
  

  

Iraq in Transition: Security, 

Iraqi Forces and US Security 

Aid Plans 

Anthony H. Cordesman 

Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy 
 

  

 

August 2, 2011 

1800 K Street, NW  

Suite 400  

Washington, DC 20006 

 

Phone: 1.202.775.3270 

Fax: 1.202.775.3199 

 

Web:  

www.csis.org/burke/reports  

 

http://www.csis.org/burke/reports


2 2 

 

 
The Build Up to the War: 1968-2003 

 

SIGIR, April 2010  



3 3 

 

 
The Timeline of the Iraq War - I 

SIGIR, April 2010 



4 4 

 

 
The Timeline of the Iraq War - II 

SIGIR, April 2010 



5 5 

 

 
Security, Aid, and Resources in Iraq: 2004-2010 

 

SIGIR, April 2010  



6 6 

 

 
Major Sectarian, Ethnic, and Tribal Groups 

 

SIGIR, April 2010  



7 

Iraqi Security 



8 8 

 

 
Overall Security Trends: 2004-2011  

SIGIR, Infosheet, April 2011 



9 9 

 

 
Security Patterns: 2004-2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 82 



10 10 

 

 
Influence of Al Qaeda in Iraq: 2006 vs. 2008 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 57 



11 

Security Incidents Based on Coalition and 
Host Nation Reports 

Source: US Experts 



12 12 

 

 
Monthly Security Incidents: 2004-2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 82 



13 13 

 

 
Security Incidents By Region in Key Periods 

 

SIGIR, April 2010  



14 14 

 

 
The Security Dimension in Iraq: 3/2010 

SIGIR, April 2010 



15 15 

 

 
Significant Iraqi Security Incidents : 1/18/2011-4/18/2011 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 7 



16 16 

 

 
Selected Mass Casualty Attacks Post US withdrawal  

from Urban Areas: 6.30.09-4.10.11 

SIGIR, Infosheet, April 2011 



17 17 

 

 
Iraqi Assassination Attempts: 8/2010-3/2011 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 7 



18 18 

 

 
Targeted Violence: 1/18/2011-4/15/2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 82 



19 19 

 

 
Violence vs. Casualties: 10/2009-3/2011 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 16 



20 20 

 

 
US Casualties in Iraq: 2003-2011 

 

Associated Press, July 1, 2011 



21 21 

 

 
US Casualties in Iraq: 2003-2011 

 

Washington Post, July 1, 2011 



22 22 

 

 
Monthly Security Incidents in Anbar: 1/2004-12/2010 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 55 



23 23 

 

 
Anbar Security Timeline: 2003-2010 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 55 



24 24 

 

 
Uncertain Security in Anbar in 2011 

 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 55,57 



25 

Iraqi Security Forces 



26 26 

 

 
SIGIR Summary of ISF Development as of 4.2011 

SIGIR, Infosheet, April 2011 



27 27 

 

 
Strength of Iraqi Security Forces: 3/31/2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 82 



28 28 

 

 
Iraqi Security Forces Fund Spending History FY2005-FY2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 26 



29 29 

 

 Iraqi Security Forces Fund Status 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 26 

Since 2005, the Congress has appropriated $20.54 billion to the 

ISFF to enable U.S. Forces- Iraq (USF-I) and its predecessor, 

Multi-National Force-Iraq, to support Iraq’s Ministry of Defense 

(MOD) and Ministry of Interior (MOI) in developing the ISF and 

increasing ministerial capacity.100 This includes $1.50 billion 

provided by P.L. 112-10.101 

 

As of March 31, 2011, $18.21 billion of ISFF had been obligated, 

surpassing the $18.14 billion obligated for IRRF 2.102 By this 

measure, ISFF is the largest reconstruction fund for Iraq. 

