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Mr. TAUZIN moves that the House strike 

all after the enacting clause of a Senate bill, 
S. 376, and insert the text of the bill, H.R. 
3261, as passed by the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 3261) was 
laid on the table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House in-
sist on its amendment and request a 
conference with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana? The Chair 
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
BLILEY, TAUZIN, OXLEY, DINGELL, and 
MARKEY.

There was no objection. 
f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourn today that it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection.
f 

b 1900

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH REGARD TO 
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUC-
TION—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 106–158) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska) laid before the 
House the following message from the 
President of the United States; which 
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and ordered to be 
printed:

To the Congress of the United States: 
On November 14, 1994, in light of the 

dangers of the proliferation of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons 
(‘‘weapons of mass destruction’’— 
WMD) and of the means of delivering 
such weapons, I issued Executive Order 
12938, and declared a national emer-
gency under the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.). Under section 202(d) of the 
National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 
1622(d)), the national emergency termi-
nates on the anniversary date of its 
declaration unless, within the 90-day 
period prior to each anniversary date, I 
publish in the Federal Register and
transmit to the Congress a notice stat-
ing that such emergency is to continue 
in effect. The proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction and their means of 

delivery continues to pose an unusual 
and extraordinary threat to the na-
tional security, foreign policy, and 
economy of the United States. I am, 
therefore, advising the Congress that 
the national emergency declared on 
November 14, 1994, and extended on No-
vember 14, 1995, November 12, 1996, No-
vember 13, 1997, and November 12, 1998, 
must continue in effect beyond Novem-
ber 14, 1999. Accordingly, I have ex-
tended the national emergency de-
clared in Executive Order 12938, as 
amended.

The following report is made pursu-
ant to section 204(a) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1703(c)) and section 401(c) 
of the National Emergencies Act (50 
U.S.C. 1641(c)), regarding activities 
taken and money spent pursuant to the 
emergency declaration. Additional in-
formation on nuclear, missile, and/or 
chemical and biological weapons (CBW) 
nonproliferation efforts is contained in 
the most recent annual Report on the 
Proliferation of Missiles and Essential 
Components of Nuclear, Biological and 
Chemical Weapons, provided to the 
Congress pursuant to section 1097 of 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Pub-
lic Law 102–190), also known as the 
‘‘Nonproliferation Report,’’ and the 
most recent annual report provided to 
the Congress pursuant to section 308 of 
the Chemical and Biological Weapons 
Control and Warfare Elimination Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102–182), also known 
as the ‘‘CBW Report.’’

On July 28, 1998, in Executive Order 
13094, I amended section 4 of Executive 
Order 12938 so that the United States 
Government could more effectively re-
spond to the worldwide threat of weap-
ons of mass destruction proliferation 
activities. The amendment of section 4 
strengthens Executive Order 12938 in 
several significant ways. The amend-
ment broadens the type of proliferation 
activity that can subject entities to po-
tential penalties under the Executive 
order. The original Executive order 
provided for penalties for contributions 
to the efforts of any foreign country, 
project or entity to use, acquire, de-
sign, produce, or stockpile chemical or 
biological weapons; the amended Exec-
utive order also covers contributions to 
foreign programs for nuclear weapons 
and for missiles capable of delivering 
weapons of mass destruction. More-
over, the amendment expands the 
original Executive order to include at-
tempts to contribute to foreign pro-
liferation activities, as well as actual 
contributions, and broadens the range 
of potential penalties to expressly in-
clude the prohibition of U.S. Govern-
ment assistance to foreign persons, and 
the prohibition of imports into the 
United States and U.S. Government 
procurement. In sum, the amendment 
gives the United States Government 
greater flexibility and discretion in de-

ciding how and to what extent to im-
pose measures against foreign persons 
that assist proliferation programs. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS

In May 1998, India and Pakistan each 
conducted a series of nuclear tests. 
World reaction included nearly uni-
versal condemnation across a broad 
range of international fora and multi-
lateral support for a broad range of 
sanctions, including new restrictions 
on lending by international financial 
institutions unrelated to basic human 
needs and on aid from the G–8 and 
other countries.

