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have pointed out that in the 9 States, if 
you added all the cases together, over 
the period of the last 5 years, you 
would be lucky if there are 15 cases, in 
the last 4 to 5 years. 

In fact, when the people of California 
faced a referendum in 1978 to exclude 
gay people from teaching or mentoring, 
that referendum was defeated with the 
help of Ronald Reagan, who did tele-
vision spots in opposition. He under-
stands, and I think most understand, 
that we should not be stereotyping in-
dividuals. But stereotypes have been 
used against gay men and lesbians in 
the past and in this debate, as well. 

This is what former President 
Reagan said in 1978: 

As to the role model argument, a woman 
writing to the editor of a Southern Cali-
fornia newspaper said it all: ‘‘If teachers had 
such power over children, I would have been 
a nun years ago.’’ Whatever else it is, homo-
sexuality is not a contagious disease like the 
measles. Prevailing scientific opinion is that 
a child’s teachers do not really influence 
this. 

Although I have not always agreed 
with former President Reagan, in this 
case, I think he is right on target, just 
as Senator Barry Goldwater. 

This legislation deals with the unfair 
stereotypes. Homosexuals are not 
strangers, or pedophiles, or child mo-
lesters. They are people we know, re-
spect, and care about. They are people 
of integrity. They have a sense of right 
and wrong, an understanding of justice 
and fair play, and a willingness to work 
hard. They are American citizens, and 
they don’t deserve to be subjected to 
discrimination on the job. 

We have fought against similar 
stereotypes regarding women, minori-
ties, the disabled, the elderly, and reli-
gious believers. 

In the past, we thought women were 
too weak to compete in the board room 
or on the playing field. Today, we cele-
brate their business acumen and gold 
medal-winning athletic achievements. 
In the past, people in this Chamber 
have questioned the intelligence and 
tenacity of minorities. We still fight 
some of those battles, but we are not 
where we used to be. In the past, the 
Nation questioned whether a Catholic 
should be President. I remember when 
our country pushed bigotry aside and 
put such a man in the White House. 

We have become a better country be-
cause we rose above the discrimination 
that divides us and nurtures bigotry. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. I am pleased that the 

Senate, tomorrow, will be voting on 
the Employment Nondiscrimination 
Act. Every worker in this country 
should be judged solely on the basis of 
valid work-related criteria: The work-
er’s job performance and his or her 
ability to perform the job. People who 
work hard and perform well should not 
be kept from leading productive and re-
sponsible lives because of sexual ori-
entation any more than they should be 

kept from employment or discrimi-
nated against because of race, religion, 
gender, national origin, age, or dis-
ability. 

Unfortunately, workplace discrimi-
nation on the basis of sexual orienta-
tion remains a real problem in many 
communities. In case after documented 
case, highly qualified individuals have 
been dismissed, or otherwise discrimi-
nated against in their jobs for no other 
reason than their sexual orientation. 

Such discrimination is intolerable in 
America. We are better than that. A re-
cent poll in Newsweek indicates that 
this measure is supported by over 80 
percent of the American people. It has 
been endorsed by a wide array of reli-
gious organizations, including the 
United Methodist Church, the Pres-
byterian Church (USA), the Episcopal 
Church, the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church in America, the American Jew-
ish Congress, the National Council of 
the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A., 
the Religious Action Center of Reform 
Judaism, and the United Church of 
Christ, to mention some. 

As the presiding bishop of the Epis-
copal Church, Edmund L. BROWNing, 
wrote in a letter, dated July 30, 1996: 

Since 1967, the Episcopal church has been 
committed publicly to the notion of guaran-
teeing equal protection for all citizens, in-
cluding the homosexual persons, under the 
law. In that year, the General Convention of 
the Episcopal Church, the Church’s highest 
policymaking body, expressed its conviction 
that homosexual persons are entitled to 
equal protection of the laws with all other 
citizens and called upon society to ensure 
that such protection is provided in actuality. 
The Employment Nondiscrimination Act ex-
plicitly fulfills that mandate. . . 