 

As of March 31, 2011, $18.52 billion (95%) of the $20.54 billion 

appropriated to the ISFF had been allocated to four major sub-

activity groups: Equipment, Infrastructure, Sustainment, and 

Training. The remainder has been allocated to ―related activities.‖  

 

As of March 31, 2011, $782 million of obligated ISFF funds had not 

been expended. An additional $2.33 billion had not been obligated, 

but $509 mil lion of this amount has expired. This leaves $1.82 

billion available for obligation to new projects. In total, $2.60 billion 

in available budget authority remained unexpended for the ISFF. 

 

The FY 2005–FY 2009 ISFF appropriations have expired. USF-I 

cannot obligate funds from these appropriations to new projects, 

but can adjust existing obligations and expend funds for a period of 

five years after their respective expiration dates.  
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 Status of Iraqi Security Forces 4/2011: I 
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Minimum Essential Capability 

U.S. funding levels for the Iraq Security Forces Fund (ISFF) have been based on enabling the ISF to reach MEC standards prior to the 

withdrawal of U.S. troops by the end of the year. MEC means that the Iraqi security ministries, institutions, and forces can provide internal 

security and possess foundational capabilities to defend against external threats. Although facing significant challenges, the ISF continue to 

improve their capabilities through increased training and equipping. According to USF-I, the ISF is functioning well as a counterinsurgency 

Force. 

  

MOD and MOI Deficiencies in Meeting MEC Standards 

USF-I reported that, in general, the MOD security institutions and services are closer to attaining MEC than their MOI counterparts. 

Institutionally, the MOD appears to have already achieved MEC with respect to Army training schools, training 

centers, and combat training centers. T e current MEC rating of training capability among the five MOI police entities ranges from ―functional, 

requiring minimal or no assistance‖ (Federal Police, Division of Border Enforcement, National Emergency 

Reserve Brigade) to ―limited capability, requiring some assistance‖ (Iraqi Police, Ports of Entry).  

Neither the MOD nor the MOI security services are likely to attain MEC with respect to either equipping or sustaining their forces by the end of 

USF-I’s mission. Moreover, challenges remain in both staffing and leading the security forces of both ministries. The USF-I has advised that 

―failure to address shortfalls will put at risk the Government of Iraq’s ability to secure the population, provide internal defense, and begin 

building the foundation for basic external defense by December 2011.‖ In a January 2011 report, the U.S. Senate Committee 

on Foreign Relations majority staff noted ―alarming deficiencies‖ in MOD capabilities that ―will have a serious impact on the State Department’s 

ability to provide for its own force-protection‖ beyond 2011. 

The report cited four specific concerns: 

• The MOD is deficient in its ability to maintain and support the armed forces. Although the Iraqi military has developed into a 

competent counterinsurgency force, the logistics, training, and maintenance requirements that contribute to its sustainment will 

potentially go unfulfilled 

without U.S. military assistance. 

• The army and air force lack the full conventional ability to defend Iraq’s borders against external threats. Although Iraq does not 

currently face a conventional threat, it cannot yet deter its neighbors from interfering in domestic politics. 

• Iraq’s skillful counterterrorism force is likely to become less capable because it still relies on the United States to integrate 

intelligence. 

• The U.S. military presence helps bind together nascent cooperation between the Iraqi Army and Kurdish Peshmerga. Without U.S. 

troops to 

resolve disputes and foster relations, the situation could deteriorate, leaving the country with 

two separate, armed security forces at odds over long-standing ethnosectarian differences. 