Since the mandatory imposition of 
U.S. statutory sanctions, we have 
worked unilaterally, with other P–5 
and G–8 members, and through the 
United Nations, to dissuade India and 
Pakistan from taking further steps to-
ward developing nuclear weapons. We 
have urged them to join multilateral 
arms control efforts and to conform to 
the standards of nonproliferation re-
gimes, to prevent a regional arms race 
and build confidence by practicing re-
straint, and to resume efforts to re-
solve their differences through dia-
logue. The P–5, G–8, and U.N. Security 
Council have called on India and Paki-
stan to take a broad range of concrete 
actions. The United States has focused 
most intensely on several objectives 
that can be met over the short and me-
dium term: an end to nuclear testing 
and prompt, unconditional ratification 
of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty (CTBT); engagement in produc-
tive negotiations on a fissile material 
cut-off treaty (FMCT) and, pending 
their conclusion, a moratorium on pro-
duction of fissile material for nuclear 
weapons and other nuclear explosive 
devices; restraint in development and 
deployment of nuclear-capable missiles 
and aircraft; and adoption of controls 
meeting international standards on ex-
ports of sensitive materials and tech-
nology.

Against this backdrop of inter-
national pressure on India and Paki-
stan, high-level U.S. dialogues with In-
dian and Pakistani officials have yield-
ed little progress. In September 1998, 
Indian and Pakistani leaders had ex-
pressed a willingness to sign the CTBT. 
Both governments, having already de-
clared testing moratoria, had indicated 
they were prepared to sign the CTBT 
by September 1999 under certain condi-
tions. These declarations were made 
prior to the collapse of Prime Minister 
Vajpayee’s Indian government in April 
1999, a development that has delayed 
consideration of CTBT signature in 
India. The Indian election, the Kargil 
conflict, and the October political coup 
in Pakistan have further complicated 
the issue, although neither country has 
renounced its commitment. Pakistan 
has said that it will not sign the Trea-
ty until India does. Additionally, Paki-
stan’s Foreign Minister stated publicly 
on September 12, 1999, that Pakistan 
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would not consider signing the CTBT 
until sanctions are removed. 

India and Pakistan both withdrew 
their opposition to negotiations on an 
FMCT in Geneva at the end of the 1998 
Conference on Disarmament sessions. 
However, these negotiations were un-
able to resume in 1999 and we have no 
indications that India or Pakistan 
played helpful ‘‘behind the scenes’’ 
roles. They also pledged to institute 
strict controls that meet internation-
ally accepted standards on sensitive ex-
ports, and have begun expert discus-
sions with the United States and others 
on this subject. In addition, India and 
Pakistan resumed their bilateral dia-
logue on outstanding disputes, includ-
ing Kashmir, at the Foreign Secretary 
level. The Kargil conflict this summer 
complicated efforts to continue this bi-
lateral dialogue, although both sides 
have expressed interest in resuming 
the discussions at some future point. 
We will continue discussions with both 
governments at the senior and expert 
levels, and our diplomatic efforts in 
concert with the P–5, G–8, and in inter-
national fora. Efforts may be further 
complicated by India’s release in Au-
gust 1999 of a draft of its nuclear doc-
trine, which, although its timing may 
have been politically motivated, sug-
gests that India intends to make nu-
clear weapons an integral part of the 
national defense. 

The Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea (DPRK or North Korea) con-
tinues to maintain a freeze on its nu-
clear facilities consistent with the 1994 
U.S.–DPRK Agreed Framework, which 
calls for the immediate freezing and 
eventual dismantling of the DPRK’s 
graphite-moderated reactors and re-
processing plant at Yongbyon and 
Taechon. The United States has raised 
its concerns with the DPRK about a 
suspect underground site under con-
struction, possibly intended to support 
nuclear activities contrary to the 
Agreed Framework. In March 1999, the 
United States reached agreement with 
the DPRK for visits by a team of U.S. 
experts to the facility. In May 1999, a 
Department of State team visited the 
underground facility at Kumchang-ni. 
The team was permitted to conduct all 
activities previously agreed to help re-
move suspicions about the site. Based 
on the data gathered by the U.S. dele-
gation and the subsequent technical re-
view, the United States has concluded 
that, at present, the underground site 
does not violate the 1994 U.S.–DPRK 
Agreed Framework. 

The Agreed Framework requires the 
DPRK to come into full compliance 
with its NPT and IAEA obligations as a 
part of a process that also includes the 
supply of two light water reactors to 
North Korea. United States experts re-
main on-site in North Korea working 
to complete clean-up operations after 
largely finishing the canning of spent 
fuel from the North’s 5-megawatt nu-
clear reactor. 