My warm embrace of this legislation, of 
course, reflects more than my standing as 
Presiding Bishop of the Episcopal Church. It 
represents my deep, personal belief in the in-
trinsic dignity of all God’s children. That 
dignity demands that all citizens have a full 
and equal claim upon the promise of the 
American ideal, which includes equal civil 
rights protection against unfair employment 
discrimination. For far too long, our civil 
rights laws look the other way with respect 
to discrimination based on race, gender, reli-
gion, national origin, age, or disability. 
Fighting to right those wrongs taught us 
that the cause of civil rights protection for 
one is the cause of such protection for all. 
Today, so long as some of us remain subject 
to employment discrimination on the basis 
of sexual orientation, our system of civil 
rights protection for all Americans remains 
an unfulfilled ideal. The long overdue protec-
tion embodied in this legislation brings that 
ideal one significant step closer to reality. 

Mr. President, the opponents of this 
legislation have argued that the Em-
ployment Nondiscrimination Act will 
cause practical problems in the work-
place. But we know that this is not 
true, because similar legislation is al-
ready in place, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts pointed out, in nine 
States. As Michael P. Morely, the 
president of Eastman Kodak Co., testi-
fied on July 17 of this year: 

It is our belief that ENDA is good for 
American business, large or small. The bill is 
in step with trends in the Nation’s most suc-
cessful businesses, and is in tune with the 

fundamental sense of fairness valued by 
Americans. If we at Kodak felt that this bill 
were intrusive, expensive, or otherwise inap-
propriate for American business, we would 
not support it. But after a thorough analysis 
of its provisions, we are convinced that the 
Employment Nondiscrimination Act will 
have a positive impact on our country’s abil-
ity to compete. 

Mr. President, this legislation is 
carefully drafted to prohibit any pref-
erential treatment, including quotas, 
and to prohibit disparate impact suits 
based on sexual orientation, as the 
Senator from Massachusetts has point-
ed out. It exempts small businesses 
with fewer than 15 employees, and it 
exempts religious organizations, in-
cluding educational institutions sub-
stantially controlled or supported by 
religious organizations. 

Mr. President, for too long, many 
Americans have suffered employment 
discrimination. In recent decades, we 
have done much to eliminate this blot 
on our history. It is time for us to 
enact this legislation and extend the 
principle of fairness embodied in the 
Nation’s civil rights laws to all Ameri-
cans, regardless of sexual orientation. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, under a 

previous unanimous-consent agreement 
entered on June 28, 1996, the Senate is 
scheduled to consider the Chemical 
Weapons Convention by the end of this 
week. There has been much written 
and much said about the convention, 
whether it is the right thing to do or 
not; is it verifiable? 

On the other side, there are those 
who say it would affect the overall at-
mosphere with regard to these chem-
ical weapons. There is very legitimate 
debate about whether or not this con-
vention should be ratified or not. It is 
my intention to go forward with the 
consideration of this Chemical Weap-
ons Convention beginning probably on 
Thursday. We are scheduled to have 
votes on Friday. 

But as we near consideration of that 
convention, I wanted to share with my 
colleagues some of the correspondence 
that I have recently received. Late on 
Friday of last week, I received a letter 
of opposition to the convention signed 
by more than 50 defense and foreign 
policy experts, including two former 
Secretaries of Defense, former mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
many others. The letter made four fun-
damental points: The Chemical Weap-
ons Convention is not global, it is not 
effective, and is not verifiable, but it 
will have significant costs to American 
security. 
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Their letter concludes by stating 

that ‘‘The national security benefits of 
the Chemical Weapons Convention 
clearly do not outweigh its consider-
able costs. Consequently, we respect-
fully urge you to reject ratification of 
the CWC unless and until it is made 
genuinely global, effective, and 
verifiable.’’ 

