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Iraq - Overview
•

The broad trends in Iraqi central government expenditures, military expenditures, and arms spending reflect the
virtual collapse of Iraq’s economy, and a near cut off of military imports since 1991.

•

Iraq’s military effort placed a massive burden on its economy throughout the Iran-Iraq War and during August
1988 through July 1988. Its efforts to rebuild its forces since the Gulf War have involved such high military
expenditures relative to Iraq’s GDP that they have reached the crisis level and have been a critical factor in the
decline in living standards in Iraq.

•

The trends in terms of military expenditure per capita versus GDP per capita are even worse than the trend in
gross military expenditures versus total GDP. Iraq clearly has a government which cares little for the welfare of
its people, and which emphasizes guns over butter even at the cost of a devastating cut in per capita income.

•

A detailed comparison of the trends in the Iraqi economy versus the Iraqi military and arms import effort
reveals that Iraq began to encounter critical problems in funding its military efforts as early as 1985. It also
reveals that Iraq has chosen guns over butter since the Gulf War at an immense cost in terms of the resulting
share of GDP.

•

As a result, Iraq began to experience a crisis in recapitalizing its military forces as early as 1985, and the Gulf
War turned this crisis into a virtual catastrophe. Iraq’s military machine may retain a massive order of battle, but
Iraq’s lack of arms imports means that its military readiness and sustainability is only a fraction of what it was
in 1990.

•

Iraqi purchases matched Saudi purchases during the mid-1980s, but Iraqi deliveries in current US dollars
dropped from $11 billion annually during 1988-1991 to below $200 million annually in 1992-1995.

•

Comparisons of Iraqi new agreements and arms deliveries by supplier country reveal a drastic decline in new
agreements before the Gulf War that would have seriously compromised Iraq’s import-dependent forces even
without the Gulf War.

•

•

New agreements with Russia dropped from $11.8 billion in 1983-1986 to $4.1 billion in 1987-1990, before
dropping to zero after 1991.

•

New agreements with China dropped from $1.7 billion in 1983-1986 to $0.6 billion in 1987-1990, before
dropping to zero after 1991.

•

New agreements with E. Europe dropped from $4.0 billion in 1983-1986 to $1.0 billion in 1987-1990,
before dropping to zero after 1991.

•

In contrast, new agreements with the major West European states rose from $1.0 billion in 1983-1986 to
$2.7 billion in 1987-1990, before dropping to zero after 1991 -- reflecting Iraq’s growing interest in
advanced military technology before the cutoff of arms imports.

In spite of various claims, Iraq’s domestic production capability can only play a major role in allowing Iraq to
sustain its modern weapons and ability to use advanced military technology. Iraq remains an import dependent
country.
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Iraq - Overview
•

Iraq’s past pattern of arms imports makes it highly dependent on access to a wide range of suppliers -particularly Western Europe and Russia. Even if one nation should resume supply, Iraq could not rebuild its
military machine without broad access to such suppliers and would be forced to convert a substantial
amount of its order of battle to whatever supplier(s) were willing to sell.

•

In spite of some smuggling, Iraq has had negligible export earnings since 1990, and faces significant long
term limits on its ability to import even when sanctions are lifted.

•

Iraq will encounter severe problems after UN sanctions are lifted because of the inability of the FSU to
provide efficient deliveries of spares and cost-effective upgrade and modernization packages.

•

No accurate data are available on Iraqi military spending and arms imports since 1991, but estimates of
trends in constant dollars, using adjusted US government data, strongly indicate that Iraq would need to
spend sums approaching $20 billion to recapitalize its force structure.

•

Major modernization efforts to counter US standards of capability could add $10 billion each to key
modernization efforts like land-based air defense, air defense, air and missile strike capabilities, armored
modernization, modernization of other land weapons, and reconstitution of the Iraqi Navy. Modernization
to match Saudi levels of capability would be about half these totals.
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Iraqi Dependence on Decaying, Obsolete, or Obsolescent Major Weapons
Land Forces
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
·

