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“Ton Kemlaisonly 15, but his fate is settled: He will never have children of hisown. W hile
tilling the family rice paddy behind a water buffalo [in May 1996], his plow hit along-hidden
cluster bomblet that exploded and ripped apart his genitals.”

- Account of Laotian cluster bomblet accidentin 19961

“It looked like the ball boys and girls toss to each other during Hmong New Y ear festivities.
[Six-year-old] SiaYathrew itto her [4-year-old] brother. He couldn’t catch it and it landed
behind him, exploding and killing him instantly. Sia Y a died after two agonizing daysand
nights in the provincial hospital.”

- Account of Laotian cluster bomblet accidentin 19932

“19 March 1991. The first civilian cluster bomb victim died today. It was a child. These
insidious bombs were sprinkled all over the desert. Despite numerous warnings to the contrary,
people could not leave them alone. They seemed to be drawn to them, almost mystically.

“The devastation they caused on explosion was unbelievable. Shrapnel flew everywhere. Limbs
were severed by the force of detonation. M assive abdominal bleeding and pulm onary pressure

wounds occurred.”

- MA SH unit account of Gulf W ar cluster bom b victims®

“Toy-size bom bs designed to kill tanks and soldiers appear as white lawn darts, green baseballs,
orange-striped soda cans—and have proved deadly to children.... “When you see a 5-year-old
boy come to the hospital without any limbs,” asked Kuwait City surgeon Dr. Mohammad
Khaled, ‘how can you forget the sight?’”

- “Ft. Worth Star Telegram,” January 12, 1992

“Saturation of unexploded submunitions has become a characteristic of the modern battlefiel d.”

- U.S. Military Procedures Report®
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I ntroduction

The growing movement to ban anti-personnel landminesisatribute to the courage and persigence of the hundreds
of thousands around our world who suffer daily from the tragedy of landmines. While the world pausesto celebrate,
then implem ent the provisions of the Ottawa Treaty, we join in urging all nations to fully support this remarkable
effort. When international policiesbegintoreflect theaspirationsfor peace and healing among those who suffer m ost
from war, it istruly a sign of hope.

This study continuesthe effortsof M ennonite Central Committeeand others®to draw attentionto the human suffering
caused by cluster weapons, “closerelatives” of landmines. Clusterweapons, likelandmines,continuetoKkill long after
a conflict isover, because many fail to function as designed. Civilian adults and children are among the primary
victims. Cluster weaponsinhibit agricultural production,impede thereturn of refugees and displaced personsto their
homes, sap families’ economic prospects by transforming breadwinners into disabled dependents, and overburden
already deficient public health networks.

Meant to beillustrative rather than exhaustive, we seek hereto demonstrate the immediate and |asting humanitarian
damage done by even the “careful” use of cluster weapons and to advocate f or the day w hen these weapons are
banned. Asin the case of landmines, we urge the international community to takea “victim-centered” approach to
the regulation of cluster weapons.

This study considers both the legacy of cluster munitions’ use over the past 30 years, as well as technology now in
production. The actual use and long-term impact of cluster munitions receives most focused attention in the cases
of Laos and lrag/Kuwait. Ongoing use of these munitions around the globe isalso surveyed.

Ten years ago, a ban on anti-personnel landmines would have been unthinkable. The publicawareness and political
will needed to enact a ban were simply not ¢rong enough. Thankfully, through the tireless efforts and vision of
landmine survivors, NGO staff and government officials, the unthinkable has become the possible.

The many people around ourworld who have suffered injury from cluser munitionswill notunderstand the careful
legal and technical distinctionsbetween landminesand cluster munitions. They await our action to once again turn
the unthinkable into the possible. W e hope this brief study will contribute to that effort.

. What Are Cluster Weapons?

A cluster weapon is a munitions container which breaks open in mid-ar and disperses smaller munitions or
submunitions. These munitions are usually designed to explode on impact, just before impact or a short time after
impact. Cluster weapons are carried by avariety of delivery systems, includingbombs dropped from aircraft, rocket
launchers and artillery projectiles.”

Cluster weapon delivery systems often carry hundredsof submunitions, saturating an areawith flyingshardsof steel.
These submunitions are small, often the size of abaseball or small law n dart. Depending on the delivery system, the
submunitionsfrom one munitions container may cover an areathe size of several football fields, or be dispersed over
an even wider area up to 100 acres.®

Cluster weapons and landminesare different in design andintended function. Both w eapons can be delivered by air,
but only landmines are intended to rest in the soil indefinitely and blow up when disturbed. As noted above, cluster
weapons are designed to explode close to the time of im pact, so that their effect is felt during the time of military
engagem ent.