This is not my judgment. It is the 
judgment, however, of Caspar Wein-
berger, William Clark, Dr. Jeane Kirk-
patrick, Ed Meese, Dick Cheney, and 
many others who served with distinc-
tion under Presidents Reagan and 
Bush. I think their views deserve seri-
ous consideration from every Member. 

As you will note, two of those names 
that I read are former Secretaries of 
Defense and certainly highly respected. 
Our colleague from the House of Rep-
resentatives, Dick Cheney, is one that 
I really had not known exactly what 
his position was, so it was of great in-
terest to me to see what his thoughts 
might be. 

I have two other letters that I en-
courage Members to review. First, the 
National Federation of Independent 
Business wrote to me today expressing 
serious concern about the impact of 
the CWC on the more than 600,000 mem-
bers of the NFIB. The letter notes that 
under the CWC, for the first time small 
businesses would be subject to a for-
eign entity inspecting their businesses. 
The concerns that are expressed con-
cerning increased regulatory burden of 
the Chemical Weapons Convention on 
American small business I think should 
be weighed very carefully before com-
ing to a decision about his or her atti-
tude and what the position would be of 
that Senator on the convention. I know 
my colleagues do not want to vote first 
and ask questions later when it comes 
to small business, which already bears 
a disproportionate share of the regu-
latory burden from the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

I also received a letter today from re-
tired Gen. James A. Williams, former 
head of the Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy with almost four decades of experi-
ence in intelligence. General Williams 
raises very serious concerns over the 
potential of CWC being used to gain 
proprietary information from Amer-
ican business. 

He concludes that ‘‘there is potential 
for the loss of untold billions of dollars 
of trade secrets which can be used to 
gain competitive advantage, to shorten 
R&D cycles, and to steal U.S. market 
share.’’ 

Many businesses have contacted my 
office and the offices of other Senators 
expressing these and similar concerns 
about Senate action on this conven-
tion. 

Last week I wrote to the President 
expressing my concern that the Clinton 
administration was less than fully 
forthcoming in responding to the Sen-
ate’s request for information and docu-
ments. I requested specific documents 
previously requested by other Sen-
ators. Senator HELMS, the chairman of 

the committee with jurisdiction, has 
been very active in trying to have 
questions answered, to get information 
provided, to get intelligence informa-
tion available to Senators, and in 
many instances that information was 
late in coming or has not been provided 
at all. As a matter of fact, much of it 
has been described as being classified; 
therefore, it could not be provided. 

In view of that, I am very seriously 
considering and probably will seek a 
closed session to consider this matter 
so that Senators can be made aware of 
intelligence information that is classi-
fied, if that is necessary. In order to 
avoid that, I have asked that some of 
this documentation be declassified by 
the administration so that all Senators 
can have access to it without our hav-
ing to go into closed session. 

I wanted to call to the Senate’s at-
tention this correspondence that I have 
outlined because it is very important 
that a range of views be made available 
to all Senators. The administration has 
been making its case for quite some 
time, but opponents of the convention 
have just begun the serious examina-
tion the convention really deserves. 

There were some Members who have 
been involved in this issue —I believe 
Senator STEVENS arranged for a brief-
ing this very afternoon that was spon-
sored by the Arms Control Observer 
Group. We did have some people testi-
fying, stating they had opposition to 
the convention, others that were sup-
portive of it. We are trying to get a 
balance in what is presented to the 
Senators, both privately and publicly. 

My own personal greatest concern is 
the question of verification. What do 
we do about Iraq? If we pass a conven-
tion like this, that would be applicable 
to us, sort of the law-abiding citizens 
of the world, how do we make sure 
what is happening in Iraq, North 
Korea, and Libya, the renegade coun-
tries of the world? Is this going to be a 
situation where we go forward with 
this convention, this Chemical Weap-
ons Convention, yet those who are the 
real threat do not participate, or deny 
that they are involved, or we are not in 
a position where we can verify what 
they are actually doing? 