 

Equipment Shortfalls 

Other MEC shortfalls appear likely as a result of the truncated budgetary outlay of the FY 2011 ISFF appropriation, arising from the series of 

continuing resolutions. Through almost the first half of FY 2011, the amount of ISFF funds provided to support ISF attainment of MEC under) 
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continuing appropriations was just 26% of the $1.5 billion in ISFF appropriations made available under the Department of Defense and Full-

Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (P.L. 112-10). Moreover, P.L. 112-10 provided $500 million less than the total requested 

in DoD’s line-item budget submission (J-Book) for the year.419 Projects for which funds have not been allocated to assist the ISF in reaching 

MEC include: 

• the equipment necessary to develop the IA’s Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) battalion-level capabilities to 

eliminate dependence on U.S. assets and ―ensure unimpeded, independent intelligence operations throughout the Army that will be 

necessary for…developing an initial self defense‖ (MOD) 

 • radio relay-links equipment to facilitate Command, Control, and Communications (C3) systems, including compact tactical radio 

relay 

links, training, and repair facilities (MOD) 

 • secure communications capabilities through combat net radios (MOD)  

• training programs, equipment, and facilities for pilots and the related ground crews/maintenance personnel (MOD)  

• an ―Iraqi Intelligence Network‖ to move operational and intelligence related data/voice communications 

to a secure network (MOI) 

 

While the areas where shortfalls in MOD’s attainment of MEC appear to be material, it is anticipated that MOD security services and 

institutions will receive some level of support after the USF-I’s end of mission. The Offce of Security Cooperation-Iraq (OSC-I) will likely assist 

MOD institutions to meet shortfalls in sustainment and IA modernization with Foreign Military Financing (FMF) and Foreign Military Sales 

(FMS) programs, although the existing Security Agreement might have to be amended to authorize specific training missions.4 Notably, 

however, the OSC-I activity will be much smaller than the existing ITAM components of USF-I. Moreover, the OSC-I is unlikely to be staffed or 

equipped to manage gaps in intelligence or to provide force levels necessary to support and harmonize the integration of 

GOI and KRG security forces.  

 

MEC and the USF-I Transition to INL 

As noted in Section 3, post-USF-I support for the Iraqi Police (IP) and MOI-related security forces is different than that provided for the MOD. 

Replacing the USF-I training, equipping, and capacity development mission will be a large U.S.-funded ―advise and mentor‖ Police 

Development Program (PDP), administered by INL. From the USF-I perspective, the vision was for the MOI forces to achieve MEC by the end 

of its mission, providing a seamless transition to the PDP.426 USF-I had specified these goals in mid-2009: ―By the summer of 2010, the [MOI] 

functions with little assistance in the most critical aspects of force 

 

management, acquisition, training, distribution, sustainment, resourcing, and leader development; the MOI is transitioned to full adherence to 

the Rule of Law and police primacy throughout Iraq.‖ It is now widely recognized that the MOI security services will not attain a fully functional 

MEC by the end of the USF-I mission, raising the likelihood that there will enduring gaps in the MOI security services’ capabilities. 9There are 

a total of 20 identified tasks to transition from USF-I programs to the INL-led effort—10 at the ministry and 10 related to the police force. USF-I 

notes that the transition of these enduring tasks to INL will be conditions-based, taking into account the complexity of the task, the 

MEC assessment for the task, and INL readiness to accept the task, as well as an assessment of the current operating environment. ITAM-

Police will be balancing several priorities as the transition to the PDP approaches (beginning October 1, 2011): 
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• developing ministerial capacity 

• implementing ―democratic policing‖ by enhancing investigation techniques, handling of evidence, laboratory procedures, and the application 

of the rule of law 

• improving critical infrastructure police capability 

• increasing KRG force integration 

• improving facilities, detection systems, and unity of effort for border and port security 

• improving sustainment support 

• transitioning responsibility for internal security to the police 

 

ITAM’s six-month campaign to address these priorities before handing off its mission to the PDP will be difficult not only because of the brief 

remaining time but also by previously unanticipated U.S. government and GOI funding constraints. 

 

Status of MOD 

The IA has established 196 operational combat battalions,20 Iraqi protection battalions, and 6 Iraqi Special Operations Forces (ISOF) 

battalions and has met goals for establishing counterinsurgency capability. This quarter, USF-I reported that the IA continues to make steady 

progress toward the 2011 goal of establishing a foundational capability to defend against external threats, but it will not achieve MEC before 

December 2011 because of equipment-procurement delays and subsequent training requirements. Questions about the MOD’s transition of 

internal security to the MOI, as well as the MOD’s existing capabilities and funding to defend against external threats, suggests that self-

reliance is not attainable in the near-term.  