600-700 M-48s, M-60s, AMX-30s, Centurions, and Chieftains captured from Iran or which it obtained in small
numbers from other countries.
1,000 T-54, T-55, T-77 and Chinese T-59 and T-69 tanks
200 T-62s.
1,500-2,100 (BTR-50, BTR-60, BTR-152, OT-62, OT-64, etc
1,600 BDRM-2, EE-3, EE-9, AML-60, AML-90
800-1,200 towed artillery weapons (105 mm, 122 mm, 130 mm, and 155 mm).
Unknown number of AS-11, AS-1, AT-1, crew-portable anti-tank-guided missiles.
More than 1,000 heavy, low-quality anti-aircraft guns.
Over 1,500 SA-7 and other low-quality surface-to-air guided missile launchers & fire units.
20 PAH-1 (Bo-105); attack helicopters with AS-11 and AS-12, 30 Mi-24s and Mi-25s with AT-2 missiles, SA342s with AS-12s, Allouettes with AS-11s and AS-12s.
100-180 worn or obsolete transport helicopters.
Air Force
6-7 HD-6 (BD-6), 1-2 Tu-16, and 6 Tu-22 bombers.
100 J-6, MiG-23BN, MiG-27, Su-7 and Su-20.
140 J-7, MiG-21, MiG-25 air defense fighters.
MiG-21 and MiG-25 reconnaissance fighters.
15 Hawker Hunters.
Il-76 Adnan AEW aircraft.
AA-6, AA-7, Matra 530 air-to-air missiles.
AS-11, AS-12, AS-6, AS-14; air-to-surface missiles.
25 PC-7, 30 PC-9, 40 L-29 trainers.
An-2, An-12, and Il-76 transport aircraft.

•
•
•
•
•
•

Air Defense
20-30 operational SA-2 batteries with 160 launch units.
25-50 SA-3 batteries with 140 launch units.
36-55 SA-6 batteries with over 100 fire units.
6,500 SA-7s.
400 SA-9s.
192 SA-13s

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Navy
Ibn Khaldun.
Osa-class missile boat.
13 light combat vessels.
5-8 landing craft.
Agnadeen.
1 Yugoslav Spasilac-class transport.
Polnocny-class LST.

Source: Estimate made by Anthony H. Cordesman based discussions with US experts.
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The Iraqi Cumulative Arms Import Deficit Enforced by UN Sanctions
(Measured in $US 97 Constant millions)
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Source: Adapted by Anthony H. Cordesman from US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military
Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1995, GPO, Washington, 1996.
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The Problem of Iraqi Military Production
•

Iraq developed significant ammunition, small and light arms, and gun barrel production facilities before the
Gulf War, and many survive and function. However, focused most resources on weapons of mass destruction.

•

Left even high tech service (e.g. French and Russian aircraft) to foreign technical support teams. Did not
attempt to develop major in-house capabilities.

•

Pre-1991 production was heavily prototype-oriented and largely prestige-oriented in nature.

•

Did import T-72 kits, in theory as transition to production facilities. However, far from clear that Iraq has
industrial base for such manufactures.

•

Iraqi modifications sometimes succeeded, but many failed and had an “impress the maximum leader character.”
E.g. T-72 upgrades.

•

Historically, assembly of major weapons does not lead to technology transfer or effective reverse engineering
capability without extensive foreign support. Net impact is to create over-specialized facilities, waste resources.

•

No developing state, including India and China, has yet demonstrated that it can successfully mass manufacture
an advanced fighter plane or tank, even on a turn-key basis.

•

Few nations have made useful major equipment upgrades for armor and aircraft. Jordan and South Korea,
Turkey are among few successes. Egypt, India, Pakistan are more typical.

•

Iraq has effectively been cut off from all major imports of parts and specialized equipment since 1990s,
although dual use items, civilian electronics and sensors, and computer gear are not effectively controlled.

•

Black market imports, substitution, and local manufactures can only provide an erratic and inefficient substitute
for large scale resources.

•

Some indications that Iraq is giving priority to importing equipment for weapons of mass destruction.
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Major Iraqi Military Production Facilities
•

Tank assembly plant operating under Polish and Czech licenses at Al-Amen.

•

Major armor refitting center at Base West World (Samawa).

•

Manufacture of proximity fuses for 155 mm and cluster munitions at April 7 (Narawan Fuse) Factory.

•

Manufacture of 122 mm howitzers, Ababil rockets, tank optics and mortar sights at Sa'ad 5 (Sa'ad Engineering
Complex).

•

Manufacture of wheeled APCs under East European license, other armor, and artillery pieces at Al Taji).

