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REPORT PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

This document is a practical roadmap for improving Armenia’s access to advanced U.S. technology
by reducing the export-control barriers that currently constrain U.S.-Armenia high-tech
cooperation. It analyzes five interlocking workstreams - country-group reclassification, country-
group classification and Validated End User (VEU) pathways, multilateral export-control regimes,
export-control classification frameworks, and Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) anti-diversion
strategy - and translates them into concrete actions for both public-sector and private-sector
stakeholders.

Key Findings:

1. Armenia’s designation in U.S. Country Groups D:1 and D:3, compounded by its
documented profile as a transshipment concern toward Russia, imposes license
requirements on advanced Al chips, forecloses the most efficient license exceptions, and
deters U.S. investment.

2. The recent U.S.-Armenia MOU on microchips, Al, and IP - now anchored in the May
2026 Charter on Comprehensive Strategic Partnership - creates a government-to-
government vehicle to pursue relief.

3. The Firebird data-center project demonstrates that flagship deployments can already reach
Armenia through individual licenses, providing a proof of concept.

4. Demonstrable export-control alignment and diversion control is the common gate through
which every pathway - reclassification, VEU approval, and favorable treatment under any
successor framework - must pass.

Priority recommendations: Use the Charter and its standing Commission as the negotiating
vehicle; enact and rigorously enforce a modern strategic-trade-control regime harmonized with the
multilateral control lists; offer a concrete anti-diversion and on-site verification package; pursue
voluntary alignment with the Wassenaar Arrangement and other regimes; and implement EAEU
anti-diversion safeguards for sensitive dual-use goods.

Purpose, MOU Context, and Target Outcomes: This document is designed to support
implementation of the U.S.-Armenia Memorandum of Understanding on microchips, artificial
intelligence, and intellectual property. It helps public-sector and private-sector stakeholders
understand (i) which regulatory and practical barriers currently affect U.S.-Armenia high-tech
cooperation, (ii) what additional information and stakeholder input may support implementation
and further refinement of the proposed roadmap, and (iii) what concrete steps can make lawful
technology transfer, investment, licensing, and commercialization smoother and more predictable.
The near-term target outcome is movement from Country Group D to Group B, normalizing
routine chip access and technology trade; the long-term aspiration is elevation into the Group A
close-ally subgroups (A:5/A:6), which would unlock frontier Al infrastructure and trusted-partner

status.

Appendix A, the Armenia Action-Item Summary, consolidates the Report’s implementation
recommendations and priority information and clarification requests for stakeholder follow-up
and implementation planning.
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1.0 Sub-Issue No. 1- CHANGE OF EXPORT
CONTROL CLASSIFICATION

Executive Summary

The U.S. Export Administration Regulations (the “EAR”) are administered by the Bureau of
Industry and Security (the “BIS”) within the U.S. Department of Commerce. The EAR classifies
countries into Country Groups that determine the scope and stringency of export controls
applicable to items shipped to or through those jurisdictions. There are four primary Country
Groups (A, B, D and E), with E being the most restrictive and A being the least. Country Group
D contains countries of concern regarding weapons proliferation, national security or regional
stability. Countries in this group face significant restrictions on the import of dual-use goods,
advanced technology and defense-related items from the United States, which include many
products and components that are necessary to build a thriving technology sector. Many
transactions involving Country Group D countries require specific export licenses, which can be
time-consuming to obtain and are frequently denied. A Country Group D designation signals
elevated risk and can effectively deter U.S. companies from pursuing business opportunities in
such jurisdictions due to compliance costs and uncertainties in the ability to supply critical products
or components to these jurisdictions. Understanding and improving Armenia's Country Group
designation is central to implementing the U.S.-Armenia MOU on microchips, artificial
intelligence, and intellectual property, and is a prerequisite for the VEU/DC VEU pathways
(Section 2), multilateral regime alignment (Section 3), and controlled-item classification strategies
(Section 4) examined elsewhere in this roadmap.'

On the other hand, country group A jurisdictions benefit from broad license exceptions, enabling
faster and more predictable access to a wide range of controlled items. Group A countries have
much greater access to U.S.-origin goods, technology, and software, thereby facilitating the
modernization of industries, research institutions, and defense capabilities. They are a more
attractive destination for investment and commercial partnerships from the United States,
particularly in highly-regulated industries, such as high-technology.

Armenia is currently designated in Country Group D:1 (national security) and D:3 (chemical and
biological weapons concerns). This creates a significant impediment to Armenia’s fast-growing
high-technology sector, starving the country of critical resources it needs to realize its potential as
a technology hub. However, the recent memorandum of understanding between the United States
and Armenia to collaborate and encourage private sector investment between the countries has
provided an opening to change this country group designation to facilitate a more predictable flow
of high-technology products and components from the United States to Armenia. The purpose of
this section is to review the actions that Armenia must undertake to change its country group

"https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-B /chapter-VII/subchapter-C/ part-740/appendix-
Supplement%20N0.%201%20t0%20Part%20740 (Official list of all countries and their respective group
designations).

Page 7 of 117


https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-B/chapter-VII/subchapter-C/part-740/appendix-Supplement%20No.%201%20to%20Part%20740
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-B/chapter-VII/subchapter-C/part-740/appendix-Supplement%20No.%201%20to%20Part%20740
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-B/chapter-VII/subchapter-C/part-740/appendix-Supplement%20No.%201%20to%20Part%20740

designation, providing recommendations and lessons learned from two recent examples of nations
(India and Cambodia) who have successfully been upgraded from a country group D designation.
For a detailed analysis of the specific licensing, exception, and advanced-computing consequences
of Armenia's current classification, see Section 2 (Country Group Classifications and VEU
Pathways).

1.1  EXISTING RULES & LAWS AND BASIS OF ISSUE

Under the EAR, a country's export control designation is determined by its placement on the
Commerce Country Chart (Supplement No. 1 to Part 738 of the Code of Federal Regulations) and
its assignment to Country Groups (Supplement No. 1 to Part 740 of the Code of Federal
Regulations). *

The Commerce Country Chart is a chart that lists every country alongside columns for each
"Reason for Control" (e.g., National Security, Nuclear Nonproliferation, Missile Technology, Anti-
Terrorism). An "X" in a given cell means a license is required for items controlled for that reason
when destined for that country. The fewer "X" marks a country has, the fewer license requirements
apply to exports destined for it.

For determination of Country Groups, countries are organized into Groups A through E, with
Group A countries benefiting from the most favorable treatment and Group E representing
countries under general embargo. A detailed analysis of each group's structure, its commercial
consequences through the license-exception system, and its specific implications for Armenia is
provided in Section 2. For purposes of the reclassification strategy discussed in this section, the
key distinction is between Group D (which imposes significant restrictions and licensing
requirements) and Groups A and B (which provide progressively more favorable access to U.S.
technology).

Armenia is currently designated as Country Group D:1 for national security concerns.
Redesignation requires an amendment to the EAR by the United States Bureau of Industry and
Security (the “BIS”).

1.2 PROPOSED SOLUTION

Armenia should use the collective lessons learned from India and Cambodia (as discussed below)
and the process detailed below to pursue an improvement in its Country Group designation
through both formal regulatory channels and diplomatic engagement. Based on the detailed
analysis in Section 2, the realistic near-term objective should be reclassification to Country Group
B, which would normalize chip access and routine technology trade by removing the D:1-based
advanced-computing license requirement and opening the commercial license exceptions (LVS,
GBS, TSR). The aspirational long-term objective should be elevation to Country Group A
(specifically A:5 or A:6), which would aligh Armenia with Tier 1 trusted-ecosystem status and

2 EAR | Bureau of Industry and Security (Regulations describing the placement of countties into country group

designation).
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unlock transformational access to frontier Al infrastructure. Armenia should also be open to
incremental moves - such as removal from D:3 - that could still benefit the high-technology sector.
Recommendations for how to pursue these changes, including both formal APA petition pathways
and diplomatic engagement strategies, are discussed below.

1.3 MODEL JURISDICTIONS & FRAMEWORK

India and Cambodia provide recent case studies on countries that have improved their country
group designation, and each provide unique lessons learned that can be applied to Armenia’s tactics
in accomplishing this goal.

India

India’s path through the United States export control framework is a very instructive case study
on how a country can change its export control country group over an extended period of time
through incremental action. India historically faced significant export control restrictions under
United States law, particularly following its 1998 nuclear tests. It was placed in Country Group D:2
(nuclear concerns) and faced numerous "X" markings on the Commerce Country Chart. United
States exports to India requiring export licenses were as high as 25 percent in 1999.

However, India then undertook a series of successive actions to change its export control
designation. The first occurred in 2005, with its entrance into a civilian nuclear agreement with the
United States. This agreement provided that India would separate its civilian and military nuclear
facilities and place all civilian nuclear facilities under the International Atomic Energy Agency’s
safeguards. This agreement led to significant liberalization of United States export control policies,
with exports requiring a license decreasing from 25.0% to 0.1%.’

In 2016, India was recognized as a “Major Defense Partner" by the United States, which allowed
India to buy advanced and sensitive technologies at par with the closest United States allies.
Additionally, from 2016-2018, India was admitted into three multilateral export control regimes
(MTCR, Wassenaar Arrangement and Australia Group). Notably, India did not gain admission to
the fourth multilateral export control regime, the Nuclear Suppliers Group, due to China’s political
opposition. For a detailed analysis of the membership requirements and estimated accession
timelines for each of these regimes - and the actions Armenia would need to take to pursue similar
membership - see Section 3 (Multilateral Export Regimes).*

India’s efforts culminated in August of 2018, with India being elevated to Country Group A.
India’s movement reflects one that used an incremental approach that built on each successive

3 U.S.-India Tech Partnership Through the Lens of U.S. Export Controls | Carnegie Endowment for International

Peace (Carnegiec Endowment for International Peace report on India’s export control transformation and
engagement with the United States).

4 India third Asian nation to get STA-1 status from U.S. - The Hindu (News article from The Hindu issued after
India achieved STA-1 status).
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step to finally achieve a large change in country group designation. It built trust with the United
States over a long period of time and multiple actions to lead to this change. India's transformation
from a heavily restricted destination to an A:5 Country Group took over a decade of sustained
diplomatic engagement - from the 2005 nuclear agreement, through the "Major Defense Partner"
designation in 2016, to the A:5 elevation in 2018. Each step built upon the prior one.

For an analysis of what Group A status would mean for Armenia in practical commercial terms -
including access to premium license exceptions, Tier 1 trusted-ecosystem designation, and
eligibility for frontier Al infrastructure - see Section 2, Part V.

India also invested in developing its own national export control system, which gave the U.S.
government confidence that exported technologies would remain controlled and not be diverted.
The United States Commerce Secretary Wilbur Ross specifically noted in 2018 that India had
"partnered with the US to improve its own export control regimes and has met most of the export
control rules." This shows that a country can gain credibility by improving its own export control
system. This is especially important in countries such as Armenia that have close relationships with
countries like Russia that pose a diversion risk.

Although India is largely an example of a country that made changes “by the book” without
resorting to any material governmental intervention, it did use strategic imperatives to gain a few
notable exceptions to the typical rules. While Country Group A will typically require that a country
gain membership in all four major multilateral export control regimes, the United States made an
exception for India, which did not attain membership in the Nuclear Suppliers Group due to
China’s objections. This demonstrated that strong bilateral strategic relationships and
demonstrated adherence to nonproliferation norms can substitute for formal membership in all
regimes.

Additionally, the United States bypassed the standard public comment period for India's A:5
Country Group designation, arguing that the rule implemented a "military or foreign affairs
function." This also illustrates how strong strategic imperatives can expedite redesignation
decisions that might otherwise face bureaucratic delay, and is something that Armenia can
potentially leverage given the imperative and strategic aims from the memorandum of
understanding.

Cambodia

Cambodia is another recent example of a country that changed its export control designation. It
also presents different tactics than those used by India, which may also be instructive to Armenia
as it decides its approach.

Cambodia was originally placed under an arms embargo and in Country Group D:5 in December
2021.° There were three stated reasons for this. The first was that China had engaged in

5 U.S. hits Cambodia with arms embargo over growing Chinese military influence - UPLcom (News article from

UPI issued after the United States placed sanctions on Cambodia).

Page 10 of 117


https://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2021/12/09/arms-embargo-cambodia-China-influence/1511639065934/#:~:text=The%20Commerce%20Department%20points%20to%20%22corruption%20by%20Cambodian%20government%20actors%2C%20including%20the%20military%2C%20as%20well%20as%20the%20growing%20influence%20of%20the%20People%27s%20Republic%20of%20China%27s%20military%20in%20Cambodia%22%20as%20the%20reason.%20That%20influence%20includes%20the%20construction%20of%20new%20Chinese%20military%20facilities%20at%20Cambodia%27s%20Ream%20Naval%20Base%20on%20the%20Gulf%20of%20Thailand.
http://upi.com/

construction and expansion of facilities in Cambodia’s Ream Naval Base on the Gulf of Thailand.
The second was that Cambodia had been engaged in human rights abuses, including arbitrary
arrests, suppression of political opposition and closure of independent media outlets.

Finally, the third stated reason was corruption by Cambodian government actors, including the
military, highlighted by United States Treasury Department sanctions against two senior
Cambodian military officials, who allegedly conspired to inflate costs at the Ream Naval Base
project for personal benefit.’

As a result of this, Cambodia joined Burma, China, Russia and Venezuela as destinations where a
presumption of denial applied to applications for export of items listed in Supplement No. 2 to
Part 744 of the EAR.” Cambodia was also added to the list of countries subject to the military-
intelligence end-use and end-user restrictions in § 744.22 of the EAR, which carried a presumption
of denial. In addition, the BIS imposed a more restrictive license review policy for applications
involving items controlled for national security reasons, regardless of the end-user. End-users in
Cambodia were rendered ineligible for, or subject to further restriction with regard to, certain
license exceptions. The D:5 designation also meant Cambodia was subject to restrictions on
controlled Al chips under Biden-era rules for D:5 countries.

In contrast with India, Cambodia’s improved export control status was achieved quickly through
a coordinated multi-agency process to improve the bilateral relationship with the second Trump
administration. The United States State Department cited Cambodia’s “diligent pursuit of peace
and security, including through renewed engagement with the United States on defense
cooperation and combating transnational crime” as the basis for the determination to lift the

embargo.

Cambodia exercised significant efforts to gain influence with the Trump administration, allowing
them to use the removal of export barriers as the natural consequence of diplomatic victories by
this administration. These efforts included many activities that allowed the United States to play
peacemaker and demonstrate that they have achieved significant concessions from Cambodia.
Cambodia allowed for presidential mediation of a border dispute with Thailand, that included
President Trump overseeing the signing of a ceasefire agreement on the sidelines of the ASEAN
summit in Malaysia.®

Further, Cambodia increased its cooperation with the United States in resuming bilateral military
actions such as the Angkor Sentinel exercise, cooperating on transnational crime, such as
crackdowns on telecom fraud and drug trafficking. Cambodia also permitted a United States Navy
vessel to visit the Ream Naval Base that previously caused concern following Chinese involvement.

6 U.S. orders arms embargo on Cambodia, cites Chinese influence (News article from CNBC issues after the United
States placed sanctions on Cambodia).

7 Cambodia in 2022: A New Landscape for U.S. Businesses | Insights | Holland & Knight (Report from Holland &
Knight describing Cambodia’s new export control landscape following United States sanctions).

8 US lifts arms embargo on Cambodia after Trump oversees ceasefire deal | Reuters (News article from Reuters

following the United States lifting sanctions on Cambodia).
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https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications/2022/01/cambodia-in-2022-a-new-landscape-for-us-businesses#:~:text=With%20this%20change%2C%20Cambodia%20joins%20Burma%2C%20China%2C%20the%20Russian%20Federation%20and%20Venezuela%20as%20destinations%20for%20which%20a%20presumption%20of%20denial%20will%20be%20applied%20to%20application%20for%20export%20of%20items%20in%20supplement%20No.%202%20to%20Part%20744%20of%20the%20EAR.
https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/us-lifts-arms-embargo-cambodia-after-trump-oversees-ceasefire-deal-2025-11-06/#:~:text=the%20signing%20of%20a%20ceasefire%20deal%20between%20the%20Southeast%20Asian%20country%20and%20its%20neighbor%20Thailand%20last%20week.

Finally, Cambodia agreed to share information on third-country investment activity in exchange
for deeper cooperation and greater flexibility in United States export licensing and enforcement.

Following these changes, the United States upgraded Cambodia to Country Group D:1.” While
certain restrictions still apply, including those related to military and military intelligence end users,
license applications are now reviewed on a case-by-case basis rather than having a presumption of
denial. This represents a much more permissive posture, that permits many more exports that can
help the Cambodian economy. Similar to India, the BIS invoked the "military or foreign affairs
function" exception to bypass the standard public notice-and-comment period for the change in
designation.

The Cambodian case study is instructive in its different approaches that it took to achieve
improved export-control restrictions than India. While India undertook a very process-focused
approach that spanned over a decade and hit typical checkpoints required for this upgrade,
Cambodia leveraged relationships with United States leadership and a geopolitical rivalry to obtain
a very fast upgrade. Most notably, while India received the previously discussed membership in
three of the four major multilateral export-control regimes, Cambodia did not accede to any of
these regimes. Additionally, while India put in years of work to improve its export-control
infrastructure, there was no comparable work done by Cambodia on their export-control
infrastructure.

However, what Cambodia had on its side was being caught in the middle of an intensifying
geopolitical rivalry between the United States and China. The United States had an increased focus
on stopping the spread of Chinese influence, and was willing to fast track specific relief on export
controls in exchange for cooperation on issues the Trump administration prioritized. With
Cambodia’s willingness to engage on these issues, including increased transparency with China,
the Trump administration was willing to fast track improvements. Cambodia’s case also proved
that with political will, improvements can occur at warp speed. The entire process to change
Cambodia’s designation spanned four months from October 2025 to February 2026. It is
important to note the distinction in export control improvements between India and Cambodia.
While India moved to the much more permissive Country Group A:5, Cambodia moved from the
highly restrictive D:5 to D:1 - where Armenia already sits. Armenia's target outcome is therefore
qualitatively different: movement from D:1 to Group B or Group A requires demonstrating a level
of export-control maturity and anti-diversion capability (see Section 2 for the detailed analysis of
what each reclassification scenario would require) that goes beyond the diplomatic engagement
Cambodia undertook. However, Cambodia's rate of improvement still demonstrates what political
will and strategic engagement can accomplish.

The ability to leverage geopolitical tensions could benefit Armenia, as it sits between a tense
struggle between the United States and Russia. The existing memorandum of understanding on
microchips, Al, and IP demonstrates the United States’s commitment to improving relations with
Armenia and stemming Russian influence in the country. Armenia can potentially use this desire

9 BIS Amends the EAR to Remove Arms Embargo Designation on Cambodia | SmarTrade (News article from

SmarTrade following the United States lifting sanctions on Cambodia).
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to speed up beneficial changes to Armenia’s export control Country Group designation, and to
generally improve export control restrictions on Armenia. India is similarly instructive on how
Armenia can undertake a disciplined and incremental approach to improvement. Armenia can
learn from these recent case studies to craft its own plan that incorporates lessons from each.

1.4 DISCUSSION OF IMPLEMENTATION

Armenia should develop a plan to achieve an improvement in its Country Group designation that
both (1) follows the regulatory requirements and typical actions required to achieve this and (2)
provides targeted and multi-faceted outreach to contacts in the United States government to
expedite and pave the way for these improvements as soon as possible. Critically, the
reclassification strategy depends on the foundational work described in the other sections of this
roadmap: building VEU-readiness and compliance infrastructure (Section 2), pursuing multilateral
export-control regime alighment (Section 3), developing the classification matrix and compliance
tools that demonstrate export-control maturity (Section 4), and implementing EAEU anti-
diversion safeguards that address U.S. transshipment concerns (Section 5). This effort requires
parallel action by both public-sector and private-sector stakeholders. Armenian public-sector
actions should include: designating a lead governmental body to coordinate the reclassification
effort; strengthening domestic export-control enforcement and anti-diversion capacity (see Section
4.5 for specific legislative recommendations); engaging diplomatically with the U.S. Department
of State, National Security Council, and BIS; and pursuing alignhment with multilateral export-
control regimes (see Section 3 for detailed regime analysis). Armenian private-sector actions should
include: building demonstrable internal compliance programs; documenting blocked shipments
and supplier refusals to support the case for reclassification; engaging with U.S. industry coalitions
and the RPTAC; and preparing VEU/DC VEU readiness materials (see Section 2 for VEU
pathway analysis). Both tracks should proceed concurrently, as outlined below.

Formal Petitions

There is no single, dedicated "petition form" or codified procedure within the EAR for requesting
that the BIS change a country's Country Group designation or its markings on the Commerce
Country Chart. Unlike some environmental or health and safety statutes that establish specific
petition-to-rulemaking pathways, the EAR system relies on a combination of general
administrative law mechanisms and less formal channels of engagement.

Under the Administrative Procedure Act (the “APA”), 5 U.S.C. § 553(e), every federal agency -
including the BIS - is required to "give an interested person the right to petition for the issuance,
amendment, or repeal of a rule." Because changes to Country Groups (Supplement No. 1 to Part
740) and the Commerce Country Chart (Supplement No. 1 to Part 738) are accomplished through
amendments to the EAR, they are, in principle, subject to this general APA petition right.

The APA requires the agency to respond to petitions "within a reasonable time" and to provide
"prompt notice" with "a brief statement of the grounds for denial" when a petition is denied in
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whole or in part. However, the APA is notably vague in describing the petition process itself, and
each federal agency may handle petitions differently.

A petition for rulemaking to the BIS requesting a change in a country's export control designation
should be submitted in writing and should generally include':
® The petitioner's identity and contact information.
® A clear statement of the specific regulatory provisions to be amended (e.g., the country's
listing in Supplement No. 1 to Part 740, relevant "X" markings on the Commerce Country
Chart in Supplement No. 1 to Part 738).
® A factual and legal basis for the requested change, including any relevant evidence
regarding the country's nonproliferation commitments, membership in multilateral export
control regimes, bilateral strategic agreements, or other factors that the BIS has historically
relied upon when making designation changes.
® An explanation of how the requested change would be consistent with United States
national security and foreign policy objectives.

One significant complication is that the BIS has historically invoked the APA's "military or foreign
affairs function" exemption'' (5 U.S.C. § 553(a)(1)) to bypass the standard notice-and-comment
rulemaking process for many EAR amendments, including country designation changes. The
Administrative Conference of the United States (the “ACUS”) has recommended restricting this
exemption to apply only where there is an actual need for secrecy in the interest of national defense
or foreign policy, noting that much of the BIS's regulatory activity is similar to that of other
licensing agencies and would benefit from public input.

Nevertheless, the BIS continues to use this exemption, which means that even if a petition prompts
the BIS to initiate a rulemaking, the agency may not provide a public comment period before
finalizing the change. The exception was utilized by both India and Cambodia.

When the BIS does publish a proposed rule or interim final rule (an “IFR”) in the Federal Register
- including those that affect country designations - interested persons may submit public comments
during the designated comment period. Even for IFRs that take effect immediately, BIS typically
accepts post-promulgation comments. This is a reactive rather than proactive mechanism, but it
provides an opportunity to advocate for modifications to a country's designation after the BIS has
initiated a change.

While advisory opinions under 15 CFR § 748.3 are not designed for requesting systemic regulatory
changes like country redesignation, they can serve as an initial engagement tool. An interested party
may request an advisory opinion from the BIS regarding interpretations of the EAR, including
whether a license is required or the licensing policy related to a particular end-use, end-user, and/or
destination. Advisory opinion requests must be made in writing and may be delivered by mail,

10 Petitions for Rulemaking | Administrative Conference of the United States (Instructions from the Administrative

Conference of the United States on how to petition for rulemaking).

1 Fair Administrative Procedure and Judicial Review in Commerce Department Export Control Proceedings
Administrative Conference of the United States (Instructions from the Administrative Conference of the United

States on how to navigate administrative procedure and judicial review in export control proceedings).
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email (to RPD2@pbis.doc.gov with the subject line "Advisory Opinion"), or through the BIS
website.

Advisory opinions are limited in scope to the BIS's interpretation of existing EAR provisions and
do not bind the BIS to future licensing decisions. They would not, by themselves, result in a change
to the regulations, but they can help identify whether BIS views a particular country's designation
as problematic or subject to reconsideration.

The BIS maintains six Technical Advisory Committees (a “TAC”) that advise the United States
Department of Commerce on the technical parameters for export controls and on the
administration of those controls."” The committees are composed of representatives from industry
and government, and members are appointed by the United States Secretary of Commerce. Each
TAC meets approximately four times per year.

The most relevant TAC for country designation questions is the Regulations and Procedures
Technical Advisory Committee (the “RPTAC”), which advises on implementation of the EAR
and provides continuing review to update the EAR as needed. Interested parties can engage with
TACs by emailing TAC@pbis.doc.gov ot applying for TAC membership. While TACs do not have
rulemaking authority, they can amplify industry concerns and recommend changes to BIS
leadership.

Part 768 of the EAR provides a separate mechanism - foreign availability determinations - through
which interested parties can argue that controls on particular items should be removed because
those items are available from non-U.S. sources.”” While this mechanism is item-focused rather
than country-focused, a foreign availability submission could indirectly support a case for relaxing
controls on a particular country if the restricted items are freely available to that country from
other sources. The ACUS has recommended that foreign availability determinations be treated as
rulemaking proceedings by BIS whenever possible.

Governmental Outreach and Diplomacy

As the case studies of India and Cambodia discussed earlier in this report illustrate, the most
consequential changes to country designations have historically been driven not by private
petitions but by government-to-government diplomatic engagement. The typical process involves:

® Bilateral strategic agreements between the United States and the target country.
Membership in multilateral export control regimes (Wassenaar Arrangement, MTCR,
Australia Group, Nuclear Suppliers Group).

® Interagency review within the United States government, coordinated among the
Departments of Commerce, State, Defense, and Energy, and overseen by the Advisory

12 About BIS | Bureau of Industry and Security (Official website of BIS and Technical Advisory Committees).
13 EAR | Bureau of Industry and Security (Official BIS rules on foreign availability determinations).
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Committee on Export Policy (the “ACEP”) and, if necessary, escalated to cabinet-level
review under Executive Order 12981.

For a foreign government seeking a change in its country's export control designation, the most
effective path typically involves engaging the United States Department of State and the National
Security Council in parallel with outreach to the BIS, rather than relying solely on a formal petition
to BIS.

From a practical standpoint, a party seeking to change a country's export control group designation
should pursue a multi-track strategy rather than relying on a single formal petition. The most
effective approach typically combines a formal APA petition (to create a legal obligation for BIS
to respond), engagement with the RPTAC and relevant industry coalitions, outreach to
congressional offices with jurisdiction over commerce and foreign affairs, and diplomatic
engagement through the United States State Department - building on the existing U.S.-Armenia
MOU on microchips, Al, and IP as a demonstrated bilateral commitment. The formal petition
creates a legal record and, if denied, preserves the possibility of judicial review - although courts
apply a highly deferential standard when reviewing agency denials of rulemaking petitions.

1.5 KEY PERSONS AND CONSTITUENCIES TO ENGAGE
IN ARMENIA

Armenian governmental officials with connections to United States governmental officials,
including the Ministry of Economy (lead export-control licensing authority), Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (treaty coordination and strategic trade policy), Ministry of High-Tech Industry (technology
sector coordination), and the National Security Service (national security review). Diplomatic
officials in the Armenian government with existing engagement channels to the U.S. Department
of State, National Security Council, and Bureau of Industry and Security. Experts in Armenian
export control laws and systems, including those administering Law No. HO-42-N and
Government Decision No. 924-N. For a comprehensive stakeholder mapping, see Section 4.7.

1.6 KEY ACTIONS

Based on the findings and recommendations presented in this section, the following priority
actions are recommended to change Armenia’s Country Group designation.

1.6.1 Draft and Submit a Formal Petition to Change Country Group Designation
Under the APA.

Submit a petition for a change in Armenia’s Country Group designation in accordance
with the instructions set forth in this section.

1.6.2 Request an Advisory Opinion from the BIS.

Request an advisory opinion from the BIS in accordance with the instructions set forth in
this section, seeking guidance on areas they find problematic and in need of remediation
for Armenia to achieve an improvement in Country Group designation.
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1.6.3 Conduct Remediation on any Issues Identified in the Advisory Opinion.
Use the advisory opinion as a guide to remediation activities to improve Armenia’s Country
Group designation, including any advisable changes to export control laws discussed in
Key Action 1.6.4 below.

1.6.4 Determine Advisable Changes to Armenian Export Control Laws. Armenian
counsel and government representatives should confirm whether any Armenian export
control laws - including Law No. HO-42-N, Government Decision No. 924-N,
Government Decision No. 1785-N, and Government Decision No. 1308-N - require
amendment to support the petition to improve Country Group designation. Specifically,
consider whether Armenia's current legal framework adequately demonstrates export
control enforcement capacity to United States authorities and whether there are gaps in
intangible technology transfer controls, end-use verification, or anti-diversion enforcement
that should be addressed legislatively. See Section 4.5 of this report for detailed legislative
amendment recommendations that may be coordinated with the reclassification strategy.

1.6.5 Identify Individuals to Conduct Diplomatic Outreach.

Identify specific officials and institutional contacts in the Armenian private sector and
government who could lead or support engagement with U.S. officials to advocate for a
change in Country Group designation based on continuing the momentum from the U.S.-
Armenia MOU on microchips, Al, and IP and the push for continued growth of the U.S.-

Armenia collaboration.

1.6.6 Initiate and Coordinate on Diplomatic Outreach.

Initiate diplomatic outreach to the officials discussed in Key Action 1.6.5 above, and track
such outreach. Messaging should be coordinated and generally consistent, although each
stakeholder can tailor it to their intended target for maximum effectiveness.

1.6.7 Continue to Follow-Up on the Formal Petition and Diplomatic Outreach.
Because of the nature of this governmental petition, and the lack of a formal process and
timeline, this effort will require continued follow-ups and persistence in both the formal
and diplomatic channels to ensure it stays at the top of mind of all parties involved and
continues to move forward. Parties should conduct consistent status reports on the formal
petition, and just as frequent advocacy on the diplomatic side, to ensure no momentum is

lost.

1.7 CONCLUSION

Armenia's current Country Group D:1 and D:3 designations materially restrict access to
advanced U.S. technology, increase licensing burdens, and discourage investment in the country's
high-technology sector. The experiences of India and Cambodia demonstrate that improvement
is possible through sustained regulatory alignment, credible enforcement, and coordinated
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diplomatic engagement. For Armenia, the realistic near-term objective is movement to Country
Group B, while elevation to the close-ally subgroups of Country Group A should remain a
longer-term strategic aspiration.

Achieving that objective will require parallel formal and diplomatic tracks: a petition and advisory
engagement with BIS, targeted modernization of Armenia's export-control framework,
demonstrable anti-diversion safeguards, and persistent outreach through the U.S.-Armenia
strategic partnership. Armenia should treat incremental progress, including removal from D:3, as
valuable while building the institutional trust necessary for broader reclassification.