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty (NPT) is the cornerstone on the 
global nuclear nonproliferation regime. 
In May 1999, NPT Parties met in New 
York to complete preparations for the 
2000 NPT Review Conference. The 
United States is working with others 
to ensure that the 2000 NPT Review 
Conference is a success that reaffirms 
the NPT as a strong and viable part of 
the global security system. 

The United States signed the Com-
prehensive Nuclear-Test Ban Treaty on 
September 24, 1996. So far, 154 countries 
have signed and 51 have ratified the 
CTBT. During 1999, CTBT signatories 
conducted numerous meetings of the 
Preparatory Commission (PrepCom) in 
Vienna, seeking to promote rapid com-
pletion of the International Monitoring 
System (IMS) established by the Trea-
ty. In October 1999, a conference was 
held pursuant to Article XIV of the 
CTBT, to discuss ways to accelerate 
the entry into force of the Treaty. The 
United States attended that conference 
as an observer. 

On September 22, 1997, I transmitted 
the CTBT to the Senate, requesting 
prompt advice and consent to ratifica-
tion. I deeply regret the Senate’s deci-
sion on October 13, 1999, to refuse its 
consent to ratify the CTBT. The CTBT 
will serve several U.S. national secu-
rity interests by prohibiting all nu-
clear explosions. It will constrain the 
development and qualitative improve-
ment of nuclear weapons; end the de-
velopment of advanced new types of 
weapons; contribute to the prevention 
of nuclear proliferation and the process 
of nuclear disarmament; and strength-
en international peace and security. 
The CTBT marks a historic milestone 
in our drive to reduce the nuclear 
threat and to build a safer world. For 
these reasons, we hope that at an ap-
propriate time, the Senate will recon-
sider this treaty in a manner that will 
ensure a fair and thorough hearing 
process and will allow for more 
thoughtful debate. 

With 35 member states, the Nuclear 
Suppliers Group (NSG) is a widely ac-
cepted, mature, and effective export-
control arrangement. At its May 1999 
Plenary and related meetings in Flor-
ence, Italy, the NSG considered new 
members (although none were accepted 
at that meeting), reviewed efforts to 
enhance transparency, and pursued ef-
forts to streamline procedures and up-
date control lists. The NSG created an 
Implementation Working Group, 
chaired by the UK, to consider changes 
to the guidelines, membership issues, 
the relationship with the NPT Export-
ers (Zangger) Committee, and controls 
on brokering. The Transparency Work-
ing Group was tasked with preparing a 
report on NSG activities for presen-
tation at the 2000 NPT Review Con-
ference by the Italian chair. The 
French will host the Plenary and as-
sume the NSG Chair in 2000 and the 

United States will host and chair in 
2001.

The NSG is currently considering 
membership requests from Turkey and 
Belarus. Turkey’s membership is pend-
ing only agreement by Russia to join 
the intercessional consensus of all 
other NSG members. The United States 
believes it would be appropriate to con-
firm intercessional consensus in sup-
port of Turkey’s membership before 
considering other candidates. Belarus 
has been in consultation with the NSG 
Chair and other members including 
Russia and the United States regarding 
its interest in membership and the sta-
tus of its implementation of export 
controls to meet NSG Guideline stand-
ards. The United States will not block 
intercessional consensus of NSG mem-
bers in support of NSG membership for 
Belarus, provided that consensus for 
Turkey’s membership precedes it. Cy-
prus and Kazakhstan have also ex-
pressed interest in membership and are 
in consultation with the NSG Chair 
and other members regarding the sta-
tus of their export control systems. 
China is the only major nuclear sup-
plier that is not a member of the NSG, 
primarily because it has not accepted 
the NSG policy of requiring full-scope 
safeguards as a condition for supply of 
nuclear trigger list items to non-
nuclear weapon states. However, China 
has taken major steps toward harmoni-
zation of its export control system 
with the NSG Guidelines by the imple-
mentation of controls over nuclear-re-
lated dual-use equipment and tech-
nology.

During the last 6-months, we re-
viewed intelligence and other reports 
of trade in nuclear-related material 
and technology that might be relevant 
to nuclear-related sanctions provisions 
in the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1992, as amended; the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; and the Nuclear Proliferation 
Prevention Act of 1994. No statutory 
sanctions determinations were reached 
during this reporting period. The ad-
ministrative measures impose against 
ten Russian entities for their nuclear- 
and/or missile-related cooperation with 
Iran remain in effect. 