•

Manufacture and repair of artillery, vehicle parts, and cannon barrels at SEHEE heavy engineering complex (Al
Dura).

•

Aircraft assembly and manufacturing plant under construction at Sa'ad 38. (Fao)

•

Manufacture of aerial bombs, artillery pieces, and tungsten-carbide machine tool bits at Badr (al Yusufiyah).

•

Production of explosives, TNT, propellants, and some vehicle production capability at Al Hiteen (Al
Iskandariyah).

•

Production of cluster bombs and fuel-air explosives at Fao.

•

Production of aerial bombs, TNT, and solid rocket propellants at Al Qaqaa.

•

Manufacture of small naval boats at Sawary (Basra).

•

Production and modification of defense electronics at Mansour (Baghdad).

•

Production and modification of defense electronics, radars, and frequency-hopping radios at Sa'ad 13 (Salah al
Din - Ad Dawr).

•

Digital computer software, assembly of process line controllers for weapons plants, and plastic castings at
Diglia (Zaafarniyah).

•

Precision machining at Al Rabiyah.

•

Manufacture of non-ferrous ammunition cases at Sa'ad 21 (Mosul).

•

Liquid nitrogen production at Al Amil.

•

Production of ethylene oxide for fuel-air explosives at PCI.

•

Production of HMX and RDX explosives at Fallujah chemical plant at Al Muthanna.

•

Manufacture of gas masks at Sa'ad 24 (Mosul).
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Iraqi WMD Force Developments
Iraq is currently under UN sanctions that include controls on its imports and how it uses its oil revenues,
and which prohibit the sale or transfer of weapons and dual-use technology to Iraq. UNSCOM dismantled much of
its missile holdings and production capabilities between 1991 and 1998, as well as many of its stocks and
capabilities to produce weapons of mass destruction. The US and Britain struck hard at Iraq’s remaining missile
production capabilities in Operation Desert Fox in December 1998.
Nevertheless, Table III.7 shows that Iraq retains significant capabilities to design and build long-range
missiles, and biological and nuclear weapons. Although UNSCOM and the IAEA succeeded in destroying much of
its capabilities, and virtually all of its fissile material production facilities, Iraq has managed to retain the capability
to build missiles with ranges of 150 kilometers or less, and has exploited this situation to develop facilities which
can rapidly be converted to the production of longer-range missiles.
The sheer complexity and persistence of the Iraqi effort described in Table III.7 is a warning of what the
current regime in Iraq may do if it can ever free itself of UN sanctions. It shows that Iraq continues to try to import
dual-use components that can be used in the production of nuclear weapons, and much of its biological weapons
equipment has never been found. It is also important to note that Iraq has persisted in such efforts at the cost of
nearly a decade of sanctions, massive economic sacrifices, and the inability to import conventional arms. Table III.7
is a history of immense costs and immense sacrifices involving a full spectrum of massive programs – facts that are
generally ignored by those who focus on the human costs of sanctions while ignoring the potential cost of not
maintaining them.
The National Intelligence Council summarizes the Iraqi ballistic missile threat to the US as follows:xii
“Although the Gulf war and subsequent United Nations activities destroyed much of Iraq's missile
infrastructure, Iraq could test an ICBM capable of reaching the United States during the next 15 years.
•

After observing North Korean activities, Iraq most likely would pursue a three-stage Taepo Dong-2
approach to an ICBM (or SLV), which could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload to parts of the
United States. If Iraq could buy a Taepo Dong-2 from North Korea, it could have a launch capability within
months of the purchase; if it bought Taepo Dong engines, it could test an ICBM by the middle of the next
decade. Iraq probably would take until the end of the next decade to develop the system domestically.

•

Although much less likely, most analysts believe that if Iraq were to begin development today, it could test
a much less capable ICBM in a few years using Scud components and based on its prior SLV experience or
on the Taepo Dong-1.

•

If it could acquire No Dongs from North Korea, Iraq could test a more capable ICBM along the same lines
within a few years of the No Dong acquisition.