The submunitionsin clusterweapons generally have ahigher explosive charge than anti-personnel landmines. This,
coupled with the fragmentati on pattern of theheavy outer shell, resultsin more upper-body injuriesand deaths when
compared to landmines. Understandably, these submunitionsal so have alongerlethal range than most anti-personnel
landmines.
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Despite these differences in technology and design, duster weapons are very similar to landmines in their actual
effect. The failure rate for cluster munitions has been placed between 5% and 30%, insuring that any use of these
weaponswill result in the reckl ess and unregul ated creation of minefields. The fact that theseweaponshave “failed,”
does not mean that they are harmless. They may explode with the slightest touch, when picked up by achild,or when
stepped on or kicked by an unsuspecting passerby. Bomb disposal expertsin Laos have noted repeatedly that cluster
munitions become less stable and therefore more dangerous with each passing year.

Given the quantity of submunitionsinvolved in most cluster weapons, evenalow dud rate can result inlarge am ounts
of unexploded ordnance (U XO) after a battle is over. According to the U.S. Office of Munitions some 30 million
submunitionswere drop ped over Irag and K uwait during the Gulf War.® An optimistically low dud rate of 5% would
still leave 1.5 million unexploded submunitions strewn across these two countries after the war, all of them
dangerous.

A Government Accounting Office report on Operation Desert Storm ' states that at the time of the Gulf War, over
half of the Army’s MLRS (multiple-launch rocket system) cluster weap on lots exceeded the 5% dud rate goal, with
some reachinga high of 23% duds. These figures are based on | ot acceptance tegs. Dud rates on the battlefield w ere
likely even higher.

The cluster submunitions which fail to explode may rest on top of the soil in clear view. In many cases, their very
size and shape make them almost mystically attractive not only to children and civilians but also to souv enir-hungry
soldiers, even when warnings and orders have been issued to leave them untouched. In some cases, markers or
streamers attachedto submunitionsto warn peopleaway actually attract the unsuspecting child or farmer to pick them

up.

Submunitions may also hide them selvesif they land in weeds, soft soil, sand or a body of w ater. Alternately, those
on top of the ground may becom e buried over time when they are covered by vegetation or soil erosion. In thisway,
they become*hidden killers” blendinginto their surroundingslikelandmines. Oneof themore“typical” clusterbomb
accidents in Laos occurs in the fields and gardens, when Lao villagers use hoes and diggers to prepare the soil for
planting. The hidden submunitions havein effect created a minefield.

Military experts recognize that unexploded cluster bombs transform themselves into landmines. A South African
army officer at the Certain Conventional Weapons conference in Vienna in October 1995 completed the sentence
of anongovernmentd representative in revealingfashion. The NGO representative was speaking about unexploded
“bombies” in Laos. “When they don’t explode on contact,” began the NGO representative, “...they become mines,”
finished the officer.

A U.S. military service procedures report on unexploded ordnance corroboratesthe S.A . officer’s statement, noting:
“Although UXO isnot amine, UXO hazards pose problems similar to minesconcerningboth personnd safety and
the movement and maneuver of forces on the battlefield.”*! Reports from the Gulf War underscore this daim. For
example, “When US M arine Corps forces attem pted a night assault against Iragi-occupied Kuw ait International
Airport, they reportedly were held up, not by fierce resistance, but by unexploded coalition cluster-bomb
submunitions and mines.” *2

The similarity of dusterweaponsto landminesis also apparent in theirviolation of international humanitarian law.
Cluster weapons are, by their very nature, indiscriminate. Their basic form of delivery, which discharges hundreds
of bomblets over large areas prevents individual targeting of each bomblet. It is impossible to know the precise
“footprint” made by the submunitions in each cluster weapon attack. During the Gulf war, “locations of UXO
footprints [areas of possible UXO concentration] were not tracked, and never passed to mobility planners.”
AccordingtotheU.S. military service proceduresreport cited abov e, “Currently no system existsto accurately track
unex ploded submunitions to f acilitate surf ace movement and maneuver.” **

The indiscriminate nature of cluster weaponsis not only present in their method of delivery but, like landmines, in

their continued threat over time. The year 1998 marksthe 25" anniversary of the end of the U.S. air war over Laos.
During these 25 years of relative peace, a high percentage of injuries and deaths have occurred anong children not
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yet born at the end of the war. Weapons which lurk in the s0il, waiting for the unborn to live so that they may be
killed, are indiscriminate in the extreme.

Insummary, while dusterweapons are differentin design from landmines, experience demonstratesthat their effects
are nearly identical. Cluster weapons kill and maim civilian populations, and continue to do so long after hostilities
cease. Therationalewhichled theinternational com munity to stand with the survivors of landmineinjuries and enact
a ban on anti-personnel landmines, also applies to cluster weapons.