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

The export control regulations issued 
under the Enhanced Proliferation Con-
trol Initiative (EPCI) remain fully in 
force and continue to be applied by the 
Department of Commerce, in consulta-
tion with other agencies, in order to 
control the export of items with poten-
tial use in chemical or biological weap-
ons or unmanned delivery systems for 
weapons of mass destruction. 

Chemical weapons (CW) continue to 
pose a very serious threat to our secu-
rity and that of our allies. On April 29, 
1997, the Convention on the Prohibition 
of the Development, Production, 
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weap-
ons and on Their Destruction (the 
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Chemical Weapons Convention or CWC) 
entered into force with 87 of the CWS’s 
165 States Signatories as original 
States Parties. The United States was 
among their number, having ratified 
the CWC on April 25, 1997. Russia rati-
fied the CWC on November 5, 1997, and 
became a State Party on December 8, 
1997. To date, 126 countries (including 
China, Iran, India, Pakistan, and 
Ukraine) have become States Parties. 

The implementing body for the 
CWC—the Organization for the Prohibi-
tion of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)—
was established at entry-into-force 
(EIF) of the Convention on April 29, 
1997. The OPCW, located in The Hague, 
has primary responsibility (along with 
States Parties) for implementing the 
CWC. It consists of the Conference of 
the States Parties, the Executive 
Council (EC), and the Technical Secre-
tariat (TS). The TS carries out the 
verification provisions of the CWC, and 
presently has a staff of approximately 
500, including about 200 inspectors 
trained and equipped to inspect mili-
tary and industrial facilities through-
out the world. To date, the OPCW has 
conducted over 500 routine inspections 
in some 29 countries. No challenge in-
spections have yet taken place. To 
date, nearly 170 inspections have been 
conducted at military facilities in the 
United States. The OPCW maintains a 
permanent inspector presence at oper-
ational U.S. CW destruction facilities 
in Utah and Johnston Island. 

The United States is determined to 
seek full implementation of the con-
crete measures in the CWC designed to 
raise the costs and risks for any state 
or terrorist attempting to engage in 
chemical weapons-related activities. 
The CWC’s declaration requirements 
improve our knowledge of possible 
chemical weapons activities. Its in-
spection provisions provide for access 
to declared and undeclared facilities 
and locations, thus making clandestine 
chemical weapons production and 
stockpiling more difficult, more risky, 
and more expensive. 

The Chemical Weapons Convention 
Implementation Act of 1998 was en-
acted into U.S. law in October 1998, as 
part of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public 
Law 105–277). My Administration pub-
lished an Executive order on June 25, 
1999, to facilitate implementation of 
the Act and is working to publish regu-
lations regarding industrial declara-
tions and inspections of industrial fa-
cilities. Submission of these declara-
tions to the OPCW, and subsequent in-
spections, will enable the United 
States to be fully compliant with the 
CWC. United States noncompliance to 
date has, among other things, under-
mined U.S. leadership in the organiza-
tion as well as our ability to encourage 
other States Parties to make complete, 
accurate, and timely declarations. 

Countries that refuse to join the CWC 
will be politically isolated and prohib-
ited by the CWC from trading with 
States Parties in certain key chemi-
cals. The relevant treaty provisions are 
specifically designed to penalize coun-
tries that refuse to join the rest of the 
world in eliminating the threat of 
chemical weapons. 

The United States also continues to 
play a leading role in the international 
effort to reduce the threat from bio-
logical weapons (BW). We participate 
actively in the Ad Hoc Group (AHG) of 
States Parties striving to complete a 
legally binding protocol to strengthen 
and enhance compliance with the 1972 
Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stock-
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their De-
struction (the Biological Weapons Con-
vention or BWC). This Ad Hoc Group 
was mandated by the September 1994 
BWC Special Conference. The Fourth 
BWC Review Conference, held in No-
vember/December 1996, urged the AHG 
to complete the protocol as soon as 
possible but not later than the next Re-
view Conference to be held in 2001. 
Work is progressing on a draft rolling 
text through insertion of national 
views and clarification of existing text. 
Five AHG negotiating sessions were 
scheduled for 1999. The United States is 
working toward completion of the sub-
stance of a strong Protocol next year. 

