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In 1967, in order to promote conclusion of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, President
Johnson pledged that the U.S. would "permit the IAEA to
apply its safeguards to all nuclear activities in the United
States-excluding only those with direct national security
significance." This pledge came in spite of the fact that
such safeguards in the U.S. were not required under the
Treaty. It recognized that the importance of the NPT in
stemming the spread of nuclear weapons globally justified
voluntary acceptance by the U.S. of the NPT's verification
measures.

In 1996, in order to promote the conclusion of a
Protocol strengthening the ability of the IAEA to implement
comprehensive safeguards agreements, such as required under
the NPT and Treaty of Tlatelolco, President Clinton pledged
that the U.S. will apply the new measures as fully as
possible consistent with its obligations under the NPT.
U.S. action was spurred by the importance it places on
combating the possibility of a future Iraqi-type clandestine
nuclear weapons program.

The U.S. position evolved rapidly leading up to
President Clinton's pledge. There was early acceptance by
the U.S. that the IAEA was empowered to implement the
Programme 93+2 Part 1 measures at U.S. facilities to which
safeguards were applied under the U.S. Voluntary Offer
Safeguards Agreement in the same manner as they are
implemented in states with comprehensive safeguards. With
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respect to Part 2 measures, it was recognized that it was
clearly necessary for the U.S. to take certain steps, such
as export reporting, if it were to support effective
implementation of Part 2 in non-nuclear weapons states.
However, it quickly became clear that it was essential for
key countries that the level of participation by the U.S. be
comparable to their own. Consequently, the U.S. determined
to make a political commitment to a more extensive
application of the measures and worked together with these
and other states to ensure that the Model Protocol would
strengthen safeguards in an effective manner as well as •"
making them more efficient.

In the view of the U.S., President Clinton's pledge was
critical to our ability to work toward a successful
conclusion of the work of Committee 24. Without this
pledge, we would not have been able to work constructively
with our non-nuclear weapons State colleagues to resolve
problems on reporting and access that were of concern to
many countries. We would not have been able to address
issues of implementation with our these colleagues so easily
without the recognition that we would face similar
implementation problems. It permitted the U.S. to sit at
the negotiating table not only as a country committed to
strengthening the non-proliferation regime but as one also
genuinely interested in how the proposed measures would
impact states and concerned about how to implement them.

Following adoption of the report by Committee 24 to the
Board of Governors, the U.S. made clear how it would
implement President Clinton's pledge. The U.S. determined
that it would accept the Protocol in its entirety as an
amendment to the U.S. Voluntary Offer Safeguards Agreement
and apply all of its provisions. Consistent with the
language of Article 1 of our safeguards agreement, the U.S.
will withhold information on and access to activities of
direct national security significance to the United States.
How to ensure that the limitations of Article 1 of our
safeguards agreement will apply to activities under the
protocol will need to be established through an appropriate
legal mechanism.

The U.S. intends to have the Protocol be legally
binding. As with most other states, the U.S. anticipates
that it will have to change some of its laws and regulations
in order to implement the Protocol. We expect to submit a
package of legislative changes to Congress. We expect this
process, including needed regulatory changes, to take some
time and although we intend to move ahead expeditiously, it
is difficult to predict when we will complete this process.
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