Il. Where Have Cluster Weapons Been Used?

Cluster weapons have made their most publicized mark on two war zones: Laos and Irag/Kuwait.

A. The Example of Laos

Until a year ago, Kham M eung spent his days like many boys in rural Xieng Khouang Province [Laos]:
plantingrice seedlings herding water buffalo, romping with friends. Then early onemorninglast November
[1996], the 8-year-old’s lifechanged forever. Kham Meung and two friends were digging for crabs when
one boy struck something hard. As the boy turned to call the others, a buried cluster bomblet exploded,
killing him. Shrapnel flew in Kham Meung’s eyes. The third boy was only slightly wounded.®

Rough surveys of villages by humanitarian groups estimate that more than 10,000 people have been killed
or injured by bombs since the end of the war.*®

With afailure rate of 30 percent, an estimated 4 million B LU-26s [cluster bomblets] are still lying in rice
fields, roadsides and village grounds.”’

Duringtheair war carried out between 1964 and 1973, the U.S. executed over 580,000 bombing missions over Laos.
Some 2.3 million tons of bombs, a large percentage of them cluster bombs, were dropped, making Laos the most
heavily bombed country in the world. On average, a plane load of bombs was dropped every eight minutes, around
the clock, for nine years.*®

In Xieng Khouang province, where young Kham Meung lost his sight and a friend to a“bombie” blast, an average
of two tons of bombs perpersonlivingat the timewas dropped.’® According to one Lao official, clearing the ordnance
will take 100 years as compared to a mere nine yearsof warfare.

The consequences of this ongoing disaster go beyond obvious physical pain and suffering. An already burdened
medical system is unable to cope with victims of bombie blasts. Large areas of land can only be tilled at greatrisk,
at atime when populations arereturning to pre-war levels. Efforts to reclaim land result in injuriesand death—the
greatest number of injuries occursin February, when thefield stubbleisburned aw ay to prepare the soil for planting.
Rehabilitation, if it is even available, is often beyond the financial reach of poor families.

B. The Example of the Gulf War

Hundreds of civilians were also killed by these [cluder-type] bomblets. With the inordinate number of
bomblets dropped in Iraq, thousands will become victimsin future years. “Since the end of the war, more
than 2,000 Kuwaitis have been injured from bombs and munitions, and most of these casualties have been
children.” ®

The use of millions of submunitions in the Gulf War creaed a giant minefield in Irag and Kuwait.® In 1994,
unexploded U.S. bombletsin Irag killed a brother (age 13) and sister (age 11).% In 1993, a similar incident killed an
Iraqgi boy (age 8) and seriously injured his sister as they were playing ata family picnic.? Baghdad reported that as
of August 1991, 440 injuries and 168 deaths befell Iraqi civilians as aresult of unexploded bomblets that the United
Statesdropped.®
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Former U.S. Attorney General Ramsey Clark decried the use of cluster munitions by the U.S. Army in the Gulf War,
includingthe alleged use of cluster munitions banned under international conventions.? Unexploded bomblets were
responsible for the death of nearly 10% of the U.S. fatalitiesin the Gulf W ar.?® U.S. soldiers estimated that the dud
rate for cluger bombs used in the Gulf War was between 10% and 20%, well above the “acceptable” level of 3-5%.
The GA O had reported for over ten years about quality control problems in the manufacture of submunitions.?’

The line between “mines” and “cluster bombs” became impossibly blurred in Irag. The U.S. Air Force used both
conventional cluster weapons and the “gator” mine, a mix of anti-tank minesand “anti-handling devices” (i.e. anti-
personnel mines). President Clinton recently claimed, in justifying hisdecision not to join the Ottawa process, that
these devicesposed nothreat to civiliansasthey wer e “self -deactivating.” Contrary to such claims, hundreds of Iraqi
civilians have been killed or injured by those devices which never got around to self-deactivating.?®

Iraq continuesto clear unexploded ord nance from throughout itsterritory, including cluster bombs.? The Iragi News
Agency claimed on August 30, 1997, thata peasant waskilled whileworkingin hisfield by the exploson of ordnance
from the Gulf W ar.*

C. Other Regions of Cluster Bomb Use

Afghanistan. Not only has Afghanistan been visited with the scourgeof anti-personnel landmines, but clusterbombs
have also been used extensively in the ongoing conflicts.