On January 27, 1998, during the State 
of the Union address, I announced that 
the United States would take a leading 
role in the effort to erect stronger 
international barriers against the pro-
liferation and use of BW by strength-
ening the BWC with a new inter-
national system to detect and deter 
cheating. The United States is working 
closely with U.S. industry representa-
tives to obtain technical input relevant 
to the development of U.S. negotiating 
positions and then to reach inter-
national agreement on data declara-
tions and on-site investigations. 

The United States continues to be a 
leading participant in the 30-member 
Australia Group (AG) chemical and bi-
ological weapons nonproliferation re-
gime. The United States attended the 
most recent annual AG Plenary Ses-
sion from October 4–8, 1999, during 
which the Group reaffirmed the mem-
bers’ continued collective belief in the 
Group’s viability, importance, and 
compatibility with the CWC and BWC. 
Members continue to agree that full 
adherence to the CWC and BWC by all 
governments will be the only way to 
achieve a permanent global ban on 
chemical and biological weapons, and 
that all states adhering to these Con-
ventions must take steps to ensure 
that their national activities support 
these goals. At the 1999 Plenary, the 
Group continued to focus on strength-
ening AG export controls and sharing 
information to address the threat of 

CBW terrorism. The AG also reaffirmed 
its commitment to continue its active 
outreach program of briefings for non-
AG countries, and to promote regional 
consultations on export controls and 
non-proliferation to further awareness 
and understanding of national policies 
in these areas. The AG discussed ways 
to be more proactive in stemming at-
tacks on the AG in the CWC and BWC 
contexts.

During the last 6 months, we contin-
ued to examine closely intelligence and 
other reports of trade in CBW-related 
material and technology that might be 
relevant to sanctions provisions under 
the Chemical and Biological Weapons 
Control and Warfare Elimination Act 
of 1991. No new sanctions determina-
tions were reached during this report-
ing period. The United States also con-
tinues to cooperate with its AG part-
ners and other countries in stopping 
shipments of proliferation concern. 
MISSILES FOR DELIVERY OF WEAPONS OF MASS

DESTRUCTION

The United States continues care-
fully to control exports that could con-
tribute to unmanned delivery systems 
for weapons of mass destruction, and 
closely to monitor activities of poten-
tial missile proliferation concern. We 
also continued to implement U.S. mis-
sile sanctions laws. In March 1999, we 
imposed missile sanctions against 
three Middle Eastern entities for trans-
fers involving Category II Missile 
Technology Control Regime (MTCR) 
Annex items. Category I missile sanc-
tions imposed in April 1998 against 
North Korean and Pakistani entities 
for the transfer from North Korea to 
Pakistan of equipment and technology 
related to the Ghauri missile remain in 
effect.

During this reporting period, MTCR 
Partners continued to share informa-
tion about proliferation problems with 
each other and with other potential 
supplier, consumer, and transshipment 
states. Partners also emphasized the 
need for implementing effective export 
control systems. This cooperation has 
resulted in the interdiction of missile-
related materials intended for use in 
missile programs of concern. 

In June the United States partici-
pated in the MTCR’s Reinforced Point 
of Contact Meeting (RPOC). At the 
RPOC, MTCR Partners held in-depth 
discussions of regional missile pro-
liferation concerns, focusing in par-
ticular on Iran, North Korea, and 
South Asia. They also discussed steps 
Partners can take to further increase 
outreach to nonmembers. The Partners 
agreed to continue their discussion of 
this important topic at the October 
1999 Noordwijk MTCR Plenary. 

Also in June, the United States par-
ticipated in a German-hosted MTCR 
workshop at which Partners and non-
Partners discussed ways to address the 
proliferation potential inherent in in-
tangible technology transfers. The 
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seminar helped participants to develop 
a greater understanding of the intan-
gible technology issue (i.e., how 
proliferators misuse the internet, sci-
entific conferences, plant visits, stu-
dent exchange programs, and higher 
education to acquire sensitive tech-
nology), and to begin to identify steps 
governments can take to address this 
problem.

In July 1999, the Partners completed 
a reformatting of the MTCR Annex. 
The newly reformatted Annex is in-
tended to improve clarity and uni-
formity of implementation of MTCR 
controls while maintaining the cov-
erage of the previous version of the 
MTCR Annex. 