So, I ask unanimous consent the 
three letters I received and the letter I 
wrote to the President last week be 
printed in the RECORD so all Senators 
will have access to these letters and to 
this information, much of which had 
not been made available prior to to-
night. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, September 9, 1996. 
Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. LEADER, On behalf of the more 
than 600,000 members of the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business (NFIB), I want 
to express serious concern regarding the reg-
ulatory requirements and burdens that 
would be placed on small businesses who 

‘‘produce, process, consume, export or im-
port’’ certain regulated chemicals with rati-
fication of the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion Treaty (CWC) and its implementing leg-
islation. 

This Congress has begun to address the se-
rious problems of paperwork burdens and red 
tape which are strangling small businesses in 
this country. The passage of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act and the Small Business Regu-
latory Enforcement Fairness Act were posi-
tive first steps in reducing the excessive reg-
ulatory burden which consistently ranks in 
the top five problems small business face in 
NFIB surveys. 

The CWC reverses the trend of reducing the 
growing regulatory burden on small busi-
ness. According to the Congressional Office 
of Technology inspections of businesses re-
quired under CWC will cost small business 
$10,000–$20,000. The typical small business 
owner takes home only $40,000 per year. The 
Department of Commerce has estimated that 
a business will spend from 2.5–9 hours on pa-
perwork for each chemical used depending on 
its classification. 

There is a great deal of disagreement on 
the number of businesses which would be af-
fected by the CWC. Numbers have ranged 
from 3,000 to 10,000. The regulatory burden of 
the CWC will hit small businesses harder 
than big business. A 1995 Small Business Ad-
ministration study stated that while small 
business employs 53 percent of the work-
force, they bear 67 percent of business’ total 
regulatory expense. Even if the number of 
small businesses in the initial list of affected 
companies is limited to a specific list, the 
fact that additional businesses might be reg-
ulated by CWC without approval by the U.S. 
Congress will leave small business powerless 
to have any input as it does under the U.S. 
regulatory system. For the first time, small 
businesses would be subject to a foreign enti-
ty inspecting their business. 

The CWC will continue to bury small busi-
nesses in paperwork and regulations. There-
fore, NFIB urges your serious consideration 
of the affect of this Treaty on the small busi-
nesses in this country. 

Sincerely, 
DAN DANNER, 

Vice President, 
Federal Government Relations. 

SEPTEMBER 9, 1996. 
Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Majority Leader, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LOTT: As you weigh the ben-
efits and costs of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention (CWC) I would like to offer some in-
sight gained during my 28 years at every 
level of Military Intelligence and my subse-
quent ten years in competitive intelligence 
and counterintelligence for some of the pre-
mier companies in this country. The need for 
international mechanisms to control or 
eliminate the potential use of chemical 
weapons cannot be denied but the mecha-
nisms must not be adopted in haste or under 
pressure. I ask only that you delay consider-
ation long enough for an informed debate to 
take place, and I stress informed. 

My foremost concern is that the CWC adds 
little to the ability of this country, or any 
other for that matter, to be assured that 
chemical weapons are not being manufac-
tured by specific nations. Experience in Iraq 
has amply demonstrated the ease with which 
inspections can be thwarted and sanctions 
evaded. With all of the effort put into the in-
spection program the United States is still 
unable to say whether Iraq retains a capa-
bility to manufacture chemical weapons. We 
are unable to state publicly the chemical 
weapons production capabilities of nations 
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such as Libya, Iran, Syria, China or Korea. 
Many nations possess a production capa-
bility or are thought to possess such capa-
bilities. Nations that are likely to produce 
chemical weapons for use by terrorists or for 
limited battlefield deployment can produce 
sufficient quantities in laboratories small 
enough that they can be temporarily closed 
or relocated to avoid inspections. The 
exiting treaty on chemical weapons is al-
ready so weak on this point that no effort 
has been made to enforce it and provisions of 
the CWC are even weaker. Let’s discuss ob-
jectively what information is required to 
verify such a treaty, the capabilities re-
quired to collect the information, the cost of 
doing so, and the likelihood of making such 
collection. 