•

Analysts differ on the likely timing of Iraq’s first flight test of an ICBM that could threaten the United
States. Assessments include unlikely before 2015; and likely before 2015, possibly before 2010—foreign
assistance would affect the capability and timing.”
A CIA report in August 2000 summarized the state of proliferation in Iraq as follows,xiii

Since Operation Desert Fox in December 1998, Baghdad has refused to allow United Nations inspectors into
Iraq as required by Security Council Resolution 687. Although UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR)
1284, adopted in December 1999, established a follow-on inspection regime to the United Nations Special
Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) in the form of the United Nations Monitoring, Verification, and Inspection
Committee (UNMOVIC), there have been no UN inspections during this reporting period. Moreover, the
automated video monitoring system installed by the UN at known and suspect WMD facilities in Iraq has been
dismantled by the Iraqis. Having lost this on-the-ground access, it is difficult for the UN or the US to accurately
assess the current state of Iraq’s WMD programs.
Since the Gulf war, Iraq has rebuilt key portions of its chemical production infrastructure for industrial and
commercial use, as well as its missile production facilities. It has attempted to purchase numerous dual-use
items for, or under the guise of, legitimate civilian use. This equipment—in principle subject to UN scrutiny—
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also could be diverted for WMD purposes. Since the suspension of UN inspections in December 1998, the risk
of diversion has increased.
Following Desert Fox, Baghdad again instituted a reconstruction effort on those facilities destroyed by the US
bombing, to include several critical missile production complexes and former dual-use CW production
facilities. In addition, it appears to be installing or repairing dual-use equipment at CW-related facilities. Some
of these facilities could be converted fairly quickly for production of CW agents.
UNSCOM reported to the Security Council in December 1998 that Iraq continued to withhold information
related to its CW and BW programs. For example, Baghdad seized from UNSCOM inspectors an Air Force
document discovered by UNSCOM that indicated that Iraq had not consumed as many CW munitions during
the Iran-Iraq War in the 1980s as had been declared by Baghdad. This discrepancy indicates that Iraq may have
an additional 6,000 CW munitions hidden.
We do not have any direct evidence that Iraq has used the period since Desert Fox to reconstitute its WMD
programs, although given its past behavior, this type of activity must be regarded as likely. We assess that since
the suspension of UN inspections in December of 1998, Baghdad has had the capability to reinitiate both its
CW and BW programs within a few weeks to months, but without an inspection monitoring program, it is
difficult to determine if Iraq has done so. We know, however, that Iraq has continued to work on its unmanned
aerial vehicle (UAV) program, which involves converting L-29 jet trainer aircraft originally acquired from
Eastern Europe. These modified and refurbished L-29s are believed to be intended for delivery of chemical or
biological agents.
Iraq continues to pursue development of two SRBM systems which are not prohibited by the United Nations:
the liquid-propellant Al-Samoud, and the solid-propellant Ababil-100. The Al-Samoud is essentially a scaleddown Scud, and the program allows Baghdad to develop technological improvements that could be applied to a
longer range missile program. We believe that the Al-Samoud missile, as designed, is capable of exceeding the
UN-permitted 150-km-range restriction with a potential operational range of about 180 kilometers. Personnel
previously involved with the Condor II/Badr-2000 missile—which was largely destroyed during the Gulf war
and eliminated by UNSCOM—are working on the Ababil-100 program. If economic sanctions against Iraq
were lifted, Baghdad probably would attempt to convert these efforts into longer range missile systems,
regardless of continuing UN monitoring and continuing restrictions on WMD and long-range missile programs.
Once again, there is no way to determine whether Iraq will actually create such capabilities to strike the
US. It does seems likely, however, that if Saddam Hussein or his immediate coterie remain in power that Iraqi will
be an aggressive and revanchist state. This could take the form of an effort to create a missile threat to the US. Any
Iraqi leadership with ambitions to seize the territory of another power in the region might conclude that Iraq would
need a credible deterrent capability to strike the US in order to prevent the US from using its forces to halt Iraqi
military action.
The sheer scale and complexity of the past Iraqi efforts shown in Table III.7 is a warning that Iraq is
perfectly capable of acting in such a manner. At the same time, it is far from clear that a future Iraqi leadership will
have the ambitions and attitudes of Saddam Hussein. Even a relatively hostile leadership might conclude that
deploying ICBMs to strike the US would be so provocative that the US might preempt – as it did in striking Iraqi
missile production facilities in December 1999 during operation Desert Fox. Such a regime might conclude that
creating a regional capability to strike with missiles and weapons of mass destruction would hold the allies, power
projection forces, and bases of the US as hostages without triggering the kind of reaction the US might make to a
direct threat to its Homeland. Given the other major proliferators in the region -- which include India, Iran, Israel,
Pakistan, and Syria – even a regime that is not actively hostile to the US might continue to develop nuclear weapons
and long-range missiles in spite of its agreements not to do so.
At the same time, there is no way to predict that Iraq will pose such a threat, or the size, timing, and
effectiveness, of any forces it may deploy. Iraq presents the same dilemma for NMD planning purposes as North
Korea and Iran. There is no way that the justification for an NMD system can be built around the certainty of an
Iraqi threat or tailored to some clear concept of what that threat will be. There equally is no way that the need for an
NMD system can be dismissed because of the lack of a valid potential threat.
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•