During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Soviet Army used cluster munitions against civilians.® In 1995,
the Afghani Government claimed that Russianforcesbombed thecity of Taloquan andsurrounding areaswith cluster
bombs. The A fghani Government disputed Russian claims that these bombings occurred on the Russian side of the
border and that thosebombed were guerrillasbased in Afghanistan fighting for the independence of the Tajikistan
region of Russia

In 1997, the ongoing battles between the T aliban and their opp onents have also involved the use of cluster bombs.*

Angola. There have been reports of cluster bombs as unexploded ordnance in Angola, including the account of a
young girl who was maimed after a shiny object she was playing with exploded.®

Azerbaijan. Azerbaijani forces reportedly used cluster bombs as a tool of ethnic cleansing againg both Nagorny
Karabakh defense forcesin 1994% and civilians in 19933

Former Yugoslavian Republics. Cluster bombs have been used throughout the conflict in the Former Y ugoslavia
Different examples include:

Livno, Bosnian Serbs use Orkan Rockets to carry out a cluster bomb attack against the town of Livno.*

Bihac. Bosnian Serbs shell the proclaimed UN safe area of Bihac with submunitions; NA TO retaliates for this
action®

Banja L uka. Bosnia Serbs claim that NAT O strikesinclude the use of cluster munitions. T hey claim that civilian
targets were hit.*

Zivinice. Bosnia Serbs shell a Bosnian refugee camp south of Tuzla with cluster bombs and kill ssven in the
attack.*

On May 2-3, 1995, the Serbs in the Krajina region shdled civilian targets in Zagreb, Croatia, in retaliation for
Croatia’ s effort to regain territory in the Krajina. Orkan M-87 multiple rocket launchers delivered cluster munitions
which reportedly killed fiveand wounded 130.*

Milan Martic, the leader of the Krajina Serbs, wasindicted in July 1995 by the War Crimes Tribunal of the Former

Yugoslavia for ordering the attack.” Little has been actually done to bring Martic to trial, due to the hestance of
NATO to take Serb leaders into custody.*®
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The War Crimes Tribunal indicted Martic because the Orkan cluster bombsworked as intended: They exploded on
impact, murdering civilians. Could he have been indicted as well for those bomblets which failed to explode on
impact and for which he could be held accountable knowing they would later explode indiscriminately?

According to press reports, NATO warplanes did not use cluster bombs against Serb gun and mortar positionsin
bombingsin 1995. Cluster bom bswould normally be used against such positions. This was seen as“unacceptable...
asabout onein ten of the bomblets failsto go off creating along-term hazard for civilians.”

Chechnya. Both the Russian Army and the Chechen forceshave allegedly used clustermunitions. The Russianskilled
30 civiliansin acluster bomb bombardm ent of the Chechen capital in 1994* and 10 in asimilarattackin 1996.% Both
the Russians” and the Chechens® accused the other side of using cluster bombs banned under international
conventions.

Colombia. The explosion of a cluster bomb in a crowded area killed 30 in M edellin. The bomb was set off in
retaliation for the arrest of an alleged drug kingpin.*

Ethiopia.Initseffortsto suppressthe Eritrean independence movement in the early 1990s,the M engi stu government
then in power in Ethiopiarepeatedly used cluster bombs against civilians.® For example, an aerial attack sparedthe
facilities of a nearby port to concentrate its attack on civilians, killing 50.%*

Georgia.InDecember 1992, Abkhazian fightersaccused G eorgian forcesof using cluster bom bsinthefightingwithin
Georgia.>?

Lebanon. In the late 1970s, I srael used cluster bombs against civilian targets in Lebanon, prompting Jimmy Carter
to threaten a cut-off of U.S. arms sales.®® According to one military observer,

The Israelis used U.S. [cluster bombs] in large numbers during their first invason of Lebanon in arather
indiscriminate way. They werescattered by dispensers and lay infields, bushesand und ergrowth. It took UN
bomb-disposal teams a considerable time to find and destroy them. They looked like tennis balls and
children tended to pick them up, suffering ugly injuries when the bombs w ent off in their faces. Farmers
ploughing and animals also suffered badly.>

Nicaragua. In 1987, the Nicaraguan government allegedly used cluster bom bs against rebel forces. The government
dropped 500-pound cluster bombs from Soviet planes.®

Sierra Leone. InM ay 1997, a military coup in SierraLeone toppled the civilian-led government of president Ahmad
Tejan Kabbah. Under the aegis of the Economic Community of West Africa (ECOW AS), Nigerian forces attempted
to force out the military junta. In October 1997, Nigerian ground troops reportedly laid plastic landmines, while
Nigerian pilotswere accused of dropping cluster bombs on civilian targets in Freetown.*

Turkey. Turkey has used cluster bombs against K urdish villages; thisfactor played alargerole in Turkey’sfailureto
obtain cluster munitions from the United States.®” In 1994, the Turkish Government apologized to Iran for the
accidental bombing of Iranian civilians with cluster bombs in an atempt to bomb Kurdish rebelsin Irag.%® Kurdish
rebelsaccused the Turkish army of continuingto use cluster bombs in northem Iraq in late 1997.%°

[11.  Why Are Military Establishments Opposed to Including Cluster Munitions in the
Landmine Ban?