Furthermore, the opportunity for unfet-
tered access to virtually every industrial fa-
cility in this country, not merely the phar-
maceutical and chemical plants, would make 
most foreign intelligence organizations very 
happy, even gleeful. It is likely to cause the 
counterintelligence sections of the FBI and 
the Defense Investigative Service major 
problems for the foreseeable future. The in-
spection procedures which apply to ALL in-
dustries constitute unprecedented access to 
our manufacturing base, not just those 
thought likely to be engaged in proscribed 
activities! My experience in protecting pat-
ents and intellectual property over the past 
ten years leads me to conclude that there is 
the potential for the loss of untold billions of 
dollars in trade secrets which can be used to 
gain competitive advantage, to shorten R&D 
cycles, and to steal US market share. To 
allow the invasion of private property with-
out probable cause or a search warrant could 
undermine every industrial security stand-
ard established under government regula-
tions or by private firms seeking to protect 
industrial processes or other proprietary in-
formation. Under the inspection and report-
ing practices specified in the CWC I see no 
prohibition against the exchanging of lucra-
tive information among the nations con-
ducting a given inspection. This country, for 
valid reasons, does not permit its intel-
ligence agencies to conduct industrial espio-
nage but we may be the only nation in the 
world to hold to such a standard. 

The CWC constitutes a significant depar-
ture from the way this country conducts 
business and the way our society has elected 
to protect its very fabric. It seems to me 
that the CWC has been put together as a pla-
cebo measure to make people feel good but 
without considering the overall long term 
impact on our industry, our society and our 
legal system. The Congress bears the respon-
sibility of assuring our citizenry that the ad-
vantages and disadvantages have been care-
fully considered and balanced. 

We look to you to insure that those safe-
guards are built into the process. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. WILLIAMS, 

LTG U.S. Army (Ret.) 

SEPTEMBER 6, 1996. 
Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LOTT: As you know, the 
Senate is currently scheduled to take final 
action on the Chemical Weapons Convention 
(CWC) on or before September 14th. This 
treaty has been presented as a global, effec-
tive and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. 
As individuals with considerable experience 
in national security matters, we would all 
support such a ban. We have, however, con-
cluded that the present Convention is seri-
ously deficient on each of these scores, 
among others. 

The CWC is not global since many dan-
gerous nations (for example, Iran, Syria, 

North Korea, and Libya) have not agreed to 
join the treaty regime. Russia is among 
those who have signed the Convention but is 
unlikely to ratify—especially without a com-
mitment of billions in U.S. aid to pay for the 
destruction of Russia’s vast arsenal. Even 
then, given our experience with the Krem-
lin’s treaty violations and its repeated re-
fusal to implement the 1900 Bilateral De-
struction Agreement on chemical weapons, 
future CWC violations must be expected. 

The CWC is not effective because it does 
not ban or control possession of all chemi-
cals that could be used for lethal weapons 
purposes. For example, it does not prohibit 
two chemical agents that were employed 
with deadly effect in World War I—phosgene 
and hydrogen cyanide. The reason speaks 
volumes about this treaty’s impractical na-
ture: they are too widely used for commer-
cial purposes to be banned. 

The CWC is not verifiable as the U.S. intel-
ligence community has repeatedly acknowl-
edged in congressional testimony. Authori-
tarian regimes can be confident that their 
violations will be undetectable. Now, some 
argue that the treaty’s intrusive inspections 
regime will help us know more than we 
would otherwise. The relevant test, however, 
is whether any additional information thus 
gleaned will translate into convincing evi-
dence of cheating and result in the collective 
imposition of sanctions or other enforcement 
measures. In practice, this test is unlikely to 
be satisfied since governments tend to look 
the other way at evidence of non-compliance 
rather than jeopardize a treaty regime. 