UNSCOM and the IAEA’s success have created new priorities for Iraqi proliferation. The UN’s success in
destroying the large facilities Iraq needs to produce fissile materials already may well have led Iraq to focus on
covert cell-like activities to manufacture highly lethal biological weapons as a substitute for nuclear weapons.

•

All of the biological agents Iraq had at the time of the Gulf War seem to have been “wet” agents with limited
storage life and limited operational lethality. Iraq may have clandestinely carried out all of the research
necessarily to develop a production capability for dry, storage micro-power weapons which would be far easier
to clandestinely stockpile, and have much more operational lethality.

•

Iraq did not have advanced binary chemical weapons and most of its chemical weapons used unstable
ingredients. Iraq has illegally imported specialized glassware since the Gulf War, and may well have developed
advanced binary weapons and tested them in small numbers. It may be able to use a wider range of precursors
and have developed plans to produce precursors in Iraq. It may have improved its technology for the production
of VX gas.

•

Iraq is likely to covertly exploit Western analyses and critiques of its pre-war proliferation efforts to correct
many of the problems in the organization of its proliferation efforts, its weapons design, and its organization for
their use.

•

Iraq bombs and warheads were relatively crude designs which did not store chemical and biological agents well
and which did a poor job of dispersing them. Fusing and detonation systems did a poor job of ensuring
detonation at the right height and Iraq made little use of remote sensors and weather models for long-range
targeting and strike planning. Iraq could clandestinely design and test greatly improve shells, bombs, and
warheads. The key tests could be conducted using towers, simulated agents, and even indoors. Improved
targeting, weather sensors, and other aids to strike planning are dual-use or civil technologies that are not
controlled by UNSCOM. The net impact would weapons that could be 5-10 times more effective than the
relatively crude designs Iraq had rushed into service under the pressure of the Iran-Iraq War.

•

UNSCOM and the IAEA’s success give Iraq an equally high priority to explore ways of obtaining fissile
material from the FSU or other potential supplier country and prepare for a major purchase effort the moment
sanctions and inspections are lifted and Iraq has the hard currency to buy its way into the nuclear club. Iraq
could probably clandestinely assemble all of the components of a large nuclear device except the fissile
material, hoping to find some illegal source of such material.

•

The components for cruise missiles are becoming steadily more available on the commercial market, and Iraq
has every incentive to create a covert program to examine the possibility of manufacturing or assembling cruise
missiles in Iraq.

•

UN inspections and sanctions may also drive Iraq to adopt new delivery methods ranging from clandestine
delivery and the use of proxies to sheltered launch-on-warning capabilities designed to counter the US
advantage in airpower.

•

Iraq can legally maintain and test missiles with ranges up to 150 kilometers. This allows for exoatmospheric
reentry testing and some testing of improved guidance systems. Computer simulation, wind tunnel models, and
production engineering tests can all be carried out clandestinely under the present inspection regime. It is
possible that Iraq could develop dummy or operational high explosive warheads with shapes and weight
distribution of a kind that would allow it to test concepts for improving its warheads for weapons of mass
destruction. The testing of improved bombs using simulated agents would be almost impossible to detect as
would the testing of improved spray systems for biological warfare.

•

Iraq has had half a decade in which to improve its decoys, dispersal concepts, dedicated command and control
links, targeting methods, and strike plans. This kind of passive warfare planning is impossible to forbid and
monitor, but ultimately is as important and lethal as any improvement in hardware.