 

Status of MOI 

USF-I’s December 2011 goal is an IP force that is professionally trained, sufficiently staffed, and adequately equipped to be capable of 

defeating insurgencies, of creating a safe and secure Iraq, and of enforcing the rule of law. Moreover, IP forces should be interoperable with 

each other and the IA. The Department of Border Enforcement (DBE) should be able to control borders with IA support, while the Oil Police 

and Facilities Protection Service should be able to provide a measure of security commensurate with their security objectives. These near-

term goals at USF-I’s end of mission appear to be ambitious, as all interior security forces continue to have gaps in funding; command, control, 

and communications; information systems; intelligence; surveillance and reconnaissance; specialization; IA interoperability; and logistical 

infrastructure.  
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US Transition Plans 



US Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan: 2001-2011 

Source: Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, CRS, RL33110, March 29, 2011 
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The Iraq Security Assistance Mission (ISAM) is responsible for conducting a wide range of security assistance initiatives that focus on building 

a self-sufficient ISF that adheres to democratic government institutions. ISAM is also assisting in developing the OSC-I. These activities require coordination 

within USF-I and external coordination with the ISF ministries, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad, and CENTCOM. 

 ISAM has supported USACE transfer of two construction projects at Camp Taji that were originally undertaken for the USF-I to provide critical 

aviation basing capability for the IA. This quarter, a 118,400-square-foot helicopter maintenance facility and nearby squadron operations building were turned 

over to the Iraqi Army Air Corps. 

 

The $9.8 million hangar and $1.5 million operations building took nearly two years to complete. According to USACE, the hangar is now the largest free-span 

building in the Middle East. USACE also completed the $3.5 million Logistics Affairs Training Institute at Camp Taji. Four additional USACE projects remain 

ongoing in various phases of construction at Camp Taji: 

• $7.5 million air traffic control tower 

• $22.6 million power generation station 

• $22 million warehouse complex to store repair parts 

• $3 million fuel storage complex 

Among many other activities, ISAM has been processing U.S. military Excess Defense Articles (EDA) for delivery to the IA. As of April 5, 2011, 23 of 24 M109 

self-propelled howitzers have been delivered, with another 20 ready for transfer; 8 of 120 M198 towed howitzers have been delivered, with 7 ready for 

transfer; and 586 of 1,026 M113 armored personnel carriers are undergoing refurbishment.  

 

Foreign Military Sales 

Modernization of the ISF is being facilitated through the FMS program. As of March 31, 2011, the GOI had committed to 374 FMS ―cases,‖ worth $8.59 billion; 

Iraq funded $6.15 billion, or nearly 72%, and the United States funded the remainder. T e GOI funded 46% of the $792.6 million in cases already delivered. 

There are currently 78 cases in development, estimated to be valued at $1.65 billion. If implemented, the GOI would fund almost 93% of these cases. 

  

In December 2006, the Iraq Study Group noted that, ―the quickest and most effective way for the Iraqi Army to get the bulk of their equipment would be 

through our [the U.S.-administered] Foreign Military Sales program, which they have already begun to use.‖ The study group recommended that the United 

States support more and better equipment for the IA by encouraging the GOI to accelerate its FMS requests and, as U.S. combat brigades move out of Iraq, 

by leaving behind some U.S. equipment for the ISF. The Military Attache at the Iraqi Embassy to the United States, Brigadier General al-Araji, noted that 

years of sanctions and isolation from the rest of the world eroded the MOD’s knowledge of current equipment and technologies. He pointed out that increased 

engagement through programs such as FMS are a good way for Iraq to make up for that gap and filter the mass of information available—increasing its 

capability to sort out legitimate defense 

contractors from those who would exploit Iraq.  