What the CWC will do, however, is quite 
troubling: It will create a massive new, UN- 
style international inspection bureaucracy 
(which will help the total cost of this treaty 
to U.S. taxpayers amount to as much as $200 
million per year). It will jeopardize U.S. citi-
zens’ constitutional rights by requiring the 
U.S. government to permit searches without 
either warrants or probable cause. It will im-
pose a costly and complex regulatory burden 
on U.S. industry. As many as 8,000 companies 
across the country may be subjected to new 
reporting requirements entailing uncompen-
sated annual costs of between thousands to 
hundreds-of-thousands of dollars per year to 
comply. Most of these American companies 
have no idea that they will be affected. And 
perhaps worst of all, the CWC will determine 
the standard of verifiability that has been a 
key national security principle for the 
United States. 

Under these circumstances, the national 
security benefits of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention clearly do not outweigh its con-
siderable costs. Consequently, we respect-
fully urge you to reject ratification of the 
CWC unless and until it is made genuinely 
global, effective and verifiable. 

WILLIAM P. CLARK. 
DICK CHENEY. 
CAP WEINBERGER. 
JEANE KIRKPATRICK. 
EDWIN MEESE III. 

SIGNATORIES ON LETTER TO SENATOR TRENT 
LOTT REGARDING THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
CONVENTION 

(As of September 9, 1996; 9:30 a.m.) 
Signatures on letter: 
William P. Clark, former National Secu-

rity Advisor to the President. 
Casper Weinberger, former Secretary of 

Defense. 
Richard B. Cheney, former Secretary of 

Defense. 
Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, former U.S. Ambas-

sador to the United Nations. 
Edwin Meese III, former U.S. Attorney 

General. 
Additional Signatories (retired military): 
General John W. Foss, U.S. Army (Re-

tired), former Commanding General, Train-
ing and Doctrine Command. 

Vice Admiral William Houser, U.S. Navy 
(Retired), former Deputy Chief of Naval Op-
erations for Aviation. 

Admiral Wesley McDonald, U.S. Navy (Re-
tired), former Supreme Allied Commander, 
Atlantic. 

Admiral Kinnaird McKee, U.S. Navy (Re-
tired), former Director, Naval Nuclear Pro-
pulsion. 

General Merrill A. McPeak, U.S. Air Force 
(Retired), former Chief of Staff, U.S. Air 
Force. 

Lieutenant General T.H. Miller, U.S. Ma-
rine Corps (Retired), former Fleet Marine 
Force, Commander/Head, Marine Aviation. 

General John L. Piotrowski, U.S. Air 
Force (Retired), former Member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as Vice Chief, U.S. Air Force. 

General Bernard Schriever, U.S. Air Force 
(Retired), former Commander, Air Research 
and Development and Air Force Systems 
Command. 

Lieutenant General James Williams, U.S. 
Army (Retired), former Director, Defense In-
telligence Agency. 

Additional Signatories (non-military): 
Mark Albrecht, former Executive Sec-

retary, National Space Council. 
Kathleen Bailey, former Assistant Director 

of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy. 

Robert B. Barker, former Assistant to the 
Secretary of Defense for Nuclear and Chem-
ical Weapon Matters. 

Henry Cooper, former Director, Strategic 
Defense Initiative Organization. 

J.D. Crouch, former Principal Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense. 

Midge Decter, former President, Com-
mittee for Free World. 

Kenneth deGraffenreid, former Senior Di-
rector of Intelligence Programs, National 
Security Council. 

Diana Denman, former Co-Chair, U.S. 
Peace Corps Advisory Council. 

Elaine Donnelly, former Commissioner, 
Presidential Commission on the Assignment 
of Women in the Armed Services. 

David M. Evans, former Senior Advisor to 
the Congressional Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe. 

Charles Fairbanks, former Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of State. 