Oppositionby the U.S. Pentagonto the Anti-Personnel Landmines Treaty and domestic U.S. legislation stemsin part
to definitions of landmines which potentially include a variety of cluster munitions. Pentagon briefers were
“horrified” in July 1997 to discover that dropping theword “primarily” from adefinition of landmineswould result
in the banning of a number of other systems.®

Page 6



Why isthatone word, “primarily,” of so much concern? Proposed U.S. legislation to ban anti-personnel landmines
by the year 2000, suggests a definition of landmines asthose munitions “designed, constructed, or adapted to be
detonated or exploded by the presence, proximity or contact of a person and that will incapacitate, injure orkill one
or more persons.” %! The A nti-Personnel Landmines T reaty adopts a similar definition in this respect.®

The Pentagon planners would insert the word “primarily” at the beginning of the definition, making it read that a
landmine is a munition that is “primarily designed, congructed, or adapted to be detonaed or exploded by the
presence, proximity or contact of aperson....” Their fear isthat by not including theword “primarily,” munitions that
incidentally operate in the same way, i.e. cluger munitions, might be covered by a landmine ban.

The cluster munitions experience of Laos was front and center in the minds of the briefers in July 1997 as they
commented on a definition which did not include the “primarily designed” language:

Ninety-five percent of that problem [in Laos] is unexploded ordnance dropped there during the ‘60s and
*70s. These were old cluster bomb typeunits. And under some circumstances, if you took the existing land
mine ban definition, without that primarily in there it could be, in fact, stretched to include this high
unexploded ordnance rate.

That could knock out a number of system sthat wereally do need—some of our runway and idand munitions
and that sort of thing, and that’ swhat we’ re concemned about. We wantto be surethat if we' re talking about
aland mine ban we're talking about land mines.®

Essentially, in the eyes of military planners, 0 long as there isno primary intention for a munition to turn into a
“landmine,” when it does turn into alandmine, itis not one.

Where does such an argument lead when there is foreknowledge of likely injury to civilians? Munitions
manufacturers build dud raes into computer models designed to determine kill rates of cluser bombs in various
situations.® Such programs relate not to “ old cluster bomb type units” from 30 years ago, but for weapons now in
use. If the known design of a weapon system includes dud rates, is that not an acknowledgment that de facto mine
fieldswill be created?

Submunitionsareincreasingly “ high-tech” and favored by modern militaries. Amongthereasonsmilitarieshavebeen
increasingly drawn to greater restrictions on landmines may well be because they are so “low-tech.” Banning the
manufacture and sale of low-tech and cheap landmines, which often fall into the hands of insurgents willing to use
them indiscriminately against soldier and civilian alike, becomes attractive to high-tech armies. Insurgents are less
likely to gettheirhands on not only submunitionsthemsel ves butal so thetechnolo gy needed to deliver them to target.

New generation “ Combined Effects M unitions” (CEM s) by design destroy and kill in a variety of ways that make
them more difficult to restrict than anti-personnel landmines. A typical CEM, can do three things by design and a
fourth “unintentionally”: (1)Kkill soldiersand civilians with anti-personnel shrapnel; (2) destroytankswith anti-armor
materials which burn through up to 18" of steel; and (3) ignite buildings with incendiary materials. Finally, they can
(4) fail to go off on impact, in effect transforming them into landmines. Current efforts to ban landmines focus
exclusively on their anti-personnel nature.

The U.S. military also seesin new clustertechnology away to adaptto war fightingin the post cold warera. The B1-
B nuclear bomber, once considered a casualty of the end of the cold war, lives on as a rehabilitated conventional
bomber. So unreliable that it was the only major air weapons system not to be unleashed in the Gulf War, the B 1-B
has found new meaning as the deliverer of a new generation of cluster munitions.

The first test of the new bomber’s cluster bomb capability occurred on May 28, 1997, at Eglin Air Force Base®® By

September, enough refits were to have been completed to equip the B1-B fleet with ten 1,000-pound conventional
cluster bombs.®®
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While the multibillion dollar B 1-B has never been used in a combat situation, two of the aircraft were recently
deployed by the U.S. Air Force to Bahrain, equipped with cluster bombs.®

The U.S. is by no means the only military to rely increasingly on air-delivered submunitions. This technology is
findingitsway into a growing number of military arsenals around the globe. Forapartial listing of submunitionsand
the countries which have them, see Appendix 2.