 

Iraqi Concerns about the FMS Program 

  

During a meeting with SIGIR in January 2011, the MOI inspector general (IG) expressed several concerns about the quality and value of materiel delivered by 

the United States through the FMS program. Citing a January Board of Supreme Audit (BSA) of purchases released, the IG provided information about 

delivery delays, potential bid inflation, and cumbersome administrative processes that have contributed to inefficiency and potential waste. The audit 

contended that the program had several inherent limitations. Some concerns appear related to  differences between Iraqi procurement laws and the FMS 

program, while others seem the product of elevated expectations (or misunderstandings) about the program. Prime Minister al-Maliki has tasked key advisors 

to further explore the FMS program to validate its value for the GOI. The number of GOI officials highly trained in the program is small, and many of those 

becoming engaged have little prior knowledge of the program. Key GOI National Security Advisory Council officials, however, believe that working to address 

the concerns and FMS program misconceptions through increased training and interaction is important to the continuing overall relationship between Iraq and 

the United States 
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Iraqi Security Forces Fund by Ministry 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 26 
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Iraqi Security Forces Fund by Key Function: FY2009-FY2011 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p.30- 31 

As with FY 2010 appropriation, the intent of the FY 2011 

ISFF appropriation—according to USF-I—is to sustain, 

equip, and train the ISF to reach MEC by the “end of 

mission” on December 31, 2011. In particular, the FY 

2011 spend plan prioritizes: 

 

•sustainment of MOD forces through 

procurement of repair parts for the Iraqi Army’s 

key weapon systems, including tanks, trucks, 

armored personnel carriers, and artillery systems 

 

• equipment for Corps Headquarters that will 

allow the Iraqi Ground Forces Command to 

support divisional units at Iraqi border protection 

locations, including an Iraqi Special Forces 

Academy and unmanned aerial vehicle services 

 

• equipment for the 5th Federal Police Division, 

including surveillance and identification systems 

to conduct counterterrorism 

 

The most recent spend plan available from USF-I was 

current as of the fourth continuing appropriation, which 

provided ISFF funding through March 4, 2011, at rates 

slightly reduced from FY 2010. That spend plan provides 

allocations for just $388 million (26%) of the $1.50 billion 

ultimately appropriated on April 15, 2011, all of which 

USF-I intended to execute in the second quarter of FY 

2011.  

 

As such, it provides only an approximate guide of USF-I’s 

intentions through September 30, 2012, when the FY 2011 

appropriation is set to expire. More than half of the 

Administration’s $2.00 billion request was to be allocated 

to MOD equipment. 
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 US Aid to the Iraqi Security Forces:  

FY2004-FY2012 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 25 
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CBO Estimate of Iraqi War Costs to US: 

FY2001-FY2011 

Source: CBO, The Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal Years 2011 to 2021, January 2011, p.  
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GAO Estimate of Iraqi War Costs to US: 

FY2001-FY2012 

Source: Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, 
GAO, March 29, 2011, RL33110  
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 Transition of U.S. 

Presence in Iraq 
As of March 31, 2011, the PRT “footprint” comprised 17 sites across 

Iraq, including 14 PRTs and 3 Forward Presence locations. The PRTs 

were staffed by 623 personnel: 140 U.S. civilians, 132 military, and 

351 contractors. 

Between May and September 2011, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad plans to 

close 10 PRTs. The other four will be transitioned to “enduring” 

provincial presences, as discussed below.. Coupled with withdrawal 

of tens of thousands of U.S. troops and DoD contractors by December 

31, 2011, the PRT closures represent a significant loss of provincial 

presence and the political outreach, development assistance, and 

situational awareness that their presence facilitates. Consulates and 

Embassy Branch Offices 

DoS plans to establish consulates in Basrah and Erbil and EBOs in 

Mosul and Kirkuk. Together, they will comprise U.S. Embassy-

Baghdad’s provincial presence and host approximately 3,600 DoS 

personnel, contractors, and support person-nel. Along with U.S. 