Douglas J. Feith, former Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense. 

Rand H. Fishbein, former Professional 
Staff member, Senate Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee. 

Frank J. Gaffney, Jr., former Acting As-
sistant Secretary of Defense. 

William R. Graham, former Science Advi-
sor to the President. 

James T. Hackett, former Acting Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy. 

Charles A. Hamilton, former Deputy Direc-
tor, Strategic Trade Policy, U.S. Department 
of Defense. 

Amoretta M. Hoeber, former Deputy Under 
Secretary, U.S. Army. 

Charles Horner, former Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Science and Tech-
nology. 

Fred Ikle, former Under Secretary of De-
fense for Policy. 

Sven F. Kraemer, former Director for Arms 
Control, National Security Council. 

Charles M. Kupperman, former Special As-
sistant to the President. 

John Lenczowski, former Director for So-
viet Affairs, National Security Council. 

Bruce Merrifield, former Assistant Sec-
retary for Technology Policy, Department of 
Commerce. 

Taffy Gould McCallum, columnist and free- 
lance writer. 

Laurie Mylroie, best-selling author and 
Mideast expert specializing in Iraqi affairs. 
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Richard Perle, former Assistant Secretary 

of Defense. 
Norman Podhoretz, former editor, Com-

mentary Magazine. 
Roger W. Robinson, Jr., former Chief Exec-

utive Economist, National Security Council. 
Peter W. Rodman, former Deputy Assist-

ant to the President for National Security 
Affairs and former Director of the Policy 
Planning Staff, Department of State. 

Edward Rowny, former Advisor to the 
President and Secretary of State for Arms 
Control. 

Jacqueline Tillman, former Staff member, 
National Security Council. 

Michelle Van Cleave, former Associate Di-
rector, Office of Science and Technology. 

William Van Cleave, former Senior Defense 
Advisor and Defense Policy Coordinator to 
the President. 

Malcolm Wallop, former United States 
Senator. 

Deborah L. Wince-Smith, former Assistant 
Secretary for Technology Policy, Depart-
ment of Commerce. 

Curtin Winsor, Jr., former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Costa Rica. 

Dov S. Zakheim, former Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense. 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER, 

Washington, DC, September 6, 1996. 
President WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ask 
your cooperation and support for Senate ef-
forts to obtain information and documents 
directly relevant to our consideration of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. 

As you know, the Senate is currently 
scheduled to consider the Convention on or 
before September 14, 1996 under a unanimous 
consent agreement reached on June 28, 1996. 
Immediately prior to the Senate agreement 
on the Convention, I stated, ‘‘With respect to 
the Chemical Weapons Convention, the Ma-
jority Leader and the Democratic Leader 
will make every effort to obtain from the ad-
ministration such facts and documents as re-
quested by the Chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Committee, in 
order to pursue its work and hearings needed 
to develop a complete record for the Senate 
. . .’’ 

I regret to inform you that your adminis-
tration has not been fully cooperative in 
Senate efforts to obtain critical information. 
Chairman Helms wrote to you on June 21, 
1996—prior to the Senate setting a date for a 
vote on the Convention—and asked eight 
specific questions. Chairman Helms also re-
quested the provision and declassification of 
documents and a cable relating to critical 
issues of Russian compliance with existing 
chemical weapons arms control agreements 
and with the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

On July 26, 1996, having received no re-
sponse to his earlier letter, Chairman Helms 
reiterated his earlier request and asked addi-
tional questions concerning the apparent 
Russian decision to unilaterally end imple-
mentation of the 1990 U.S.-Russian Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement on chemical weap-
ons. Chairman Helms also asked for specific 
information and documents concerning Rus-
sian conditions for ratification of the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention, as well as other in-
formation important to our consideration of 
the Convention. While Chairman Helms did 
receive responses to his letters on July 31 
and on August 13, his request for declas-
sification of documents was refused and the 
answers to many of his questions were in-
complete. 