•

There is no evidence that Iraq made an effort to develop specialized chemical and biological devices for covert
operations, proxy warfare, or terrorist use. It would be simple to do so clandestinely and they would be simple
to manufacture.
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What is At Stake in Terms of the UNSCOM Crisis in Iraq:
Summary of the Iraqi Threat Reported in the Note by the Secretary General, “Report of the SecretaryGeneral on the Activities of the Special Commission,”
S/1997/774, October 6, 1997
•

Analysis had shown that Iraq had destroyed 83 of the 85 missiles it had claimed were destroyed. at the same
time, it stated that Iraq had not given an adequate account of its proscribed missile assets, including launchers,
warheads, and propellants. It also stated that Tariq Aziz, Iraq’s Deputy Prime Minister, “gave an explicit order
in the presence of the Executive Chairman, to the Iraqi experts not to discuss such issues with the Chairman.”

•

Iraq had continued to lie regarding the way in which it has destroyed its pre-war inventory of missile launchers,
and major uncertainties remained over its holdings of biological and chemical missile warheads. Iraq initially
claimed that it had 45 missile warheads filled with chemical weapons in 1992. It then stated that it had 20
chemical and 25 biological warheads in 1995. UNSCOM established that it had a minimum of 75 operational
warheads and 5 used for trials. It has evidence of the existence of additional warheads. It can only verify that 16
warheads were filled with Sarin, and 34 with chemical warfare binary components, and that 30 were destroyed
under its supervision -- 16 with Sarin and 14 with binary components. Iraq again failed to provide
documentation on this issue in September, 1997.

•

It continued to conceal documents describing its missile propellants, and the material evidence relating to its
claims to have destroyed its indigenous missile production capabilities indicated in might has destroyed less
than a tenth of what it claimed.

•

“The Commission identified some other areas of concern related to Iraq’s chemical weapons program. The most
important among them are the accounting for special missile warheads intended for filling with chemical or
biological warfare agent, the material balance of some 550 155 mm mustard gas shells, the extent of VX
programs, and the rationale for the acquisition of various types of chemical weapons.”

•

UNSCOM stated that it had been able to destroy 120 pieces of additional equipment for the production of
chemical weapons that Iraq had only disclosed in August, 1997. Major uncertainties still existed regarding some
4,000 tons of declared precursors for chemical weapons, the production of several hundred tons of additional
chemical warfare agents, the consumption of chemical precursors, and Iraq’s claims to have unilaterally
destroyed some 130 tons of chemical warfare agents. Major uncertainties existing regarding 107,500 empty
casings for chemical weapons, whether several thousand additional chemical weapons were filled with agents,
the unilateral destruction of 15, 620 weapons, and the fate of 16,038 additional weapons Iraq claimed it had
discarded. “The margin of error” in the accounting presented by Iraq is in the neighborhood of 200 munitions.”

•

The uncertainties affecting the destruction of VX gas affect some 750 tons of imported precursor chemicals, and
55 tons of domestically produced precursors. Iraq has made unverifiable claims that 460 tons were destroyed by
Coalition air attacks, and that it unilaterally destroyed 212 tons. UNSCOM has only been able to verify the
destruction of 155 tons out of this latter total, and destroy a further 36 tons on its own. Iraq systematically lied
about the existence of its production facilities for VX gas until 1995, and made “significant efforts” to conceal
its production capabilities after that date.

•

“Iraq has not provided physical evidence (relating to) binary artillery munitions and aerial bombs, chemical
warheads for short range missiles, cluster aerial bombs, and spray tanks.” Iraq has claimed these were only
prototype programs, but there is no current way to know how many were deployed as weapons.

•

“Until July, 1995, Iraq totally denied it had any offensive biological warfare program. Since then, Iraq has
presented three versions of FFCDs and four “drafts.” The most recent FFCD was presented by Iraq on 11
September 1997. This latest submission followed the Commission’s rejection, in April 1997, of the previous
FFCD of June 1996...In the period since that report, the Commission conducted eight inspections in an attempt
to investigate critical areas of Iraq’s proscribed activities such as warfare agent production and destruction,
biological munitions manufacturing, filling and destruction, and military involvement in and support to the
proscribed program. Those investigations, along with documents and other evidence available to the
Commission, confirmed the assessment that the June 1996 declaration was deeply deficient....The new FFCD,
received on 11 September 1997, contains fewer errata and is more coherent. However, with regard to the
important issues...the report contains no significant changes from the June 1996 FFCD. ..the Commission’s
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questions are rephrased to in order to avoid having to produce direct answers, or are answer incompletely, or are
ignored completely...Little of the information the Commission has gathered since June 1996 has been
incorporated into the new document.”
•

Iraq has never provided a clear picture of the role of its military in its biological warfare program, and has
claimed it only played a token role. It has never accounted for its disposal of growth media. “Media
unaccounted for is sufficient, in quantity, for the production of over three times more of the biological agent -Anthrax -- stated by Iraq to have been produced...Bulk warfare agent production appears to be vastly
understated by Iraq...Experts calculations of possible agent production quantities, either by equipment capacity
or growth media amounts, far exceed Iraq’s stated results....Significant periods when the fermenters were
claimed not to be utilized are unexplained.”

