and without 

preconditions in talks,” but the one who was not serious, lacked good intention, and even 

used  two rounds of talks as deceptive tools for its aggressions, and thus betrayed Iran and 

diplomacy, was the United States – the drafter of the resolution! The issues referred to in 

this and previous paragraphs are indeed severe blows to the professional character and the 

independence of the Agency and the Board, and illustrates an important international 

specialized institutions like the Agency as a tool in the foreign policy toolbox of certain 

powers. These realities indicate how unnecessary, politicized and provocative the draft 

resolution is. 

11.  Responsible Member States of the Agency should be mindful that certain parties have no  

interest in the normalization of Iran’s nuclear file and do not wish to see Iran’s peaceful 

nuclear program addressed within a normal, technical, and depoliticized framework. This 
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adverse and concerning trend forms part of a broader pattern that may have implications 

beyond Iran and affect other developing countries as well. It reflects a trajectory in which 

independent access to peaceful nuclear technology is increasingly constrained through 

growing restrictions, political pressure, and the perpetuation of technological dependency. 

If unchecked, it will harm all nations. 