During a Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence hearing on June 17, 1996, Senator 

Kyl asked for a specific document—a cable 
written in Bonn, Germany by Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) Director 
Holum concerning current Russian govern-
ment positions on the Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement, ratification of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention and on U.S. assistance 
for the destruction of Russian chemical 
weapons. On numerous occasions, Senator 
Kyl was told the document did not exist. Fi-
nally, on July 26, Senator Kyl was able to see 
a redacted version of the document under 
tightly controlled circumstances but the 
document has not been made available to 
Chairman Helms or other Senators. 

Mr. President, the unanimous consent 
agreement of June 28, 1996, was entered into 
in good faith, and based on our under-
standing that the administration could and 
would be fully forthcoming in the provision 
of information and documents to enable the 
Senate to fulfill its constitutional respon-
sibilities. Numerous judgements of the 
United States intelligence community de-
serve as wide a circulation as possible—par-
ticularly since they are distinctly different 
than some public statements made by offi-
cials of your Administration concerning the 
Convention. 

Accordingly, I respectfully request that 
you reconsider your refusal to declassify 
critical documents and consider the declas-
sification of important intelligence commu-
nity judgments—consistent with the need to 
protect intelligence sources and methods. 
Specifically, I request that you act imme-
diately to declassify the May 21, 1996, cable 
written by ACDA Director Holum and the 
July 8, 1996, letter from Russian Prime Min-
ister Chernomyrdin to Vice-President Gore, 
and consider immediate declassification of 
the paragraphs from which the attached 
statements are excerpted—all drawn from 
documents produced by the Central Intel-
ligence Agency and the Defense Intelligence 
Agency on the Russian chemical weapons 
program, the verifiability of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, the effect of the Con-
vention on the chemical weapons arsenals of 
rogue states, and the relevance of the Con-
vention to acts of terrorism committed with 
chemical weapons. 

I make these requests to enable the Senate 
to fully prepare for its consideration of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. I am certain 
you would agree it is necessary for the Sen-
ate to have complete and usable information 
in order to fulfill our constitutional obliga-
tions and to responsibly meet the terms of 
the current unanimous consent agreement. 
Because the unanimous consent agreement 
calls for the Senate to vote on the Chemical 
Weapons Convention by September 14, 1996, I 
respectfully request that you respond to my 
declassification requests no later than the 
close of business on Tuesday, September 10, 
1996. With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
TRENT LOTT. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:32 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 2428) to encourage the donation 
of food and grocery products to non-
profit organizations for distribution to 
needy individuals by giving the Model 
Good Samaritan Food Donation Act 
the full force and effect of law. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3919. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, two 
rules including a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives,’’ (RIN2120-A64, 2120-AF36) re-
ceived on September 3, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3920. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, three 
rules including a rule entitled ‘‘Safety 
Zone,’’ (RIN2115-AA97, 2115-AE46) received on 
September 3, 1996; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3921. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, four 
rules including a rule entitled ‘‘Pilot State 
Highway Program,’’ (RIN2127-AF94, 2127- 
AF17, 2115-AE94, 2115-AA97) received on Sep-
tember 5, 1996; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3922. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, twen-
ty-two rules including a rule entitled ‘‘Air-
worthiness Directives,’’ (RIN2120-AA64, 2120- 
AA65, 2120-AA66) received on September 5, 
1996; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3923. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Table of Allotments, 
FM Broadcast Stations’’ (received on Sep-
tember 4, 1996); to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3924. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Table of Allotments, 
FM Broadcast Stations’’ (received on Sep-
tember 4, 1996); to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3925. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Table of Allotments, 
FM Broadcast Stations’’ (received on Sep-
tember 4, 1996); to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3926. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Table of Allotments, 
FM Broadcast Stations’’ (received on Sep-
tember 4, 1996); to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3927. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of a rule under the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 (received on Au-
gust 29, 1996); to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
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