•

Iraq’s accounting for its Aflatoxin production is not credible. Biological warfare field trials are underreported
and inadequately described. Claims regarding field trials of chemical and biological weapons using R400
bombs are contradictory and indicate that, “more munitions were destroyed than were produced.” No
documentation has been provided on munitions filling. The account of Iraq’s unilateral destruction of bulk
biological agents is “incompatible with the facts...The Commission is unable to verify that the unilateral
destruction of the BW-filled Al Hussein warheads has taken place.”

•

There is no way to confirm whether Iraq destroyed 157 bombs of the R400 type, some of which were filled with
Botulin or anthrax spores.

•

“The September 1997 FFCD fails to give a remotely credible account of Iraq’s biological program. This opinion
has been endorsed by an international panel of experts.”
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Iraqi Ballistic Missile Program
Item
Soviet supplied Scud Missiles
(includes Iraqi Modifications
of the Al-Husayn with a range
of 650 km and the Al-Abbas with
a range of 950 km)

Iraqi-Produced Scud Missiles

Initial Inventory
819

Comments
UNSCOM accepts Iraqi accounting for all but two of the
original 819 Scud missiles acquired from the Soviet Union.
Iraq hasn’t explained the disposition of major components
that it may have stripped from operational missiles
before their destruction, and some Iraqi claims-- such as
the use of 14 Scuds in ATBM tests- are not believable.
Gaps in Iraqi declarations and Baghdad’s failure to fully
account for indigenous missile programs strongly suggest
that Iraq retains a small missile force.

Unknown

Iraq denied producing a completed Scud missile, but it
produced/procured and tested all major subcomponents.

Iraqi-Produced Scud Warheads

120

Iraq claims all 120 were used or destroyed. UNSCOM
supervised the destruction of 15. Recent UNSCOM
inspections found additional CW/BW warheads beyond
those currently admitted.

Iraqi-Produced Scud Airframes

2

Iraq claims testing 2 indigenous airframes in 1990. It is
unlikely that Iraq produced only 2 Scud airframes.

Iraqi-Produced Scud Engines

80

Iraq’s claim that it melted 63 engines following
acceptance tests--53 of which failed quality controls-are unverinable and not believable. UNSCOM is holding
this as an open issue.

Soviet-Supplied Missile Launchers

11

UNSCOM doubts Iraq’s claim that it unilaterally
destroyed 5 launchers. The Soviet Union may have sold
more than the declared 11 launchers.

Iraqi-Produced Missile Launchers

8

Iraq has the capability to produce additional launchers.

Adapted by Anthony H. Cordesman from material provided by the NSC on February 19, 1998.
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Iraqi Chemical Warfare Program
CW Agent Stockpiles (In Metric tons)
CW Agent

Chemical Agents Potential CW Agents
Comments
Declared by Iraq
based on
Unaccounted Precursors 1.)

VX

At least 4

200

Iraq denied producing VX until Husayn
Kamil’s defection in 1995

G-agents (Sarin)

100-150

200

Figures include both weaponized and bulk
agents

Mustard

500-600

200

Figures include both weaponized and bulk
agents.

CW Delivery Systems (In Numbers of Weapons Systems)
Delivery System

Estimated Numbers Munitions
Comments
Before the Gulf War
Unaccounted for 2.)

Missile Warheads
75-100
Al-Husayn (Modified Scud B)
Rockets

100,000

45-70

15,000-25,000
UNSCOM supervised the destruction of
bombs) 28,000 of which were fired.