The MTCR held its Fourteenth Ple-
nary Meeting in Noordwijk, The Neth-
erlands, on October 11–15. At the Ple-
nary, the Partners shared information 
about activities of missile proliferation 
concern worldwide. They focused in 
particular on the threat to inter-
national security and stability posed 
by missile proliferation in key regions 
and considered what practical steps 
they could take, individually and col-
lectively, to address ongoing missile-
related activities of concern. During 
their discussions, Partners gave special 
attention to DPRK missile activities 
and also discussed the threat posed by 
missile-related activities in South and 
North East Asia and the Middle East. 

During this reporting period, the 
United States continued to work uni-
laterally and in coordination with its 
MTCR Partners to combat missile pro-
liferation and to encourage nonmem-
bers to export responsibly and to ad-
here to the MTCR Guidelines. To en-
courage international focus on missile 
proliferation issues, the USG also 
placed the issue on the agenda for the 
G8 Cologne Summit, resulting in an 
undertaking to examine further indi-
vidual and collective means of address-
ing this problem and reaffirming com-
mitment to the objectives of the 
MTCR. Since my last report, we con-
tinued our missile nonproliferation 
dialogues with China (interrupted after 
the accidental bombing of China’s Bel-
grade Embassy), India, the Republic of 
Korea (ROK), North Korea (DPRK), and 
Pakistan. In the course of normal dip-
lomatic relations we also have pursued 
such discussions with other countries 
in Central Europe, South Asia, and the 
Middle East. 

In March 1999, the United States and 
the DPRK held a fourth round of mis-
sile talks to underscore our strong op-
position to North Korea’s destabilizing 
missile development and export activi-
ties and press for tight constraints on 
DPRK missile development, testing, 
and exports. We also affirmed that the 
United States viewed further launches 
of long-range missiles and transfers of 
long-range missiles or technology for 
such missiles as direct threats of U.S. 
allies and ultimately to the United 

States itself. We subsequently have re-
iterated that message at every avail-
able opportunity. In particular, we 
have reminded the DPRK of the con-
sequences of another rocket launch and 
encouraged it not to take such action. 
We also have urged the DPRK to take 
steps towards building a constructive 
bilateral relationship with the United 
States.

These efforts have resulted in an im-
portant first step. Since September 
1999, it has been our understanding 
that the DPRK will refrain from test-
ing long-range missiles of any kind 
during our discussions to improve rela-
tions. In recognition of this DPRK 
step, the United States has announced 
the easing of certain sanctions related 
to the import and export of many con-
sumer goods. 

In response to reports of continuing 
Iranian efforts to acquire sensitive 
items from Russian entities for use in 
Iran’s missile and nuclear development 
programs, the United States continued 
its high-level dialogue with Russia 
aimed at finding ways the United 
States and Russia can work together to 
cut off the flow of sensitive goods to 
Iran’s ballistic missile development 
program. During this reporting period, 
Russia’s government created institu-
tional foundations to implement a 
newly enacted nonproliferation policy 
and passed laws to punish wrongdoers. 
It also passed new export control legis-
lation to tighten government control 
over sensitive technologies and began 
working with the United States to 
strengthen export control practices at 
Russian aerospace firms. However, de-
spite the Russian government’s non-
proliferation and export control ef-
forts, some Russian entities continued 
to cooperate with Iran’s ballistic mis-
sile program and to engage in nuclear 
cooperation with Iran beyond the 
Bushehr reactor project. The adminis-
trative measures imposed on ten Rus-
sian entities for their missile- and nu-
clear-related cooperation with Iran re-
main in effect. 

VALUE OF NONPROLIFERATION EXPORT
CONTROLS

United States national export con-
trols—both those implemented pursu-
ant to multilateral nonproliferation re-
gimes and those implemented unilater-
ally—play an important part in imped-
ing the proliferation of WMD and mis-
siles. (As used here, ‘‘export controls’’ 
refer to requirements for case-by-case 
review of certain exports, or limita-
tions on exports of particular items of 
proliferation concern to certain des-
tinations, rather than broad embargoes 
or economic sanctions that also affect 
trade.) As noted in this report, how-
ever, export controls are only one of a 
number of tools the United States uses 
to achieve its nonproliferation objec-
tives. Global nonproliferation norms, 
informal multilateral nonproliferation 
regimes, interdicting shipments of pro-

liferation concern, sanctions, export 
control assistance, redirection and 
elimination efforts, and robust U.S. 
military, intelligence, and diplomatic 
capabilities all work in conjunction 
with export controls as part of our 
overall nonproliferation. 