Military establishment will opposerestrictionson cluster munitionsbecause they are integral to future war fighting
strategi es and weapons systems. For exampl e, cluster munitionswith anti-personnel applications make up important
elements of the so-called “Joint Stand Off Weapons” (JSOW) being developed for air forcesaround the world.%®

V. Conclusion

W e can take no comfort in the knowledge that cluster munitions are not designed to kill and maim indiscriminately
long after a conflict has ceased. We know from experience that cluster weapons are difficult to target with precision,
that their “footprints” may cover large areas of land, and that even low dud rates will result in large amounts of
unexploded ordnance. Theseresults arenot isolated, butcan be predicted with certainty any time that cluster weapons
are used. On these things military planners and those living in countries torn by war agree.

The Campaign to Ban Landmines gave the world aremarkablegift when it demonstrated that weapons systems can
be evaluated and regulated, based on the pergective of those who suffer from their use after hostilities cease.
Landmine survivors and communitiesseekingagricultural and economic developmentin the presence of minefields
have taught us that the cost in life, security and well-being istoo great.

Cluster weapons, whose effects on individuals and communities are very similar to landmines, must be evaluated

from the same pergective. There is agrowing and consistent body of evidence which demonstrates the need for
strong, clear action to remove these weapons from military arsenals.
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Appendix 1
Cluster Weapons® in the U.S. Federal Budget 1997-2001

Procurement/RDT & E
(in millions of $)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
1. MLRS Rockets” $41 .4 $19.2 $3.3 $9.5
2. MLRS Launcher Systems $103.7 $123.7 $120.1 $146.6 $222.2
3. MLRS modification $6.4 $0.6 $2.2 $6.7 $16.7
4. MLRSRDT & E $64.3
5. ATACMS™" $160.8 $89.8 $87.8 $95.6 $90.8
6. ATACMS/BAT™ $48.9 $76.8 $91.8
7. BAT $100.1 $149.3 $136.4
8. BATRDT & E $180.4 $225.2 $128.5 $128.0 $112.1
9. XM915 105 MM DPICM™ $14.2 $9.6

10. M898 SADARM 155 MM DPICM™ $93.7 $65.3 $31.5 $54.5 $$63.6

11. SADARM RDT & E $10.1 $10.4 $31.7 $19.3 $9.8

12. Wide Area Munitions™ $14.7 $9.6 $10.4 $23.3

13. Sensor Fuzed Weapon (CBU 97/B) $152.0 $148.6 $125.1 $61.3 $101.5

14. CBU 97/BRDT& E $15.8 $7.5 $11.8

15. Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser $56.0 $11.8 $13.8 $48.9 $99.2

(WCMD)"
16. Joint Standoff Weapon™® $78.2 $82.6 $169.0 $234.9 $277.5
17. JSOW RDT & E $109.8 $95.5 $62.0 $40.9 $22.8
TOTALS $1,071.0 $912.8 $937.8 $1,088.3 $1,277.2

TOTAL for 1997-2001: $5.29 billion =  $5,287,100

Source: Procurement Programs (P-1), Department of Defense Budget for Fiscal Years2000/2001
RDT & E (Research, Design, Tes and Evaluation) Programs (R-1), Department of Defense Budget for Fiscal
Years 2000-2001

Summary by Titus Peachey
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Appendix 2
Submunitionsin U.S. and Foreign Stockpiles

from “U XO: M ultiservice Procedures for Operations in an Unexploded Ordnance Environment”
Air Land Sea Application Center, July 1996

Foreign Submunitions

The following tables show typical foreign air and surface launched submunition ordnance. Itis not intended to be
all inclusive but for information only.

Foreign Air Digpensed Submunitions (“UXO” Table E-1)

Submunition
Country System Submunition Type Quantity

Russia 500kg AT 15
Russia 500kg APERS 108
Russia 500kg AT 268
Russia 500kg FAI 2

Russia 500kg Cp* 12
China 500kg FAE 3

Poland 500kg APERS 265

* Concrete piercing or cratering

Source: Foreign Science & Technology Center Briefingat HQ TRADOC on 21 Apr 93
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Foreign Surface Launched Submunitions(“UXO” Table E-2)

Submunition
Country Delivery System Quantity Submunition Type

Brazil Rocket 180mm 20 DPICM
Brazil Rocket 300mm 64 DPICM
Bulgaria Artillery 122mm 15 DPICM
China Mortar 120mm 18 DPICM
China Artillery 122mm 30 DPICM
China Artillery 130mm 35 DPICM
China Artillery 152mm 63 DPICM
China Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM
China Artillery 203mm 100 DPICM
China Rocket 122mm 39 DPICM
China Rocket 273mm 320 DPICM
CIS Artillery 152mm 42 DPICM