The related VEU pathways, multilateral-regime alignment, classification framework, and EAEU

safeguards addressed in Sections 2 through 5 should be advanced concurrently because each
strengthens the same evidentiary case for more favorable U.S. treatment.
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2.0 Sub-Issue No. 2 - COUNTRY GROUP
CLASSIFICATIONS UNDER THE U.S. EXPORT
ADMINISTRATION REGULATIONS AND THE
STRATEGIC STAKES FOR ARMENIA AND ITS

TECHNOLOGY SECTOR

Executive Summary

The Export Administration Regulations (EAR), administered by the Commerce Department's
Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS), sort every country in the world into lettered groups that
function as a graduated hierarchy of trust. A country's placement in this hierarchy - codified at
Supplement No. 1 to Part 740 of the EAR - quietly determines much of its access to American
technology: which license exceptions its importers may use, whether advanced Al chips can flow
to its data centers without individual government approval, how much compliance friction its
companies impose on American counterparties, and ultimately whether U.S. technology firms treat
it as an ordinary commercial destination or a licensing project to be routed around. This analysis
is foundational to the broader roadmap: it provides the regulatory framework on which the
reclassification strategy (Section 1), multilateral regime alignment (Section 3), controlled-item
classification (Section 4), and EAEU anti-diversion measures (Section 5) all depend.

This report explains how that hierarchy is built and why; surveys the license-exception system
through which classification becomes commercially meaningful, including the specific exceptions
available to countries in the favored Groups A and B; and examines the burdens borne by countries
in the disfavored Groups D and E. It then turns to Armenia, whose listing in Country Groups D:1
and D:3 places every advanced Al chip bound for Armenian soil under a license requirement,
forecloses the most efficient license exceptions, and relegates the country to second-tier treatment
under the advanced-computing rules - all compounded by heightened scrutiny arising from
Armenia's documented role as a transshipment concern toward Russia. The report then assesses
what reclassification would mean: movement to Group B would normalize chip access and routine
technology trade, while elevation into the Group A close-ally subgroups - which coincide with the
"Tier 1" trusted-ecosystem designation in the advanced-computing framework - would be
transformational, converting Armenia from a controlled destination into a trusted node eligible to
host frontier artificial intelligence infrastructure.

Critically, the report examines the Validated End User framework, the EAR's instrument for
allocating trust at the level of individual firms rather than nations. It traces the General VEU
Authorization created in 2007 and its deliberate role in softening Group D burdens for pre-vetted
companies; the Data Center VEU Authorization created in October 2024 to extend that model to
Al infrastructure, and its subsequent bifurcation into Universal and National categories under the
Al-diffusion framework; and the legal gray area into which that bifurcated structure has fallen -
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announced for rescission but never formally removed, unenforced yet, on the Government
Accountability Office's 2026 reading, still legally in effect. Against that backdrop, the report finds
that Armenia cannot use the General VEU, whose eligible destinations are fixed at China and
India, but does qualify as a destination for the Data Center VEU precisely because of its license-
required, non-embargoed status - a qualified eligibility whose practical value depends on resolution
of the legal limbo, on ERC approval in the face of Armenia's diversion profile, and ultimately on
the same national trust-building that would support reclassification itself.

21 A HIERARCHY OF TRUST: HOW THE COUNTRY
GROUPS ARE BUILT

The country-group system is best understood not as a single ranking but as a set of overlapping
designations, each keyed to a distinct policy concern. A destination's group placement determines
which license exceptions are available for shipments there, how the de minimis and foreign-direct-
product rules reach items made abroad with American inputs, and whether the end-use and end-
user controls of Part 744 attach additional diligence obligations to transactions. A country may
appear in several subgroups at once, and its treatment can differ depending on which control
reason a given item implicates. What unifies the system is a simple underlying question: how much
does the United States trust this destination with sensitive technology?

At the top of the hierarchy sits Country Group A, the tier of allies and regime partners. Its
subgroups track the architecture of the multilateral export-control system. Subgroup A:1 lists the
participating states of the Wassenaar Arrangement on conventional arms and dual-use goods
(excluding Malta, Russia, and Ukraine); A:2 lists the members of the Missile Technology Control
Regime (excluding Russia); A:3 lists the Australia Group members who coordinate chemical and
biological controls; and A:4 lists the Nuclear Suppliers Group (excluding China, Russia, and
Belarus). Layered over these regime-based subgroups are A:5 and A:0, trust-based designations of
close allies and select partners created for national-security purposes. These last two subgroups
have become the most consequential in the modern controls landscape, because they serve as the
eligibility hook for the most generous license exceptions and, in the advanced-computing context,
align with the "Tier 1" trusted destinations. The rationale for Group A is alignment: these
governments maintain export-control systems harmonized with U.S. controls through the
multilateral regimes, share nonproliferation commitments, and present low diversion risk. The
EAR extends them the broadest exception eligibility and the lightest compliance burden - the
regulatory expression of alliance.

Country Group B occupies the broad middle of the hierarchy and is the only group that is not
subdivided. It encompasses most countries in the world: destinations with which the United States
maintains a baseline commercial trust, neither close regime partners nor countries of specific
concern. Group B status is the gateway to the workhorse commercial license exceptions discussed
in the next section, and its rationale is facilitation - enabling routine dual-use trade with partners
that raise no heightened proliferation or adversary-alighment concern, without the friction of
individual licensing.
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Country Group D is where concern begins, and it is organized by the reason for that concern.
Subgroup D:1 captures national-security concerns and functions as the general "controlled
country" list. D:2 addresses nuclear proliferation, D:3 chemical and biological weapons, and D:4
missile technology. D:5, the most severe subgroup, lists the countries subject to a U.S. arms
embargo; its membership is drawn from the State Department's list at 22 C.F.R. § 126.1, and in
any discrepancy the State Department's list controls. Roughly fifty destinations appear somewhere
in Group D, including many former Soviet republics and states with elevated diversion or
proliferation profiles. The design logic is targeted risk management: a D-subgroup listing signals
that transactions implicating that particular control reason warrant licensing scrutiny, restricted
exception access, and end-use vetting, without necessarily condemning the country across the
board. A country listed only in D:3, for example, faces heightened treatment for chemical-
biological-sensitive items but not for the full range of controlled technology.

At the bottom sits Country Group E, the tier of comprehensive restriction. Subgroup E:1 lists
countries designated by the State Department as state sponsors of terrorism, historically including
Iran, North Korea, and Syria, while E:2 lists countries under comprehensive unilateral U.S.
embargo, namely Cuba. Membership follows State Department designations and shifts with them,
so the current supplement should always be consulted. For these destinations the rationale is
denial: broad prohibitions, near-total exclusion from license exceptions, and the lowest de minimis
thresholds combine to foreclose most technology trade entirely.

2.2 HOW CLASSIFICATION BECOMES COMMERCIAL
REALITY: THE LICENSE - EXCEPTION SYSTEM

The country groups would be an abstraction were it not for the license-exception system in Part
740 of the EAR, which is where classification translates into commercial consequence. A license
exception is a standing authorization permitting the export, reexport, or in-country transfer of
items that would otherwise require an individual BIS license, provided the transaction fits the
exception's terms and none of the general restrictions in § 740.2 applies. The practical significance
is hard to overstate. For a technology-importing country, exception eligibility is the difference
between American goods flowing on ordinary commercial timelines and every shipment awaiting
interagency review in Washington. The higher a destination sits in the country-group hierarchy,
the more exceptions its trade can use, and the less of that trade ever touches the licensing process.

A brief tour of the principal exceptions illustrates how the system works. License Exception LVS,
for shipments of limited value, authorizes single shipments of eligible commodities below a value
ceiling specified for each export classification. GBS, "Group B Shipments" authorizes exports of
items controlled for national-security reasons only, where the Commerce Country Chart indicates
such licensing to the destination. TSR extends comparable relief to national-security-controlled
technology and software, against a written assurance from the recipient. TMP covers temporary
movements such as tools of trade and exhibition items; RPL covers one-for-one replacement parts
and servicing; TSU covers operation technology, software updates, and mass-market software;
GOV streamlines exports to governments; APR permits certain reexports among trusted
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countries; and ENC governs encryption items, with its most permissive treatment reserved for a
list of "favorable treatment countries." Two exceptions deserve particular attention in the
advanced-computing era. The paired exceptions in § 740.8 - ACA (Advanced Computing
Authorized) and NAC (Notified Advanced Computing), divide the world for Al-chip purposes:
ACA authorizes specified advanced-computing items to destinations outside Country Groups D:1,
D:4, and D:5, while NAC reaches into those controlled groups only for qualifying items and only
after an advance notification to BIS that gives the government an opportunity to intervene. License
Exception STA, the Strategic Trade Authorization of § 740.20, is the flagship trust-based
exception, authorizing license-free export of a broad swath of controlled items to trusted end users,
subject to consignee statements and conditions.

For countries in Group B, the commercially essential exceptions are VS, GBS, and TSR. Together
they remove from individual licensing the great bulk of routine dual-use trade: low-value shipments
flow wunder LVS, national-security-only-controlled commodities under GBS, and the
accompanying technology and software under TSR. Group B destinations also enjoy standard
access to the broadly available exceptions such as TMP, RPL, and TSU. Critically for the
technology sector, a Group B country that does not also appear in D:1, D:4, or D:5 falls outside
the destination-based advanced-computing license requirement altogether and within the scope of
ACA, meaning that Al accelerators can move to its data centers under exception rather than
license.

Group A layers premium authorizations on top of that foundation, and the premium tier is where
the deepest commercial value lies. STA is available principally to the A:5 subgroup, with a narrower
version for A:6, and covers most national-security-controlled items: a range that spans the
electronics, computers, telecommunications equipment, and sensors that constitute the substrate
of a modern IT industry. The governments of A:1 countries, together with Singapore and Taiwan,
are treated as "cooperating governments" eligible for streamlined treatment under License
Exception GOV. APR knits the A:1 and cooperating countries into trusted distribution networks
by permitting reexports among them. The encryption exception's favorable-treatment list
substantially tracks the close allies. And in the advanced-computing architecture, License
Exception AIA in § 740.27 is keyed to the Tier 1 destinations, which map to the A:5/A:6
subgroups, such that only entities headquartered in these countries may receive frontier AT model
weights under exception, and only these destinations escape the advanced-computing country
allocations entirely. Beyond exceptions, Group A countries receive the most favorable de minimis
and foreign-direct-product treatment and stand outside the Part 744 end-use regimes that key off
Group D listings.

2.3 THE PRICE OF DISTRUST: BURDENS ON GROUPS D
AND E

For countries in Group D, the burdens operate as a graduated penalty across the regulatory system,
and they compound. The first and most consequential burden, for present purposes, is the
destination-based license requirement for advanced computing: items classified under ECCNs
3A090.a and 4A090.a - the classifications that capture high-end Al accelerators - require a license
to any destination in Country Groups D:1, D:4, or D:5 that is not also in A:5 or A:6. A D:1 listing
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alone thus pulls a country into the Al-chip licensing regime, regardless of its other characteristics.
The second burden is exception disqualification. Group D countries lose the Group B commercial
exceptions as to the relevant control reasons, and destinations in D:1, D:4, or D:5 are excluded
from ACA, leaving only the narrow, notification-gated NAC pathway or the individual-license
process for advanced-computing items. Third, the end-use and end-user controls of Part 744
attach: the military end-use and end-user rule of § 744.21 and its companions key off Group D
listings, imposing diligence obligations and further license requirements based on who will use an
item and for what. Fourth, Group D countries receive less favorable de minimis and foreign-direct-
product treatment, which pulls more foreign-made items into U.S. jurisdiction when they are
destined for the listed country - extending the reach of American controls into supply chains that
never touch American soil. Finally, a D:5 listing intensifies all of this: arms-embargoed countries
face presumptions of denial for sensitive items, exclusion from the data-center authorizations
available to other destinations, and treatment as prohibited "Tier 3" territory in the advanced-

computing framework.

Group E countries face something simpler and starker: comprehensive restriction. License
requirements extend across essentially the entire Commerce Control List and, for most purposes,
to uncontrolled EAR99 items as well. Virtually no license exceptions apply, apart from narrow
humanitarian and personal-use carve-outs. De minimis thresholds are at their lowest, and licensing
policy is one of denial. For advanced technology, Group E is effectively foreclosed territory.

The through-line across both groups is that a disfavored classification raises the cost of every
transaction. More items require individual licenses; fewer exceptions apply; diligence obligations
expand; foreign-produced items are more readily captured by U.S. jurisdiction. The cumulative
effect is behavioral rather than merely legal: American suppliers, investors, and cloud platforms -
rational actors facing compliance costs and enforcement risk - simply route around the country.

2.4 ARMENIA'S POSITION: A D:1 COUNTRY IN THE AGE
OF AI CONTROLS

Under the current Supplement No. 1 to Part 740, Armenia is listed in Country Group D:1, the
national-security group, and Country Group D:3, the chemical-biological group. It does not appear
in Group A or Group B, is not among the arms-embargoed countries of D:5, and is not in Group
E. Its operative profile is therefore that of a national-security-controlled destination that is not
arms-embargoed - a middle position, but one whose consequences for a technology sector are
severe in the current era, because the D:1 listing is precisely the designation on which the advanced-
computing controls pivot.

The consequences unfold in sequence, and the first is categorical: because Armenia is a D:1
destination, every advanced Al chip bound for Armenian soil is license-required. The destination-
based control on ECCNs 3A090.a and 4A090.a reaches all D:1 countries not simultaneously listed
as close allies, so no high-end accelerator, nor any computer containing one, can ship to Armenia
under the "No License Required" designation that governs ordinary trade with trusted destinations.
At the same time, Armenia's absence from Group B forecloses the commercial workhorses such
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as LVS, GBS, and TSR, that would otherwise carry much of a data center's remaining bill of
materials, from servers and networking gear to test equipment.

What, then, must an Armenian technology firm seeking these items actually obtain? A preliminary
point of mechanics matters here: under the EAR, authorization is sought by the exporting or
reexporting party - the American chipmaker, the distributor, the foreign reseller - not by the foreign
customer. The Armenian firm's formal role is that of end user: it supplies the purchase orders,
end-user statements, and certifications on which the application rests, undergoes the diligence its
supplier must perform, and lives under whatever conditions the authorization carries. Its practical
role, however, is decisive, because the strength of its compliance posture largely determines
whether its supplier can obtain authorization at all. With that frame, the available authorization
types sort into three.

The default instrument is the individual export license - a transaction-specific authorization applied
for through BIS's electronic licensing system under the destination controls of § 742.6. An
individual license names the items by classification and quantity, identifies the parties, and specifies
the end use; it typically carries a validity period of up to four years; and it may issue subject to
conditions, from reporting obligations to on-site verification rights to restrictions on resale or
relocation of the hardware. Review is conducted by BIS with interagency input, and for a
destination like Armenia, controlled but not embargoed, the formal review posture is considerably
more favorable than the presumption of denial that governs the arms-embargoed countries. But
formal posture is not practical experience: Armenia's documented transshipment exposure toward
Russia means each application invites searching scrutiny of the end uset's ownership, customer
base, and anti-diversion controls, and any license that issues is likely to arrive conditioned. For a
data center procuring flagship accelerators in volume, this is the pathway that matters today, and
its economics are those of case-by-case adjudication - each supplier, each product generation, each
expansion tranche returns to the licensing queue.

The second instrument is the license exception, and here the picture is more textured than a simple
"unavailable." The advanced-computing exceptions in § 740.8 - Advanced Computing Authorized
and Notified Advanced Computing, divide their coverage by destination and by item. ACA does
reach Armenia: it authorizes the covered advanced-computing classifications to destinations
wortldwide, excluding only Macau, the D:5 embargoed countries, and entities whose ultimate
parent sits in them. But its item scope contains a carve-out that is dispositive for present purposes:
items designed or marketed for use in a data center and meeting the parameters of 3A090.a are
excluded from the exception entirely. What ACA offers Armenia, then, is the second shelf -
accelerators that meet the 3A090.a thresholds but are not data-center products, lower-parameter
chips, and the various .z-designated items - flowing without individual licenses, subject to a written
putrchase order and the exception's restrictions; the lowest-parameter tier, 3A090.c, can move to
Armenia with no license at all. NAC, by contrast, is not an Armenia pathway in the ordinary case:
its notification-gated authorization is addressed to exports to Macau and the D:5 countries, and to
entities anywhere in the world whose ultimate parent is headquartered there. It would touch an
Armenian transaction only if the Armenian firm's ownership chain ran to an embargoed
jurisdiction, a fact pattern that today triggers its own license requirement under BIS guidance and
would, as a practical matter, doom the application in any event. The net of the exception landscape
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is that an Armenian firm can lawfully build meaningful but second-tier compute under ACA, while
the data-center-grade hardware that anchors a serious Al facility enjoys no exception at all.

The third instrument is the standing authorization - Validated End User status - which substitutes
a single comprehensive vetting for the stream of individual licenses, and which Sections 2.7
through 2.10 of this paper examine in detail. For present purposes what matters is its position in
the hierarchy of effort: it is the only route by which flagship data-center accelerators can reach
Armenian soil without transaction-by-transaction licensing, and it is correspondingly the most
demanding to obtain, requiring the applicant to satisfy an interagency committee as to its
ownership, security, and diversion controls - against the background legal uncertainty described
later in this paper.

The burdens extend beyond item licensing. Armenia's D:1 status subjects transactions to the
military end-use and end-user controls of § 744.21, adding a diligence layer that attaches regardless
of what is being shipped, and its D:3 listing triggers chemical-biological end-use scrutiny in that
lane. Under the advanced-computing tier framework, Armenia falls in the middle "Tier 2" band:
Armenian-headquartered firms are ineligible for the Universal Validated End User authorization
reserved for close-ally companies, Armenian facilities are subject to per-country compute
allocation ceilings, and the training of frontier Al models is prohibited at Armenian sites absent
separate authorization. Armenian data centers can pursue authorization pathways - the Data
Center Validated End User program is open to destinations like Armenia - but as heavily vetted,
capped, and conditioned participants rather than trusted ones.

Overlaying all of this is a practical reality that no formal classification captures: Armenia carries
elevated scrutiny as a documented transshipment concern toward Russia. This diversion profile
raises the know-your-customer and red-flag burden on every advanced-technology transaction
involving Armenian parties, shapes BIS licensing outcomes toward conditions or denial, and deters
risk-averse American counterparties before any application is ever filed.

The cumulative effect is friction at every layer of the technology stack. Chips require licenses;
routine equipment loses its exceptions; diligence costs rise; frontier workloads are prohibited; and
the compliance premium discourages precisely the American hyperscalers, chipmakers, and cloud
platforms whose participation would anchor an Armenian Al and data-center industry. For a
country with genuine ambitions in information technology, the D:1 listing operates as a standing
tax on every transaction and a ceiling on what can be built.

2.5 WHAT RECLASSIFICATION WOULD MEAN

The Group B Scenario: Normalization

Reclassification into Group B - which would necessarily entail removal from the D:1 and D:3
subgroups - would relieve most of the friction just described, and the relief would arrive precisely
where it matters most. Outside D:1, Armenia would exit the destination-based advanced-
computing license requirement and enter the scope of License Exception ACA. The default
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posture for Al accelerators would shift from "license required" to exception-eligible flow - for
data-center economics, the single most important change available, because it converts chip
procurement from a government-approval process into a commercial one. At the same time,
Group B status would open the commercial exceptions: LVS, GBS, and TSR would remove broad
categories of servers, networking equipment, power systems, and cooling infrastructure - the
balance of a data center's bill of materials - from individual licensing. Exiting Group D would also
lift the § 744.21 military end-use regime and the D:3 chemical-biological scrutiny, lowering
diligence costs and legal exposure for exporters and their Armenian counterparties alike.

The deeper effect would be on the investment calculus. For an American cloud provider or
semiconductor firm weighing an Armenian site, Group B status converts Armenia from a licensing
project into an ordinary commercial destination - the kind of place where equipment ships on
purchase-order timelines and compliance review is a checklist rather than a gating risk. Access to
semiconductor manufacturing and test equipment for any nascent domestic fabrication or
packaging ambitions would improve on the same logic, though such equipment carries controls of
its own that operate independently of country group. Group B is the realistic near-term aspiration:
it removes the disqualifying D-listing without requiring the deep regime alignment and alliance
posture that Group A presupposes.

The Group A Scenario: Transformation

Elevation into the Group A close-ally subgroups, A:5 or A:6, would be qualitatively different,
because those subgroups coincide with the "Tier 1" trusted-ecosystem designation in the
advanced-computing and Al-model rules. This is the classification that unlocks the Al economy
itself.

The most profound change concerns what may lawfully happen on Armenian soil. Tier 1
destinations are the only places where the most sensitive Al activities proceed without special
authorization. Close-ally status would permit Armenian facilities to lawfully store the weights of
frontier closed AI models - the controlled technology classified under ECCN 4E091 - and to
conduct frontier-model training, an activity prohibited at Tier 2 locations. The difference is
categorical rather than incremental: it separates a country that may run inference workloads on
last-generation hardware from one that can anchor genuine frontier AI development.

The premium authorizations would attach alongside. Armenia-headquartered companies would
become eligible for the Universal Validated End User authorization, the instrument through which
a single trusted operator deploys compute across many countries. License Exception AIA would
authorize advanced-computing and model-weight transfers to Armenian entities. The per-country
compute ceilings that cap Tier 2 destinations would fall away entirely. And beyond the Al-specific
rules, License Exception STA would transform the broader technology trade, authorizing license-
free flows of most national-security-controlled items - the electronics, computers,
telecommunications equipment, and sensors that constitute the full substrate of an IT industry.

The compounding effect would be strategic. Armenia would move from a destination American
firms must clear licenses to serve, to a trusted partner American firms are encouraged to build in.
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Tier 1 status is what attracts hyperscaler data centers, frontier-model hosting, semiconductor
design activity, and the surrounding ecosystem of talent and capital that follows compute. For a
national strategy oriented around artificial intelligence, data centers, and semiconductors, close-ally
classification is the single most valuable regulatory asset the United States can extend.

2.6 THE PATH AND ITS CONSTRAINTS

Reclassification is a policy determination made by BIS through interagency rulemaking; it is not a
status a country can elect, petition for as of right, or purchase. Placement in the favored groups
reflects the United States' assessment of a country's own export-control system, its
nonproliferation and regime commitments, its security alignment, and - increasingly decisive in the
current environment - its diversion record. Two realities temper the scenarios sketched above.

The first is that Group A membership presupposes deep alignment. The regime-based subgroups
track participation in the Wassenaar Arrangement, the Missile Technology Control Regime, the
Australia Group, and the Nuclear Suppliers Group, and the trust-based A:5/A:6 designations
presuppose a close-ally security relationship. Building that alignment is a substantial diplomatic
and institutional undertaking, measured in years and expressed through domestic legislation,
enforcement capacity, and sustained cooperation. Importantly, however, formal regime
membership is not the only pathway: Armenia could pursue voluntary alignment by adopting
multilateral control list standards into its national legislation (see the recommendations for
updating Government Decision No. 1785-N in Section 4.5), even if consensus-based admission
to the regimes themselves is delayed or blocked. India's experience - where the U.S. waived the
NSG membership requirement - and the legislative modernization proposed in Section 4 suggest
that demonstrable alignment with multilateral standards may carry significant weight even absent
formal participation.

The second is specific to Armenia: its documented role as a transshipment vector toward Russia
cuts directly against the trust premise of any upgrade. So long as advanced technology entering
Armenia is perceived as at risk of continuing eastward, the case for relaxing controls is undermined
atits foundation. Demonstrable strengthening of Armenia's domestic export-control enforcement,
transparent end-use verification, and a measurable reduction in diversion would be effectively
prerequisite to serious consideration for Group B relief, let alone Group A elevation. In this sense
the country-group system is not merely a constraint on Armenia's technology sector but a road
map: the same criteria that justify the current burdens define, with unusual clarity, the conditions
for their removal.

2.7 TRUST AT THE LEVEL OF THE FIRM: THE
VALIDATED END USER FRAMEWORK

The country-group system described so far allocates trust at the level of nations. But the EAR
contains a second, complementary instrument that allocates trust at the level of individual firms:
the Validated End User program, codified at § 748.15. The premise of the VEU framework is that
even within a country of concern, particular companies may be trustworthy - and that pre-vetting
those companies once, rigorously, is more efficient than licensing every shipment to them forever.
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A validated end user is an entity that has passed a demanding interagency review and, in exchange,
may receive specified controlled items under a standing general authorization rather than through
individual licenses. In effect, the VEU program drills holes of firm-level trust through walls of
country-level distrust.

The original program, now formally styled the "General VEU Authorization" , was created in 2007
as a market-based mechanism to facilitate high-technology trade with pre-approved entities. Its
administration reveals how seriously the vetting is taken: applications are reviewed by the End-
User Review Committee, an interagency body drawing on the Departments of State, Defense,
Energy, and Commerce, which examines the applicant's record of engagement in appropriate end
uses, its compliance history with U.S. export controls, its technology control plan, its ability to
guard against misuse and diversion of the items, its willingness to accept on-site reviews by U.S.
government representatives, and - significantly for the themes of this paper - the status of the host
country's own expotrt-control system and its adherence to multilateral regimes. Approved entities
are listed, facility by facility, in Supplement No. 7 to Part 748, together with the specific items each
may receive. The privileges are bounded: items obtained under the authorization may be used only
for civil end uses at the approved facilities, items controlled for missile-technology or crime-
control reasons are ineligible, onward reexport requires separate authorization, and participants
submit regular reports to BIS.

The General VEU Authorization's relationship to Country Group D is intimate and deliberate - it
was built precisely for trusted firms inside controlled countries, softening the burden of a D-listing
for companies that earn it. But its reach is narrower than its logic. The program's eligible
destinations are limited by regulation to two countries: the People's Republic of China and India.
A firm anywhere else - however trustworthy - simply cannot use it, because the authorization does
not extend to its country. The program has also proven revocable in step with policy shifts: in
2025, BIS removed the major semiconductor manufacturers Intel (Dalian), Samsung China, and
SK hynix China from the VEU list, ending the arrangement that had allowed their Chinese fabs to
receive equipment license-free and illustrating that VEU status is a privilege held at the

government's continuing pleasure rather than a vested right.

2.8 EXTENDING THE MODEL TO THE AI ECONOMY:
THE DATA CENTER VEU

In the fall of 2024, BIS took the VEU concept built for factories and repurposed it for the defining
infrastructure of the Al era. A final rule issued in October 2024 expanded § 748.15 to create a
second authorization track - the "Data Center VEU Authorization" - and in doing so renamed the
legacy program "General VEU Authorization" to distinguish the two. The new track's premise was
that the advanced-computing controls had created a bottleneck: high-end Al chips required
licenses to a broad swath of the world, yet legitimate data-center demand in those destinations was
real and growing, and case-by-case licensing of hyperscale chip volumes was slow for industry and
burdensome for government. The Data Center VEU answered with the classic VEU trade: vet the
data-center operator once, comprehensively - its ownership, its physical and cyber security, its
personnel controls, its ability to prevent diversion - and then let eligible items flow to its approved
facilities under standing authorization.
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The new authorization's scope was tailored to its purpose. Where the General VEU reaches only
China and India, the Data Center VEU was made available for data centers in any destination that
requires a license for the advanced-computing classifications - 3A090.a, 4A090.a, and their .z
companions - excluding only the arms-embargoed countries of Group D:5. The eligible items track
the need: everything on the Commerce Control List necessary for a data center, from the
accelerators themselves through servers, networking, and supporting equipment, excluding 600-
series military items. The efficiency case is straightforward. A single authorization substitutes for
what would otherwise be a stream of individual license applications; exports move on commercial
timelines to pre-approved facilities; and the government's scrutiny is front-loaded into the vetting
and sustained through certifications, semi-annual reporting, on-site review rights, and conditions
written into the authorization letter - a shift from transaction-by-transaction gatekeeping to
relationship-based supervision.

In January 2025, the Al-diffusion framework then split this new authorization into the two
categories that now appear in the regulatory text. The Universal Validated End User authorization
was designed for companies headquartered - or whose ultimate parent is headquartered - in the
closest-ally destinations, the "Tier 1" countties aligned with the A:5/A:6 subgroups. A UVEU
holds a single authorization to build and operate data centers across the world outside the
embargoed countries, with no aggregate ceiling on its compute, constrained instead by geographic
allocation: the framework required a UVEU to keep the bulk of its AI computing power in trusted
territory, including at least half in the United States for American companies and no more than a
small fraction - seven percent - in any single non-ally country. The National Validated End User
authorization was the counterpart for everyone else and everywhere else: open to companies
headquartered outside the embargoed countries, granted country by country, and capped not by
ratios but by an absolute per-company, per-country ceiling on installed computing power that
stepped upward over time. The architecture, in short, extended the firm-level trust model to the
Al economy while grading that trust by the applicant's home jurisdiction: universal reach for close-
ally companies, metered national quotas for the rest.

2.9 A FRAMEWORKIN A LEGAL GRAY AREA

The Data Center VEU's bifurcated structure now sits in a legal condition that can only be called
unresolved - a case study in how export-control law can fall into shadow between administrations.
The Al-diffusion rule that created the UVEU and NVEU categories was published in January 2025
with a compliance date in May of that year. Days before that date arrived, the new administration
announced that the rule would be rescinded and would not be enforced, describing the tiered
framework as unworkable and promising a replacement - reportedly oriented toward bilateral,
country-by-country arrangements rather than a global tier system. On the strength of that
announcement, BIS proceeded as though the pre-diffusion law governed: the October 2024 single
Data Center VEU, without the universal and national split.

But the formal rescission never came. No Federal Register rule removed the diffusion framework's
text, and the UVEU and NVEU provisions remain in the codified regulations today. The gap
between announced policy and codified law then widened into a genuine legal dispute. Acting on
a November 2025 request from Senator Elizabeth Warren, the Government Accountability Office
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concluded in U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Industry and Security-Applicability of the
Congressional Review Act to the Rescission of the Artificial Intelligence Diffusion Rule', B-
337935 (Comp. Gen. May 12, 2026), reprinted in 172 Cong. Rec. S2321 (daily ed. May 18, 2026"),
that Commerce's May 2025 press release was a "rule" for purposes of the Congressional Review
Act. GAO distinguished the two things the press release did: the planned rescission was not ripe for
CRA review, because Commerce had not completed the rulemaking needed to rescind and replace
the rule - Commerce itself conceded the rescission was merely initiated, not final agency action.
But the categorical non-enforcement policy was a rule: an agency statement of general applicability and
future effect that changed the framework through which compliance is evaluated, going far beyond
case-by-case enforcement discretion. Commerce's own boast that non-enforcement would benefit
the marketplace confirmed, in GAO's view, that this was a prospective, across-the-board
suspension of a duly promulgated regulation rather than internal housekeeping.

The legal implications compound from there, because the CRA's submission requirement is a
precondition to effectiveness, not a formality: a rule cannot take effect before the agency submits
it to both houses of Congress and the Comptroller General. Commerce never submitted the press
release, so on GAQO's reading the non-enforcement policy never legally took effect at all - the Al
Diffusion Rule has remained binding law throughout, with no legally valid action exempting
compliance. For regulated parties the consequence is retroactive exposure: transactions conducted
in reliance on the announced posture were, on this analysis, conducted in violation of requirements
that never stopped applying, and those violations remain chargeable within the statute of
limitations by this administration after a policy reversal or by a future one. Meanwhile, deadlines
embedded in the unenforced text have continued to run - the framework's mandatory security
requirements for validated end users carried a compliance date of January 15, 2026, which has now
passed on paper. Yet the decision's force has real limits: GAO did not revive enforcement, cannot
compel BIS to bring a case, and did not decide the rule's merits; individual enforcement discretion
remains nearly unreviewable; and whether courts will entertain CRA-based challenges at all is
uncertain given the statute's bar on judicial review of determinations under it. Commerce holds
two cure paths, each uncomfortable - submit the press release to Congress, which would start the
CRA review clock and expose the policy to a joint resolution of disapproval, or complete the
formal rescission through ordinary rulemaking, which would resolve the framework prospectively
while leaving open how any replacement addresses conduct during the interregnum.