Embassy-Baghdad, they will enable DoS and other civilian agencies 

to conduct “robust engagement” with the Iraqi population, “enhancing 

connections between the political, economic, and social fabric of the 

country.” 

The consulates in Basrah and Erbil are intended to be permanent 

installations and, together with U.S. Embassy-Baghdad, will serve 

three of the four largest cities in Iraq. The consulates will focus 

primarily on diplomacy and consular services, but DoS will also 

operate aviation facilities in Baghdad, Basrah, and Erbil necessary to 

support the INL- managed PDP. The consulate in Basrah will have the 

added benefit of proximity to Iraq’s southern oil fields and the many 

U.S. companies operating there. 

The EBOs are intended to be temporary installations, with expected 

mission spans of three to five years. The EBOs’ first priority, as 

established by DoS, is to mitigate and mediate Arab-Kurd, Sunni- 

Shia, and provincial-national tensions primarily along the Arab-Kurd 

“fault line” in northern Iraq. The DoS OIG has questioned these 

expectations based on the centuries-old nature of the conflicts, the 

local population’s unfavorable or ambivalent views of the United 

States (estimated at 95% in recent polling), the EBOs’ short expected 

mission spans, and staffing levels driven by budget constraints.236 

For details on the proposed locations of the consulates and embassy 

branch offices,. 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 509 
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On October 1, 2011, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad plans to transition responsibility for U.S. assistance to Iraq’s Ministry of Defense from the U.S. 

military to the OSC-I, which will function as an Embassy section under COM authority. CENTCOM will retain operational control of OSC-I 

personnel. 

 

OSC-I will be charged with advising, training, and equip- ping Iraqi forces; supporting professional military education; and planning joint military 

exercises. These tasks entail administration of U.S. foreign assistance provided to the Iraqi military through the Foreign Military Financing (FMF) 

account (should it be provided in Iraq) and the International Military Education and Training (IMET) account. In addition to foreign assistance, 

OSC-I will facilitate other forms of bilateral military engagement, most notably the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program. 

 

After December 31, 2011, some U.S. military forces will remain in Iraq to provide security assistance— albeit under COM control rather than the 

military chain-of-command—and it appears there will be considerable continuity in staffing. U.S. security assistance is currently provided by 

USF-I under the authority of the Deputy Commanding General for Advising and Training (DCG-A&T). On October 1, 2011, he is slated to 

become the director of OSC-I. Likewise, the current head of USF-I’s FMS unit will continue as the OSC-I director’s deputy. This pat-tern will 

extend throughout the organization, with additional subject matter experts and staff transitioning from the existing organization to OSC-I. 

 

 According to USF-I, DoD plans to designate the director of OSC-I as the senior defense official (SDO) in Iraq on January 1, 2012. The SDO is 

the COM’s principal military advisor on defense and national security issues, the senior diplomatically accredited DoD officer assigned to the 

U.S. mission, and the single point of contact for all DoD matters involving U.S. Embassy-Baghdad or DoD elements assigned to or working from 

the Embassy. The SDO will also exercise coordinating authority over DoD elements under COM authority. 

 

 Many activities will also remain the same. For example, DoD components will be largely responsible for fulfilling 374 ongoing FMS cases, 

valued at $8.59 billion. For more details on the current FMS program in Iraq, see the Security subsection of this Report. 

Organization and Staffing 

 

OSC-I will feature a division of labor between a DoS Political-Military Affairs Section and a DoD security cooperation office, which is standard 

practice at U.S. embassies around the world. Currently, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad is planning for a full-time, substantive OSC-I staff of 157: 118 

military, 9 U.S. government civilians, and 30 locally employed staff. This core staff will be responsible for overall management of the security 

assistance and security cooperation program. 

 

As of March 31, 2011, it was not clear how many personnel and contractors will be required to support the OSC-I core staff; USF-I estimates 

approximately 3,000, but the number continues to be refined. 