Aerial bombs

16,000

2,000

Artillery Shells

30,000

15,000

Unknown

Unknown

Aerial Spray Tanks

UNSCOM supervised the destruction of
30 warheads

1.) These estimates are very rough. They are derived from reports provided by UNSCOM to the Security Council and to
UNSCOM plenary meetings. Gaps in Iraqi disclosures strongly suggest that Baghdad is concealing chemical munitions and
precursors. Iraq may also retain a small stockpile of filled munitions. Baghdad has the capability to quickly resume CW
production at known duel-use facilities that currently produce legitimate items, such as pharmaceuticals and pesticides.
UNSCOM has supervised the destruction of some 45 different types of CW precursors (1,800,000 liters of liquid and 1,000,000
kg of solid).
2.) All these munitions could be used to deliver CW or BW agents. The numbers for missile warheads include 25 that Iraq claims
to have unilaterally destroyed after having filled them with biological agents during the Gulf war. UNSCOM has been unable to
verify the destruction of these warheads.
Adapted by Anthony H. Cordesman from material provided by the NSC on February 19, 1998.
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Iraq’s Major Uses of Chemical Weapons 1983-1988
Date

Area

Type of Gas

Approximate
Casualties

Target

August 1983

Haij Umran

Mustard

Less than 100

Iranians/Kurds

October-November
1983

Panjwin

Mustard

3,0000

Iranians/Kurds

February-March
1984

Majnoon Island

Mustard

2,500

Iranians

March 1984

Al Basrah

Tabun

50- 100

Iranians

March 1985

Hawizah Marsh

Mustard/Tabun

3,000

Iranians

February 1996

Al Faw

Mustard/Tabun

8,000-10,000

Iranians

December 1986

Umm ar Rasas

Mustard

1,000s

Iranians

April 1987

Al Basrah

Mustard/Tabun

5,000

Iranians

October 1987

Sumar/Mehran

Mustard/Nerve Agents 3,000

Iranians

March 1988

Halabjah

Mustard/Nerve Agents Hundreds

Iranians/Kurds

Note: Iranians also used poison gas at Halabjah and may have caused some of the casualties.
Source: Adapted from material provided by the NSC on February 19, 1998.
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Iraqi Biological Warfare Program in 1998
BW Agent Production Amounts
BW Agent

Declared Concentrated
Amounts

Anthrax
(Bacillusanthracis)

Declared Total
Comments
Amounts

8,500 liters
(2,245 gallons) (22,557 gallons)

85,000 liters
UNSCOM estimates production amounts
were actually 3-4 times more than the

Botulinum toxin
(Clostridium Botulinum)

19,400 liters
380,000 liters
UNSCOM estimates production amounts
(10x and 20x concentrated) (100,396 gallons) Were actually 2 times more than the
(5,125 gallons)
Declared amounts, but is unable to confirm.

Gas Gangrene
(Clostridium perfringens)

340 liters
(90 gallons)

Aflatoxin
N/A
(Aspergillus flavus and
Aspergillus parasiticus)
Ricin
(Castor Bean plant)

3,400 liters
(900 gallons)

Production amounts could be higher, but
UNSCOM is unable to confirm.

2,200 liters
Production amounts and time frame of
(581 gallons)
production claimed by Iraq do not correlate.

N/A

10 liters
(2.7 gallons)

Production amounts could be higher, but
UNSCOM is unable to confirm.

BW-Filled and Deployed Delivery Systems
Delivery System

Anthrax

Missile warheads
Al-Husayn (modified Scud B)

R-400 aerial bombs

Botulinum Toxin
5

50

Aflatoxin
16

100

Comments
4

7

Aircraft aerosol spray tanks
4
F-1 Mirage modified fuel drop tank

UNSCOM cannot confirm the unilateral
Destruction of these 25 warheads due to
conflicting accounts provided by Iraq.
Iraq claimed unilateral destruction of 157
Bombs, but UNSCOM is unable to confirm
Iraq claims to have produced 4, but may
Have manufactured others.

BW Agent Growth Media
Media

Quantity Imported

Unaccounted For Amounts

BW Agent Growth Media

31,000 kg
(68,200 lbs.)

3,500 kg
(7,700 lbs.)

Total refers to the amount of material obtained from production process, while concentrated refers to the amount of concentrated
.agent obtained after final filtration/purification. The concentrated number is the amount used to fill munitions.
Media refers to the substance used to provide nutrients for the growth and multiplication of micro-organisms.
Adapted by Anthony H. Cordesman from material provided by the NSC on February 19, 1998.
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