The practical result is a gray area with real costs. An operator seeking data-center authorization
today cannot know with confidence which version of the program governs - the single October
2024 authotization the government says applies, ot the bifurcated UVEU/NVEU structure the
codified text and the GAO say remain law. Applications filed under either theory carry risk: the

14 See U.S. Gov't Accountability OFff., U.S. Department of Commerce, Burean of Industry and Security—Applicability of the
Congressional Review Act to the Rescission of the Artificial Intelligence Diffusion Rule, B-337935 (Comp. Gen. May 12, 2020),
reprinted in 172 Cong. Rec. S2321 (daily ed. May 18, 20206), available at https://www.gao.gov/products/b-337935
(concluding that the Department of Commerce's press release announcing the rescission of the Al Diffusion Rule
constituted a "rule" for purposes of the Congressional Review Act).

15 See 172 Cong, Rec. $2321 (daily ed. May 18, 2026) (statement of Sen. Elizabeth Warren), available at
https://www.congress.gov/congressional-record/volume-172/issue-84/senate-section/article/S2321-3 (printing
the Government Accountability Office opinion, U.S. Department of Conmerce, Burean of Industry and Security—
Applicability of the Congressional Review Act to the Rescission of the Artificial Intelligence Diffusion Rule, B-337935 (Comp. Gen.
May 12, 2020)).
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diffusion-era instruments may be filed into an agency that is not processing them, while
authorizations premised on the rescission rest on a non-enforcement posture that never lawfully
took effect.

Stuck in this situation, a rational actor might respond by deferring until the promised replacement
rule resolves the question. At the same time, since the announced rescission of the Al diffusion
framework by BIS, the administration has been quite open that as it reshapes its overall Al strategy,
it intends to make bilateral dealmaking a critical part. In fact, following the announcement, the
administration began the process of negotiating multiple deals on exporting advanced chips to
Saudi Arabia and the UAE. So while the diffusion framework languished in that limbo, the bilateral
model was being built in real time with the Gulf states, and the arc of these negotiations is a highly
instructive case study available for any country hoping to trade its way up the trust hierarchy. The
story begins not with an agreement but with a cleansing. Through 2023 and 2024, Washington's
central anxiety about the Emirati technology ecosystem was its entanglement with China, focused
on the Abu Dhabi AI champion G42; the pivotal trust down-payment came when G42 divested
its Chinese technology holdings and stripped Huawei equipment from its infrastructure, clearing
the way for Microsoft's $1.5 billion investment in the company in 2024. Even so, the January 2025
diffusion rule consigned both the UAE and Saudi Arabia to the capped middle tier - a designation
the Gulf capitals regarded as a strategic insult, and one that supplied the grievance the incoming
administration's bilateral approach would answer.

The deal-making moment came in May 2025, when the presidential visit to the Gulf - just days
after the rescission announcement - produced the US-UAE Al Acceleration Partnership and a
matching Saudi package. The announced architecture was vast: a five-gigawatt Al campus in Abu
Dhabi led by G42 with OpenAl, Oracle, Nvidia, and Cisco; a reported annual import allowance
on the order of half a million advanced chips, with roughly a fifth for G42 and the balance reserved
for American hyperscalers building on Emirati soil; Saudi Arabia's new sovereign Al company
HUMAIN paired with American chipmakers inside a package of commitments reported in the
hundreds of billions. The expectations on each side were legible from the deal terms. Washington
expected security: exclusion of Chinese hardware from the facilities, verifiable protections against
diversion, American operators controlling the majority of the compute, government-to-
government verification access, and capital. The Gulf states expected access: guaranteed chip
volumes at a scale the diffusion rule would never have permitted, participation in frontier Al rather
than consignment to a second tier, and, ultimately, regulatory normalization as trusted partners
rather than managed risks.

Through the fall of 2025 the promised licenses took time because of interagency review. The
logjam broke on November 19, 2025, when Commerce authorized the first concrete transactions
- sales to G42 and HUMAIN of up to 35,000 of Nvidia's most advanced Blackwell-generation
chips - and the wheels of the partnership began to turn: the first interagency meeting of the US-
UAE AI Acceleration Partnership Working Group convened in early 2026 with an agenda
spanning export licensing, investment screening, and technology protection, and the first chips
physically arrived in the Emirates in May 2026.
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The culmination came in July 2026, and it is the development that elevates the Gulf story from
deal to precedent. By a final rule effective July 10, 2026, Enbanced Favorable Treatment for the United
Arab Emirates Under the Export Administration Regulations, 91 Fed. Reg. 43034'° (July 14, 2026), BIS
removed the UAE from Country Groups D:3 and D:4 and reclassified it into Country Group A:5
- the first Arab nation to hold the close-ally designation, placed there in express recognition of the
UAE's status as a U.S. Major Defense Partner and its commitments to preventing the diversion
and misuse of sensitive American technology. What the rule reveals is that the endpoint of a
successful bilateral negotiation can be not merely licenses, but reclassification itself.

The mapping to Armenia is direct in structure even where it differs in detail. The UAE began this
arc as a Group D country - D:3 and D:4 - whose access to advanced computing was license-gated;
Armenia stands today as a Group D country - D:1 and D:3 - in the same structural position, and
the July 2026 rule itself confirms that D:1 destinations remain squarely within the license
requirements BIS continues to enforce notwithstanding the diffusion-rule limbo. What the Gulf
precedent shows is the sequence by which that position is escaped: first, a government-to-
government framework creating the ground for active engagement discussing US concerns over
the transfer of advanced technology; followed by strategic reassurances that give Washington less
reason to worry; then licensed transactions as proof of concept; and only at the end, as the
culmination of performance under all of the foregoing, the rulemaking that moves the country
itself up the hierarchy.

What makes this more than analogy is that Armenia's version of the arc has already begun - and
its opening moves mirror the Gulf template with striking fidelity. Armenia's counterpart to G42 is
Firebird, a U.S.-headquartered Al cloud and infrastructure company with offices in San Francisco
and Yerevan, launched in mid-2025 in partnership with Nvidia and the Armenian government to
build the region's first large-scale Al data center - a 100-megawatt facility backed by an initial $500
million, running Nvidia Blackwell processors on Dell servers. On November 19, 2025, BIS
approved the export licenses'” authorizing those chips into Armenia - the very same day
Commerce issued its first authorizations to G42 and HUMAIN, placing Armenia's pilot inside the
same policy window as the Gulf deals themselves. The structural echoes are unmistakable and
surely not accidental: like the Emirati arrangement, the Firebird facility reserves roughly twenty
percent of capacity for domestic companies with the balance dedicated to American firms
operating in the region; like G42's post-divestment posture, the operator is built around U.S.
corporate accountability and publicly emphasizes engineering to BIS's physical-security and
cybersecurity standards rather than merely meeting them. And the arc is already compounding: in

16 See Bureau of Industry and Security, U.S. Dep't of Commerce, Enhanced Favorable Treatment for the United Arab
Emirates Under the Export Administration Regulations, 91 Fed. Reg. 43034 (July 14, 20206) (to be codified at 15 C.F.R. pts.

740, 742, & 774), available at https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/07/14/2026-14132/enhanced-

favorable-treatment-for-the-united-arab-emirates-under-the-export-administration (removing the United Arab
Emirates from Country Groups D:3 and D:4, adding it to Country Group A:5, and expanding license exception

eligibility under the Export Administration Regulations).

7 See Dina Bass, Al Startup Firebird Gets U.S. Approval to Use Nvidia Chips in Armenian Data Center, Bloomberg (Nov.
19, 2025), available at https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-11-19 /ai-startup-firebird-gets-us-approval-
to-use-nvidia-chips-in-armenian-data-center (reporting that Firebird received U.S. export approval for NVIDIA
Blackwell GPUs to support the first large-scale Al data center in the South Caucasus, backed by an initial $500
million investment).
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February 2026, Firebird and the U.S. government announced Phase Two'® - export licensing for
an additional 41,000 Nvidia GB300 GPUs, scaling the project to $4 billion and 50,000 GPUs,
which would rank the Armenian cluster among the largest in the wotld - with the announcement
carrying statements from the U.S. Vice President and the Armenian Prime Minister, the clearest
possible signal that the transaction has assumed the government-to-government character the Gulf
precedent identifies as the necessary vehicle.

The Firebird licenses also validate, in practice, the doctrinal map this paper drew in Section 2.4:
flagship data-center accelerators reached Armenian soil through individual export licenses under
the destination controls - the default instrument for a D:1 country - vetted transaction by
transaction, not through any exception or standing authorization. That is precisely the stage the
Gulf states occupied in November 2025. What Armenia has, then, is proof of concept; what it
does not yet have is the structural conversion - the movement from licensed transactions to
reclassification - that the UAE completed in July 2026. Armenia cannot replicate the Gulf offer in
kind; there is no $1.4 trillion pledge behind Yerevan. But the precedent does not demand scale so
much as structure, and the leverage logic developed in Section 2.6 applies with full force: what
Washington actually extracted from the Gulf was not primarily money but security - verification
access, exclusion of adversary technology, alignment - and those are goods a small country can
supply. The remaining path runs from the Firebird proof of concept through the establishment of
a U.S.-Armenia Al-focused working group driving bilateral negotiations toward the end-state
prize: Armenia's removal from D:1 and eventual candidacy for the favorable groups, engineered -
as the UAE rule now demonstrates Washington is willing to engineer - as a conditional, entity-
vetted country upgrade that Armenia could propose affirmatively rather than waiting to be offered
unconditional trust.

The vehicle for that conversion now exists. On May 26, 2026, the two governments signed a
Charter on Comprehensive Strategic Partnership'’, upgrading the general partnership charter of
January 2025 into a comprehensive one and expressly folding in the Al and Semiconductor
Innovation Partnership memorandum of understanding first signed at the August 2025
Washington summit, declaring the Charter the overarching framework for that memorandum's
implementation, naming critical and emerging technologies and semiconductor supply chains
among the cooperation fields, and establishing a standing Comprehensive Strategic Partnership
Commission to carry the whole structure forward. This is the government-to-government
machinery that converts Armenia's export-control objectives from unsolicited petitions by a D:1
country into treaty-anchored implementation obligations that both governments have already
signed, which is a materially stronger posture from which BIS and the State Department can act.
The remaining path, then, runs from the Firebird proof of concept, through the Commission and

'8 See Firebird, Firebird and U.S. Government Announce Phase 2 of Armenia AI Megaproject, Scaling it to §4 Billion and 50,000
GPU in 2026, PR Newswire (Feb. 10, 2026), available at https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/firebird-and-

us-government-announce-phase-2-of-armenia-ai-megaproject-scaling-it-to-4-billion-and-50-000-gpu-in-2026--

302683715.html (announcing Phase Two of Firebird's Al infrastructure project in Armenia, expanding the
investment to $4 billion and 50,000 NVIDIA GPUs after securing U.S. export licensing and regulatory approvals).
19 See Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Armenia, Charter on Comprehensive Strategic Partnership between the
Republic of Armenia and the United States (May 26, 2026), available at https://www.mfa.am/en/press-
releases/2026/05/26/Armenia USA /13973 (setting out a bilateral framework for cooperation on secure
semiconductor supply chains, artificial intelligence, export controls, critical minerals, cybersecurity, and space
collaboration between Armenia and the United States).
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the Al and Semiconductor Innovation Partnership it is charged with implementing, toward the
end-state prize: Armenia's removal from D:1 and eventual candidacy for the favorable groups,
engineered - as the UAE rule now demonstrates Washington is willing to engineer - as a
conditional, entity-vetted country upgrade that Armenia could propose affirmatively rather than
waiting to be offered unconditional trust. The Charter is a political framework rather than a self-
executing legal instrument, and it does not by its own terms alter Armenia's EAR classification or
bind BIS; what it changes is the pathway, supplying the standing structure through which the
reforms and asks this section describes can be driven.

The lessons compress into five. First, reclassification can be one of key goals - the UAE's A:5
designation came fourteen months after the partnership signing; Armenia is at the licensed-
transaction stage of that timeline, roughly where the Gulf stood eight months before its elevation,
and should negotiate toward the rulemaking. Second, firm-level commitment to ensuring that no
diversion to prohibited destinations occurs helps to build country-level trust - G42's cleansing
came before the state's elevation, and Firebird now occupies that trust-bearing role for Armenia:
its compliance record will carry a great deal of weight and any diversion incident at or around the
facility would cause problems for Armenia’s path to reclassification. Third, the deal is reciprocal
at the level of security, not merely commerce - BIS grounded the UAE's elevation in the defense
partnership and diversion commitments. Armenia's structural complications stemming from its
EAEU membership would likely have to be addressed within bilateral negotiation; Firebird's
licenses prove those complications are surmountable at the entity level, not that they have been
resolved at the national level. Fourth, from Firebird's launch to its Phase Two approvals has been
unusually fast; this momentum needs to be seized and propelled forward with the establishment
of working groups. And fifth, the bespoke conditional structure is the opportunity: Washington
has now demonstrated, in the same eight-month window, both that it will license a flagship
deployment into a D:1 country with the right operator and that it will build tailored, entity-vetted
country upgrades for partners that perform - which means the roadmap of Section 2.6 is not
aspirational abstraction but a described, recently traveled, and partially begun road.

210 ARMENIA AND THE VALIDATED END USER
PATHWAYS

Against that backdrop, the question for Armenia is concrete: can Armenian facilities and firms use
these instruments today, and if not, what would change that? The answer differs sharply between
the two authorizations, and the difference is instructive.

The General VEU Authorization is simply unavailable - but not because of Armenia's country-
group classification. The program's eligible destinations are fixed by regulation in China and India;
Armenia is not among them, and no Armenian entity, however compliant, can apply for an
authorization the program does not extend to its territory. This is worth stating precisely, because
it inverts the usual logic of this paper: elsewhere, Armenia's D:1 listing is the barrier, and
reclassification is the remedy. Here, the barrier is the program's enumerated scope, and the remedy
would be a BIS rulemaking adding Armenia as an eligible destination - a policy decision Armenia
can encourage but cannot compel, and one BIS has historically reserved for destinations where
the trade volumes and the diplomatic relationship justified building the apparatus of firm-level
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vetting. The paradox is that the General VEU was designed to relieve exactly the burden Armenia
bears - licensing friction for trusted firms inside a Group D country - yet reaches only two of the
several dozen countries that carry such listings.

The Data Center VEU is a different story: Armenia qualifies as a destination. The October 2024
authorization extends to data centers in any country where the advanced-computing classifications
require a license, excluding only the D:5 arms-embargoed states - and Armenia, license-required
through its D:1 listing but not embargoed, fits that definition exactly. Indeed, Armenia's D:1 status
is what makes it eligible: a destination needing no license would have no use for the authorization.
An operator of an Armenian data center - most plausibly the owner of the advanced compute,
which is the proper applicant - can therefore seek Data Center VEU status for its Armenian
facilities under the October 2024 framework, subject to the End-User Review Committee's full
scrutiny of its ownership chain, security posture, and diversion controls.

The diffusion-era overlay grades this eligibility by corporate nationality. Under the bifurcated
structure - to whatever extent it governs - an Armenia-headquartered company cannot hold the
Universal VEU, which is reserved for firms parented in the close-ally Tier 1 countries. What an
Armenian company can pursue is the National VEU for Armenia itself, with its absolute ceiling
on installed computers; and what Armenia can host is the Armenian deployment of a Tier 1-
parented UVEU - an American or allied hyperscaler building an Armenian facility within its
geographic allocation. In practice, then, the fastest route for advanced computers to reach
Armenian soil at scale runs through foreign trusted operators, with Armenian-owned capacity
following behind through the national authorization, capped and conditioned.

Three sobering qualifications attach to even this qualified eligibility. First, the legal gray area of the
preceding section applies with full force: whether BIS is actually processing data-center
applications under either version of the program is uncertain, and an Armenian project cannot
bank on an authorization issuing until the replacement rule lands. Second, eligibility to apply is not
likely to be approved. The ERC's review will weigh Armenia's documented transshipment
exposure toward Russia heavily, and any approval would foreseeably arrive laden with conditions
- personnel and access controls, customer vetting, prohibitions on serving Russia-connected
parties, enhanced reporting. Third, the diffusion framework's security requirements, whose
compliance date has passed, set a demanding baseline that an Armenian facility would need to
demonstrate as already implemented, not merely planned.

What, then, must Armenia do to convert nominal eligibility into practical access - and to open the
doors currently closed? The answer largely restates, in the VEU register, the roadmap of Section
2.0, because the ERC is directed by regulation to consider the host country's export-control system
and multilateral adherence when vetting any applicant within it. The foundational work is national:
enacting and enforcing a credible domestic export-control regime, building customs and licensing
capacity able to detect and interdict transshipment, cooperating visibly with U.S. enforcement, and
producing a measurable, sustained decline in diversion toward Russia. That record would do triple
duty - it would improve the approval odds and lighten the conditions for Data Center VEU
applications involving Armenian facilities; it would strengthen the diplomatic case for adding
Armenia as a General VEU eligible destination in a future rulemaking; and, if the promised
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replacement framework indeed proceeds through bilateral, country-by-country arrangements, it
would position Armenia to negotiate the kind of government-to-government assurances on which
favorable treatment in that new architecture will likely be conditioned. The EAEU workstream
(Section 5) identifies a complementary pathway: seeking EAEU treaty exceptions for sensitive
dual-use products on grounds of national defense and security, which would demonstrate
Armenia's commitment to controlling transshipment risk within its own regional trading bloc.
Alongside the governmental track, Armenian industry has its own preparatory work: structuring
data-center ventures with transparent ownership free of any embargoed-country parentage,
partnering with Tier 1-headquartered operators whose authorizations can reach Armenian soil
first, and building facilities to the diffusion framework's security baseline from the outset, so that
whichever legal reality prevails, the physical and compliance infrastructure already satisfies it. The
VEU framework, like the country-group system it complements, is ultimately a mirror: it reflects
back the trust a country and its firms have earned, and it specifies - with unusual regulatory candor
- exactly what earning more would require. For a summary of the practical compliance tools and
classification resources that would support VEU readiness, see Section 4 (Components 1-3 and
Table 4.7). For the EAEU anti-diversion safeguards that would complement VEU preparations,
see Section 5.

2.11 EARNING THE DESIGNATION: A COUNTRY-
LEVEL ROADMAP TO VEU ELIGIBILITY

Section 2.10 closed with what Armenian firms and facilities can do. This section addresses the
prior question: what Armenia can do as a country to be added as an eligible destination for the
General VEU Authorization, so that companies operating on its territory can seek validated end
user status at all. The question has two layers - the formal pathway, and the substantive record that
makes the pathway viable - and they must be pursued in the right order.

The formal pathway runs through BIS rulemaking, which means the proximate audience is the
United States government rather than any application window. Eligible destinations for the
General VEU are fixed in the regulation itself, and both existing members arrived by deliberate
policy act: China at the program's creation in 2007, and India by a 2009 amendment embedded in
a broader strategic opening between Washington and New Delhi. Armenia cannot apply; it must
persuade. The instruments of persuasion are those of trade diplomacy - sustained bilateral
engagement with the Departments of Commerce and State, formal requests through the U.S.-
Armenia economic dialogue channels, comments in relevant BIS rulemakings, and the quiet
advocacy of American exporters who would use the program, since BIS has historically extended
VEU eligibility where U.S. commercial demand justified building the vetting apparatus. Armenia
now holds an unusually well-formed vehicle for this work. The Charter on Comprehensive
Strategic Partnership signed on May 26, 2026 - successor to the January 2025 charter - establishes
a standing Comprehensive Strategic Partnership Commission and, critically, incorporates the Al
and Semiconductor Innovation Partnership memorandum of understanding as an instrument the
Charter is expressly charged with implementing. That structure gives Armenia's export-control
agenda a natural home: chip access, data-center authorization, General VEU eligibility, and the
eventual country-group question all fall within the Al-and-semiconductor subject matter, and
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because the Charter designates itself that memorandum's implementation framework, Armenia
can press those items as treaty implementation rather than as freestanding requests. The Charter's
separate provisions on transnational threats and secure information-sharing supply the
complementary channel through which Armenia can table the anti-diversion and end-use-
verification commitments that are its central trust deficit. A concrete, achievable ask worked
through this machinery - adding Armenia as a VEU-eligible destination, or negotiating a
technology-security arrangement under whatever framework replaces the Al-diffusion rule - is
precisely the kind of deliverable such a Commission exists to produce, and the Gulf precedent
confirms that a standing working group of exactly this character is what converted announcements
into the UAE's July 2026 reclassification.

The substantive record is what converts the ask from aspirational to grantable, and its requirements
are unusually legible because the regulation telegraphs them: § 748.15 *directs the End-User
Review Committee to consider the status of the host country's export-control system and its
adherence to multilateral regimes when vetting any applicant within it. A destination whose
national system cannot support that inquiry will not be added. The buildout proceeds in rough
otder of foundational importance.

First comes a credible domestic strategic-trade-control regime: a modern export-control law with
control lists aligned to the multilateral regimes, catch-all provisions, a functioning licensing
authority, meaningful penalties, and customs capacity able to detect and interdict controlled goods
in transit. Second - and this is the element specific to the VEU program - government-to-
government arrangements permitting U.S. end-use verification on Armenian soil. The VEU model
depends on on-site reviews of validated facilities by U.S. officials, and the China program required
a negotiated understanding with the host government to make such visits possible. Armenia would
need to offer that access affirmatively and without friction; a government that welcomes American
end-use checks is signalling exactly the trust the program monetizes. The existing U.S. Export
Control and Border Security cooperation between the two governments provides a scaffold on
which such arrangements can be built.

Third, the diversion record must visibly change, because it is the single largest obstacle. Armenia's
post-2022 trade data - the surge in imports of U.S.-origin chips and other high-priority items that
then flowed onward to Russia - is documented and known to BIS, and no quantity of legal
architecture substitutes for the empirical curve bending. What moves the needle is enforcement
that produces artifacts Washington can point to: interdictions, prosecutions, license denials,
screening against the Common High Priority Items list, case-level cooperation with BIS Export
Enforcement and the Treasury Department, and several consecutive years of trade statistics in
which the anomalies shrink. Fourth comes alignment with the multilateral regimes themselves -
the Wassenaar Arrangement, the Missile Technology Control Regime, the Australia Group, and
the Nuclear Suppliers Group. Full membership is a long road requiring consensus of existing

20 See 15 C.F.R. § 748.15 (2026), available at https://www.ccfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-B/chapter-
VII/subchapter-C/part-748 /section-748.15 (establishing the requirements for General and Data Center Validated
End-User authorizations, including eligibility, application procedures, end-use restrictions, recordkeeping, reporting,
and compliance reviews).
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members, but formal unilateral adherence to the regimes' control lists is available immediately and
is precisely the kind of signal the ERC's criteria reward.

One structural problem deserves honest treatment: the Eurasian Economic Union. Armenia sits
in a customs union with Russia, which means that goods cleared into Armenia can, as a matter of
EAEU law, circulate toward Russia without crossing a further customs border. That is close to the
inverse of what a VEU-eligible destination is supposed to look like, and it is a legal-architecture
problem rather than merely an enforcement one. Armenia cannot easily exit the EAEU, so the
practical work is the construction of verifiable carve-outs: national re-export controls on U.S.-
origin and controlled goods that operate notwithstanding EAEU free circulation, ring-fenced
customs procedures for high-priority items, and demonstrated willingness to enforce them against
EAEU-bound flows. Whether Washington can ultimately be satisfied by carve-outs within EAEU
membership, or would require a more fundamental strategic reorientation - Armenia's declared
European Union aspiration points in that direction - is a genuinely open question, but any serious
VEU bid must confront it directly rather than hope it goes unnoticed.

Two framing points complete the picture. The General VEU destination list may not even be the
highest-value target. BIS has signaled that the Al-diffusion rule's replacement will proceed through
bilateral, country-by-country technology arrangements, and the Gulf-state arc traced at the end of
Section 2.4 illustrates both their shape - government-to-government security commitments traded
for compute access - and their ceiling: the UAE's July 2026 reclassification into Country Group
A:5 demonstrates that a successful bilateral negotiation can culminate in the country-group
elevation this paper has treated as the ultimate prize. There is an underappreciated corollary in that
precedent that reframes Armenia's position. The leverage the United States brought to the Gulf
negotiations existed precisely because chip exports to those destinations were already license-
restricted - and analysts anticipate that the replacement framework may impose license
requirements elsewhere for the very purpose of replicating that negotiating leverage. On this logic,
Armenia's D:1 license requitement is not merely a burden to be escaped but the precondition of a
seat at the table: the restriction is what gives Washington something to trade, and Armenia
something to negotiate for. Armenia cannot match the Gulf's capital or energy endowments, so
its offer must consist of what these arrangements actually extract from the partner - security
commitments, verification access, and alignment. The same national record that would support
General VEU eligibility is exactly what Armenia would bring to such a negotiation, which makes
the reforms robust to whichever architecture prevails. And the sequencing matters: the
enforcement record and the verification arrangements come first, because they are what make the
diplomatic ask grantable; the rulemaking - the formal act of adding Armenia to the eligible-
destination list - is the last step, not the first.

2.12 KEY ACTIONS

2.12.1 Use the Charter as the Negotiating Vehicle.

The Charter's greatest utility is that it converts Armenia's objectives from unsolicited asks
into treaty-anchored implementation obligations. When Armenia raises export-control
reclassification or VEU eligibility, it is no longer requesting a favor; it is proposing to
implement commitments both governments have already signed. That reframing matters
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enormously in interagency terms, because BIS and State can act on a deliverable that
flows from a signed charter far more readily than on a standalone petition from a D:1

country.

Three provisions in particular are the levers. The Al and Semiconductor Innovation
Partnership MOU is the natural home for the entire export-control agenda. Chip access,
data-center authorization, and the eventual country-group question all sit squarely within
its subject matter, and because the Charter designates itself the implementation
framework for that MOU, Armenia can insist those items be worked as MOU
implementation rather than deferred. The transnational-threats and information-sharing
provisions - which commit both sides to cooperate against organized crime, money
laundering, and sanctions evasion, and to devise secure mechanisms for sharing sensitive
information - are the natural vehicle for the anti-diversion and end-use-vetrification
commitments that the paper identifies as Armenia's central trust deficit; Armenia should
route its diversion-control offer through these clauses. And the Commission is the forum
where all of it gets sequenced, staffed, and made to survive the interagency grind.

2.12.2 Stand up the Commission with a Dedicated Technology-and-Export-
Controls Working Group and Put Export-Control Reclassification on its Formal
Agenda.

The Commission exists on paper; Armenia's first move is to operationalize it and ensure
the Al/semiconductor and export-control agenda is a named workstream with its own
cadence, rather than letting it be absorbed into general economic dialogue. The Gulf
precedent shows the working-group format - the US-UAE Al Acceleration Partnership
Working Group covering export licensing, investment screening, and technology
protection - is exactly the machinery that turned announcements into the July 2026
reclassification. Armenia should propose a structurally identical body.

2.12.3 Enact and Rigorously Enforce a Modern Strategic-Trade-Control Regime
with Control Lists Harmonized to the Multilateral Export-Control Regimes.

This is the foundation on which everything else rests, because the End-User Review
Committee is directed by § 748.15 to weigh the host country's export-control system and
its multilateral adherence when vetting any applicant on its territory. A credible national
law with catch-all provisions, a functioning licensing authority, meaningful penalties, and
customs capacity to detect controlled goods converts Armenia from a jurisdiction that
cannot support the ERC's inquiry into one that can. It simultaneously advances every
downstream objective - favorable VEU adjudication, General VEU eligibility, and
country-group reclassification all pass through this same gate.

2.12.4 Offer a Specific Anti-Diversion and Verification Package Through the
Transnational-Threats and Information-Sharing Channels, and Offer On-Site
End-Use Verification Access Explicitly.

This is the trust down-payment the whole roadmap turns on. Armenia should convert
the Charter's generic cooperation language into concrete commitments - Common High-
Priority Items screening, a named enforcement liaison to BIS Export Enforcement and
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Treasury, case-level cooperation, and, most importantly, an affirmative offer of U.S. on-
site verification access of the kind the VEU program requires. Anchoring these in a
signed chartet's provisions makes them credible in a way a unilateral pledge would not.

2.12.5 Use the AI and Semiconductor Innovation Partnership MOU as the
Formal Container for the Export-Control asks, and Press for its Implementation
Terms to be Negotiated First.

Because the Charter declares itself the MOU's implementation framework, Armenia has a
textual basis to demand that the MOU's operational terms - including chip access and
authorization pathways - be prioritized. Armenia should propose specific implementing
language: a bilateral commitment to a data-center-VEU or successor authorization for
vetted Armenian facilities, and a joint security-standards annex modeled on the G42
"Regulated Technology Environment" that the UAE used to demonstrate gold-standard
compliance.

2.12.6 Address the EAEU Complications Proactively within the Charter's
Security Framework.

The Charter's defense-and-security provisions and its sovereignty framing give Armenia a
venue to present its EAEU carve-out architecture and its diversion controls as
affirmative evidence, converting the two structural liabilities from unspoken disqualifiers
into demonstrated, negotiated mitigations. Raising them first signals confidence and

control.

2.12.7 Leverage the Adjacent Charter Workstreams - Critical Minerals, Civil
Nuclear, and the Trump Route for International Peace and Prosperity (TRIPP) -
as Sources of Negotiating Capital for the Technology Asks.

The Charter bundles rare-earth and critical-minerals supply, small-modular-reactor and
civil-nuclear cooperation, and the TRIPP connectivity corridor alongside the technology
agenda. These are things Washington wants, and they give Armenia - which cannot
match Gulf-scale capital - a portfolio of security-relevant offers to trade for movement
on export-control status, exactly the "security, not money" currency the Gulf precedent

shows Washington actually values.

2.12.8 Protect the Firebird Track as the Commission's Flagship Proof of Concept
and Report its Compliance Record into the Process.

Firebird is Armenia's G42-equivalent and its clean record is the empirical basis for every
subsequent ask. Armenia should feature the project's BIS-standard security posture in
Commission proceedings as demonstrated evidence that Armenian facilities can
safeguard U.S. technology, while treating any diversion risk around it as a national-
security priority, since a single failure would discredit the entire Charter-based case.

2.12.9 Frame Armenia's Existing D:1 License Requirement as Negotiating

Leverage Rather than Solely a Burden, and Structure a Bilateral Technology-
Security Offer Around it.
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The leverage the United States brought to the Gulf negotiations existed precisely because
chip exports to those destinations were already license-restricted, and analysts anticipate
the replacement framework may impose such requirements elsewhere to replicate that
leverage. Recognizing that Armenia's restricted status is what gives Washington
something to trade - and Armenia something to negotiate for - allows Yerevan to
approach a bilateral deal from a position of structural relevance rather than supplication,
offering the security commitments and alighment that the Gulf deals actually extracted.