 

U.S. Embassy-Baghdad plans to supplement the core OSC-I staff and support contractors with Security Assistance Teams (SATs), which will 

comprise mostly civilian contractors with some support from U.S. military officers or DoD civil-ians. SATs will be deployed to Iraq on temporary 

SIGIR, Quarterly Report, April 2011, p. 44 
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Cooperation-Iraq (OSC-I) (cont.) 

43 

assignments to provide advice, training, technical assistance, and support as required by the terms of specific FMS cases. At the beginning of 2012, U.S. 

Embassy-Baghdad anticipates approximately 750 SAT members in Iraq. According to USF-I, FMS case requirements will determine the SAT foot- print.196 

According to the Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, up to 200 DoD personnel and 800 DoD contractors 

will eventually be stationed across Iraq to support various FMS cases. 

  

who provide security and the personnel who manage and oversee contracts—de- part Iraq, and DoS increasingly relies on its own resources. Already, 

uncertainty and disagreement regarding what constitutes ―inherently governmental activities‖—those which should not be contracted out—is becoming more 

pronounced with regard to PSCs. In question are activities such as counter-battery fire, hostage rescue, and improvised explosive device (IED) clearance.243 

The CWC observes that the general trend toward contracting out security reflects human-resource constraints. Statutory limits on force strength require DoD to 

choose between using military or contractor personnel for force protection, while DoS and USAID often have no choice but to rely on the U.S. military or 

contractors. According to the CWC analysis, PSCs are usually used not because they are more effective or efficient than government security personnel, but 

rather because using in-house capability would require a significant, long-term increase in government manpower or redirecting military personnel from other 

priorities. 

 

In this context, DoS shortcomings in contract management may create the risk of PSC abuses. Although no formal analysis has been done, the Congressional 

Research Service notes that many high-profile contractor abuses in Iraq were commit- ted by PSCs working for DoS (not DoD), including the alleged shooting 

of Iraqi civilians by Triple Canopy personnel and the shooting of 17 Iraqi civilians in Nisoor Square by Blackwater personnel. Some analysts believe that these 

events undermined the U.S. mission and, if PSCs are not held account- able, undermine the legitimacy of the United States and the Iraqi government.245 

Despite these risks, DoS and U.S. Embassy-Baghdad face serious capability and resource constraints as they address the challenge of securing Embassy 

personnel engaged in mission-critical activities. 

 

According to the Under Secretary of State for Management, ―it makes no sense‖ for DoS to increase the number of diplomatic security personnel world- wide 

―from 1,800 to 1,800 plus 7,000‖ to meet temporary security requirements in Iraq. Furthermore, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad will have approximately 200 direct-hire 

DoS security officers overseeing PSCs (a ratio of 1:35), which the Under Secretary for Management says ―is very, very good.‖246 
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 State Takes Over Police Development Program 
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On October 1, 2011, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad plans to transition responsibility for U.S. assistance to Iraq’s Ministry of Interior from the U.S. military to INL, which will 

provide the bulk of assistance through its flagship program—the PDP. According to U.S. Embassy-Baghdad, the PDP will have achieved initial operating capability by July 1, 

2011, to start an effective transition from the current DoD police training mission.  

 

INL intends to focus the PDP on developing MOI leadership and managerial capacity to build institutional stability for future development and to achieve primary police 

responsibility for internal security throughout Iraq. According to U.S. Embassy- Baghdad, the PDP is primarily an advise-and- mentor mission and, as such, is intended to 

build on and supplement the MOI’s “highly developed” training system. With DoD support, the MOI had assumed control for all basic- and advanced-training responsibilities 

at its police training academies and police colleges, where it employs a standardized training curriculum. The limited training that will be available under the PDP will focus on 

instructor development—to sustain prior advances made in police training capacity—and on providing specialized training as requested by the MOI.206 

  

 Current plans call for the PDP to have a contingent of 190 advisors. INL reported that it intends to use the authority of 5 U.S.C. Section 3161 for temporary hires, although it 

may be necessary to contract for a small number of personnel for highly specialized subject-matter expertise. Approximately 50 advisors will provide management and 

supervision for the program, leaving 140 to focus on the PDP’s substantive mission.207 Additional planned support elements include: security professionals (contractors and 

government employees) to provide movement, technical, and static security; aviation contractors; and life-support contractors.208 In total, the substantive-to-support ratio for 

the PDP, as planned, will be 1:9.  