CIs Rocket 220mm 30 APERS/AM

CIs Rocket 300mm 72 APERS/AM

CIs Rocket FROG-7 42 APERS/AM
Egypt Rocket 122mm 98 DPICM
France Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM
Germany Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM
Germany Artillery 155mm 49 DPICM
Greece Artillery 105mm 24 DPICM
Greece Mortar 4.2in 20 DPICM
Greece Artillery 155mm 49 DPICM
Israel Artillery 105mm 15 DPICM
Israel Mortar 120mm 24 DPICM
Israel Artillery 155mm 63 DPICM
Israel Artillery 175mm 81 DPICM
Israel Artillery 203mm 120 DPICM
Israel Rocket 160mm 104 DPICM
Italy Rocket 122mm 77 DPICM
Pakistan Artillery 155mm 88 DPICM
Slovakia Artillery 152mm 42 DPICM
Slovakia Rocket 122mm 63 DPICM
S. Africa Artillery 155mm 56 DPICM
S. Korea Artillery 105mm 20 DPICM
S. Korea Artillery 105mm 18 APERS
Spain Mortar 120mm 15 DPICM
Spain Mortar 120mm 21 DPICM
Yugoslavia Artillery 152mm 63 DPICM
Yugoslavia Rocket 128mm 40 DPICM
Y ugoslavia Rocket 262mm 288 DPICM

Source: Foreign Science and Technology Center Briefingat HQ TRADOC on 21 Apr 93
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Submunitionsin Army Stockpile

These tables list the submunition ordnance currently in the U.S. Army stockpile. With the exception of the M80
submunition, the current generation of these submunitions do not have self-destruct fuses.

U.S. Army Submunition Ordnance (“UXO” Table D-1)

Submunition
System Projectile Submunition Type Quantity

155mm M449 ICM M43A1 60
M449A1 ICM M43A1 60
M864 DPICM M42/M46 72

M483A1 DPICM M42/M46 64/24

8inch M404 ICM M43 104
M509A1 DPICM M42/M46 180
105mm M444 ICM M39 18
M915/M916 DPICM M80* 42

MLRS M26 M77 644
M26A1 M77 518

ATACMS M74 1000
HYDRA 70 M261 MPSM M73 9

* Self-destruct fuse

Source: U.S. Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency
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U.S. Air Dispensed Submunitions (“UXO” Table C-1)

W eapon Submunition Submunition
CBU-7/A BLU-18 1200
CBU-12/A BLU-17/B 213
CBU-24/B BLU-26/B 670
CBU-25/A BLU-24/B 132
CBU-29/B BLU-36/B 670
CBU-46/A BLU-66/B 444
CBU-49/B BLU-59/B 670
CBU-52/B BLU-61A/B 217
CBU-55/B BLU-73/B 3
CBU-58/B BLU-63/B 650
CBU-59/B BLU-77/B 717
CBU-60/A BLU-24/B 264
CBU-63/B M40 2025
CBU-70/B BLU-85/B 79
CBU-71/B BLU-86/B 650
CBU-72/B BLU-73A/B 3
CBU-75/B BLU-63/B 1800

CBU-75A/B BLU-63&86 1420 & 355
CBU-76/B BLU-61A/B 290
CBU-77/B BLU-63/B 790
CBU-78/B BLU-91/B& 92/B 45 & 15
CBU-81/A BLU-49A/B 45
CBU-87/B BLU-97/B 202
CBU-89/B BLU-91/B 92
CBU-89/B BLU-92/B 92

CBU-97 BLU-108/B 10

CBU-98 HB-876LE 24

MK15 M40 2020
MK20 MK118 247
MK22 M38 2020

Source: U.S. Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency
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70. MLRS (M ultiple-Launch Rocket System): The MLRS is a tracked vehicle containing 12 missiles desgned
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The Extended Range MLRS (ER-MLRS) carries 518 submunitions, and has a range of 45+ km.
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March 3, 1997, Arms Sales Monitor (Nov. 30, 1994, Feb. 1995, March, 1995, Dec., 1995, Feb., 1997). Website:
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71. ATACMS (Army Tactical Missile System): ATACM S are a “ground-launched missilesystem consisting of
a surface-to-surface gui ded missile with an anti-personnel/anti-materiel warhead.”

ATACMS Block | missile carries 950 antipersonnel/antimateriel bomblets and has a range of 165 km.