2.13 CONCLUSION

The EAR's country-group system is a graduated hierarchy of trust in which classification drives
the entire compliance posture for advanced technology, expressed chiefly through license-
exception eligibility. Group B status carries the workhorse commercial exceptions and, in the
advanced-computing context, eligibility for exception-based chip flows; Group A adds the
premium trust-based authorizations and, for the A:5/A:6 close allies, the Tier 1 privileges of the
Al era, including lawful frontier-model hosting and training. Group D countries lose the
exceptions and gain license requirements and end-use scrutiny; Group E countries are
comprehensively restricted.

The Validated End User framework runs alongside this country-level hierarchy as its firm-level
counterpart, pre-vetting trusted companies so that controlled items can flow to them under
standing authorization rather than individual licenses. Its General track, confined to China and
India, is closed to Armenia; its Data Center track is open to Armenian facilities in principle -
Armenia's license-required, non-embargoed profile is exactly the destination it was built for - but
its practical availability is clouded by the untesolved legal status of the Al-diffusion framework's
Universal/National bifurcation, which remains codified and, on the GAO's reading, legally in
effect despite the government's announced rescission and non-enforcement.

Armenia's D:1 and D:3 placement imposes license requirements on Al chips, forecloses the
efficient exceptions, adds end-use diligence, and relegates the country to capped, conditioned
second-tier treatment under the advanced-computing framework - all compounded by a Russia-
diversion overlay that shapes outcomes before formal rules are even applied. Movement to Group
B would normalize chip access and routine technology trade and materially improve the investment
climate for data centers. Elevation into the Group A close-ally subgroups would be
transformational: frontier Al hosting and training, premium authorizations, and trusted-partner
status of the kind that attracts the American computer ecosystem. And every pathway examined
in this paper - reclassification, favorable VEU adjudication, eligibility for future authorizations,
advantageous treatment under whatever replacement framework emerges - runs through the same
gate: demonstrable export-control alignment and diversion control, which is the condition on
which favored treatment is extended, and the clearest available statement of what Armenia would
need to do to change its position in the hierarchy. The practical next steps for achieving this -
including formal APA petitions, diplomatic engagement, multilateral regime alignment, legislative
modernization, and anti-diversion capacity building - are addressed in Section 1 (reclassification
strategy), Section 3 (multilateral regimes), Section 4 (classification framework and compliance
tools), and Section 5 (EAEU anti-diversion strategy).
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3.0 Sub-Issue No. 3 - MULTILATERAL EXPORT
REGIMES

Executive Summary

Armenia is not currently a participating state in any of the four major multilateral export-control
arrangements - the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), the Missile Technology Control Regime
(MTCR), the Australia Group (AG), or the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA). This gap has material
consequences for Armenia's access to U.S. technology: membership in these regimes is a key factor
in U.S. export-control country-group reclassification (see Section 1), Validated End User approval
(see Section 2), and international supplier confidence in Armenian compliance capabilities (see
Section 4). This section describes each regime's purpose, membership requirements, and estimated
accession timelines, and identifies where Armenia's existing domestic measures - including
Government Decision No. 808-N on sensitive-goods export —licensing - may overlap with or
support regime alignment. Accession to these regimes typically requires 3 to 15 years depending
on the regime, making early action essential.

31 ACTIONS REQUIRED FOR COMPLIANCE WITH
MULTILATERAL EXPORT CONTROL REGIMES

Nuclear Suppliers Group (Nuclear)

The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), established in 1975, is an informal arrangement of 48 nuclear
supplier governments that aim to contribute to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons by
implementing and promoting the NSG Guidelines.

The NSG Guidelines consist of two non-legally binding documents that define internationally
agreed best practices and conditions for the export of nuclear-related materials, equipment, and
technology for peaceful purposes. Although not legally binding, participating states commit to
implementing these guidelines through their national export control systems.

A key requirement within the framework is that importing states provide assurances to exporting
states regarding the peaceful use of transferred items. These include guarantees of physical
protection of nuclear materials, acceptance of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
safeguards, and commitments not to use transferred nuclear material for nuclear weapons

purposes.

The NSG Guidelines are divided into two main parts. Part 1, known as the “Trigger List” includes
items directly related to the nuclear fuel cycle (designed or prepared for nuclear use). These include:
(i) nuclear material; (i) nuclear reactors and equipment therefor; (iii) non-nuclear material for
reactors; (iv) plants and equipment for the reprocessing, enrichment and conversion of nuclear
material and for fuel fabrication and heavy water production; and (v) technology (including
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software) associated with each of the above items. The export of these items requires the
application of IAEA safeguards in the recipient state. Part 2, known as the “Dual-Use List,” covers
dual-use items, meaning goods that have legitimate civilian applications but could also contribute
to nuclear weapons development. These include a wide range of industrial and technological
products relevant to both fuel cycle activities and weaponization. Part 2 emphasizes strengthened
end-use and end-user controls, border measures, and enforcement mechanisms such as penalties
for illicit trade or misuse.

NSG participating governments also exchange information relevant to export controls, including
decisions to deny certain exports to specific end users. In addition, outreach activities are
conducted with non-participating states, transit and transshipment countries, international and
regional organizations, and industry stakeholders.

The NSG is not a treaty-based organization and does not itself grant or deny export licenses.
Instead, it functions as a coordination mechanism where participating states apply common
standards through their national legislation. Export decisions remain the responsibility of
individual states, which may also adopt additional measures if deemed necessary to address
proliferation risks.

Membership

Any state that exports items covered under the Guidelines may apply for membership in the NSG.
A prospective member is assessed based on its non-proliferation track record, the effectiveness of
its national export control system, and its compliance with relevant international non-proliferation
treaties and agreements. Admission to the regime requires unanimous approval from all current
members. There are also several countries with nuclear programs that are not part of the NSG,
most notably India, Israel, Pakistan, and North Korea.

Factors considered for participation include the following:

® Be able to supply items (includes transit items) covered by the Annexes to Parts 1 and 2 of
the Guidelines.

® Adhere to and act in accordance with the Guidelines.
Have in force a legally based domestic export control system that gives effect to the
commitment to act in accordance with the Guidelines.

® Be a party to the NPT, the Treaties of Tlatelolco, Rarotonga, Pelindaba, Bangkok, or
Semipalatinsk, or an equivalent international nuclear non-proliferation agreement, and in
full compliance with the obligations of such agreement(s), and, as appropriate, have in
force a full-scope safeguards agreement with the IAEA.

® Be supportive of international efforts towards the non-proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and of their delivery vehicles.
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Conclusion

Although the NSG is not the multilateral export-control regime most directly aligned with
Armenia's current technology sector, progressive alignment with the NSG Guidelines could
strengthen Armenia's overall non-proliferation credentials and demonstrate the effectiveness of its
national export control system. Such alighment would complement Armenia's obligations under
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), reinforce international confidence in its export-
control framework, and could support broader efforts to improve Armenia's standing in U.S.
export-control policy. Formal accession is likely to remain a longer-term objective given the
consensus-based admission process.

Missile Technology Control Regime (Missiles)

The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), established in 1987, is an informal political
understanding among 35 participating states aimed at limiting the proliferation of missiles and
missile-related technology®'. Its primary objective is to prevent the spread of unmanned delivery
systems capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction.

The MTCR operates through two main instruments. First, participating states commit to following
the MTCR Guidelines, which establish the overall principles and rules governing export controls™.
These guidelines are also open to voluntary adoption by non-member states.

Second, the regime relies on a detailed Equipment, Software, and Technology Annex, which lists
controlled items essential for the development, production, and operation of missile systems. This
Annex is divided into two categories™.

Category I includes complete unmanned delivery systems - such as ballistic missiles, cruise missiles,
and drones - capable of delivering a payload of at least 500 kg over a range of at least 300 km, as
well as their major subsystems, related software and technology, and specially designed production
facilities™. Exports of Category I items are subject to a strong presumption of denial and are only
permitted in exceptional circumstances.

Category II covers fewer sensitive systems and dual-use items, including missile systems with a
range of at least 300 km regardless of payload, as well as related components and technologies.
While these items are not automatically prohibited, exports are still carefully assessed, and a strong
presumption of denial applies if there is a risk of use in weapons of mass destruction delivery
systems. All transfers under the Annex are evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

The MTCR is not a legally binding treaty, and it does not impose formal legal obligations on its
members. Instead, export decisions remain a matter of national sovereignty. The only explicitly

21 An overview of the participating states is provided in Table 3.2.

22 The guide lines via; https://www.mtcr.info/en/mtcr-guidelines/guidelines-for-transfer

23 https:/ /www.mtcr.info/en/mtcr-annex

24 See for category I https:/ /www.mtcr.info/ page 17-22.; https://www.mtcr.info/en/mtcr-annex
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discouraged activity under the guidelines is the export of complete production facilities for
Category I systems.

Membership

As with all MTCR decisions, the admission of a new partner is taken by consensus. In making
membership decisions, partners consider whether a prospective member:

® would strengthen international non-proliferation efforts.
demonstrates a sustained and sustainable commitment to non-proliferation.
has a legally based and effective export control system implementing the MTCR Guidelines
and procedures.

® cffectively administers and enforces export controls.

The regime’s dialogue with prospective partners is conducted through the MTCR Chair, visits to
national capitals by teams consisting of representatives of four MTCR partners and bilateral
exchanges between partners and candidate states.

The MTCR does not have an observer category.

Conclusion

Progressive alignment with the MTCR Guidelines could strengthen Armenia's export controls
over missile-related and other sensitive dual-use technologies relevant to the aerospace and
unmanned systems sectors. Although Armenia is not a major producer of missile systems, ensuring
that its national export-control framework adequately addresses such technologies could further
demonstrate the effectiveness of its export-control system and support international confidence
in Armenia's non-proliferation commitments. Formal membership is likely to remain a longer-
term objective.

Australia Group (Chemical and Biological)

The Australia Group (AG), established in 1985, is a multilateral export control regime and an
informal arrangement comprising 42 countries and the European Union®. Its primary objective is
to ensure that exports do not contribute to the development of chemical or biological weapons
(CBW), while at the same time facilitating legitimate and peaceful trade in chemical and biological
materials, equipment, and technologies.

To achieve this objective, participants collectively agree on common national export licensing
measures. These measures are implemented at the national level and are reflected in the AG’s
public common control lists, which are available for use by all potential exporters, regardless of
whether their country is a participant in the regime. When developing export licensing measures,
participants seek to ensure that controls are effective in preventing the production of chemical and
biological weapons, practical and reasonably straightforward to implement, and do not
unnecessarily hinder legitimate trade.

25 An overview of the participating states is provided in Table 3.3.
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Although the common control lists are not legally binding, they are supported by the shared
commitment of participants to prevent the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons and
by the strength of the national measures adopted by individual states. The AG’s activities extend
beyond the maintenance of control lists. Through annual plenary and intersessional meetings,
participants exchange implementation experiences, share best practices and information, identify
opportunities to improve the effectiveness of existing controls, and discuss new and emerging
technologies relevant to the regime’s objectives.

All states participating in the AG are parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and

the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC), and strongly support efforts under those
Conventions to rid the world of CBW.

Membership

Countries seeking membership in the AG must first submit an expression of interest to the Chair.
If participants agree to consider the application, the candidate country is invited to submit detailed
information on its export control legislation and policies. The application is then reviewed by all
participants, who may request additional information or clarification. Candidates must meet all
membership criteria, as no exceptions or exemptions are permitted. Admission decisions are made
by consensus, meaning that all AG participants must agree before a country can become a member.

Criteria for participation include, but are not limited to:

® A commitment to prevent the spread of CBW proliferation, including being a party, in
good standing, to the Biological and Toxins Weapons Convention and the Chemical
Weapons Convention.
Being a manufacturer, exporter or transhipper of AG controlled items.

® Adopting and implementing the AG Guidelines for Transfers of Sensitive Chemical or
Biological Items.

® Implementing an effective export control system which provides national controls for all
items on the AG common control lists and is supported by adequate licensing and
enforcement regimes.

® C(reating legal penalties and sanctions for contravention of controls and being willing to
enforce them.

® C(reating relevant channels for the exchange of information including accepting the
confidentiality of the information exchange; creating liaison channels for expert
discussions; and creating a denial notification system protecting commercial
confidentiality.

® Agreeing to participate in the AG in a way that will strengthen the effectiveness of the AG
in preventing CBW proliferation.

Conclusion

Progressive alighment with the AG Guidelines could strengthen Armenia's controls over chemical
and biological dual-use items and address the policy area reflected in Armenia's current EAR
Country Group D:3 designation. Such alignment could support Armenia's broader objective of
improving access to U.S. technology while reinforcing implementation of its obligations under the
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Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and Biological Weapons Convention (BWC). Armenia has
already established a national framework for implementing these conventions, including dedicated
national coordination mechanisms and export controls for dual-use items, providing a solid
foundation for further alignment with AG standards.

Wassenaar Arrangement (Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and

Technologies)

The Wassenaar Arrangement (WA), established in 1996, is an intergovernmental forum that
facilitates information sharing among participating states and promotes standards for export
controls on conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies. Its objective is to contribute
to regional and international security and stability by promoting transparency and greater
responsibility in transfers of these items. Participating states seek to prevent destabilizing
accumulations of conventional arms and contribute to preventing the acquisition of such items by
terrorists.

26

The WA has 42 participating states
technologies that are included in the WA Munitions List and the List of Dual-Use Goods and
Technologies.”” Participating states then apply national export controls to items included on these

. These states collectively agree on the weapons, goods, and

lists. The WA Munitions List covers 22 categories of equipment specially designed for military use,
as well as related software and technology. It also includes ammunition, parts, components, and
production equipment. The List of Dual-Use Goods and Technologies contains more than 1,000
items that have civilian applications but may also be used for the development, production, use,
or enhancement of military capabilities.

Participating states meet regularly to exchange information on risks associated with transfers of
arms and dual-use goods and technologies. They also discuss and develop best practices, standards,
and procedures aimed at minimizing such risks in order to promote international and regional
peace and security. The WA operates based on consensus.

Export controls under the WA require governments to review transfers of strategically sensitive
items through national licensing procedures. Implementation of the control lists remains a
national responsibility and takes place in accordance with each participating state's laws and
policies. The WA also develops best practices and procedures covering various aspects of export
control. In addition, its control lists are updated annually to take account of emerging
technologies that may contribute to new military capabilities. The WA itself does not issue
export licenses; rather, it provides a framework through which participating states coordinate
export control standards and implement them at the national level. For Armenia, the WA is the
most directly relevant multilateral regime because its dual-use control lists cover the technology
categories most critical to Armenia's high-tech sector - electronics, computers,
telecommunications, sensors, and advanced manufacturing equipment (see Section 4, Table 4.5

26 An overview of the participating states is provided in Table 3.4.
27 List of Dual-Use Goods and Technologies and Munitions List:
https://www.wassenaar.org/app/uploads/2026/01/List-of-Dual-Use-Goods-and-Technologies-and-MI.-2025-

Corr.pdf
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for Armenia's priority technology clusters). Notably, U.S. Country Group A:1 lists the
participating states of the WA, meaning that Wassenaar membership is one of the key factors
supporting country-group reclassification (see Section 1). Armenia should consider prioritizing
WA alignment as the highest-impact multilateral engagement for its export-control roadmap.

Membership

The participation criteria cited refer to the ability of an applicant country to positively contribute
to the purposes of the Arrangement in terms of, inter alia, the following factors:

whether it is a producer or exporter of arms or industrial equipment respectively,

® whether it has taken the Wassenaar Arrangement control lists as a reference in its national
export controls,

e its non-proliferation policies and appropriate national policies,
its adherence to fully effective export controls.

Due to the diversity of legal and administrative systems worldwide, there is no single standard for
presenting the legal basis and structure of a national export control system required for
consideration as a Participating State in the WA.

Applicant countries are encouraged to demonstrate their capacity to meet the WA reporting
obligations, their willingness to engage in transparent information exchange, and their
commitment to the confidentiality principles set out in the Initial Elements. Transparency enables
Participating States to make informed, discretionary decisions on each application.

Applicants are also encouraged to provide information in their candidacy dossier on a non-
exhaustive list of relevant elements:* Industrial capacity and export/import profile

Including information on the production of conventional arms and dual-use goods potentially
subject to Wassenaar controls, the number of export licenses issued in recent years, destination
countries of relevant exports, and the role of the country as a transit or transshipment state for
controlled items.

1. National export controls and non-proliferation laws and regulations

Including descriptions of laws and regulations governing the export, import, transit,
transshipment, re-export, and brokering of controlled items based on the Wassenaar lists, including
catch-all measures, as well as procedures for incorporating and regularly updating these lists in
domestic law.

28 See for 2 more detailed description; Guidelines for Applicant
Countties;https:/ /www.wassenaar.ore/a uploads/2019/consolidated /11Guidelines-for-Applicant-Countries.pdf

available in the WA public webpage: http://www.wassenaar.org/
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2. National licensing policies, law enforcement and internal coordination

Including the ability to ensure that transfers do not undermine international security and stability,
interagency coordination structures and responsibilities, licensing procedures and classification of
controlled items, end-use and end-user controls, risk analysis and diversion prevention measures,
cooperation with industry and academia (including internal compliance programmes and
awareness of intangible technology transfer), and enforcement mechanisms such as penalties and
competent authorities responsible for investigations.

3. International security and non-proliferation commitments

Including participation in relevant disarmament and non-proliferation instruments, engagement in
global and regional arms control mechanisms, and participation in multilateral or regional export

control arrangements .

The WA operates on a consensus basis, meaning that all participating states must agree on
decisions. As a result, admission of new members and other key decisions require unanimous
agreement among all participating states.

Conclusion

Based on the composition of Armenia's technology sector and the scope of the WA control lists,
the WA appears to be the multilateral export-control regime most closely aligned with Armenia's
export-control priorities. Progressive alignment with WA standards could strengthen Armenia's
export-control framework, increase confidence among international technology partners, and
support Armenia's longer-term objective of improving its U.S. export-control classification.
Consequently, the WA could reasonably be considered Armenia's highest multilateral export-
control priority.

3.2 ADDITIONAL ACTIONS REQUIRED FOR
MULTILATERAL EXPORT CONTROL REGIME ADOPTION

Armenia has already established important elements of a national export control framework
through its domestic legislation, participation in international non-proliferation treaties, and
cooperation with international partners. Nevertheless, further legal, institutional, operational, and
diplomatic measures would be required before Armenia could align with the NSG, MTCR, AG,
and WA. Although each regime has its own specific accession criteria, several common
requirements can be identified.

First, Armenia would need to continue harmonizing its national export control legislation and
control lists with the guidelines and technical control lists adopted by each regime. This includes
regularly updating domestic legislation to reflect amendments to the regimes' control lists and
ensuring that licensing procedures adequately cover all controlled strategic goods and technologies.

Second, Armenia would need to further strengthen the implementation and enforcement of its

export control system. Effective participation in the multilateral export control regimes requires
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not only comprehensive legislation but also robust licensing procedures, effective customs and
border controls, end-use and end-user verification, diversion risk assessments, and appropriate

enforcement mechanisms.

Third, continued institutional development would be required. This includes strengthening
coordination between the competent licensing authorities, customs authorities, law enforcement
agencies, and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to ensure the effective implementation and

enforcement of export controls.

Finally, accession to each of the four regimes depends not only on technical compliance but also
on political and diplomatic considerations. Membership decisions are taken by consensus among
the participating states. Consequently, full alignment of Armenia's domestic export control
framework would not automatically result in admission, making continued engagement with

participating governments an essential component of any future accession strategy.

Although the specific requirements differ among the four regimes, the principal additional actions

can be summarized as follows:

Regime Additional Actions Armenia Would Need to Take

NSG Continue implementing the NSG Guidelines through domestic legislation and practice, maintain
comprehensive IAEA safeguards and NPT compliance, strengthen export controls for nuclear-related
items, and obtain unanimous approval from participating governments.

MTCR | Continue implementing effective controls over missile-related technology in accordance with the
MTCR Guidelines, strengthen enforcement and catch-all controls where appropriate, and obtain
unanimous approval from current MTCR partners.

AG Align national controls with the AG chemical and biological control lists, strengthen oversight of
sensitive chemical and biological materials, maintain effective implementation of the CWC and BWC,
and secure consensus support from participating states.

WA Continue harmonizing national control lists with the WA control lists, strengthen licensing and
enforcement capabilities, demonstrate effective controls over conventional arms and dual-use goods,
expand information exchange with participating states, and obtain consensus support for accession.

Table 3.1. Action List.

OVERLAP BETWEEN ARMENIAN GOVERNMENT DECISION NO.
808-N AND MULTILATERAL EXPORT CONTROL REGIME
REQUIREMENTS

Although Armenian Government Decision No. 808-N (2023) is not itself a multilateral export
control regime, it contains several operational elements that overlap with the implementation of
national export control systems based on the NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA. Like these regimes,
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Decision No. 808-N relies on export licensing, product classification, end-user and end-use
verification, diversion-risk assessment, and recordkeeping as core compliance mechanisms.

Despite these similarities, the objectives differ. Decision No. 808-N primarily seeks to prevent the
diversion of sensitive goods in circumvention of international sanctions involving Russia. By
contrast, the NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA pursue broader international security and non-
proliferation objectives through internationally coordinated control lists implemented in national
legislation.

Accordingly, Decision No. 808-N provides Armenia with an important operational foundation for
further alignment with the multilateral export control regimes. While many of the practical
compliance mechanisms are already in place, additional legal, institutional, and regulatory measures

would be required to align Armenia's export control system fully with the broader scope and
objectives of the NSG, MTCR, AG, and WA.

3.3 ESTIMATED TIMELINES FOR MULTILATERAL
EXPORT REGIME ADOPTION

Nuclear Suppliers Group

NSG accession typically requires several years of domestic legal and institutional development
combined with a prolonged period of diplomatic trust-building. In practice, the overall process
often spans approximately 5 to 15 years, though no formal timeline exists.

In the first phase (approximately 1 to 3 years), a country must establish or strengthen its national
export control system. This includes adopting export control legislation, creating a competent
national authority, developing control lists, and setting up a licensing system.

This is followed by an implementation phase of about 2 to 5 years, during which the system must
function effectively in practice. This involves enforcement of controls, end-use and end-user
verification, the introduction of catch-all provisions, and close cooperation with organizations
such as the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), as well as compliance with the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

In parallel and in the following years, the country must also build diplomatic trust among existing
NSG members. This phase usually takes 2 to 7 years and is often decisive, as political acceptance
and a credible non-proliferation record are central requirements.

The final step is the formal accession process, which can take 1 to 5 years and requires unanimous

approval from all current members. This means that any single member state can delay or block

accession.
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Opverall, the minimum realistic timeframe is about 5 years, but in practice it is more commonly 8
to 12 years, and in politically sensitive cases it can extend to 15 years or more

Missile Technology Control Regime

Accession to MTCR is a multi-stage process that involves the development or adaptation of
national export control systems, including legislation, licensing procedures, and control lists. The
duration of this domestic implementation phase varies by country and is not formally defined in
MTCR documentation. After establishing the necessary legal and administrative framework, states
engage in consultations and diplomatic discussions with existing MTCR members. These
interactions focus on aligning national policies with MTCR guidelines on the control of missile
and unmanned delivery system technologies, as well as building political trust among members.
The length and intensity of this process depend on national preparedness and the outcome of
negotiations with existing members. Available information indicates that South Korea engaged in
approximately five years of consultations with the U.S. prior to joining the MTCR in 2001,
illustrating that the accession process can involve extended diplomatic engagement.”” Overall,
MTCR accession is a case-specific process shaped by domestic export control capacity and
diplomatic agreement among existing members, and no standardized timeline is published in
official documentation.

Australia Group

There is no official accession timeline for the AG. Membership is decided by consensus and
requires a detailed assessment of a candidate country’s export control system, legislation, and non-
proliferation commitments.

Based on the accession process and historical membership patterns, countries typically need to
first develop a fully functioning export control framework, including licensing and enforcement
mechanisms, and demonstrate compliance with key non-proliferation treaties such as the
Biological and Toxins Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention. This is
followed by a review and consultation process with existing participants before a final consensus
decision is made.

Although no formal timeframe exists, analysis of past accessions suggests that the overall process
generally takes several years, often estimated at around 3 to 7 years, depending on the maturity of
the national system and the speed of political agreement among members.

Wassenaar Arrangement

There is no fixed or formal accession timeline, since it is an informal, consensus-based export
control regime. Admission depends on political agreement among all participating states,
combined with the development of a functioning national export control system. Overall, while

29 Wassenaar Arrangement Link
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no official timeframe exists, the process typically takes several years and is often comparable to
other regimes, generally ranging from roughly 3 to 10+ years depending on national readiness and

political acceptance.

Index of Participating States

Nuclear Suppliers Group (48 Members Listed)

Argentina
Brazil

Czech Republic
Greece
Kazakhstan
Netherlands
Romania

Spain

United Kingdom
Malta

Australia
Bulgaria
Denmark
Hungary
South Korea
New Zealand
Russia
Sweden

United States

Mexico

Austria Belarus
Canada China
Finland France
Ireland Ttaly
Latvia Lithuania
Norway Poland
Slovakia Slovenia
Switzerland Turkey
Cyprus Estonia
Serbia

Belgium
Croatia
Germany
Japan
Luxembourg
Portugal
South Africa
Ukraine

Iceland

Table 3.2. Nuclear Suppliers Group.

Missile Technology Control Regime (35 Members)

Argentina Australia Austria Belgium Brazil
Bulgaria Canada Czech Republic Denmark Finland
France Germany Greece Hungary Iceland
India Ireland Italy Japan Luxembourg
Netherlands New Zealand Norway Poland Portugal
South Korea Russia South Africa Spain Sweden
Switzerland Turkey Ukraine United Kingdom United States

Table 3.3. Missile Technology Control Regime.
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Australia Group (43 Participants Listed)

Argentina Australia Austria Belgium Bulgaria

Canada Croatia Cyprus Czech Republic Denmark
Estonia European Union Finland France Germany
Greece Hungary Iceland Ireland Italy

Japan Latvia Lithuania Luxembourg Malta
Netherlands New Zealand Norway Poland Portugal
Romania Slovakia Slovenia South Korea Spain

Sweden Switzerland Turkey Ukraine United Kingdom
United States India Mexico

Table 3.4. Australia Group.

Wassenaar Arrangement (42 Participants)

Argentina Australia Austria Belgium Bulgaria
Canada Croatia Czech Republic Denmark Estonia
Finland France Germany Greece Hungary
India Ireland Italy Japan Latvia
Lithuania Luxembourg Malta Mexico Netherlands
New Zealand Norway Poland Portugal Romania
Russia Slovakia Slovenia South Africa South Korea
Spain Sweden Switzerland Turkey Ukraine
United Kingdom United States

Table 3.5. Wassenaar Arrangement.

3.4 KEY ACTIONS

3.41 Assess Armenia’s Current Engagement with International Export-Control
Regimes.

Action Item for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA):

Formally document and confirm whether there are any ongoing, planned, or informal

diplomatic steps being taken to adhere to or engage directly with the secretariats of the
NSG, MTCR, AG, or WA.

Page 54 of 117



3.5

3.4.2 Assess Alignment of Armenia’s Domestic Controls with International
Standards.
Action Item for the Ministry of Economy (MoE) and Ministry of Defense (MoD):

Verity that the most recent updates to the EU control lists (and by extension the NSG,
MTCR, AG, and WA lists) have been fully transcribed and updated in the domestic
annexes of Decisions 1785-N and 1308-N.

3.4.3. Identify NSG-controlled Items Relevant to Armenia.

Action Item for the State Revenue Committee (SRC) and Ministry of Economy (MoE):
Extract customs data and manufacturing records to compile a comprehensive, up-to-date
list of all nuclear-related or dual-use items currently manufactured, exported, imported, or
transited through Armenia that fall within the NSG Trigger List or the NSG Dual-Use
List.

3.4.4 Assess Practical Implementation of Armenia’s Export-Control Procedures.
Action Item for the Ministry of Economy (MoE), Ministry of Defense (MoD), and State
Revenue Committee (SRC): Conduct an internal audit and provide a detailed report on the
practical, day-to-day execution of export-control procedures (under Government Decisions
No. 924-N and 1308-N). The report must explicitly detail current licensing procedures,
end-user verification mechanisms, diversion-risk assessments, record-keeping practices,
and actual enforcement track records.

3.4.5 Assess political factors affecting Armenia’s engagement with regimes.
Action Item for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MIFFA): Formulate an official internal
assessment defining how the consensus-based admission processes of these regimes
(specifically including the participation of Russia in the NSG, MTCR, and WA, and Belarus
in the NSG) impact Armenia's engagement. Outline how these political realities dictate
Armenia's current strategy toward accession or cooperation.

3.4.6 Ensure Accuracy and Completeness of the Assessment.

Action Item for the Interagency Commission on Export Control (Lead: Ministry of
Economy): Review and validate the factual descriptions and analysis presented in Section
3.2 and Section 3.1 against Armenia's cutrrent legislation, administrative practices, and
governmental procedures. Apply any updates necessary to guarantee the accuracy and
completeness of the assessment.

CONCLUSION

Armenia's absence from the four principal multilateral export-control regimes limits its

international compliance credentials and weakens the case for more favorable treatment under

U.S. export-control policy. Formal accession is a long-term undertaking shaped by technical

readiness, sustained diplomatic engagement, and consensus-based admission. Nevertheless,

Armenia can begin producing practical benefits immediately by voluntarily aligning its national

control lists, licensing procedures, end-use controls, and enforcement practices with the NSG,

MTCR, Australia Group, and Wassenaar Arrangement standards.
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The recommended approach is therefore phased: confirm Armenia's present level of engagement,
audit domestic implementation, prioritize Wassenaar-aligned controls most relevant to the
technology sector, and document credible enforcement and anti-diversion performance.
Government Decision No. 808-N and the existing Armenian legal framework provide a
foundation, but their coverage and operation should be validated and strengthened where
necessary. Progressive alignhment, even before membership, would reinforce supplier confidence,
support the Country Group reclassification and VEU strategies, and demonstrate that Armenia
can participate responsibly in advanced-technology supply chains
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4.0 Sub-Issue No. 4 - EXPORT CONTROL
CLASSIFICATION FRAMEWORKS FOR ARMENIA

Executive Summary

Armenia’s technology sector increasingly encounters export-control restrictions under multiple
overlapping international frameworks. The overarching objective of this report is to identify
practical legal, regulatory, and policy measures that will support Armenia’s long-term progression
toward Country Group A status under the U.S. Export Administration Regulations (EAR) and
comparable treatment within other international export-control systems. Achieving that objective
will require a transparent, predictable, and internationally credible export-control framework
capable of supporting responsible trade in advanced technologies.

This section provides the operational foundation for that broader objective by examining how
products, software, and technologies relevant to Armenia are classified under Armenian, U.S., EU,
UK, and multilateral export-control systems. Effective product classification is essential to every
major recommendation contained in this Initiative. The reclassification strategy (Section 1)
depends on identifying the controlled items that most affect Armenian industry; the VEU/DC
VEU analysis (Section 2) requires accurate ECCN inventories and end-use documentation; the
multilateral regime analysis (Section 3) requires mapping Armenian technologies against
international control lists; and the EAEU anti-diversion strategy (Section 5) requires product-
specific identification of sensitive dual-use items when pursuing targeted exceptions within the
EAEU framework.

The analysis demonstrates that no single export-control list governs the products, software, and
technologies most relevant to Armenia’s technology sector. A comparative overview of the
principal export-control frameworks is provided later in this report in Table 4.3, which is further
examined in the relevant sub-section. In practice, Armenian companies frequently must navigate
multiple overlapping export-control regimes, each with its own classification methodology,
licensing requirements, and compliance obligations. This complexity creates barriers to
international trade, increases compliance costs, and can reduce confidence among foreign suppliers
and technology partners.