 

The PDP advise-and-mentor mission will operate year-round with senior-level police officials at the MOI and at national, regional, and provincial policing institutions. INL 

advisors will provide advice and mentoring in such areas as logistics, finance, strategic planning, operations, human resources, and communications and information 

technology. Instructor development will be provided by a small contingent of INL advisors at the Baghdad, Erbil, and Basrah Police Colleges. Highly specialized training will 

be conducted by temporary duty instructors, many of whom will be from partner federal law enforcement agencies such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation; the Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives; the U.S. Marshals Service; and the Drug Enforcement Agency. 

  

The PDP will reach approximately 55% of Iraq’s approximately 300,000 police who, in turn, provide local security for approximately 65% of Iraq’s population.212 PDP 

advisors, operating from three “hubs” will visit 28 proposed sites, 21 by ground and 7 by air: 
• Baghdad hub—15 sites (11 by ground; 4 by air)  

• Erbil hub—9 sites (6 by ground; 3 by air)  

• Basrah hub—4 sites (all by ground) 

 

Advise-and-mentor sites are subject to change based on consultations with GOI, security concerns, and other circumstances. INL expects to require three medium-lift 

helicopters and nine light-lift helicopters to support the PDP. Additionally, U.S. Embassy-Baghdad s curity and medical air-lift capability may be used if required. INL also 

plans to utilize U.S. Embassy- Baghdad’s fixed-wing air support for domestic travel in Iraq and international travel through Jordan and Kuwait. 

 

 According to U.S. Embassy-Baghdad, security for the PDP will be provided by the DoS Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS), which has determined how many protective 

security details would be needed— including Quick Reaction Force elements—based on PDP travel and advising requirements. Support will come from DS teams already in-

country as well as from additional DS teams yet to deploy.216 

 

Funding for the PDP has not yet been secured. To support the PDP and programs in Justice Corrections and Counternarcotics, DoS requested $315 million in FY 2011 

appropriations and $1.00 billion in FY 2012 appropriations to the INCLE in Iraq. Of the $315 million FY 2011 request, $200 million was forward-funded through the FY 2010 

supple- mental appropriation.218 INL will provide INCLE funding for all costs associated with security and life support for the PDP. According to U.S. Embassy-Baghdad, 

DoS and the Embassy are working closely with the GOI to determine cost-sharing arrangements. Negotiations are ongoing concerning contributions for PDP personnel support 

(salaries and transportation), equipment and fuel for policing operations, and no-cost leases of land and facilities. • 
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ISPO oversees a subset of the projects 

implemented by USACE—specifically, those 

projects funded by the Iraq Relief and 

Reconstruction Fund (IRRF) and Economic 

Support Fund (ESF).  

 

In addition to IRRF- and ESF-funded projects, 

USACE implements projects funded by the three 

other major funds: the Iraq Security Forces Fund 

(ISFF), the Commander’s Emergency Response 

Program (CERP), and the International Narcotics 

Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE) account, 

as well as sizeable projects supported by other 

U.S. and Iraqi funding streams not discussed here. 

 

This quarter, USACE completed 58 projects, 

valued at $159.5 million. Among the completed 

projects were 28 overseen by ISPO, valued at 

$67.6 million.  

 

As of March 31, 2011, USACE was implementing 

85 ongoing projects, valued at $365.1 million. 

Among the ongoing projects were 34 overseen by 

ISPO, valued at $149.3 million. 
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