Recent Foreign M ilitary Sales of the ATACMS include sales to Greece (40 ATACMS with launching assemblies,
July 12, 1996) and Korea (111 ATACM S, Decem ber 10, 1996).

The prime contractor for ATACMS is Loral Vought, Dallas, TX; Horizon City, TX; Camden, AR. Subcontractor
information is avalale on thewebsite listed below.

Sourcesinclude: Mr. Michael Courtney, Project Engineer, W hite Sands Missile Range, March 3, 1997, Arms
Sales Monitor, and website: http://www.dtic.dla.mil/armylink/factfile/army _tacms.html.

72. BAT istheBrilliant Anti-Armor Submunition. Thesesubmunitions are launched in the Army TACMS
Block Il missile. Each missile carries 13 submunitions. BA T has both acoustic and infra-red sensors, and is
targeted against moving armored combat vehicles.

The prime contractor for BAT is Northrup Grumman (Hawthorne, CA and Perry, GA). The subcontractor is
Raytheon, Mancheger, NH.

73. XM915105M M DPICM: an artillery projectile which dispenses submunitions, Dual-Purpose |mproved
Conventional Munitions

74. SADARM 155M M DPICM (Sense and Destroy Armor): A 155 mm artillery projectile can deiver two of
these submunitions, while one of the M LRS rockets can deliver six. The munition can also be fired from aircraft.
Parachutesare deployed once the munition has reached the target area. The parachute slows the munition,
allowingit to scan the area for targets and to arm itself. Once the warhead is armed and a target detected, the
warhead is fired.

The primecontractor for theSADARM is Aerojet Corp., Azusa CA.

http://www.dtic.dla.mil/armylink/factfile/sadarm .html
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75. WideArea Munitions (WAM) can beplaced by hand, by ground vehides, rocket, or aircraft. “WAM,
designated XM93, is a derivativeof the Skeet submunition that is used in the BLU-108/B submunition...it can be
dispensed quickly above ground over a wide area. Once on the ground WAM self rights and arms itself. It then
uses acoustic sensors to detect any vehicle movement and doing so launchesa submunition into the air over the
target area. Aninfra-red sensor on the submunition searches the ground for the target, and once detected fires an
explosively formed penetrator at the vehicle/tank top armor.”

The prime contractor for WAM is Textron Defense Systems. WAM isaUS Army munition.

http://www.btg.com/Janes/cgi-bin/eisdata?jalw-1043441-1074439

76. Sensor Fuzed W eapon (CBU 97/B): an air-launched anti-armor weapon system. Each dispenser contains 10
BLU -108/B submunitions. Each submunition carries 4 SKEET anti-armor warheads. Jane’s Air Launched
Weapons, Issue 9

The prime contractor for the Sensor Fuzed W eapon is Textron Defense Systems, Wil mington, M A. Armed
Forces Journal, International

77. Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser (WCMD): “The WCMD kit is a modification kit that replaces the
tailson a portion of current inventory direct attack cluster munitions.. The intentis to enable Tactical Munitions
Dispensers (TMD) to correct for the effects of launch transents, balligic errors, and unknown winds between the
release point and the dispenser’s functioning point... The threshold weapons for WCMD are the CB U-87/B
(Combined Eff ects M unition ‘CEM '), CB U-89/B (Gator), and the CB U-97/B (Sensor Fuzed Weapon ‘SFW’).”

The prime contractor the WCMD is Lockheed Martin, Orlando, FL
Subcontractors: Simmonds Precision M otion Controls, Cedar Knolls, NJ; Honeywell M ilitary Avionics,
Minneapolis, M N; Litton Guidance and Control Systems, W oodland Hills, CA; PRB Associates, Hollywood, M D

Final Operational Requirements Document for Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser, John M . Loh, General,
USAF, Commander, Air Combat Command, Sept. 23,1994.

Figuresfor FY 95-97 are from the Presdent’ s1997 Budget, Program Acquisition Costs. Figuresfor 1998-1999
are from the 1998-1999 Biennial Budget.

78. JSOW (Joint Standoff Weapon): a precidon-guided weapon developed by the US and its allies carrying
submunitions or bomblets. The guidance sysem allows the pilot to launch the weapon from a safedistance The
missile which carries the submunitions is designated AGM-154. The three variants are: AGM-154A , which
carries 145 BLU 97A/B submunitions; AGM-154B, which carries six “sticks” of BLU-108/B sensor fuzed
submunition array s; and AGM-154C, which carriesthe BLU-111/B, a500 Ib. bomb. Aviation Week and Space
Technology, July 22,1996

The prime contractor for the Joint Standoff Weapon is Texas Instruments, purchased by Raytheon.
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