Accordingly, this section recommends developing a three-component classification framework
consisting of: (1) an Armenia-focused classification matrix alighed with major international control
lists; (2) practical compliance tools to assist government agencies and private-sector exporters in
accurately classifying controlled products, software, and technology; and (3) an ongoing
stakeholder coordination mechanism involving government, industry, academia, and international
partners to maintain and update classification guidance as export-control regimes evolve.

Strengthening Armenia’s export-control classification capabilities is a foundational step toward the
report’s broader strategic objective of positioning Armenia for eventual consideration for Country
Group A treatment. By improving classification accuracy, regulatory transparency, and compliance
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readiness, Armenia can strengthen international confidence, facilitate greater participation in global
technology supply chains, and create the institutional framework necessary to support future
initiatives relating to licensing, international cooperation, emerging technologies, and export-
control modernization.

4.1 SUMMARY OF SUB ISSUE & RELATIONSHIP TO
PROGRAM ISSUE

Armenia's technology sector increasingly encounters international export-control restrictions that
determine which products, software, and technologies Armenian companies can access, develop,
or transfer. Export-control item listings - the classification systems used by major economies to
identify controlled goods and technologies - are the foundational framework underlying these
restrictions and, accordingly, many of the broader issues examined through the Armenian Bar
Association IP/IT (Techlaw) Committee Initiative.

Before policymakers, regulators, businesses, or international partners can evaluate matters such as
export-control  reclassification, trusted-end-user programs, site licensing arrangements,
participation in multilateral export-control regimes, or other trade facilitation measures, it is
necessary to determine which products, software, technologies, technical data, and know-how are
subject to export controls and under which legal frameworks those controls arise.

Modern export-control systems extend well beyond traditional military goods. They increasingly
regulate advanced and emerging technologies relevant to Armenia's technology ecosystem,
including semiconductors and microelectronics, Electronic Design Automation (EDA) software,
artificial intelligence infrastructure, advanced computing systems, telecommunications and
cybersecurity technologies, sensors, photonics, aerospace technologies, and certain defense-
adjacent products and technologies.

A central finding of this analysis is that no single export-control list governs these technologies.
Instead, multiple overlapping frameworks apply simultaneously, including the United States
Export Administration Regulations (EAR) and Commerce Control List (CCL), the International
Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) and United States Munitions List (USML), the European
Union and United Kingdom export-control regimes, multilateral export-control arrangements, and
Armenia's domestic dual-use and military-products framework.

For these reasons, export-control item listings should be understood not merely as a list of
restricted products but as a classification architecture that informs licensing decisions, compliance
obligations, anti-diversion measures, technology-transfer policies, and international cooperation
initiatives - and that serves as a prerequisite for evaluating the other sub-issues examined by this
Initiative.

Accordingly, the issue is best understood as a foundational component of Armenia's broader
technology-policy, trade-policy, compliance, and international-engagement framework. A practical
approach would focus on the development of an Armenia-focused export-control classification
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matrix capable of identifying priority technology sectors, mapping those sectors against major
international export-control frameworks, and supporting future policy development, stakeholder
engagement, and compliance initiatives.

4.2 EXISTING RULES & LLAWS AND BASIS OF ISSUE

The export-control item-listing issue is governed by a complex and overlapping framework of
national laws, international regulations, multilateral arrangements, licensing systems, and anti-
diversion measures. Definitions of principal export-control terms, abbreviations, and selected
Armenian legal authorities used throughout this report are provided in Section 7.0.

Unlike traditional customs classifications, export-control systems are designed to identify products,
software, technologies, technical data, and know-how that may present national-security, foreign-
policy, military, non-proliferation, or strategic-trade concerns.

For Armenia's technology sector, export-control obligations may arise simultaneously under
multiple legal frameworks. A single product may be subject to Armenian domestic controls, foreign
export-control requirements imposed by supplier jurisdictions, multilateral export-control
standards, and anti-diversion measures affecting supply-chain access.

United States Export Control Framework

The United States maintains one of the most influential export-control systems affecting global
technology markets. Commercial and dual-use products are generally regulated under the Export
Administration Regulations (EAR), administered by the U.S. Department of Commerce's Bureau
of Industry and Security (BIS).”

The EAR utilizes the Commerce Control List (CCL), which classifies controlled products,
software, and technology using Export Control Classification Numbers (ECCNs). The CCL is
organized into categories covering nuclear materials, materials processing, electronics, computers,
telecommunications, information security, sensors, navigation systems, marine technologies, and
aerospace technologies.

For Armenia's technology sector, particularly relevant categories include:

Category 3 (Electronics);

Category 4 (Computers);

Category 5 (Telecommunications and Information Security);
Category 6 (Sensors and Lasers);

Category 7 (Navigation and Avionics); and

Category 9 (Aerospace and Propulsion).

30 See 15 C.F.R. 730-774 (Export Administration Regulations); Bureau of Industry and Security, Commerce
Control List, available at https://www.bis.doc.gov/index.php/regulations/commerce-control-list-ccl. (Official
classification system identifying dual-use items subject to U.S. export controls and corresponding Export Control
Classification Numbers (ECCNs))
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Recent developments in U.S. export-control policy have increased regulatory attention on
advanced semiconductors, artificial intelligence, advanced computing systems, cloud computing,
and other emerging technologies. In addition, the “deemed export” rule under the Export
Administration Regulations (EAR) (15 C.F.R. § 734.13) treats the release of controlled technology
or source code to a foreign national within the United States as an export to that person’s country
of nationality. This rule has important implications for Armenian engineers, researchers, and
technology professionals employed by, collaborating with, or conducting research with U.S.
technology companies and research institutions. Moreover, recent regulatory developments
addressing access to advanced computing capabilities and cloud-based services have further
expanded the export-control considerations applicable to certain technologies. Consequently,
export-control classification has become increasingly significant for companies engaged in
semiconductor design, software development, artificial intelligence, cloud infrastructure, advanced
computing, cybersecurity, and other high-technology sectors. The principal U.S. statutory and
regulatory authorities discussed throughout this section are identified below, in List 4.1, for ease
of reference.

List 4.1 U.S. Authorities

Export Administration Regulations (EAR) (15 C.F.R. Parts 730-774)
Commerce Control List (CCL)

Export Control Classification Number (ECCN) system

International Traffic in Arms Regulations ITAR) (22 C.F.R. Parts 120-130)
United States Munitions List (USML)

Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS)

Directorate of Defense Trade Controls (DDTC)

Validated End User (VEU) Program

Common High-Priority List (CHPL)

In parallel with the EAR framework, the United States also maintains country-specific
authorization and licensing mechanisms, including trusted-end-user and site-specific approaches
that may become relevant in future policy discussions involving Armenia. Under Supplement
No. 1 to Part 740 of the Export Administration Regulations, Armenia is currently designated as a
Country Group D:1 (National Security) and D:3 (Chemical and Biological Weapons)
destination’. As a result, the availability of certain EAR license exceptions is more limited than
for countries assigned to less restrictive country groups, and many exports, reexports, and
transfers of controlled items require careful licensing analysis based on the applicable Export
Control Classification Number (ECCN), the reason for control, and the destination. Although
Country Group D status does not prohibit exports to Armenia, it increases the regulatory burden
associated with many controlled technologies and may affect access to certain advanced products
and technologies. This classification therefore provides important context for understanding the

31 See 15 C.E.R. pt. 740, supp. No. 1 (Country Groups) available at https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-15/subtitle-
B/chapter-VII/subchapter-C/part-740 /appendix-
Supplement%20No0.%201%20t0%020Part%20740?utm.((identifying Armenia as a Country Group D:1 and D:3
destination for purposes of the Export Administration Regulations).
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practical impact of U.S. export controls on Armenia's technology sector and serves as the factual
foundation for the separate country-group reclassification workstream being examined by this
Initiative.

International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR)

Separate from the EAR, the United States regulates defense articles, defense services, and related
technical data through the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), administered by the
Directorate of Defense Trade Controls (DDTC).

The United States Munitions List (USML) identifies categories of military and defense-related
products subject to ITAR controls.

While many Armenian technology companies are more likely to encounter EAR-controlled
products than ITAR-controlled items, ITAR considerations may arise in connection with:

Military electronics;

Aerospace and space technologies;
Navigation and guidance systems;
Certain sensors and imaging systems;
Defense software and technical data; and

Specially designed defense-related products and technologies.

The distinction between EAR-controlled and ITAR-controlled items is significant because ITAR-
controlled products generally face substantially more restrictive licensing and transfer

requirements.

European Union and United Kingdom Frameworks

The European Union maintains a comprehensive dual-use export-control regime through
Regulation (EU) 2021/821 of the European Patliament and of the Council of 20 May 2021 setting
up a Union regime for the control of exports, brokering, technical assistance, transit and transfer
of dual-use items (recast), O] L. 206, 11.6.2021%) and related implementing measures. The EU
system incorporates control lists derived from multilateral export-control arrangements and
provides a common framework for the control of dual-use products and technologies throughout
EU Member States.

In addition, the European Union maintains a Common Military List covering military products
and technologies.

32 See Regulation (EU) 2021/821 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2021 setting up a
Union regime for the control of exports, brokering, technical assistance, transit and transfer of dual-use items
(recast), OJ L 206, 11.6.2021, available at http://data.curopa.cu/eli/reg/2021/821/0j. (establishes the European
Union’s principal legal framework for controlling dual-use exports, brokering activities, technical assistance, transit,
and intra-EU transfers)
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The United Kingdom maintains a comparable framework through its Strategic Export Control
Lists, which combine military and dual-use controls into a consolidated exporter-facing system.

These frameworks are particularly relevant because many Armenian companies rely on European
suppliers, technology providers, software vendors, equipment manufacturers, and commercial
partners. Consequently, export-control restrictions affecting Armenia frequently arise not only
from Armenian law but also from the compliance obligations of foreign suppliers operating under
EU and UK regulatory requirements.

Multilateral Export-Control Arrangements

Many national export-control systems are informed by multilateral arrangements that establish
common control standards among participating states.”

The most relevant arrangements include:

The Wassenaar Arrangement;

The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR);
The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG);

The Australia Group; and

Export-control commitments associated with chemical and biological non-
proliferation frameworks

These arrangements do not generally regulate exports directly. Instead, participating states
incorporate agreed control measures into their national legal systems. As a result, many of the
control categories found within U.S., EU, and UK export-control regimes share common
multilateral origins.

For this reason, discussions concerning Armenia's engagement with multilateral export-control
regimes are closely linked to the export-control item-listing issue. A detailed analysis of each
regime's requirements, membership criteria, and estimated accession timelines is provided in
Section 3 (Multilateral Export Regimes). Armenia is not currently a participating state in any of the
major multilateral export-control arrangements (the Wassenaar Arrangement, MTCR, NSG, or
Australia Group), which has implications for the alighment of Armenia's national control lists with
international standards and for Armenia's positioning in future international cooperation
discussions.

Although Armenia is not presently identified as a participating state in the Wassenaar
Arrangement, MTCR, NSG, or Australia Group, its domestic framework may nevertheless reflect
elements of those regimes through alignment with international and European Union control-list

33 U.S. Dep’t of Com., Bureau of Indus. & Sec., Multilateral Export Control Regimes,
https://www.bis.gov/guidance-frequently-asked-questions/multilateral-export-control-regimes (desctibing the
Wassenaar Arrangement, Missile Technology Control Regime, Nuclear Suppliers Group, and Australia Group as the
principal multilateral export-control regimes).
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standards, non-proliferation treaty obligations, and implementation of United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1540. This form of practical alignment should be documented separately from
formal membership or accession activity, because it may provide evidence of regulatory
convergence while avoiding any implication that Armenia has obtained participating-state status.

Common High-Priority List (CHPL)

The Common High-Priority List (CHPL)™ represents an increasingly important component of the

international export-control and sanctions environment.

Unlike traditional export-control lists, the CHPL is not intended to function as a comprehensive
product-classification system. Instead, it identifies products and components considered
particularly vulnerable to diversion for military and strategic end uses.

The list includes numerous categories of electronics, integrated circuits, communications
equipment, navigation systems, machine tools, and other technologies that are frequently used in
advanced industrial and defense applications.

For Armenia, the CHPL may have practical implications for technology companies that import,
manufacture, integrate, or export products containing components identified on the list. Because
many Armenian companies participate in international supply chains, foreign manufacturers and
distributors may apply CHPL-based screening as part of their internal compliance programs,
potentially affecting procurement, technology transfers, and commercial transactions.
Understanding these requirements is therefore important not only for regulatory compliance but
also for maintaining access to international suppliers and markets.

CHPL product categories with particular relevance to Armenia's technology sector include
processors and controllers (HS 8542.31), memories (HS 8542.32), other integrated circuits (HS
8542.39), data-transmission equipment (HS 8517.62), selected tantalum and ceramic capacitors
(HS 8532.21 and 8532.24), electrical connectors and terminals (HS 8536.90), diodes (HS 8541.10),
and data-processing units (HS 8471.50). These categories are commonly associated with
semiconductor design, electronics prototyping, telecommunications, robotics, unmanned systems,
advanced manufacturing, and computing infrastructure. The matrix proposed in Section 4.3 should
identify the current CHPL tier and technical scope for each code and distinguish CHPL risk
screening from formal dual-use classification. Clarification request - Shoushan Mkhitaryan (listed
Ministry of Economy contact), Samvel Ohanyan (listed customs contact), Davit Sahakyan, and
Lusine Manukyan (Ministry of High Tech Industry): Please provide your preliminary views on
whether the listed HS codes remain within the current CHPL or Armenia's sensitive-goods
schedule, their applicable tiers and technical scope, and which codes are materially relevant to
Armenian technology companies. Customs and the government office responsible for the

34 U.S. Dep’t of Com., Bureau of Indus. & Sec., Common High Priority Ttems List (CHPL),
https://www.bis.gov/licensing/country-guidance/common-high-ptiotity-items-list-chpl. (Official list of high-
priority goods identified as posing elevated risks of diversion and sanctions circumvention, developed to support
export-control enforcement and international compliance efforts)
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sensitive-goods schedule may be better positioned to confirm the controlling classifications; please
route the question as appropriate while also providing your own institutional perspective.

Industry experience should also be collected regarding supplier refusals, end-user certification
requests, enhanced bank inquiries, payment holds, and logistics delays involving these categories.
Such measures may arise from private sanctions-risk controls or anti-diversion policies even when
Armenian law does not require an import license and the underlying item is not otherwise subject
to an individual export authorization. Documenting these distinctions will help policymakers
address commercial friction without conflating sanctions compliance, customs screening, and
technical export-control classification.

Armenian Legal Framework

Armenia maintains a legal framework governing dual-use products, military products, sensitive
goods, transit activities, and certain transfers of information and results of intellectual activity. The
principal statute is Law No. HO-42-N, On Control over the Export of Dual-Use Goods, Their
Transit Through the Territory of the Republic of Armenia and the Transfer of Dual-Use
Information and Results of Intellectual Activity (8 April 2010)”. The Law is implemented through
Government Decision No. 924-N (1 July 2010), which establishes the administrative licensing
system, and Government Decision No. 1785-N (15 December 2011), which approves the national
List of Controlled Dual-Use Goods and Controlled Intangible Values. Military products are
governed separately by Government Decision No. 1308-N (12 November 2009), which establishes
licensing procedures for import, export, and transit of military products (see Section 5 for
additional analysis of Decision No. 1308-N in the EAEU context).

Armenian legislation recognizes controls not only over physical goods but also over certain
categories of information, technical data, and intellectual outputs associated with dual-use
technologies. This aspect of the framework is particulatly relevant given Armenia's growing role
in software development, semiconductor design, engineering services, and other knowledge-based
industries.

The Armenian framework also includes licensing mechanisms, controlled-goods schedules,
military-products controls, and measures addressing sensitive goods and strategic trade concerns.
The principal Armenian statutes, government decisions, and related legal authorities forming this
framework are summarized below in List 4.2.

35 Law of the Republic of Armenia on Export Control of Dual-Use Goods, Their Transit Through the Territory of
the Republic of Armenia, and the Transfer of Dual-Use Information and Results of Intellectual Activity, No. HO-

42-N (Apr. 8, 2010), https://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?DoclD=208512&angID=1033. (Primary

legislative framework governing Armenia’s export controls for dual-use goods, technology transfers, transit,
licensing procedures, and compliance obligations)
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List 4.2 Armenian Statutes and Government Decisions

® [aw No. HO-42-N on Export Control of Dual-Use Goods, Their Transit Through the
Territory of the Republic of Armenia, and Transfer of Dual-Use Information and Results
of Intellectual Activity

Government Decision No. 924-N

Government Decision No. 93-N

Government Decision No. 1308-N (Military products licensing, import, export, transit,
and brokerage procedures)

Government Decision No. 1368-N

Government Decision No. 1571-N

Government Decision No. 1785-N

Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) Customs Code (where applicable)

In addition to the principal dual-use schedule established under Government Decision No. 1785-
N, Government Decision No. 808-N (2023) should be analyzed as a distinct sensitive-goods
measure addressing exports and transit of commercially available products presenting heightened
diversion risk, including certain microelectronics and telecommunications components. The legal
scope of Decision No. 808-N, its relationship to the CHPL, and the extent to which it applies to
movements involving EAEU destinations should be confirmed by the Ministry of Economy and
the State Revenue Committee before the framework is finalized.

Under the existing licensing structure, an exporter generally submits the commercial contract,
technical information, end-user or end-use documentation, and any required expert classification
through the competent application channel. The Ministry of Economy conducts the licensing
review and coordinates consultation with relevant security, defense, foreign-affairs, and customs
authorities as required by the governing decision. This process should be presented separately from
supplier due diligence and bank sanctions screening, which may impose additional requirements
even after a government authorization has been obtained.

Primary Legislation

Law No. HO-42-N establishes Armenia’s legal authority to regulate controlled exports, intangible
technology transfers, transit activities, licensing requirements, and strategic trade controls involving
dual-use goods and technologies.

Implementing Regulations

The Law is implemented through Government Decision No. 924-N (1 July 2010), which establishes
the administrative licensing system, including permit applications, licensing procedures, interagency
review, and the designation of the Ministry of Economy as the competent licensing authority.
Armenia's national control list is established by Government Decision No. 1785-N (15 December
2011), approving the List of Controlled Dual-Use Goods and Controlled Intangible Values, which
includes controls on software, technology, electronics, telecommunications, computers, sensors, lasers,
aerospace, nuclear-related, and chemical/biological items.
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National Control List

Unlike traditional customs classifications, Armenia’s control list extends beyond physical products
to include intangible technology transfers, software, technical data, engineering services, and
intellectual outputs associated with dual-use technologies. This approach reflects the increasing
importance of software development, semiconductor design, artificial intelligence, cloud
computing, and engineering services within Armenia’s technology sector.

The Ministry of Economy serves as the primary licensing authority responsible for reviewing
export-license applications and coordinating interagency consultation where required. Supporting
agencies include the State Revenue Committee (Customs), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Ministry of High-Tech Industry, and other competent governmental authorities depending upon
the nature of the transaction.

Customs and EAEU Framework

Armenia’s export-control regime also operates within the broader customs framework of the
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). Accordingly, export declarations, customs inspections, transit
procedures, verification of export licenses, and customs enforcement are administered in
conjunction with the EAEU Customs Code® and Armenia’s domestic customs legislation. While
customs administration facilitates trade throughout the EAEU, Armenian exporters remain subject
to applicable national export-control requirements governing strategic and dual-use technologies.
For a detailed analysis of the EAEU treaty's non-tariff provisions, available exception mechanisms,
and the proposed anti-diversion strategy for sensitive dual-use products, see Section 5 (Eurasian
Economic Union).

Why the Existing Framework Creates Challenges

The principal challenge is not the absence of export-control legislation, but rather the complexity
created by the interaction of multiple overlapping regulatory systems. Armenian companies
engaged in international technology trade may be required to comply simultaneously with
Armenian domestic export-control requirements, foreign export-control laws, multilateral export-
control standards, supplier compliance programs, customs requirements, and sanctions-related
restrictions. This complexity is further compounded by the intersection of export-control
classification with sanctions regimes - including U.S. Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC)

36 Treaty on the Customs Code of the Eurasian Economic Union, Annex No. 1 (Apr. 11, 2017),
https://eec.cacunion.org/upload/medialibrary/9dd/Customs-Code-of-the-EAEU.pdf (establishing the customs
framework governing the movement of goods within the Eurasian Economic Union).
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sanctions’’, European Union restrictive measures™, United Kingdom sanctions™, and related anti-
diversion initiatives - which may independently restrict transactions involving particular countries,
entities, or end users.

Given Armenia’s geographic proximity to sanctioned jurisdictions and its membership in the
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), the interaction between export controls and sanctions
compliance presents a significant practical consideration for Armenian technology companies and
their international partners. Additional discussion of Armenia’s participation in multilateral export-
control regimes is provided in Section 3 (Multilateral Export Regimes), and related EAEU treaty
considerations, including the interaction between EAEU free-trade obligations and sensitive-
technology controls, are addressed in Section 5 (Eurasian Economic Union).

A single technology transaction may simultaneously implicate Armenian domestic controls, U.S.
export-control requirements, European supplier obligations, multilateral export-control standards,
sanctions compliance measures, and commercial anti-diversion policies. For example, an
Armenian semiconductor design firm seeking to license Electronic Design Automation (EDA)
software from a U.S.-based vendor may encounter EAR classification requirements, CHPL-related
supplier due diligence, OFAC screening, and Armenian dual-use licensing obligations - each
governed by a different regulatory framework. Likewise, an Armenian manufacturer purchasing
advanced semiconductor components from a European supplier may be required to satisfy the
suppliet’s export-control compliance procedures, end-use verification requirements, and sanctions
screening before the transaction can proceed. Similarly, an Armenian technology company
providing engineering, software development, or cloud-based technical services to an international
customer may be required to comply simultaneously with Armenian export-control requirements,
foreign export-control regulations governing intangible technology transfers, and sanctions-related
customer screening conducted by financial institutions or technology providers.

Representative scenarios include: an encryption-enabled software provider that must reconcile
Armenian controls on intangible transfers with foreign platform restrictions and correspondent-
bank due diligence; a medical or scientific equipment importer that faces foreign licensing, supplier
anti-diversion commitments, possible post-shipment verification, and Armenian customs
inquiries; and an agricultural-drone manufacturer whose motors, navigation modules, or cameras
trigger supplier de-risking, financial-institution inquiries, or later export licensing for the completed
system. These examples are illustrative and should be validated through anonymized interviews
before being characterized as documented Armenian industry experience.

37 U.S. Dep’t of the Treasury, Office of Foreign Assets Control, About OFAC, https://ofac.treasury.gov/about-
ofac (explaining that OFAC administers and enforces U.S. economic and trade sanctions in furtherance of U.S.
foreign policy and national security objectives).

38 European Commission, Directorate-General for Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets Union,
Sanctions (Restrictive Measures), https://finance.ec.curopa.cu/eu-and-world/sanctions-restrictive-measures _en.
(Overview of the European Union’s sanctions framework, restrictive measures, implementation, and related policy
guidance)

89 Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office, The UK Sanctions List,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-uk-sanctions-list. (Official register of individuals, entities,
organizations, vessels, and aircraft subject to United Kingdom financial, trade, immigration, and transport sanctions)
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As a result, effective participation in global technology supply chains increasingly requires not only
legal compliance but also demonstrable classification capabilities, risk-management procedures,
supplier confidence, and trusted-partner status. These considerations provide the foundation for
the recommendations and implementation measures discussed in the following sections.

4.3 KEY FINDINGS AND PROPOSED SOLUTION

Finding 1 - Export-Control Classification Serves as the Foundation for
Effective Strategic Trade Controls

The analysis demonstrates that export-control classification is the central analytical process
underlying effective strategic trade controls. Accurate classification determines whether a product,
software, technology, or intangible transfer is subject to licensing requirements, customs controls,
sanctions-related screening, or other regulatory obligations. As a result, export-control
classification should be viewed not as an isolated regulatory exercise, but as the foundation upon
which broader compliance, enforcement, and international technology-transfer decisions depend.
This finding reinforces the importance of developing practical classification capabilities as a core
component of Armenia’s export-control framework.

Finding 2 - Armenia’s Technology Sector Presents an Opportunity for a
Targeted, Risk-Based Classification Strategy

Although international export-control regimes regulate thousands of products and technologies,
Armenia’s innovation economy is concentrated within a comparatively limited number of
technology sectors. This concentration provides an opportunity to develop a targeted, risk-based
approach that prioritizes classification guidance, compliance resources, and regulatory
modernization efforts in areas most relevant to Armenia’s existing industrial capabilities and long-
term economic strategy. Representative technology sectors are summarized in Table 4.1 below.

Technology Sector Representative Technologies

Semiconductors and Microelectronics Integrated citcuits, semiconductor fabrication, microelectronics
Electronic Design Automation (EDA) Chip design software, simulation tools, verification software
Artificial Intelligence and Advanced Al systems, machine learning, high-performance computing
Computing

Telecommunications and Cybersecurity Network equipment, encryption, cybersecurity software
Sensors, Lasers, Optics, and Photonics Imaging systems, lasers, optical components, photonic devices
Aerospace, Navigation, and Unmanned Navigation systems, acrospace technologies, unmanned aerial
Systems systems

Defense-Related and Dual-Use Technologies | Strategic goods, military-supporting technologies, dual-use
products

Table 4.1. Representative Priority Technology Sectors Relevant to Armenia. This table identifies the principal technology sectors that are

most likely to encounter export-control classification, licensing, and compliance considerations based on the comparative analysis conducted in this report.
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Finding 3 - Effective Compliance Requires Simultaneous Navigation of
Multiple Regulatory Frameworks

The analysis demonstrates that no single export-control framework governs the products,
software, and technologies most relevant to Armenia’s technology sector. Instead, companies
engaged in international technology markets frequently operate within multiple ovetlapping
domestic, foreign, multilateral, and commercial compliance systems. This regulatory environment
extends beyond legal export-control requirements to include supplier due diligence, anti-diversion
measures, customs procedures, financial institution screening, and other commercial compliance
expectations. Representative export-control frameworks applicable to Armenian technology
companies can be found below, in Table 4.2. Consequently, strengthening Armenia’s export-
control capabilities requires a coordinated approach that addresses both legal compliance and
practical participation in global technology supply chains.

Armenian Export-Control Legislation National export-control and licensing requirements

U.S. Export Administration Regulations (EAR) | Control of dual-use and commercial technologies

U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations | Control of defense articles and defense services

(ITAR)

European Union Dual-Use Regulation Regulation of dual-use exports within the European Union

United Kingdom Strategic Export Controls UK export-control and licensing requirements

Multilateral Export-Control Arrangements International coordination of strategic export controls

Common High Priority List (CHPL) Anti-diversion, supply-chain due diligence, and commercial risk
management

Table 4.2. Representative International Export-Control Frameworks Applicable to Armenian Technology Companies. T)is
table summarizes the principal export-control and related regulatory frameworks that may simultaneously apply to Armenian companies participating in

international technology supply chains.

Finding 4 - Export-Control Classification Alone Is Insufficient to Address
Modern Supply-Chain Risk

The analysis demonstrates that export-control classification is only one component of the broader
international compliance environment. Measures such as the Common High Priority List (CHPL),
supplier due diligence programs, sanctions screening, and anti-diversion policies increasingly
influence commercial decision-making independently of formal licensing requirements.
Consequently, companies may encounter procurement restrictions, enhanced compliance reviews,
or transaction delays even where a transaction does not require an export license. Effective export-
control policy must therefore recognize the growing importance of commercial compliance
expectations in addition to traditional legal requirements.
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Finding 5 - Compliance Capability Has Become a Strategic Asset

Participation in global technology supply chains increasingly requires more than legal eligibility.
International suppliers, technology partners, and government authorities increasingly evaluate:

Classification capabilities;

Internal compliance programs;
Facility and site security measures;
Anti-diversion safeguards;
Technology-transfer controls;
Recordkeeping systems; and

Overall risk-management practices.

Consequently, demonstrable compliance readiness has become an important component of
international technology-sector competitiveness.

Proposed Solution

Rather than developing a static list of controlled products, a more practical and sustainable
approach would be the creation of an Armenia-focused export-control classification framework
supported by implementation tools, stakeholder coordination mechanisms, and periodic review

processes.

Such a framework would consist of three integrated components.

Component 1 - Armenia-Focused Export-Control Classification Matrix

The first component would establish a structured classification matrix mapping Armenia's priority
technology sectors against the principal international and domestic export-control frameworks.

The matrix would enable policymakers, regulators, businesses, educational institutions, and
international partners to identify the export-control frameworks most likely to apply to specific

technology sectors and product categories.

The matrix should include cross-references to:

Armenian controlled-goods schedules;

U.S. Commerce Control List ECCNs;

United States Munitions List categories;

European Union Dual-Use List entries;

United Kingdom Strategic Export Control List entries;
Common High Priority List HS codes and tiers;
Relevant multilateral export-control arrangements;
EAEU/TN VED codes;
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Armenian legal categories under Government Decisions Nos. 1785-N and 1308-N;
Documented blocked shipments or supplier refusals;

Recommended regulatory pathways;

Required public-sector actions; and

Required private-sector actions.

Component 2 - Compliance and Classification Support Tools

The second component would provide practical implementation tools supporting classification,
compliance, and stakeholder engagement.
These tools may include:

Product-classification intake forms;
Classification memorandum templates;
End-user and end-use certification templates;
Site-readiness and compliance checklists;
Supplier-engagement templates; and

Government data-request and information-sharing mechanisms.

These resources would help improve consistency, transparency, and predictability across
stakeholders.

Component 3 - Stakeholder Coordination and Periodic Review

The third component would establish a mechanism for continued stakeholder engagement and
periodic review of emerging technologies, evolving export-control regulations, and international
best practices.

Given the rapid pace of technological development and regulatory change, export-control

classification frameworks should be treated as living systems subject to regular review rather than
static reference documents.

Policy Considerations

Any future initiative relating to export-control item listings should seek to balance three
complementary objectives:

1. Strengthening Armenia’s participation in global technology supply chains;

2. Maintaining internationally credible export-control, compliance, and anti-diversion
safeguards; and

3. Supporting domestic innovation, investment, research, and technology
commercialization.

A balanced approach that advances these objectives simultaneously is more likely to produce
sustainable and internationally credible outcomes than one focused exclusively on either trade
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facilitation or regulatory restrictions. Accordingly, proposals to simplify classification or licensing
procedures should be evaluated in light of their impact on compliance credibility, export-control
integrity, and international confidence. Conversely, proposals to expand or strengthen export
controls should also consider their potential effects on innovation, investment, research

collaboration, and access to global technology markets.

Comparative experience demonstrates that these objectives are not mutually exclusive. As seen
below in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4, jurisdictions such as the United States, European Union, United
Kingdom, Singapore, South Korea, Israel, and Georgia have adopted different approaches to
balancing national security, regulatory compliance, and economic competitiveness. While
Armenia’s framework should reflect its own legal and economic circumstances, these comparative
examples provide useful guidance for developing a transparent, risk-based export-control system

that supports both international credibility and long-term growth.