Export controls are a critical part of 
nonproliferation because every 
proliferant WMD/missile program seeks 
equipment and technology from other 
countries. Proliferators look overseas 
because needed items are unavailable 
elsewhere, because indigenously pro-
duced items are of insufficient quality 
or quantity, and/or because imported 
items can be obtained more quickly 
and cheaply than producing them at 
home. It is important to note that 
proliferators seek for their programs 
both items on multilateral lists (like 
gyroscopes controlled on the MTCR 
Annex and nerve gas ingredients on the 
Australia Group list) and unlisted 
items (like lower-level machine tools 
and very basic chemicals). In addition, 
many of the items of interest to 
proliferators are inherently dual-use. 
For example, key ingredients and tech-
nologies used in the production of fer-
tilizers and pesticides also can be used 
to make chemical weapons; vaccine 
production technology (albeit not the 
vaccines themselves) can assist in the 
production of biological weapons. 

The most obvious value of export 
controls is in impeding or even denying 
proliferators access to key pieces of 
equipment or technology for use in 
their WMD/missile programs. In large 
part, U.S. national export controls—
and similar controls of our partners in 
the Australia Group, Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime, and Nuclear 
Suppliers Group—have denied 
proliferators access to the largest 
sources of the best equipment and tech-
nology. Proliferators have mostly been 
forced to seek less capable items and 
nonregime suppliers. Moreover, in 
many instances, U.S. and regime con-
trols and associated efforts have forced 
proliferators to engage in complex 
clandestine procurements even from 
nonmember suppliers, taking time and 
money from proliferant programs. 

United States national export con-
trols and those of our regime partners 
also have played an important leader-
ship role, increasing over time the crit-
ical mass of countries applying non-
proliferation export controls. For ex-
ample, none of the following progress 
would have been possible without the 
leadership shown by U.S. willingness to 
be the first to apply controls: the 
seven-member MTCR of 1987 has grown 
to 32 member countries; several non-
member countries have been persuaded 
to apply export controls consistent 
with one or more of the regimes unilat-
erally; and most of the members of the 
nonproliferation regimes have applied 
national ‘‘catch-all’’ controls similar 
to those under the U.S. Enhanced Pro-
liferation Initiative. (Export controls 
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normally are tied to a specific list of 
items, such as the MTCR Annex. 
‘‘Catch-all’’ controls provide a legal 
basis to control exports of items not on 
a list, when those items are destined 
for WMD/missile programs.) 

United States export controls, espe-
cially ‘‘catch-all’’ controls, also make 
important political and moral con-
tributions to the nonproliferation ef-
fort. They uphold the broad legal obli-
gations the United States has under-
taken in the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (Article I), Biological Weapons 
Convention (Article III), and Chemical 
Weapons Convention (Article I) not to 
assist anyone in proscribed WMD ac-
tivities. They endeavor to assure there 
are no U.S. ‘‘fingerprints’’ on WMD and 
missiles that threaten U.S. citizens and 
territory and our friends and interests 
overseas. They place the United States 
squarely and unambiguously against 
WMD/missile proliferation, even 
against the prospect of inadvertent 
proliferation from the United States 
itself.

Finally, export controls play an im-
portant role in enabling and enhancing 
legitimate trade. They provide a means 
to permit dual-use export to proceed 
under circumstances where, without 
export control scrutiny, the only pru-
dent course would be to prohibit them. 
They help build confidence between 
countries applying similar controls 
that, in turn, results in increased 
trade. Each of the WMD nonprolifera-
tion regimes, for example, has a ‘‘no 
undercut’’ policy committing each 
member not to make an export that 
another has denied for nonproliferation 
reasons and notified to the rest—unless 
it first consults with the original deny-
ing country. Not only does this policy 
make it more difficult for proliferators 
to get items from regime members, it 
establishes a ‘‘level playing field’’ for 
exporters.

THREAT REDUCTION

The potential for proliferation of 
WMD and delivery system expertise 
has increased in part as a consequence 
of the economic crisis in Russia and 
other Newly Independent States, caus-
ing concern. My Administration gives 
high priority to controlling the human 
dimension of proliferation through pro-
grams that support the transition of 
former Soviet weapons scientists to ci-
vilian research and technology devel-
opment activities. I have proposed an 
additional $4.5 billion for programs em-
bodied in the Expanded Threat Reduc-
tion Initiative that would support ac-
tivities in four areas: nuclear security; 
nonnuclear WMD; science and tech-
nology nonproliferation; and military 
relocation, stabilization and other se-
curity cooperation programs. Congres-
sional support for this initiative would 
enable the engagement of a broad 
range of programs under the Depart-
ments of State, Energy, and Defense. 

