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Dear Prof. Meselson: 
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Owing to your continuing interest in the chemical weapons debate, I 
thought you might appreciate a copy of the enclosed letter. My colleagues and 
I feel strongly that the Congress should not rush into a binary chemical 
weapons program without carefully considering how best to assure an adequate 
chemical deterrent long into the future. 

I have appreciated your contributions to this debate and welcome any 
further input you might have on this subject. 

Respect~fll . 

. 1/:u ~ 
ohn M. S ratt, Jr. 

Member of Congress 
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Dear Senator: 

Congrtss of tbt Wnittb ~tatcs 
llaSbington, llC 20515 

December 2, 1985 

Until now, debate over binary chemical weapons has focused on the question 
of whether or not production should be resumed. Although there is still 
diversity of opinion, the Conference Report on the Department of Defense 
Authorization for 1986 expresses a widespread consensus that, in the absence of 
a verifiable treaty to ban chemical weapons, there will be a need to upgrade 
our chemical deterrent to counter the Soviet Union's growing capability. 
Congress has not, however, squarely faced the issue of how modernization should 
proceed. 

It is our view that the Congress should not appropriate any monies for the 
binary chemical weapons production program until the President has reported to 
Congress on consultations with our NATO allies regarding transport and 
deployment of these weapons, and Congress has had -further opportunity to review 
the program. Our position is based on the observations sulTITlarized below: 

o Production of the lSSmm binary artillery shell would duplicate what 
is now the most capable element of our existing chemical weapons 
arsenal. The President's Chemical Warfare Review (Stoessel) 
Co11111ission found that all weapons currently deployed in Europe are 
"serviceable" and that scientists generally believe that the chemical 
agents will not lose effectiveness until sometime in the 1990 1 s. The 
Co11111ission also found that "rumors of the stored munitions being 
dan,gerous or leaking appear to be exaggerated and inaccurate." 
Results of Army tests to determine the stability and lifetime of our 
existing arsenal will soon be available and will provide better 
information on which to base procurement decisions. 

o The modernization program, as presently structured, does not 
adequately address the most serious imbalance between U.S. and Soviet 
chemical weapons capabilities. The Stoessel Commission, while 
endorsing production, suggests that our most critical need is a deep 
strike capabi 1 ity. Deve 1 opment of the Bi geye bomb will fi 11 part of 
this need, but the Commission concluded that "more effort is 
required, particularly to develop unmanned delivery systems. 11 

o If we remove unitary chemical weapons now forward-based in Europe and 
replace these stocks with binary munitions stored in the United 
States, will we enhance or degrade our chemical deterrent·in the 
European theatre? Do we have reliable plans and advance commitments 
from NATO countries for transportation of chemical weapons through 
their countries in time of crisis? Should we not await the 
President's report on consultations with our allies before 
appropriating funds? 



We agree that, in the absence of a treaty banning chemical weapons, our 
chemical arsenal requires modernization. Yet we also believe that we now have 
an adequate deterrent and the time to proceed deliberately and prudently. The 
Stoessel Commission concluded that the "existing U.S. stockpile does provide a 
deterrent" even though the stockpile 1 s utility and reliability are declining • 

. -While there is substantial support in Congress for modernization, we should 
make certai w embark on a well-conceived program that will assure 
chemical eterren long into the future. 

ted above, we urge you to oppose appropriating funds in 
r assembly of chemical weapons. 

Sincerely, 

• 