Jurisdiction Primary Authority | Classification Notable Features Lessons for
System Armenia
United States EAR / ITAR ECCN / USML | Advisory opinions, BIS Develop advisory
guidance, extensive opinions and
compliance tools classification
guidance
European Regulation (EU) EU Dual-Use Harmonized controls across | Maintain alignhment
Union 2021/821 List Member States with multilateral
control lists
United Export Control Order | UK Strategic Centralized licensing Centralized licensing
Kingdom 2008 Export Control | through ECJU guidance
Lists
Singapore Strategic Goods Strategic Goods | Electronic licensing and Digital licensing
(Control) Act Control List strong industry outreach system
Israel Defense Export Controlled Close government-industry | Public-private
Control Law technologies and | coordination engagement

defense exports

South Korea Foreign Trade Act Strategic Item Advanced compliance Industry compliance
Control Lists suppott assistance

Georgia Export Control Law | Strategic goods | Regional implementation Regional
framework experience cooperation

Table 4.3. Comparative Export-Control Frameworks. This lable compares representative export-control frameworks from selected jurisdictions,
identifying each jurisdiction’s primary legal anthority, classification system, notable regulatory features, and the principal lessons that may inform future

development and modernization of Armenia’s export-control framework.
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Jurisdiction(s) Potential Application in Armenia

Adpvisory classification opinions uU.s. Improve classification certainty
Electronic licensing Singapore, UK Faster licensing process
Comprehensive guidance documents| U.S., EU Support SMEs and exporters
Government-industry consultation Israel, South Korea Improve implementation
Regular control-list updates EU, US, UK Maintain technological relevance
Public compliance tools U.S,, Singapore Reduce compliance costs
International coordination EU, UK, U.S. Improve interoperability

Table 4.4. Comparative Best Practices for Armenia. This table summarizes representative export-control best practices adopted by selected
Jurisdictions and identifies potential applications for Armenia, highlighting measures that may strengthen export-control classification, licensing, compliance,

stakeholder engagement, and overall regulatory effectiveness

44 MODEL JURISDICTIONS & FRAMEWORKS

Comparative Lessons for Armenia

The purpose of examining foreign export-control systems is not to recommend that Armenia
replicate another country’s regulatory framework in its entirety. Each jurisdiction has developed
export-control mechanisms reflecting its own national security priorities, industrial base,
international obligations, and institutional capacity. Nevertheless, comparative analysis provides
valuable guidance for identifying practices that could strengthen Armenia’s existing export-control
framework while remaining tailored to Armenia’s legal and economic environment.

As discussed in Section 4.2, the United States, European Union, United Kingdom, and relevant
multilateral export-control arrangements each maintain distinct classification and licensing
systems. Rather than repeating those frameworks, this section focuses on the practical lessons they
provide for Armenia. A comparative summary of representative jurisdictions and corresponding
best practices is provided in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4.

Several common principles emerge from these jurisdictions. First, effective export-control systems
rely on transparent classification methodologies and publicly accessible guidance that allow
businesses to determine their compliance obligations with greater certainty. Second, mature
export-control regimes invest heavily in exporter education through advisory opinions, compliance
manuals, industry outreach, and classification guidance rather than relying solely on enforcement.
Third, regulatory frameworks increasingly recognize the importance of software, cloud computing,
artificial intelligence, and intangible technology transfers, which require specialized treatment
beyond traditional controls on physical goods. Finally, successful systems are subject to periodic
review to ensure continued alighment with technological developments, international obligations,
and evolving supply-chain risks.

For Armenia, these comparative lessons suggest that long-term success depends not on expanding
regulatory burdens but on improving transparency, predictability, institutional coordination, and
practical guidance for both government officials and private-sector stakeholders. As noted above,
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a detailed comparison of representative jurisdictions and corresponding best practices is provided
in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4.

Representative Technology Clusters Most Relevant to Armenia

Rather than attempting to classify individual products without technical specifications, the more
practical approach is to identify the technology sectors most likely to encounter export-control
considerations. This sector-based approach allows Armenian policymakers, regulators, companies,
and international partners to understand where classification, licensing, supplier confidence, and
compliance issues are most likely to arise.

Policy Relevance of Technology Clusters

The representative technology sectors identified below in Table 4.5 should not be treated as a
single regulatory category because each presents different legal, commercial, and policy
considerations. While all may involve export-control classification, the applicable licensing
requirements, compliance obligations, supplier due diligence expectations, and anti-diversion
measures vary depending on the nature of the technology and its intended end use.

For purposes of policy development, these technologies may be grouped into three broad

categories:

1. Commercial dual-use technologies, which may benefit from improved classification
guidance, licensing procedures, compliance resources, and trusted-partner
mechanisms.

2. Technologies subject to heightened anti-diversion scrutiny, including products
and components identified through the Common High-Priority List (CHPL) and
similar risk-based frameworks, where supplier confidence, customs credibility, and
end-use assurance are particularly important.

3. Military, defense-related, space-qualified, or specially designed technologies,
which remain subject to substantially more restrictive export-control regimes and may
require separate regulatory and policy approaches.
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Technology Cluster

Principal International

Touchpoints

Representative Armenian Applications

Advanced Semiconductors
and Microelectronics

Electronic Design
Automation (EDA) Software
and Design Technologies

Advanced Computing and
Artificial Intelligence
Infrastructure

Telecommunications,
Cybersecurity, and
Encryption Technologies

Sensors, Lasers, Optics, and
Photonics

Aerospace, Navigation, and
Unmanned Systems
Technologies

Military, Space-Qualified, or
Specially Designed Defense

EAR Category 3, EU Dual-Use
Controls, CHPL

EAR software and technology

controls, EU software controls

Advanced-computing controls,
data-center controls, computing

regulations

EAR Category 5, EU information-

security controls

EAR Category 6, EU dual-use

controls

EAR Categories 7 and 9, military

controls where applicable

ITAR, USML, military-control

frameworks

Semiconductor design(including operations
of major international design companies with
Armenian offices), electronics development,

advanced manufacturing, supplier access

Semiconductor design ecosystem,

engineering services, technology transfer

Al development, cloud infrastructure,

research activities

Software development, cybersecurity

services, networking technologies

Industrial technologies, advanced

manufacturing, research activities

Aerospace development, navigation

technologies, UAV-related activities

Defense-related and highly restricted

technologies
Technologies

Table 4.5. Representative Technology Clusters Most Relevant to Armenia. This table identifies the high-technology sectors in which Armenian
companies are most likely to enconnter export-control considerations and maps each cluster to its principal international touchpoints and potential Armenian

relevance.

Recognizing these distinctions allows Armenia to adopt a risk-based approach to export-control
policy rather than applying a single regulatory framework to all advanced technologies. Such an
approach would better support compliance, facilitate participation in international technology
supply chains, and assist policymakers in prioritizing regulatory and administrative resources where
they are most needed.

4.5 STATUTES/REGULATIONS TO BE AMENDED &
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

The analysis indicates that Armenia already possesses a foundational legal framework governing
dual-use goods, military products, sensitive goods, transit activities, licensing procedures, and
certain transfers of information and results of intellectual activity, principally through Law No.
HO-42-N (2010), Government Decision No. 924-N (2010), and Government Decision No. 1785-
N (2011). The principal Armenian legal authorities discussed in this section are compiled in List
4.2, which provides a consolidated reference for the statutory and regulatory framework
supporting these recommendations. Consequently, the principal policy objective is not to create
an entirely new export-control system but rather to modernize, clarify, and strengthen the existing
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framework to address evolving technologies, improve administrative efficiency, and align with
international best practices.

The recommendations below identify targeted legislative and administrative measures designed to
improve regulatory clarity, transparency, and compliance readiness while preserving the overall
structure of Armenia’s existing export-control regime. A summary of the recommended
implementation sequence can be seen here in Table 4.6.

Stage 1 Review Law No. HO-42-N for amendments addressing emerging technologies and advisory
opinions.
Stage 2 Modernize Government Decision No. 924-N by implementing electronic licensing and

classification-request procedures.

Stage 3 Update Government Decision No. 1785-N to incorporate emerging technology sectors and

maintain alignment with international control lists.

Stage 4 Publish guidance documents, compliance manuals, and advisory materials.
Stage 5 Establish recurring industry consultations and periodic interagency review meetings.
Stage 6 Conduct biennial reviews of Armenia’s export-control framework to ensure continued

alignhment with technological developments.

Table 4.6. Proposed Legislative and Regulatory Modernization Roadmap. This table outlines a recommended sequence of legislative,
regulatory, and administrative actions to strengthen Armenia’s export-control framework by improving regulatory clarity, modernizing licensing procedures,
addressing emerging technologies, enbancing stakebolder guidance, and supporting the long-term alignment of Armenia’s export-control systen: with evolving

international standards.

Law No. HO-42-N (2010)

Recommended Legislative Amendments

Law No. HO-42-N should remain the principal statutory authority governing Armenia’s export-
control regime. However, several provisions should be modernized to reflect technological
developments that have occurred since its enactment.

Targeted amendments should also be evaluated under Articles 6 and 8. Article 8 could authorize a
formal certification mechanism for Internal Compliance Programs and permit certified exporters,
subject to risk-based eligibility criteria, to use expedited review or broader authorizations. Article
6 could be supplemented with a narrowly defined catch-all or temporary-control mechanism
permitting the competent authority to suspend an unlisted emerging-technology transaction for a
limited period when credible information indicates a prohibited end use, end user, or diversion
risk. Any such authority should include written reasons, a fixed duration, review procedures, and
safeguards against indefinite restriction without formal list amendment.

Expand Definitions of Controlled Technology

The statute should expressly recognize that controlled technology includes not only tangible
products but also:
® Software;
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Source code;

Cloud-based computing environments;
Artificial intelligence models;
Electronic design files;

Semiconductor design data;

Technical assistance provided remotely;
Engineering services;

Digital transmissions; and

Other forms of intangible technology transfer.

Although portions of these activities are already addressed indirectly, modern technology
industries increasingly rely on digital collaboration rather than physical exports. Express statutory
recognition would reduce ambiguity and improve legal certainty.

Establish Periodic Review Requirements

The Law should require periodic review of Armenia’s controlled-goods schedules to ensure
continued alighment with technological developments and international export-control practices.

Reviews should occur every two to three years, or whenever significant international export-
control developments occur, and should consider:

Technological developments;
Updates adopted through multilateral export-control arrangements;
International sanctions developments;

Changes to U.S., EU, and UK control lists; and
Emerging dual-use technologies.

Regular review would allow Armenia’s regulatory framework to remain current without requiring
comprehensive legislative reform.

Create Statutory Authority for Advisory Opinions

The Law should authorize the Ministry of Economy to issue:
e Advisory opinions;
® (lassification determinations;
® Interpretive guidance; and
® Non-binding compliance recommendations.

Providing authoritative guidance before exports occur would improve compliance while reducing
unnecessary licensing requests and regulatory uncertainty.

Government Decision No. 924-N (Licensing Procedures)

Government Decision No. 924-N establishes Armenia’s administrative licensing process.
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Several procedural improvements should be considered.

Government Decision No. 924-N should be reviewed to determine whether Annex 1 can establish
a risk-based expedited interagency procedure for exporters with certified Internal Compliance
Programs and transactions involving low-risk destinations and end users. The Decision should
also be evaluated for an express post-shipment verification mechanism, including the authority to
request delivery confirmation, installation records, inventory evidence, or a proportionate site
verification where diversion risk warrants additional assurance. The responsible authority, notice
standards, confidentiality protections, and coordination with foreign suppliers should be specified.

Electronic Licensing System

Armenia should gradually transition toward an electronic licensing system to:
® Reduce processing times;
® Improve recordkeeping;
® Increase transparency; and
e Simplify communication between exporters and licensing authorities.

Published Licensing Guidance

The Ministry of Economy should publish comprehensive guidance explaining:
® Application requirements;

Expected processing timelines;

Supporting documentation;

Common application deficiencies; and

Frequently asked questions.

Experience in other jurisdictions demonstrates that publicly available guidance significantly
improves voluntary compliance and reduces administrative burdens.

Classification Requests

Separate procedures should be established allowing companies to request classification
determinations before applying for export licenses.

This distinction is important because many businesses first need to know whether a product is
controlled before determining whether licensing requirements apply.

Government Decision No. 1785-N (National Control List)

Rather than fundamentally restructuring Armenia’s national control list, periodic technical updates
should ensure continued alignment with international export-control developments.

Priority review should focus on technologies identified throughout this report and summarized in
Table 4.1, including advanced semiconductors, artificial intelligence, Electronic Design
Automation (EDA) software, advanced computing infrastructure, cybersecurity, cloud
technologies, photonics, sensors, quantum technologies, biotechnology, and other emerging dual-

use technologies.
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Maintaining current control lists will help ensure that Armenia’s export-control framework remains
responsive to technological developments while supporting long-term participation in
international technology markets.

Administrative Improvements

Legislative amendments alone cannot ensure an effective export-control system. Administrative
implementation is equally important. Accordingly, Armenia should strengthen administrative
guidance, interagency coordination, and stakeholder engagement to improve regulatory
consistency, transparency, and compliance readiness.

Recommended Regulatory and Administrative Measures

Based on the analysis presented throughout this report, Armenia should consider the following
regulatory and administrative priorities:

1. Establish a periodic review mechanism for controlled-goods schedules and export-
control classification frameworks.

2. Publish additional classification guidance, licensing manuals, and advisory materials for
exporters and other stakeholders.

3. Develop standardized procedures for classification requests and advisory opinions.

4. Expand guidance addressing intangible technology transfers, software, cloud
computing, artificial intelligence, and other emerging technologies.

5. Strengthen interagency coordination among the Ministry of Economy, State Revenue
Committee, Ministry of High-Tech Industry, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, National
Security Service, and other competent authorities.

6. Develop practical compliance-support tools, educational resources, and stakeholder
outreach programs.

7. Continue periodic comparison of Armenia’s export-control framework with relevant
international and multilateral standards, where appropriate, to support continued
regulatory modernization.

Collectively, these measures would provide Armenia with a more transparent, predictable, and

internationally credible export-control framework capable of supporting future legislative
modernization and deeper participation in global technology supply chains.
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4.6 DISCUSSION OF IMPLEMENTATION

Effective implementation of the proposed export-control classification framework requires more
than the publication of control lists. Successful implementation depends upon coordinated
classification procedures, practical compliance resources, stakeholder engagement, institutional
coordination, and periodic review. This section outlines the recommended implementation
roadmap for establishing the framework proposed in Section 4.3.

In practice, the Ministry of Economy should function as the applicant-facing licensing authority:
receiving and checking the application, confirming the relevant classification and supporting
documents, circulating the dossier for interagency review, and issuing the final administrative act.
The National Security Service should address counter-proliferation, prohibited-end-user, and
diversion concerns; the Ministry of Defense should assess military and strategic implications; the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs should review treaty, embargo, and foreign-policy considerations; and
the State Revenue Committee should verify licensing and declaration compliance at the border and
report completed transactions through the applicable system. Any role assigned to the Ministry of
High-Tech Industry or a specialized nuclear regulator should be stated expressly and limited to its

statutory competence.

The implementation manual should describe the workflow from initial completeness review
through interagency circulation, resolution of objections, license issuance, customs validation, and
post-export reporting. It should state the governing deadlines, whether failure to respond
constitutes no objection, the procedure for escalation where agencies disagree, the treatment of
deficient submissions, and the effect of payment of any state duty. Clear publication of this
workflow would allow exporters to distinguish statutory processing time from delays caused by
incomplete end-user documentation, higher-risk destinations, sanctions screening, or private
supplier review.
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Implementation Framework

Implementation should proceed in accordance with the implementation roadmap illustrated below
in Figure 4.1. The proposed framework should be implemented through three integrated
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Figure 4.1. Proposed Implementation Timeline for Export-Control Item Listings Framework

Note: Implementation should proceed through a staged approach.

Component 1 - Armenia-Focused Export-Control Classification Matrix

Develop an export-control classification matrix mapping the priority technology sectors identified
in Table 4.1 against the applicable Armenian, U.S., European Union, United Kingdom, Common
High-Priority List (CHPL), and relevant multilateral export-control frameworks. The matrix
should serve as a practical reference tool supporting preliminary classification analysis, licensing

preparation, compliance planning, and future policy development.
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Component 2 - Compliance and Classification Support Tools

Develop practical compliance resources, including standardized product-intake forms,
classification memorandum templates, end-user certification forms, compliance checklists,

supplier-engagement guidance, and government information-request templates. Representative

templates and supporting resources are provided below in Table 4.7.

Template / Tool

Purpose

Minimum Fields or Elements

Product Classification

Intake Form

Item Classification

Memorandum Template

End-User / End-Use
Certificate Template

Armenia Site-Readiness
Checklist

Ministry Data-Request
Template

Distributor-Engagement
Template

Standardizes how Armenian
companies describe products and

technologies for review

Produces consistent cross-

jurisdiction analyses

Supports supplier trust and anti-

diversion diligence

Supports site licensing, trusted-
facility positioning, and sensitive-

technology access

Supports Armenia's compliance

narrative and policy development

Supports restoration or
improvement of commercial

supplier relationships

Product name, function, technical specifications,
software/firmware, enctyption, chip
node/performance, end use, end user, otigin of

key inputs, supplier issues

Candidate ECCN(s), USML screening, CHPL
screening by HS code, EU/UK analogue,
Armenia domestic treatment, confidence level,

open technical questions

Ultimate consignee, final end use, non-reexport
statement, prohibited-destination statement,

sanctions-screening confirmation, audit rights

Facility security, access controls, personnel
vetting, visitor management, network security,
logging, asset control, incident response, records

retention

Approval/denial statistics, licensing timelines,
sensitive-goods practice, customs controls,
enforcement outcomes, anti-diversion

procedures

Product lines sought, compliance controls, end-
user profile, documents offered, non-diversion
assurances, request for account review or geo-

unblock review

Table 4.7. Compliance and Stakeholder Toolkit. This table summarizes the practical templates and tools proposed to support classification,

compliance, and stakeholder engagement, together with the purpose and mininum required fields of each.

Component 3 - Stakeholder Coordination and Periodic Review

Establish a coordinated mechanism for continued engagement among government agencies,
industry, academic institutions, and technical experts to support implementation, monitor
technological and regulatory developments, and periodically update the classification framework
to reflect evolving international best practices.
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Implementation Stages

Stage 1 - Initial Planning and Stakeholder Coordination (1-3 Months)

Confirm project objectives, identify participating government agencies and private-sector
stakeholders, establish coordination mechanisms, and define the priority technology sectors
identified in Table 4.1. Early engagement among government, industry, academia, and technical
experts will help ensure that the framework reflects Armenia’s technological capabilities and policy
priorities.

Stage 2 - Industry Data Collection and Validation (2-6 Months)

Collect representative information from Armenian technology companies, universities,
laboratories, and research institutions operating within the priority technology sectors identified in
Table 4.1. Product-level information should be used to validate sector priorities, identify recurring
classification issues, and ensure that the framework reflects Armenia’s actual technology ecosystem
rather than hypothetical use cases.

Stage 3 - Development of the Classification Framework (3-9 Months)

Develop the Armenia-focused export-control classification matrix by mapping the priority
technology sectors against the applicable Armenian, U.S., European Union, United Kingdom,
CHPL, and relevant multilateral export-control frameworks. Develop preliminary classification
guidance and supporting documentation for stakeholders.

Stage 4 - Development of Compliance Resources (6-12 Months)

Prepare standardized product-intake forms, classification templates, end-user certification forms,
compliance checklists, supplier-engagement guidance, and government information-request
templates. Publish practical guidance materials to assist businesses, educational institutions,
government agencies, and international partners.

Stage 5 - Government Engagement and Regulatory Development (9-15 Months)

Present the Working Group’s findings and recommendations to the appropriate government
authorities for consideration. Identify legislative, regulatory, and administrative priorities to
improve transparency, regulatory consistency, and compliance readiness.

Stage 6 - Ongoing Review and Continuous Improvement (Ongoing)

Periodically review and update the classification framework to reflect technological developments,
amendments to international export-control regimes, emerging supply-chain risks, and stakeholder
feedback. Continued stakeholder engagement will help ensure that the framework remains current,
effective, and aligned with international best practices.
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Expected Outcomes

Implementation of these recommendations would provide Armenia with a more structured,
transparent, and internationally credible export-control classification framework. In addition to
improving regulatory compliance, the proposed framework would strengthen supplier confidence,
facilitate participation in international technology supply chains, improve coordination among
government institutions, and provide a durable foundation for future policy initiatives relating to
licensing, trusted-partner mechanisms, international cooperation, supply-chain participation, and
emerging technologies.

4.7 KEY PERSONS AND CONSTITUENCIES TO ENGAGE
IN ARMENIA FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the proposed export-control item-listing framework will require coordination
among public-sector institutions, technology-sector participants, industry groups, and
international partners. The following constituencies should be engaged to support implementation,
provide technical and policy input, and assist in developing practical compliance and classification
tools.

Government Stakeholders

Consistent with the authorities and procedures established under Government Decision No. 924-N (1
July 2010), the principal Armenian government stakeholders responsible for export-control
licensing and implementation are summarized under Section 6.0, Table 6.2.

The government stakeholder group should expressly include the State Revenue Committee
(Customs Service), Ministry of High-Tech Industry, Nuclear Safety Regulation Committee where
nuclear or radiation-related items are implicated, Central Bank of Armenia, and Financial
Monitoring Center. Their participation would connect licensing and customs enforcement with
emerging-technology expertise, specialized controls, and the financial-sector due diligence that
frequently affects sensitive-technology transactions.

Industry and Private-Sector Stakeholders

Implementation of the proposed export-control classification framework will require active
participation from Armenia’s private sector, particularly companies and organizations involved in
advanced technologies, international trade, research, and innovation.

Industry engagement should include the Union of Advanced Technology Enterprises, the Union
of Banks of Armenia and compliance representatives from commercial banks, customs brokers,
freight forwarders and logistics providers, electronics and engineering manufacturers,
semiconductor-design and hardware companies, and organizations supporting technology
commercialization, including the Enterprise Incubator Foundation where appropriate. These
participants can test whether proposed classification guidance, end-use forms, Internal
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Compliance Program standards, and licensing procedures are workable in actual procurement,
financing, and shipping transactions.

These stakeholders will play an important role in validating classification guidance, identifying
practical compliance challenges, supporting stakeholder outreach, and strengthening Armenia’s
participation in international technology supply chains.

Table 4.8 below identifies key private-sector stakeholders and summarizes their potential roles in
supporting the implementation of the proposed export-control framework.

Stakeholder Representative Role

Armenian technology companies Provide product-level information, identify
classification challenges, and validate practical guidance.

Semiconductor, electronics, software, artificial Support development of sector-specific classification
intelligence, telecommunications, cybersecurity, guidance and compliance resoutces.
aerospace, and advanced manufacturing companies

Multinational technology companies operating in or | Provide international best practices, supplier

engaging with Armenia expectations, and practical compliance perspectives.
American Chamber of Commerce in Armenia Facilitate business outreach and stakeholder
(AmCham Armenia) engagement.

Union of Advanced Technology Enterprises (UATE) | Represent Armenia’s technology sector and assist with

industry coordination.

Enterprise Incubator Foundation (EIF) Support innovation, entrepreneurship, and technology

commercialization.

Technology incubators, accelerators, and innovation | Identify emerging technologies and support startup

hubs participation.
Other business associations and sectoral Provide sector-specific expertise and stakeholder
organizations consultation.

Table 4.8. Principal Industry and Private-Sector Stakeholders. This table identifies representative private-sector organizations and industry
stakeholders whose participation would support development, validation, implementation, and continnous improvement of Armenia’s export-control classification

Sframework.

Technical, Academic, and Professional Stakeholders

Implementation will also benefit from continued engagement with technical experts, academic
institutions, professional organizations, and subject-matter specialists. These stakeholders can
provide technical expertise, assist in developing classification guidance and compliance resources,
and support education and outreach initiatives. The principal technical, academic, and professional
stakeholders are identified below in Table 4.9.
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Stakeholder Representative Role

Universities and research Provide technical expertise, research support, and emerging technology
institutions analysis.

Engineering and technical experts Assist with technology assessments and classification issues.
Export-control compliance Contribute practical compliance expertise and industry best practices.
professionals

Customs and trade-law professionals| Support customs administration, trade compliance, and licensing
procedures.

Diaspora legal, technical, and policy | Provide comparative international experience and technical expertise.
experts

Armenian Bar Association IP/IT Provide legal analysis, comparative research, stakeholder coordination,
(Techlaw) Committee members and | and policy support.
advisors

Other professional associations and | Participate in consultations, training initiatives, and periodic review of
subject-matter experts emerging technologies and regulatory developments.

Table 4.9. Principal Technical, Academic, and Professional Stakeholders. T)is table identifies representative academic institutions, technical
experts, and professional organizations whose expertise would support development, implementation, education, and periodic review of Armenia’s export-control

classification framework.

International Stakeholders

International engagement should include coordination with relevant foreign government
authorities, multilateral organizations, international development partners, and other stakeholders
whose expertise and regulatory responsibilities support Armenia’s export-control framework. A
representative list of potential international stakeholders is provided in Section 6.0, Table 6.1.

4.8 KEY ACTIONS

Based on the findings and recommendations presented in this section, the following priority
actions are recommended to strengthen Armenia’s export-control classification framework. Each
action corresponds to one or more implementation stages detailed in Section 4.6:

4.8.1 Develop an Armenia-Focused Export-Control Classification Matrix.
Create a sector-based matrix mapping Armenia’s priority technologies against applicable
Armenian, U.S., European Union, United Kingdom, Common High-Priority List, and

multilateral export-control frameworks.

4.8.2. Modernize Armenia’s Existing Legal Framework.
Update Law No. HO-42-N, Government Decision No. 924-N, and Government Decision
No. 1785-N to address emerging technologies, software, source code, cloud computing,
artificial intelligence, semiconductor design, technical assistance, and other intangible
technology transfers.

4.8.3. Establish  Formal  Classification @ and  Advisory = Procedures.
Authorize and develop standardized procedures through which companies, universities,
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4.9

laboratories, and other stakeholders may request classification determinations, advisory
opinions, and interpretive guidance before submitting export-license applications.

4.8.4. Develop Practical Compliance and Classification Tools.
Prepare standardized product-intake forms, classification memorandum templates, end-
user and end-use certifications, compliance checklists, supplier-engagement materials, and
government information-request templates.

4.8.5. Publish Exporter Guidance and Licensing Resources.
Provide publicly accessible guidance explaining classification standards, licensing
requirements, application procedures, processing timelines, common deficiencies,
recordkeeping obligations, and frequently asked questions.

4.8.6. Strengthen Interagency Coordination.
Establish a formal coordination mechanism among the Ministry of Economy, State
Revenue Committee, Ministry of High-Tech Industry, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
National Security Service, and other competent authorities involved in export controls,
customs administration, sanctions compliance, and technology policy.

4.8.7. Engage  Industry, Academic, and  Technical Stakeholders.
Conduct consultations with Armenian technology companies, universities, laboratories,
industry associations, professional organizations, and technical experts to validate sector
priorities, identify recurring classification challenges, and ensure that guidance reflects
Armenia’s actual technology ecosystem.

4.8.8. Implement a Periodic Review and Update Process.
Review Armenia’s national control lists, classification guidance, compliance tools, and
priority technology sectors every two to three years, or sooner when significant
technological or international regulatory developments occur.

4.8.9. Strengthen Anti-Diversion and End-Use Safeguards.
Improve end-user screening, end-use verification, recordkeeping, customs coordination,
supplier due diligence, and other safeguards applicable to products and technologies
presenting heightened diversion or national-security risks.

4.8.10. Support Armenia’s Long-Term International Integration.
Use the proposed classification framework and compliance improvements to strengthen
supplier confidence, regulatory credibility, international cooperation, global supply-chain
participation, and future initiatives relating to licensing, trusted-partner mechanisms, and
export-control reclassification.

CONCLUSION

Armenia already possesses the core legal foundations for an effective export-control system, but

its framework must be modernized and made more usable for a technology economy operating

across overlapping Armenian, U.S., European, British, multilateral, customs, and EAEU rules.
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The proposed Armenia-focused classification matrix, practical compliance tools, advisory
procedures, and published licensing guidance would translate those obligations into a transparent
and predictable system for government agencies, companies, universities, laboratories, and
international suppliers. Implementation should proceed through coordinated legal amendments,
interagency administration, industry consultation, training, and periodic review. Particular
attention should be given to intangible technology transfers, emerging technologies, end-user and
end-use verification, and sensitive goods presenting diversion risk.

A credible classification and compliance framework would do more than improve day-to-day
regulatory administration: it would strengthen supplier confidence, support multilateral alignment,
provide evidence for Country Group reclassification and VEU eligibility, and create a durable
foundation for Armenia's responsible participation in advanced-technology supply chains.
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5.0 Sub-Issue No. 5 - EURASIAN ECONOMIC UNION

Executive Summary

The Eurasian Economic Union Treaty poses significant obstacles to preventing transshipment or
reshipment of sensitive technologies from Armenia because of its overriding theme of unfettered
or free passage of goods among member countries. A proposed partial solution is to identify “dual-
use products” (capable of both civilian and military uses) to be imported into Armenia. An
exception to the free trade provisions could be requested or applied for on the basis of necessity
for the defense and security of Armenia. A request or requests should be submitted to the Eurasian
Economic Commission to exempt these products from the general EAEU free trade rules in order
to prevent these products from being transshipped or reshipped to Russia, Iran, or elsewhere.

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Certain U.S. export control mechanisms discourage and restrict transfer of sensitive technologies
(such as advanced semiconductors and computer-related equipment) from the U.S. to Armenia. A
central concern underlying these restrictions is the risk that such technologies could be reshipped
or transshipped from Armenia to Russia and/or Iran through the free movement provisions of
the Eurasian Economic Union. Accordingly, it is difficult for Armenia to obtain the most advanced
technologies from the US. The EAEU analysis is therefore integral to the roadmap's anti-diversion
strategy: demonstrating that Armenia can control the onward movement of sensitive technologies
within the EAEU would directly support the country-group reclassification case (Section 1),
VEU/DC VEU approval applications (Section 2), and multilateral regime alignment (Section 3).
The specific products requiring EAEU exceptions should be identified through the controlled-
item classification matrix being developed in Section 4.

5.2 ISSUE

The purpose of this section is to analyze the provisions of the Treaty on the Eurasian Economic
Union and to provide suggestions on actions to be taken within the framework of the Treaty in
order to assist Armenia and Armenian companies.

5.3 THE EURASIAN ECONOMIC UNION

The Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) is pertinent to the Armenian high-tech
sector and, in particular, pertinent to sensitive technologies. Armenia is one of five country
members of the Eurasian Economic Union (Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Armenia, Kyrgyzstan).
Armenia became a member in 2015 after its inception in 2014.
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5.4 BACKGROUND

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) was
established in 1991, followed by the Eurasian Economic Community in 2000 and the Eurasian
Customs Union in 2010. The EAEU is a successor to those mechanisms and an attempt at regional

40

economic integration™. One of the main objectives of the EAEU is the creation and maintenance

of a common economic space.

5.5 ORGANIZATION

The highest political authority under the EAEU is the Supreme Eurasian Economic Council (the
“Supreme Council”), which is composed of the heads of state of each of the member countries.
The Supreme Council appoints members of the Eurasian Economic Commission. Decisions are
generally by consensus*.

Understanding this organizational structure is essential for the roadmap because Armenia's ability
to implement export-control restrictions within the EAEU framework depends on which bodies
must approve or be notified of such measures, and because the consensus-based decision-making
process may affect the speed and feasibility of obtaining exceptions to free-trade provisions for
sensitive technologies (see the proposed solution in Section 5.8 below).