EXPENSES

Pursuant to section 401(c) of the Na-
tional Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1641 
(c)), I report that there were no specific 
expense directly attributable to the ex-
ercise of authorities conferred by the 
declaration of the national emergency 
in Executive Order 12938, as amended, 
during the period from May 15, 1999, 
through November 10, 1999. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 10, 1999. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BARRETT of Nebraska). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
6, 1999, and under a previous order of 
the House, the following Members will 
be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO OUR NATION’S 
VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL)
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the American 
men and women who have served in the 
Armed Forces. This Veterans Day we 
recognize the tremendous personal sac-
rifice made by those persons who an-
swered the call of duty in order to de-
fend and safeguard the democratic 
principles that we define in our Nation. 

We acknowledge today American vet-
erans, and express our appreciation for 
the many personal contributions made 
by them as the defenders of America’s 
freedom and protectors of democracy 
around the world. From their ranks 
come noble persons of virtually every 
ethnic and religious background, hail-
ing from every State in the Union, all 
having at one point committed them-
selves to defending the freedoms we 
Americans hold dear. 

Millions of Americans have done 
their duty. They have done it quietly 
without fanfare, and never with enough 
recognition. They have kept our coun-
try free, and it is right that we remind 
ourselves of this every November 11. 

For the State of New Mexico, this 
day of observance is of special signifi-
cance because even before achieving 
statehood, New Mexicans answered the 
call of duty by marching off to serve in 
distant and often hostile places. 

During the Civil War, New Mexicans 
bore arms to preserve a union they 
were not yet part of, engaging in bat-
tles in places like Valverde and 
Glorietta. Among the ranks of present-
day veterans are New Mexicans who 
served in the first world war, who 
fought bravely in the trenches of Eu-
rope, and the many proud New Mexico 
veterans of World War II whose 
strength, in the words of Mr. Tennyson, 
‘‘once moved Earth and heaven,’’ still 
share with us the character that led 
them to a crucial victory. 

Among them are the airmen, the sol-
diers and sailors and Marines that 
fought courageously across Europe, Af-
rica, and the Pacific. They marched the 
long road to Bataan, stormed the 
beaches of Normandy, and eventually 
rolled on to victory in Europe and the 
Pacific, the entire time exemplifying 
uncommon valor and the unwavering 
commitment to their fellow man and 
the preservation of democracy. We 
honor them today and tomorrow, and 
we should honor them every day. 

I would especially like to talk about 
several New Mexico veterans that have 
made very many significant contribu-
tions. We still have 95 living veterans 
from the Bataan Death March. We have 
the Navajo code talkers, who played a 
major role in our victory in World War 
II. We have many more New Mexicans 
who have served our country valiantly. 

We honor them by passing legislation 
which honors what they have done for 
us and what they have given to us, our 
freedom.

This year the VA-HUD conference re-
port provides for a $1.7 billion increase 
in funding for VA medical care. This is 
a 10 percent increase over last year’s 
funding.

We have also passed several other im-
portant pieces of legislation: 

H.R. 2116, the Veterans Millenium 
Health Care Act of 1999. This bill estab-
lishes a program of extended care serv-
ices for veterans, and makes other im-
provements in health care programs of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

H.R. 2180, the Veterans Benefits Im-
provement Act of 1999, this bill pro-
vides a cost of living adjustment for 
disability compensation and pensions, 
restores eligibility for CHAMPVA med-
ical care, education, and housing loans 
to surviving spouses who lost eligi-
bility for these benefits as a result of 
remarriage; and finally, H.R. 1568, the 
Veterans Entrepreneurship and Small 
Business Development Act of 1999. This 
bill provides technical financial and 
procurement assistance to veteran-
owned small businesses. 

Several of these bills came out of the 
committees I serve on, which I am 
proud to serve on, the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, the Committee on 
Small Business, which many times 
wants to work and help those busi-
nesses that have been started by vet-
erans.

So I am honored to serve on those 
two committees. I am honored that we 
have, in New Mexico, such fine vet-
erans, and I just wanted to rise today 
and pay tribute to them.

f 

THE COMING REVOLUTION IN 
AMERICA WITH HIGHSPEED 
BROAD BAND INTERNET SERV-
ICES
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) is recognized for 60 
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