The Eurasian Economic Commission (the “Commission”) is the Union’s main permanent
executive and regulatory institution. The Commission includes a Council and a Board. The
Commission Council consists of one representative from each member country and adopts
decisions only by consensus. If no consensus is reached, the issue may be transferred to the

142

Supreme Council™. The Commission Council provides supervision of the Board and coordination

between the member country governments and the Council.

The Board is the executive body and oversees customs regulation and trade. The Board consists
of three representatives per member country®. Decisions of the Board may be made by a qualified

majority™.

Finally, there is a Court of the Eurasian Economic Union which interprets treaties and resolves

disputes among members®.

Armenia does not share any border with any of the other Eurasian Union member countries. This
geographic isolation is strategically significant for the anti-diversion analysis: unlike other EAEU

40 See Tatli, M. (2025), Regional Integration Efforts, ASSAM no. 26: pg. 38,39

41 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, arts. 8, 10-13, May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.eaeunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0ag0urirfveepanpcxgllxg9x68cebbd/itia 05062014 doc.pdf.

42 Maksim Karliuk, “Supranational and Intergovernmental Functioning of the EAEU,” in The Emerging
Autonomous Legal Otder of the Eurasian Economic Union (Cambridge University Press, 2023), pp. 75-97.

43 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, art. 18(1)-(2), May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.eaeunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0urjrfygepanpcxgllxg9x68ce6bd/itia_05062014_doc.pdf
4414, art. 18(2).

4914, art. 19.
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members, goods imported into Armenia cannot transit overland to Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus,
or Kyrgyzstan, which could reduce the physical transshipment risk and strengthen Armenia's
credibility when seeking controlled technology access from the United States (see also the
reclassification analysis in Section 1). Considering the member countries as a whole, Russia has
over 80% of the population and over 80% of the gross domestic product (GDP). Russia funds
nearly 85% of the EAEU budget*. Because of its economic size, Russia maintains considerable
influence. These structural factors are relevant to the feasibility analysis for EAEU exception
requests, as they affect the consensus dynamics within the Commission and Council.

The EAEU is not only a customs treaty but is a multilateral supranational treaty. The five member
countries have each ceded certain rights to the EAEU (akin to the European Union).

An additional complicating factor is that the EAEU and Iran have entered into a free trade
agreement effective May 2025. A goal is to create a barrier free trade space between the EAEU
and Iran (see discussion below).

The Armenian Government has designated several authorized state bodies to interact with EAEU
institutions according to their respective jurisdictions‘w‘ The authorized bodies that interface with
the EAEU include (1) The Ministry of Economy, (2) State Revenue Committee, and (3)

supervisory state inspection bodies.

The Ministry of Economy serves as a principal liaison on trade, industrial, agricultural, tariff, and
broader economic-policy matters, including the designation of authorized Armenian bodies and
the issuance of conclusions for certain imported goods eligible for tariff privileges*.

The State Revenue Committee, acting through Armenia’s customs authorities, implements the
EAEU Customs Code and coordinates customs administration, transit procedures, electronic

information exchange, and customs information systems®.

Specialized inspection bodies also implement EAEU requirements: the Food Safety Inspection
Body is responsible for veterinary, phytosanitary, and food-safety matters and maintains relevant
registers of authorized organizations™; the Market Surveillance Inspection Body enforces EAEU
technical regulations for non-food products; and the Urban Development, Technical and Fire
Safety Inspection Body oversees applicable technical and fire-safety standards®. Other sector-

46 Erik Davtyan, “Being Small in a Large Club,” Southeast European and Black Sea Studies 25, no. 2 (2025): 211-
227.

47 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 228-N, March 10, 2015, as amended, available at
https://www.arlis.am /hy/acts/226731.

48 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 71-N, January 30, 2015, available at
https://atlis.am/hy/acts/104032/latest; Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 228-N, March 10,
2015, available at https://atlis.am /hy/acts /100107 /latest.

49 Customs Code of the Eurasian Economic Union, annex to the Treaty on the Customs Code of the Eurasian
Economic Union, April 11, 2017, available at https://arlis.am/hy/acts /159647 /1atest.

50 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 1231-N, October 30, 2014, available at
https://arlis.am/hy/acts /93875 /latest

51 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 71-N, January 30, 2015, available at
https://arlis.am /hy/acts/104032/latest.
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specific bodies-including the Ministry of Territorial Administration and Infrastructure, the
Ministry of High-Tech Industry, the Ministry of Health, and the Ministry of Defense-interface
with EAEU institutions on transportation, energy, subsoil use, information technology, space
activities, healthcare, medical imports, and defense-related goods within their respective areas of

authority™.

Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan represents Armenia in the Supreme Furasian Economic Council,
the highest body of the EAEU consisting of the heads of member states.”” He also represents
Armenia in the Eurasian Intergovernmental Council (at the level of heads of government)™.
Deputy Prime Minister Mher Grigoryan primarily represents Armenia on the Council of the
Eurasian Economic Commission (EEC) , which consists of Deputy Prime Ministers.”> He is not
usually a member of the Supreme Council, which is exclusively for state leaders, although he may
accompany the Prime Minister as part of the official state delegation. The State Revenue
Committee (SRC) is the customs body of Armenia and works directly with the member (minister)
of the Board on Customs Cooperation of the EEC, and also has representations in the customs
services of other EAEU countries (RA Government Resolution No. 1316-N,
https://atlis.am/hy/acts/101753/latest; RA Government Resolution No. 20155).>

Further, Armenia’s State Revenue Committee has discussed with the Minister for Customs
Cooperation of the Eurasian Economic Commission the Agreement on the Unified Customs
Transit System between the EAEU and Third Parties and the Agreement on Using Navigation
Seals for Monitoring Freight Shipments in the EAEU.

52 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 228-N, March 10, 2015, available at

https://arlis.am /hy/acts/100107/latest.

53 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, art. 10, May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.cacunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0utirfygepanpexgllxg9x68ce6bd /itia 05062014 doc.pdf.

54 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, art. 14(2), May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.cacunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0utirfygepanpexgllxg9x68ce6bd /itia 05062014 doc.pdf.

55 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, Annex 1, Regulation on the Eurasian Economic Commission, para. 23,
May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.cacunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0utjtfygepanpexgllxg9x68ce6bd/itia_05062014_doc.pdf;

Eurasian Economic Commission, “EEC Council,” available at https://eec.eacunion.org/en/comission/council?

56 Note on Government Structure: In 2015, when this resolution was adopted, the customs service was temporarily
operating under the Ministry of Finance (hence the resolution refers to the “Ministry of Finance's customs service
representations”). Shortly after, the State Revenue Committee (SRC) was re-established as an independent body
under the Government, taking over all these customs representation duties.

57 Specific meetings in news outlets describe the diplomatic and working contacts that take place in practice,
confirming the EAEU participation of: (1) Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan and (2) Deputy Prime Minister Mher
Grigoryan in the Supreme Eurasian Economic Council, and (3) Armenian Deputy Minister of Finance Avag
Avanesyan. (Pashinyan: “Eurasian Economic Union must make clear whether it still exists,” JAM News (June 25,
2020), https://jam-news.net/pashinyan-questions-the-eacus-future/; Armenia reaffirms commitment to EAEU
cooperation at Supreme Eurasian Economic Council Meeting, Siranush Ghazanchyan, Public Radio of Armenia
(May 29, 2026), https://en.armradio.am/2026/05/29/armenia-reaffirms-commitment-to-eacu-cooperation-at-
supreme-eurasian-economic-council-meeting/; Official: Armenia collaborating with EEC to develop unified
digital platform within EAEU public procurement, Marianna Mkrtchyan, Financial Portal (June 26, 2026),
https://finport.am/full news.php?id=56847&lang=3).

58 State Revenue Committee of the Republic of Armenia, “Chairman of the State Revenue Committee Eduard
Hakobyan Received Minister for Customs Cooperation of the Eurasian Economic Commission Ruslan Davydov,’
June 10, 2025, available at https://www.src.am/en/getNews/1072Cer.

>
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5.6 NON-TARIFF PROVISIONS OF THE EAEU

The provisions of the EAEU relating to non-tariff regulations are the most important for the
present investigation and may be divided between two categories - A. mutual trade between and
among the member countries; and B. trade of member countries with third parties or third
countries.

Mutual Trade Between and Among Member Countries.

The overriding theme of the EAEU is that there shall be unimpeded or free movement of goods
within the member countries™. The individual member countties are prohibited from applying any
non-tariff regulatory measures except as provided in the Treaty. Thus, goods may pass freely in
and among the member countries unless there is an exception in the Treaty. For example, goods
in Armenia should be able to pass freely to any of the other member countries.

Armenia or other member countries are entitled to apply restrictions to the general rule of free
trade among members if required as set forth in Article 29.1 as follows:

29.1. The Member States shall be entitled to apply restrictions in mutual trade (provided
that such measures are not a means of unjustifiable discrimination or a disguised restriction
on trade) if required for:

protection of human life and health;

protection of public morals and public order;
environmental protection;

protection of animals, plants, or cultural values;
fulfilment of international obligations;

national defense and security of a Member State®.

In order to obtain an exception, a member state may introduce or propose a restriction under its
national law, provided it can justify the measure under one of the grounds in Article 29 °'.

Rather than an application process, the interaction between the member state and the Eurasian
Economic Commission is governed by EEC Council Decision No. 55 of April 15, 2022, which
approved a procedure for interaction when member states introduce or remove Article 29

(underlining provided).

61 Eurasian Economic Commission, “EEC Council Approved Procedure for Interaction Between EAEU States and
Commission When Countries Impose and Lift Restrictions in Mutual Trade in Goods,” April 15, 2022, available at
https://eec.eacunion.org/en/news/sovet-eek-utverdil-poryadok-vzaimodeystviya-gosudarstv-eaes-i-komissii-pri-

vvedenii-i-otmene-stranam/.
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restrictions. The official EEC description characterizes this as a notification, consultation, and

coordination procedure.

The procedure is notification-based rather than approval-based: the EEC’s prior approval is not
required, and a member state introduces the restriction through domestic law and then notifies the
EEC and other member states in writing under Article 29.4. The institutional sequence is: (1) the
competent authority (the Ministry of Economy, coordinating with the State Revenue Committee
and the National Security Service) drafts a Government Decree; (2) the draft undergoes mandatory
inter-agency circulation; (3) the Cabinet adopts the Decree; and (4) the Ministry of Economy
notifies the EEC, typically no later than three days before entry into force, initiating the
consultation and coordination phase. The estimated timeline is one to two months on the standard

track, or as little as one to two weeks if fast-tracked as an urgent national-security measure.

Trade with Third Party Countries

Armenia or other member countries may unilaterally determine non-tariff regulatory measures in
trade with third party countries as long as the measures are in compliance with Annex 7 of the
Treaty. Annex 7 (Protocol on Non-Tariff Regulatory Measures in Relation to Third Parties) does
not apply to ...measures in the field of export control and military-technical cooperation (Annex
7, Section 1). This exclusion is significant for the roadmap: it suggests that Armenia retains
sovereignty over export-control measures in its trade with third-party (non-EAEU) countries, even
within the EAEU framework. This could provide legal space for Armenia to implement robust
export-control and anti-diversion measures for U.S.-origin technologies entering Armenia from
third-party suppliers, strengthening Armenia's credibility in the reclassification and VEU
discussions (Sections 1 and 2). This exclusion provides a sufficient and complete legal basis for
Armenia to adopt unilateral export-control and anti-diversion measures that exceed EAEU
common standards, and that it has already been exercised in practice: Armenia maintains an
independent national export-control regime under Law No. HO-42-N and, in May 2023, adopted
Government Decision No. 808-N establishing a list of goods “sensitive from the perspective of
national security” that require a permit for export or transit even to EAEU member states.

There are a number of exceptions to the provisions of the Treaty and the Annex. In particular,
Section VII, no. 38, permits individual member countries to introduce restrictive measures as
follows:

38. Upon import and (or) export of certain types of goods, measures may be introduced
... if such measures:

are necessary for observance of public morals or law and order;
are necessary for protection of human life and health, the environment, animals
and plants;
relate to export and (or) import of gold or silver;

® are applied for protection of cultural values and cultural heritage;
are necessary for prevention of exhaustion of non-renewable natural resources and
are carried out simultaneously with restrictions on domestic production or

consumption connected with the use of non-renewable natural resources;
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® are connected with restrictions on export of goods originating from the territories
of the Member States in order to ensure sufficient quantities of such goods for
domestic processing industry during periods when the domestic price for such
goods is held below the world price as part of a governmental stabilization plan;

® are necessary for acquisition or distribution of goods in conditions of general or
local shortage;
are necessary for fulfillment of international obligations;
are necessary for ensuring defense and security;

® are necessary for ensuring compliance with legal acts not contradicting
international obligations concerning application of customs legislation,
environmental protection, intellectual property protection, and other legal acts®.

In order to obtain an exception or exemption, a request must be submitted to the Commission
with the name of the product, the 10 digit code number (Commodity Nomenclature of Foreign
Economic Activity) and the proposed exception or exemption.

The first six digits generally correspond to the international Harmonized System, and the
remaining digits provide the more detailed EAEU classification. The current unified nomenclature
and Common Customs Tariff were approved by Decision No. 80 of the Council of the Eurasian
Economic Commission dated September 14, 2021, effective from January 1, 2022%. The
international Harmonized System (HS) is the worldwide standard used to identify and classify
goods in international trade, developed and maintained by the World Customs Organization
(WCO) under the International Convention on the Harmonized Commodity Description and
Coding System.

The HS assigns goods a standardized six-digit code: (1) the first two digits characterize the chapter,
or broad product category; (2) the first four digits characterize its heading; and (3) All six digits
characterize the subheading, providing a more specific product classification. Thus, for example:
(1) 85: electrical machinery and equipment; (2) 8517: telephone and communication apparatus; and
(3) 8517.xx: a more specific type of communication equipment.

The code is determined principally by the product’s objective characteristics: composition,
function, degree of processing, technical specifications and presentation®. Armenian law
additionally requires the relevant CN FEA code to be stated in customs declarations and authorizes
customs authorities to request additional classification information and cotrect an erroneous
classification®. Article 20(1) of the EAEU Customs Code provides that the declarant and other
relevant persons classify the goods when making the customs declaration.

62 Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union, Annex 7, Protocol on Measures of Non-Tariff Regulation in Relation
to Third Countries, VII, para. 38, May 29, 2014, available at
https://docs.cacunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0utirfygepanpexgllxg9x68ce6bd /itia 05062014 doc.pdf.

63 Eurasian Economic Commission, “Updated Version of EAEU CN of FEA and EAEU CCT to Come into
Effect on January 1, 2022, September 14, 2021, available at https://eec.cacunion.org/en/news/novaya-redaktsiva-
tn-ved-eaes-i-ett-caes-vstupaet-v-silu-s-1-yanvarya-2022-goda/.

64 Customs Code of the Eurasian Economic Union, arts. 19-27, annex to the Treaty on the Customs Code of the
Eurasian Economic Union, April 11, 2017, available at .

85 Republic of Armenia, Law on Customs Regulation, art. 12(6), available at https://www.arlis.am/en/acts/205592.

Page 95 of 117


https://docs.eaeunion.org/upload/iblock/3b2/0aq0urjrfygepanpcxgllxg9x68ce6bd/itia_05062014_doc.pdf
https://eec.eaeunion.org/en/news/novaya-redaktsiya-tn-ved-eaes-i-ett-eaes-vstupaet-v-silu-s-1-yanvarya-2022-goda/
https://eec.eaeunion.org/en/news/novaya-redaktsiya-tn-ved-eaes-i-ett-eaes-vstupaet-v-silu-s-1-yanvarya-2022-goda/
https://www.arlis.am/en/acts/205592?utm_source=chatgpt.com

Armenia’s Government Decision No. 1308-N of November 12, 2009 provides a list of military
products, the procedures for licensing import, export, and transit of military products, brokerage
activities for trade in those products, and the required document forms®.

Section III, “III. Licensing Process,” includes an application process for obtaining a license for
import, export, transit transportation of products of military significance, and brokering activities
for trade in those products. The decision also provides forms for reports on supply of goods within
the scope of import and export of products of military significance, transit transportation,
brokerage activities, and end use of imported products of military significance. According to
Armenia’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Defense is the authorized body in the field
of export control of military products under Decision No. 1308-N.

Certain goods or equipment may be categorized as “dual-use,” capable of both military and civilian
uses. Accordingly, if U.S.-origin technology imported into Armenia is classified as a product of
military significance, Armenia’s import-licensing basis is possibly Decision No. 1308-N. If the
technology is not strictly for military use but is classified as a “dual-use” good because it has a
primary civilian application but can be used for military purposes, a different legal framework
applies. Dual-use items are governed by the Law of the Republic of Armenia on Control of Export, Transit
through the Territory of the Republic of Armenia of Dual-Use Goods, along with other specific government
decisions®”.

For a detailed analysis of this legal framework and proposed amendments, see Section 4 and List
4.1. The classification matrix proposed in Section 4 (Component 1) should include a column
identifying the applicable Armenian legal category (military vs. dual-use) for each technology
cluster. The Ministry of Economy does not classify items unilaterally but relies on a two-tier
mechanism. First, an accredited independent expert body issues a classification conclusion
mapping the item’s technical parameters against both the National Control List for Dual-Use
Goods and the Military List under Decision No. 1308-N. Second, a mandatory inter-agency review
operates as a filter: within three working days the Ministry of Economy circulates the application
to the Ministry of Defense, the National Security Service, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the
State Revenue Committee, and the Ministry of Defense has four working days to review; a negative
Ministry of Defense opinion obliges the Ministry of Economy to reject the dual-use application
and redirect the applicant to a military license under Decision No. 1308-N.

66 Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 1308-N, November 12, 2009, as amended, available at
https://www.arlis.am /hy/acts/193649.

67 Republic of Armenia, Law on Control of the Export of Dual-Use Goods, Their Transit through the Territory of
the Republic of Armenia, and the Transfer of Dual-Use Information and Results of Intellectual Activity, Law No.
HO-42-N, April 8, 2010, available at https://www.arlis.am/hy/acts/107520; Government of the Republic of
Armenia, Decision No. 924-N, July 1, 2010, as amended, available at https://arlis.am/hy/acts/218774/latest;
Government of the Republic of Armenia, Decision No. 1785-N, December 15, 2011, as amended, available at
https://arlis.am /hy/acts/157865/latest.
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5.7 IRAN

The EAEU-Iran Free Trade Agreement entered into force on May 15, 2025

Article 2.7(1) prohibits the parties from imposing or maintaining import or export prohibitions or
restrictions-other than duties, taxes, or charges-whether implemented through quotas, import or
export licenses, or other measures”. Accordingly, the EAEU free trade agreement with Iran
attempts to permit unimpeded or free passage of goods between the EAEU member countries
and Iran. However, this creates a significant complication for Armenia's anti-diversion strategy:
Iran is subject to comprehensive U.S. sanctions (EAR Country Group E:1) and is a primary
concern in U.S. export-control enforcement. Armenia's ability to demonstrate that sensitive U.S.-
origin technologies cannot flow through EAEU-Iran channels will be critical to the reclassification
case (Section 1) and VEU approval (Section 2). The same EAEU exception mechanisms discussed
above - particularly Article 29.1(5) (international obligations) and Article 29.1(6) (defense and
security) - and Annex 7, Section VII, No. 38(8) and (9) (third-party trade restrictions for
international obligations and defense/secutity) - should be analyzed for their applicability to Iran-
bound goods as well as Russia-bound goods. The EAEU-Iran Free Trade Agreement (ratified by
Armenia in November 2024 via Law No. HO-447-N) contains WTO-style general exceptions
(modeled on GATT Article XX) and security exceptions (modeled on GATT Article XXT) that
permit a party to take any action it considers necessary to protect its essential security interests,
including trade in arms and in dual-use goods and materials supplied for a military establishment;
the Article 2.7(1) prohibition therefore applies to ordinary commercial goods, not to controlled or
dual-use technologies. In practice, Armenia enforces controls at the Armenian-Iranian border
through dual-use export and transit licensing with End-User Certificates under Law No. HO-42-
N, the Decision No. 808-N sensitive-goods catch-all, restrictions under Government Decision
No. 1524-N, HS-code risk profiling, and inter-agency vetting (Ministry of Economy, National
Security Service, and Ministry of Defense) at the Meghri crossing.

5.8 PROPOSED SOLUTION

While the EAEU poses significant obstacles to preventing transshipment or reshipment of
sensitive technologies from Armenia, a partial solution is to identify “dual use products” to be
imported into Armenia. An exception to the free trade provisions could be requested or applied
for on the basis of necessity for the defense and security of Armenia. A request or requests should
be submitted to the Commission to exempt these products from the general EAEU free trade
rules in order to prevent these products from being transshipped or reshipped to Russia, Iran or
elsewhere. Notably, Armenia's Government Decision No. 808-N already requires special licenses
for the export of certain sensitive goods from Armenia to manage risks associated with Western

68 BEurasian Economic Commission, “EAEU and Iran: Full-Fledged Free Trade Agreement Entered into Force,”
May 15, 2025, available at https://eec.cacunion.org/en/news/eaes-iran-vstupilo-v-silu-polnoformatnoe-soglashenie-
o-svobodnoy-torgovle-/.

69 Free Trade Agreement Between the Eurasian Economic Union and Its Member States, of the One Part, and the
Islamic Republic of Iran, of the Other Part, art. 2.7(1), available at

https://eec.cacunion.org/upload/medialibrary/77b/FTA-EAEU Iran.pdf.

https://eec.eaeunion.org/upload/medialibrary/9dd/Customs-Code-of-the-EAEU.pdf
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sanctions on Russia - a measure that may serve as both a domestic precedent and an existing
mechanism for implementing EAEU-level restrictions.

The relationship between Decree 808 and the EAEU exception process should be analyzed to
determine whether Decree 808 coverage can be expanded or coordinated with the proposed
Article 29 exception requests. Decree 808 currently mandates special export and transit permits
for a list of 115 sensitive customs (TN VED) codes - including microelectronics, aviation parts,
and precision machinery - enforced directly at the border and requiring state authorization even
for shipments destined for other EAEU member states; because it is grounded in the protection
of Armenia’s national security, it operates as a practical, domestic application of the EAEU’s
national-security exception and offers a tested legal architecture that could be expanded or
formalized at the Union level.

The products to be identified for EAEU exception requests should be drawn from the
classification matrix developed in Section 4 (Component 1), which maps Armenia's priority
technology sectors against applicable export-control frameworks including EAEU/TN VED
codes. See also the Annex 7 export-control exclusion discussed above, which may provide Armenia
additional latitude to implement unilateral restrictions on third-country trade. For restrictions
affecting mutual trade within the EAEU, Armenia may rely on the national defense and security
ground under Article 29.1(6), potentially together with the fulfillment of international obligations
ground under Article 29.1(5).

The interaction between the member state and the Eurasian Economic Commission is governed
by EEC Council Decision No. 55 of April 15, 2022, which establishes a notification, consultation,
and coordination procedure. A request or requests should be submitted to the Commission to
exempt these products from the general EAEU free trade rules in order to prevent these products
from being transshipped or reshipped to Russia, Iran or elsewhere. The specific products to be
identified should be drawn from the controlled-item classification matrix being developed in
Section 4, with particular attention to items appearing on the Common High Priority List (CHPL)
and items classified under ECCNs most likely to trigger U.S. licensing requirements (see Section 2
for relevant ECCN categories). The EAEU/TN VED codes corresponding to these products
should be mapped to facilitate the exception request. Armenia has invoked Article 29 (in
conjunction with Article 47) to impose temporary export bans on ferrous and non-ferrous scrap,
certain agricultural products, and machinery - including Government Decrees No. 28-N (2021)
and No. 1755-N (2024), which restricted transfers both to third countries and to EAEU member
states. Seeking similar exceptions for sensitive dual-use technologies is administratively highly
feasible given the existing Ministry of Economy and State Revenue Committee infrastructure; the
principal constraint is geopolitical, since restrictions perceived as enforcing Western sanctions
against Russia or Iran may draw EAEU pushback, so the measure must be framed strictly as
national security and non-proliferation. Reliance on the U.S.-Armenia MOU alone under Article
29.1(5) is legally vulnerable because an MOU is typically a non-binding political commitment; the
recommended strategy is to pair Article 29.1(5), citing broader non-proliferation obligations such
as UN Security Council Resolution 1540 alongside the MOU, with the stronger Article 29.1(6)
defense-and-security ground. The process is notification-based and does not require prior EEC
approval, following the drafting, inter-agency review, Cabinet adoption, and EEC-notification
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sequence described above, with a one-to-two-month standard timeline or one to two weeks if
expedited. Formal counsel confirmation is needed regarding the combined Article 29.1(5)/Article
29.1(6) traming and whether any member state has contested a comparable measure.

5.9 KEY ACTIONS

Armenian Public-Sector Actions

5.9.1 Identify the Lead Armenian Agency.
Determine whether the Ministry of Economy or the State Revenue Committee should
coordinate Armenia’s EAEU exception requests.

5.9.2 Map Sensitive Dual-Use Products to TN VED Codes.
Identify the relevant sensitive dual-use products and map them to the corresponding
EAEU/TN VED codes.

5.9.3 Prepare and Submit Article 29.1 Exception Requests.

Prepare and submit requests to the Eurasian Economic Commission to exempt the
identified products from the general EAEU free-trade rules and prevent their
transshipment or reshipment to Russia, Iran, or elsewhere.

5.9.4 Strengthen Customs Enforcement and End-Use Verification.
Strengthen customs enforcement and the verification of the end users and end uses of
sensitive goods at Armenian borders.

5.9.5 Coordinate With U.S. Authorities.
Coordinate with U.S. authorities to demonstrate Armenia’s anti-diversion controls.

5.9.6 Assess the International-Obligations Ground.
Determine whether Armenia’s commitments under the U.S.-Armenia MOU can support
the “international obligations” ground in Article 29(1)(5).

Armenian Private-Sector Actions

5.9.7 Identify Affected Products and Supply Chains.
Identify the specific products and supply chains affected by transshipment concerns.

5.9.8 Implement Internal Compliance Programs.
Implement internal compliance programs that screen transactions against restricted
counterparties.

5.9.9 Maintain End-Use and End-User Records.
Maintain records concerning the end users and end uses of sensitive imports.

5.9.10 Report Blocked Shipments and Supplier Refusals.
Report blocked shipments and supplier refusals to support the roadmap’s evidence base.
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U.S. and International Stakeholder Actions

5.9.11 Provide Anti-Diversion Expectations and Feedback.
Provide Armenia with anti-diversion expectations and feedback on its proposed EAEU
exception strategy.

5.9.12 Support Technical Assistance and Capacity Building.
Supportt technical assistance for Armenian customs and export-control capacity building.

510 CONCLUSION

The EAEU's free-movement rules create a genuine diversion concern for sensitive technologies
entering Armenia, but the Treaty does not prevent Armenia from adopting targeted export-control
and national-security measures. Article 29, the export-control exclusion in Annex 7, and the
security and international-obligations exceptions provide legal pathways for restricting the onward
movement of identified dual-use goods. Government Decision No. 808-N also offers an existing

domestic mechanism that may be expanded or coordinated with EAEU procedures.

Armenia should map the most sensitive products to EAEU/TN VED codes, adopt carefully
framed domestic restrictions, notify and coordinate with the Eurasian Economic Commission, and
strengthen customs, end-use, and end-user verification. The principal challenge is likely to be
geopolitical rather than administrative, so the measures should be grounded in Armenia's national
security and non-proliferation responsibilities and supported by clear evidence of proportionality
and enforcement. Demonstrating effective control over onward transfers to Russia, Iran, or other
destinations would directly strengthen Armenia's case for improved Country Group treatment,
VEU approval, and broader access to advanced U.S. technology.
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6.0 PROJECT TEAM & STAKEHOLDERS

The individuals and organizations involved in preparing this report are identified below, along with
brief descriptions of their roles and contributions.
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Karén Tonoyan Tono Law Group, Founder & Principal Armenian Bar Association IP/IT USA, New York/
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Jevgenia Altunian Ph.D. Candidate in Law, Faculty of Law, Armenian Bar Association IP/IT Nethetlands,
University of Groningen (The (Techlaw) Committee Member & Groningen

Netherlands). Visiting Scholar, New Legal Researcher
York University School of Law.
Kamelia Antranik Tono Law Group, Law Clerk Armenian Bar Association IP/IT Armenia, Yerevan
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Emma Arakelyan Orion Worldwide Innovations, CEO & Armenian Bar Association IP/IT USA, New York
Founder (Techlaw) Committee Member &
Business Advisor

Lilit Arakelyan D. Law, Summer Associate Armenian Bar Association IP/IT USA, Los
(Techlaw) Committee Member & Angeles
Legal Assistant
Hakob Arshakyan National Assembly of the Republic of  Senior Government Stakeholder Armenia, Yerevan
Armenia, Vice President / Deputy and Program Advisor
Speaker
Karen Avanesyan Office of the High Commissioner for ~ Government Liaison and Armenia, Yerevan
Diaspora Affairs, Head of the Stakeholder-Coordination

Department for Mapping Diaspora Support
Potential and Engagement

Greg Demirchyan Simons Institute for the Theory of Armenian Bar Association IP/IT [USA, Los
Computing, Senior Law & Society (Techlaw) Committee Member & Angeles
Fellow Wortkgtoup 2 Lead

Michael Gostanian Orion Wotldwide Innovations , Venture Project Coordinator USA, Las Vegas
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David Harutunyan J.D. Candidate Armenian Bar Association IP/TT USA, Los
University of La Verne College of Law | (Techlaw) Committee Member & Angeles
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Karo Harutyunyan Orion Worldwide Innovations, Venture Project Coordinator USA, Evanston

Analyst Intern

Mark Kachigian  Partner Emeritus, Head, Johnson, Armenian Bar Association IP/TT USA, New York
Kachigian & Wilkinson, IP Attorney (Techlaw) Committee Member &
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Table 6.1. Stakeholder Contributions. This table identifies the individuals and organizations that contributed to the development of the report, including

their organizational affiliation, program role, and contribution.
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Stakeholder

Republic of Armenia Ministry of Economy

Representative Implementation Responsibilities

Lead authority for export-control licensing, policy implementation,
classification guidance, and regulatory coordination.

Republic of Armenia Ministry of High-
Tech Industry

Coordinate with the technology sector, identify emerging
technologies, and support innovation-related implementation

activities.

State Revenue Committee (Customs)

Customs administration, border enforcement, export verification,

and implementation of export-control measures.

Republic of Armenia Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

International cooperation, treaty coordination, strategic trade
policy, and engagement with foreign governments and international

organizations.

Republic of Armenia Ministry of Finance

Budgetary planning and support for implementation of licensing

systems and administrative modernization.

Republic of Armenia Ministry of Justice

Legislative drafting, legal review, and regulatory coordination, as
appropriate.

National Security Service

National security review and coordination relating to sensitive

exports and strategic technologies, where applicable.

Other Competent Government Authorities

Participate in implementation as appropriate based on their
statutory responsibilities.

Table 6.2. Principal Government Stakeholders Responsible for Implementation of Armenia’s Export-Control Classification

Framework. This table identifies the principal Armenian government anthorities responsible for export-control policy, licensing, customs administration,

technology policy, legislative coordination, and international cooperation. It summarizes each stakeholder’s primary implementation responsibilities in support of

the recommendations presented in Sections 4.5 and 4.6.
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7.0 TERMS & DEFINITIONS

This section provides an overview of the relevant terms and concepts discussed throughout this
report. The following tables define key terminology and identify the principal Armenian laws and
government decisions that establish and implement Armenia’s export-control framework.

ACA Advanced Computing Authorized. A license exception under § 740.8 of the EAR authorizing export

of certain advanced-computing items to most destinations, subject to item and end-user restrictions.

ACEP Advisory Committee on Export Policy. An interagency body that reviews export license applications

and export control policy matters within the U.S. government.

Advisory A written interpretation issued by BIS under 15 CFR § 748.3 regarding the application of the EAR to a
Opinion specific scenario, which does not bind BIS in future licensing decisions.

AG Australia Group. An informal multilateral arrangement of countries that coordinates export controls to

prevent the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons.

ATA Artificial Intelligence Authorization. A license exception under § 740.27 of the EAR authorizing
transfer of frontier AI model weights to entities in Tier 1 destinations.

Al Artificial Intelligence. Computer systems designed to perform tasks that typically require human

intelligence, including learning, reasoning, and decision-making.

AmCham American Chamber of Commerce in Armenia. A business association representing U.S. and

Armenia international companies operating in Armenia.

AIPO Armenian Intellectual Property Office. The national authority responsible for the administration of
intellectual property rights in the Republic of Armenia.

APA Administrative Procedure Act. The U.S. federal statute governing the procedures by which federal
agencies develop and issue regulations, including the right to petition for rulemaking,

APR Additional Permissive Reexports. A license exception under the EAR permitting certain reexports of
items among specified trusted destinations.

BIS Bureau of Industry and Security. An agency within the U.S. Department of Commerce responsible
for administering and enforcing the Export Administration Regulations (EAR).

Catch-All A regulatory mechanism requiring a license for an otherwise uncontrolled item where the exporter
Provision knows or is informed that the item is intended for a prohibited end use or end user.
CCL Commerce Control List. The list of items subject to the Export Administration Regulations and

identified by Export Control Classification Numbers (ECCNs).

CHPL Common High Priority List. A coordinated list maintained by partner governments identifying high-
priority items posing elevated diversion risks and requiring increased export-control vigilance.

CLDP Commercial Law Development Program. A technical assistance program of the U.S. Department of
Commerce that supports commercial legal reform and institutional capacity building worldwide.

Commerce | A chart in Supplement No. 1 to Part 738 of the EAR identifying, by country and reason for control,

Country whether a license is required for export of controlled items to that destination.

Chart

Country A classification system under Supplement No. 1 to Part 740 of the EAR that sorts destination countries
Group (Groups A through E) according to the level of export control risk they present.
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CwC
De Minimis
Rule
Diversion
Dual-Use
Items
EAR
ECCN

EIF

ENC

ERC

EU

Export
Controls

GAO

GBS

ITAR

MOU

NAC

NPT

NSG

Congressional Review Act. A U.S. federal statute requiring agencies to submit new rules to Congress
before they take effect and permitting Congtess to disapprove them by joint resolution.

Chemical Weapons Convention. An international treaty prohibiting the development, production,

stockpiling, and use of chemical weapons.

A provision of the EAR determining the extent to which foreign-made items incorporating controlled
U.S.-origin content remain subject to U.S. jurisdiction, based on the percentage of controlled content.

The unauthorized redirection of controlled items to an end use, end user, or destination other than the

one for which export authorization was granted.

Items, including commodities, software, and technology, that have both civilian and military or
proliferation applications and may be subject to export controls.

Export Administration Regulations. U.S. regulations governing the export, reexport, and transfer of

dual-use and certain military-related items.

Export Control Classification Number. An alphanumeric identifier used within the Commerce
Control List to classify items subject to the Export Administration Regulations.

Enterprise Incubator Foundation. An Armenian organization supporting technology

commercialization, innovation, entrepreneurship, and digital transformation.

Encryption Commodities, Software, and Technology. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.17
authorizing export of encryption items, with the most favorable treatment reserved for a list of

"favorable treatment countries."

End-User Review Committee. The interagency body, drawing on the Departments of State, Defense,
Energy, and Commerce, responsible for reviewing and approving applications for Validated End User

status.

European Union. A political and economic union of twenty-seven European member states.

Laws and regulations governing the export, reexport, transfer, and related activities involving specified
goods, software, technology, and technical data for national security, foreign policy, and other regulatory

purposes.

Government Accountability Office. A U.S. federal agency that audits, evaluates, and investigates the
use of public funds and the legality of federal agency actions.

Shipments to Country Group B Countries. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.4 authorizing
export of items controlled for national-security reasons only to Country Group B destinations.

International Traffic in Arms Regulations. Regulations administered by the U.S. Department of
State governing the export and temporary import of defense articles, defense services, and related
technical data.

Memorandum of Understanding. A non-binding agreement establishing a framework for

cooperation between parties.

Notified Advanced Computing. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.8 permitting export of
certain advanced-computing items to Macau and Country Group D:5 destinations following advance
notification to BIS.

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. An international treaty aimed at preventing

the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology.

Nuclear Suppliers Group. An informal arrangement of nuclear supplier states that coordinates export
controls to prevent nuclear proliferation.

Page 105 of 117



NVEU National Validated End User. A Data Center VEU Authorization, established under 15 CFR §
748.15, available to companies headquartered in Country Groups A, B, or D:1-D:4 (excluding Macau
and D:5), authorized on a country-by-country basis and subject to a per-country compute ceiling.

RA Republic of Armenia.

RPL Servicing and Replacement of Parts and Equipment. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.10

authorizing one-for-one replacement of parts, components, accessories, and attachments.

RPTAC Regulations and Procedures Technical Advisory Committee. A BIS Technical Advisory
Committee, composed of industry and government representatives, that advises on implementation and
administration of the EAR.

STA Strategic Trade Authorization. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.20 authorizing license-free
export of a broad range of national-security-controlled items to trusted end users in specified
destinations.

TAC Technical Advisory Committee. One of six BIS-maintained committees, composed of industry and

government representatives appointed by the Secretary of Commerce, that advises on the technical

parameters and administration of export controls.

Tier 1/ Tier | Trust-based classifications under the Al Diffusion Rule's advanced-computing framewotk,
2/Tier 3 corresponding respectively to close-ally destinations, capped and conditioned destinations, and
prohibited destinations.

TMP Temporary Imports, Exports, Reexports, and Transfers (In-Country). A license exception under
15 CFR § 740.9 covering temporary movements of eligible items, such as tools of trade and exhibition
items.

TSR Technology and Software Under Restriction. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.6 authorizing

export of national-security-controlled technology and software to Country Group B destinations,

subject to written assurance.

TSU Technology and Software - Unrestricted. A license exception under 15 CFR § 740.13 covering
operation technology, software updates, and mass-market software.

UATE Union of Advanced Technology Enterprises. Armenia’s leading technology industry association
representing companies within the country’s high-technology sector.

UVEU Universal Validated End User. A Data Center VEU Authorization, established under 15 CFR §
748.15, available to companies headquartered in Tier 1 (close-ally) destinations, permitting deployment
of computers across multiple countries without an aggregate country-by-country ceiling.

VEU Validated End User. A U.S. Bureau of Industry and Security authorization allowing specified foreign
entities to receive eligible controlled items without individual export licenses, subject to defined
conditions.

WA Wassenaar Arrangement. An informal multilateral arrangement among participating states that

coordinates export controls on conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies.

Table 7.1. Terms and Definitions. This table provides definitions of the principal terms, acronyms, and legal authorities referenced thronghout this report.

The definitions are intended to promote consistent interpretation of the legal, technical, and policy terminology used in the analysis.
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Law No. HO-42-N Establishes Armenia’s legal framework governing export controls for dual-use goods,
technology, information, and intellectual activity.

Government Decision | Designates the authorized state body responsible for implementing Armenia’s export-
No. 924-N (2010) control system and establishes procedures relating to the control of dual-use goods, dual-
use information, and results of intellectual activity.

Government Decision | Establishes procedures related to the implementation and administration of Armenia’s

No. 93-N export-control framework pursuant to Law No. HO-42-N.
Government Decree Establishes Armenia's licensing requirements for the export of designated sensitive goods,
No. 808 including items identified as high-priority goods for sanctions-risk management. The

Decree requires exporters to obtain authorization before exporting covered goods and
forms part of Armenia's broader measures to prevent sanctions citcumvention and

strengthen export-control compliance.

Government Decision | Approves the List of Products of Military Significance and establishes the procedures for
No. 1308-N licensing the import, export, transit transportation, and brokering of military products. The
Decision also specifies licensing requirements, competent authorities, and the forms and

procedures governing military goods transactions in Armenia.

Government Decision | Provides additional implementing measures supporting Armenia’s export-control regulatory
No. 1368-N framework, including administrative procedures adopted under Law No. HO-42-N.

Government Decision | Provides supplementary regulatory measures relating to Armenia’s export-control regime
No. 1571-N and implementation of dual-use goods controls under applicable legislation.

Government Decision | Approves Armenia's List of Controlled Dual-Use Goods and Controlled Intangible Values

No. 1785-N (including technology, software, technical information, and results of intellectual activity)
that are subject to export-control requirements when exported from or transferred through
Armenia. The Decision establishes the official control lists used to determine when export
authorization is required under Armenia's dual-use export control framework.

Table 7.2. Legal References. The following Armenian legal authorities form the principal domestic legal framework governing export controls and dual-

use goods referenced throughout this report.
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APPENDIX A - ARMENIA ACTION-ITEM SUMMARY

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

This appendix serves as the implementation companion to the Armenian Bar Association
IP/IT (Techlaw) Committee’s Phase Five Report. It consolidates 44 implementation
recommendations drawn from Sections 1 through 5 of the Report and 11 priority information and
clarification requests for follow-up with relevant public-sector and private-sector stakeholders.

The implementation recommendations are cross-referenced to the substantive sections of
the Report for ease of reference. The priority information and clarification requests are presented
separately from the longer-term implementation recommendations to facilitate direct outreach,
response tracking, implementation planning, and follow-up. This appendix should be read together
with the Report’s supporting legal and policy analysis.

HOW TO USE THE TABLES

The implementation recommendations are numbered 1 through 44 and identify the
applicable Report section and subsection, together with proposed potential owners. Because these
recommendations describe longer-term implementation measures, individual priorities and
completion dates have not been assigned at this stage. Instead, the proposed implementation
roadmap provides phase-level planning targets for the overall program.

The priority information and clarification requests use a separate sequence numbered 1
through 11 and identify the related Report section(s), proposed priority, and proposed potential
owners. Immediate identifies items that should be addressed first; High identifies important near-
term items. Priority designations and proposed potential owners are starting points for coordinated
follow-up and do not constitute confirmed institutional assignments.

All proposed priorities, potential owners, and roadmap milestones remain preliminary and
subject to further coordination. Publication of the Phase Five Report is not conditioned on any
recipient’s response or participation.
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PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION ROADMAP

The following timeline is proposed as a planning framework to provide stakeholders with
greater clarity regarding sequencing and expected progress. It does not create binding
commitments. All milestones, completion percentages, institutional responsibilities, and outcomes
remain subject to Committee review, stakeholder input, governmental coordination, and any
required legal or administrative approvals.

Because the roadmap continues through early 2028, the year-end 2026 milestone is
presented as completion of the initial action-planning stage for Items 1 through 44, including
confirmation of scope, proposed ownership, sequencing, and item-level timing, rather than
completion of all substantive implementation measures.

COMPLETION

DUE DATE MILESTONE ACTION

Complete all Immediate and High-priority

By Oct 15, 2026 Near-Term Requests . . .
information and clarification items.

Complete review, scope confirmation, proposed
By Dec 31, 2026 Action Planning for Items 1 through 44 | ownership, sequencing, and item-level scheduling for
all implementation recommendations.

January to March Documentation Revisions and Revise relevant documentation and advance necessary
2027 Negotiations institutional and intergovernmental negotiations.
April to July 2027 | Initial Implementation Target 30% overall completion.
August tzoogecember Expanded Implementation Target 80% overall completion.
Target 100% completion and project closeout, with
January to February ol Ty llsmmemiaifiom Fhe ob.]ect'lve of supporting Armenia's potential .
2028 inclusion in the applicable Group A category, subject

to U.S. government review and determination.

The first roadmap milestone is intended to guide follow-up on the Immediate and High-priority information and clarification requests following
publication of the Phase Five Report.

IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Items 1 through 44 reflect longer-term recommendations for future action. They are not
assigned individual priority designations, completion dates, or confirmed institutional
responsibilities at this stage. Instead, they are addressed through the phase-level milestones in the
proposed implementation roadmap. Stakeholder comments regarding feasibility, ownership,
sequencing, timing, and appropriate prioritization are welcome.

SECTION 1 | COUNTRY GROUP RECLASSIFICATION
Report Section 1.6

Armenia's current U.S. Country Group D:1 and D:3 designations increase licensing
requirements and restrict access to advanced U.S. technology. Section 1 addresses the formal, legal,
and diplomatic steps needed to pursue improved Country Group treatment.
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NO. / REPORT

SECTION

IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION

PROPOSED POTENTIAL
OWNERS

Draft and Submit a Formal Petition. Prepare and submit an

Ministry of Economy; Ministry

1
§1.6.1 Administrative Procedure Act petition requesting a change in of Foreign Affairs; Armenian
Armenia's U.S. Country Group designation. legal experts
2 Request a BIS Advisory Opinion. Request guidance from the | Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§1.6.2 U.S. Department of Commerce's Bureau of Industry and of Foreign Affairs
Security on issues Armenia should address to improve its
designation.
3 Address Issues Identified by BIS. Use the BIS advisory Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§1.6.3 opinion to guide necessary legal, regulatory, administrative, and | of Justice; State Revenue
enforcement reforms. Committee; Ministry of High-
Tech Industry; National
Security Service
4 Evaluate Changes to Armenian Export-Control Laws. Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§1.6.4 Assess whether Law No. HO-42-N and Government Decisions | of Justice; State Revenue
Nos. 924-N, 1785-N, and 1308-N require amendment, Committee; Armenian legal
including for intangible transfers, end-use verification, experts
enforcement, and anti-diversion controls.
5 Identify Officials for Diplomatic Outreach. Identify Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§1.6.5 Armenian government and private-sector representatives who | Ministry of Economy; Ministry
can lead or support engagement with relevant U.S. officials. of High-Tech Industry;
industry associations
6 Initiate and Coordinate Diplomatic Outreach. Begin Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§1.6.6 coordinated outreach to U.S. officials and institutions, maintain | Ministry of Economy;
consistent messaging, and track engagement. Embassy of Armenia in the
United States; industry
representatives
7 Maintain Formal and Diplomatic Follow-Up. Provide Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§1.6.7 regular status reporting and continue formal and diplomatic Ministry of Economy;
advocacy to maintain momentum. designated interagency
coordinator
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SECTION 2 | COUNTRY GROUP AND VALIDATED END

USER PATHWAYS
Report Section 2.12

Section 2 addresses country-level treatment and company- or facility-specific authorization
pathways. The recommended approach uses the U.S.-Armenia Charter, its standing Commission,
and the AI and Semiconductor Innovation Partnership MOU to convert existing bilateral

commitments into practical implementation measures.

NO. /
REPORT IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION PROPO?VI;;I;);SE: NTIAL
SECTION
8 Use the U.S.-Armenia Charter as the Negotiating Vehicle. Use | Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§2.12.1 the Charter and its implementation framework to advance Ministry of Economy; Ministry
export-control reclassification, chip access, and Validated End | of High-Tech Industry; Office
User eligibility. of the Prime Minister
9 Establish a Technology and Export-Controls Working Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§2.12.2 Group. Operationalize the standing Commission, establish a Ministry of Economy; Ministry
dedicated workstream, and place export-control reclassification | of High-Tech Industry
on its formal agenda.
10 Modernize and Enforce the Strategic-Trade-Control Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§2.12.3 Regime. Establish harmonized control lists, catch-all of Justice; State Revenue
provisions, effective licensing procedures, meaningful penalties, | Committee; Ministry of
and adequate customs-enforcement capacity. Defense; National Security
Service
n Offer an Anti-Diversion and Verification Package. Offer Ministry of Economy; State
§2.12.4 concrete screening, information-sharing, enforcement- Revenue Committee; National
cooperation, and on-site end-use verification commitments Security Service; Ministry of
through the Chartet's security channels. Foreign Affairs
12 Use the AI and Semiconductor MOU for Export-Control | Ministry of High-Tech
§2.12.5 Requests. Prioritize negotiation of implementation terms, Industry; Ministry of Economy;
including chip-access and authorization pathways for qualified | Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Armenian facilities.
13 Address EAEU Complications Proactively. Present Ministry of Economy; State
§2.12.6 Armenia's proposed EAEU safeguards and diversion controls | Revenue Committee; Ministry
through the Chartet's security framework. of Foreign Affairs; National
Security Service
14 Use Related Charter Workstreams as Negotiating Support. | Office of the Prime Minister;
§2.12.7 Coordinate technology-access requests with cooperation Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
involving critical minerals, civil nuclear energy, and the Trump | Ministry of Economy; Ministry
Route for International Peace and Prosperity. of Territorial Administration
and Infrastructure
15 Protect and Document the Firebird Project. Use Firebird's | Ministry of High-Tech
§2.12.8 licensing, security, and compliance record as evidence that Industry; Firebird project
qualified Armenian facilities can safeguard controlled U.S. representatives; Ministry of
technology. Economy; National Security
Service
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NO. /

REPORT
SECTION

IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION

PROPOSED POTENTIAL
OWNERS

16
§2.12.9

Develop a Bilateral Technology-Security Proposal. Use
Armenia's existing license requirements as negotiating leverage
for improved access in exchange for credible security,
compliance, and verification commitments.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
Ministry of Economy; Ministry
of High-Tech Industry;
National Security Service

SECTION 3 | MULTIILATERAL EXPORT-CONTROL

REGIMES

Report Section 3.4

Formal participation in the principal multilateral export-control regimes is generally a long-

term process. Section 3 focuses on documenting Armenia's current engagement, confirming

alignment of domestic controls, and demonstrating how export-control procedures operate in

practice.

NO. /
REPORT IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION PROPO%EV?;I?;;E NTIAL
SECTION
17 Confirm Armenia's Current International Engagement. Ministry of Foreign Affairs
§3.4.1 Document any ongoing, planned, or informal engagement with
the Nuclear Suppliers Group, Missile Technology Control
Regime, Australia Group, or Wassenaar Arrangement.
18 Confirm Alignment of Domestic Control Lists. Verify that | Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§3.4.2 cutrent international and European Union control-list updates | of Defense
have been incorporated into Government Decisions Nos. 1785-
N and 1308-N.
19 Identify NSG-Controlled Items Relevant to Armenia. Use State Revenue Committee;
§3.4.3 customs data and manufacturing records to identify nuclear- Ministry of Economy
related and dual-use items manufactured, imported, exported,
or transited through Armenia.
20 Audit Armenia's Export-Control Procedures. Document Ministry of Economy; Ministry
§3.4.4 how licensing, end-user verification, diversion-risk assessment, | of Defense; State Revenue
recordkeeping, and enforcement operate in practice under Committee
Government Decisions Nos. 924-N and 1308-N.
21 Assess Political Considerations. Evaluate how consensus- Ministry of Foreign Affairs
§3.4.5 based admission and the participation of Russia and Belarus
affect Armenia's accession or cooperation strategy.
22 Validate the Report's Assessment. Confirm that the Report | Interagency Commission on
§3.4.6 accurately reflects Armenia's current laws, administrative Export Control; Ministry of
practices, and government procedures concerning multilateral Economy as lead
export-control alighment.
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SECTION 4 | EXPORT-CONTROL CLASSIFICATION
FRAMEWORK

Report Section 4.8

Section 4 proposes a clearer and more usable classification framework for Armenian

authorities, companies, universities, laboratories, and international suppliers. The actions combine

legal modernization with practical classification tools, public guidance, interagency coordination,

and stakeholder consultation.

NO. / REPORT PROPOSED POTENTIAL
SECTION IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION OWNERS
23 Develop an Armenia-Focused Classification Matrix. Map | Ministry of Economy; Ministry

§4.8.1 Armenia's priority technologies against applicable Armenian, of High-Tech Industry; State
U.S., European Union, United Kingdom, Common High Revenue Committee;

Priority List, and multilateral classifications. technology and academic
representatives
24 Modernize Armenia's Legal Framework. Update Law No. | Ministry of Economy; Ministry

§4.8.2 HO-42-N and relevant decisions to address software, source of Justice; National Assembly;
code, cloud computing, artificial intelligence, semiconductor Ministry of High-Tech Industry
design, technical assistance, and intangible transfers.

25 Establish Classification and Advisory Procedures. Create | Ministry of Economy;

§4.8.3 standardized procedures for companies, universities, and Interagency Commission on
laboratories to request classification determinations, advisory Export Control; State Revenue
opinions, and interpretive guidance. Committee

26 Develop Practical Compliance Tools. Prepare product- Ministry of Economy; State

§4.8.4 intake forms, classification templates, end-user certifications, Revenue Committee; industry
compliance checklists, supplier materials, and government associations; export-control
information-request templates. professionals

27 Publish Exporter Guidance. Publish accessible guidance on | Ministry of Economy; State

§4.8.5 classifications, licensing requirements, application procedures, | Revenue Committee
processing timelines, common deficiencies, recordkeeping, and
frequently asked questions.

28 Strengthen Interagency Coordination. Establish formal Ministry of Economy; State

§4.8.6 coordination among authorities responsible for export Revenue Committee; Ministry
controls, customs, sanctions compliance, security, and of High-Tech Industry;
technology policy. Ministry of Foreign Affairs;

National Security Service
29 Consult Industry, Academic, and Technical Stakeholders. | Ministry of High-Tech

§4.8.7 Engage companies, universities, laboratories, industry Industry; Ministry of Economy;
organizations, and technical experts to validate priorities and AmCham Armenia; UATE;
identify recurring compliance challenges. universities and technology

companies
30 Establish Periodic Review. Review and update control lists, | Ministry of Economy; Ministry

§4.8.8 guidance, compliance tools, and priority technology sectors of High-Tech Industry; State
every two to three years, or sooner when necessary. Revenue Committee; technical

and academic representatives
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NO. / REPORT

SECTION

IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION

PROPOSED POTENTIAL
OWNERS

Strengthen Anti-Diversion and End-Use Safeguards.

improvements to strengthen supplier confidence, international
cooperation, global supply-chain participation, and future
trusted-partner initiatives.

31 State Revenue Committee;
§4.8.9 Improve end-user screening, end-use verification, Ministry of Economy; National
recordkeeping, customs coordination, supplier due diligence, Security Service; technology,
and related safeguards. logistics, and financial-sector
representatives
32 Support Armenia's Long-Term International Integration. | Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
§4.8.10 Use the classification framework and compliance Ministry of Economy; Ministry

of High-Tech Industry;
technology-sector
representatives

SECTION 5 | EAEU ANTI-DIVERSION STRATEGY

Report Section 5.9

Section 5 addresses diversion concerns atising from the EAEU's free-movement

framework. The proposed approach combines product mapping, carefully framed EAEU

exception requests, stronger customs and end-use controls, private-sector compliance, and

coordination with U.S. and international partners.

NO. /

REPORT
SECTION

IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION

PROPOSED POTENTIAL

OWNERS

MOU support reliance on the international-obligations ground
in Article 29(1)(5).

33 Identify the Lead Armenian Agency. Determine whether the | Ministry of Economy or State
9. inistry of Economy or State Revenue Committee shou evenue Committee, to be
5.9.1 Ministry of E y or State R C i hould R C i b
coordinate Armenia's EAEU exception requests. determined
34 Map Sensitive Products to TN VED Codes. Identify Ministry of Economy; State
9. sensitive dual-use products and map them to the correspondin evenue Committee; Ministr
5.9.2 itive dual prod d map th h ponding | R C i Ministry
EAEU/TN VED classifications. of High-Tech Industry;
technology-sector
representatives
35 Prepare Article 29.1 Exception Requests. Prepare and submit | Ministry of Economy; State
9. requests to the Eurasian Economic Commission to prevent evenue Committee; Ministry
5.9.3 q he Burasian E ic C issi p R C i Ministry
identified products from being transshipped or reshipped to of Foreign Affairs;
Russia, Iran, or other destinations. Government of Armenia
36 Strengthen Customs and End-Use Verification. Improve State Revenue Committee;
5.9.4 border enforcement and verification of the end users and end National Security Setvice;
y
uses of sensitive goods. Ministry of Economy; Ministry
of Defense
37 Coordinate with U.S. Authorities. Demonstrate Armenia's Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
5.9.5 anti-diversion controls to relevant U.S. authorities. Ministry of Economy; State
ry ¥
Revenue Committee; Embassy
of Armenia in the United States
38 Assess the International-Obligations Ground. Determine Ministry of Economy; Ministry
5.9.6 whether Armenia's commitments under the U.S.-Armenia of Foreign Affairs; Ministry of
g ity

Justice; Armenian legal experts
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39 Identify Affected Products and Supply Chains. Identify Technology companies and
5.9.7 roducts and supply chains affected by transshipment concerns. | importers; UATE; AmCham
p PPy Y P p
Armenia; logistics providers
and customs brokers
40 Implement Internal Compliance Programs. Screen Technology companies;
5.9.8 transactions against restricted counterparties and other importers and exporters;
g 2 p P
applicable risk indicators. financial institutions;
compliance professionals
1 Maintain End-Use and End-User Records. Preserve records | Technology companies;
5.9.9 concerning the end users and intended uses of sensitive importers and exporters;
g P P
imports. customs brokers; logistics
providers
42 Report Technology-Access Problems. Document blocked Technology companies; UATE;
5.9.10 shipments, supplier refusals, and enhanced due-diligence AmCham Armenia; Ministry of
2 pp & y
measures to support the Report's evidence base. High-Tech Industry
43 Provide Anti-Diversion Expectations and Feedback. U.S. Department of
5.9.11 Provide guidance concerning Armenia's proposed controls and | Commerce/BIS; U.S.
g g prop
EAEU exception strategy. Department of State; U.S.
Department of the Treasury;
international partners
44 Support Technical Assistance. Support Armenian customs U.S. and international partners;
§5.9.12 and export-control capacity building. Ministry of Economy; State
Revenue Committee

PRIORITY INFORMATION AND CLARIFICATION REQUESTS FOR FOLLOW-
ur

The following items request confirmation or information that may be available from
existing laws, records, procedures, or institutional knowledge. They are presented separately from
the longer-term implementation recommendations so recipients can identify and address them
directly. The proposed priorities indicate which responses would be most useful first and are
intended to support coordinated post-publication follow-up.

NO. / REPORT |

INFORMATION OR
CLARIFICATION REQUEST

PROPOSED POTENTIAL

PRIORITY OWNERS

SECTION

Multilateral Export-Control Regimes.
The Report presently treats Armenia as
not participating in the Wassenaar
Arrangement, Missile Technology Control

1

Section 3

Immediate

Regime, Nuclear Suppliers Group, or
Australia Group and recommends
voluntary alignment while longer-term
engagement is considered. Confirm any
cutrent participation, accession efforts,
expressions of interest, or informal
engagement.

Ministry of Economy; Ministry of
High-Tech Industry; Ministry of
Foreign Affairs
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2
Sections 4 & 5

Immediate

Controlled-Goods Classifications. The
Report uses Armenia's sensitive-goods
schedule, the Common High Priority List,
and HS/TN VED classifications to
identify products relevant to Armenian
technology companies. Confirm the
current applicable classifications, whether
the identified codes remain covered, and
which codes are most relevant.

Ministry of Economy; State Revenue
Committee

3

Section 5

Immediate

Government Decision No. 808-N. The
Report states that Government Decision
No. 808-N requires export and transit
permits for 115 sensitive TN VED codes,
including certain shipments to EAEU
member states. Clarify whether screening
uses the Common High Priority List,
Armenia's sensitive-goods list, or both,
and whether the requirements apply to
imports, exports, transit, and intra-EAEU
transfers.

Ministry of Economy; State Revenue
Committee

4
Section 4

Immediate

Government Decision No. 924-N
Licensing Procedures. The Report
describes Government Decision No. 924-
N as the principal licensing procedure
implementing Law No. HO-42-N.
Confirm requited documentation,
responsible agencies, review timelines,
license validity, and post-license reporting
requirements.

Ministry of Economy

5
Sections 4 & 5

Immediate

Industry Case Studies. The Report
currently uses hypothetical examples to
illustrate access barriers. Provide
anonymized examples of blocked
shipments, supplier refusals, or enhanced
due-diligence measures affecting Armenian
companies, including refusals by
distributors where available.

Ministry of High-Tech Industry;
technology companies; UATE;
AmCham Armenia

6
Section 4

High

Proposed Amendments to Law No.
HO-42-N. The Report proposes an
Internal Compliance Program certification
mechanism and temporary catch-all
controls. Confirm whether Articles 6 and 8
are the appropriate provisions, whether
the safeguards should be statutory or
adopted by implementing decision, and
which parliamentary or government office
should review the proposal.

Ministry of Economy; Ministry of
Justice; National Assembly

7

Section 4

High

Expedited Review and Post-Shipment
Verification. The Report proposes
expedited interagency review and post-
shipment verification for qualifying
transactions. Confirm whether existing law
already authorizes either procedure and, if
not, identify the provisions of
Government Decision No. 924-N that
require amendment.

Ministry of Economy
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8
Sections 1-5

High

Stakeholder Working Group. The
Report recommends formal coordination
for implementation across export controls,
customs, sanctions compliance, security,
and technology policy. Identify the
government institutions with
implementation responsibilities and
designate the appropriate participating
offices.

Ministry of Economy; Ministry of
High-Tech Industry

9

Sections 1-5

High

Industry Participation. The Report
recommends consultation with companies,
industry associations, financial institutions,
universities, customs brokers, freight
forwarders, logistics providers, and
technical experts. Identify the
organizations and representatives that
should participate in the consultation
process.

Ministry of High-Tech Industry;
Ministry of Economy; industry and
academic associations

10
Sections 1-5

High

Legal Framework Review. The Report
analyzes Law No. HO-42-N and
Government Decisions Nos. 808-N, 924-
N, 1308-N, 1571-N, and 1785-N, together
with related administrative practices.
Identify omitted legislation, inaccuracies,
pending reforms, further
recommendations, and technology sectors
or legal issues requiring additional analysis.

Ministry of Justice; Ministry of
Economy; Armenian legal and
technical experts

1
Sections 1,2, & 5

High

Armenia's Strategic Positioning. The
Report describes Armenia as operating
within the EAEU customs framework
while pursuing deeper U.S. technology
cooperation through the U.S.-Armenia
Charter and the Al and Semiconductor
Innovation Partnership MOU. It
recommends stronger domestic controls,
EAEU-compatible safeguards, and
bilateral security and verification
commitments as the basis for improved
U.S. export-control treatment. Confirm
whether this accurately reflects the
Government of Armenia's cutrent
strategic posture and diplomatic
messaging.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry
of Economy; Ministry of High-Tech
Industry

CONCLUSION

Thank you for reviewing this Action-Item Summary and for providing any corrections,

clarifications, or recommendations relevant to your institution or area of expertise. Your input will

assist the Committee in confirming the accuracy and practical feasibility of the proposed actions,

refining potential ownership and sequencing, and supporting coordinated implementation and

future stakeholder engagement. The Committee appreciates your time, expertise, and continued

engagement with this initiative.
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