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FY2010 Supplemental for Wars, Disaster Assistance, Haiti Relief, and Court Cases

Summary
The Administration has requested $63 billion in FY 2010 supplemental appropriations:

e $33 hillion for the Department of Defense (DOD) primarily for deploying 30,000
additional troops to Afghanistan;

e $4.5billionin war-related foreign aid to Afghanistan, Irag, and Pakistan;

e $5.1 billion to replenish the U.S. Disaster Relief Fund administered by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA);

e $2.8billion for Haiti reconstruction and foreign aid in the wake of the
earthquake;

e $13.4 billion to compensate veterans exposed to Agent Orange;

e $3.4billion to settle land trust claims of American Indians in the long-standing
Cobdll case and

e $1.2 hillion to settle the discrimination claims of 70,000 black farmersin the
Pigford Il case.

These requests wereincluded as part of the Administration’s FY 2011 budget request, and in two
budget amendments sent to Congress on February 12, and March 24, 2010. It is currently not
clear whether Congress will consider al of this spending in one bill. Press reports suggest that the
Senate Appropriations Committee may mark up an FY 2010 supplemental this week.

The Defense Department, the State Department, FEMA and the court plaintiffs have al cited
deadlines in May and June for when funding is needed but there appears to be some flexibility in
these dates. Because DOD has already received 80% of its war funding, the supplemental monies
may not be needed until the end of July. FEMA has suggested that additional disaster funding is
needed by June. Because its disaster funding was tapped to meet Haiti’s needs, the State
Department argues that it needs its funding by June. And while the plaintiffs in the Cobell and
Pigford cases could reject the settlements if funding is not provided by this spring’s deadlines, the
Administration’s support may dissuade them.

Congress will consider this supplemental appropriations request within the constraints set forth in
the FY 2010 congressional budget resolution (S.Con.Res. 13), and other budget rules. Some
Members may believe that the request should be exempt from such constraints by designating the
additional spending as an emergency, as provided under therules. Others, in light of the current
fiscal environment, may believe that all or portions of the additional spending should be offset, so
as not to increase the deficit.

Congress could change the Administration’s request. For DOD’s request, issues could include
whether to set atimelineto evaluate the Afghan war troop surge; whether plans and funding to
accelerate the training of Afghan security forces are achievable; and whether DOD’s basing
request signifies a permanent presence. Concerns about the State Department’s foreign aid
request for Afghanistan and Irag could include whether the funding will be effective and free of
corruption. Questions about FEMA's reliance on supplementals for its disaster funding could be
raised. Finally, questions about the focus of Haiti foreign assistance could arise.
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Overview, Deadlines and Potential Issues

The Administration requested a total of $63 billion in supplemental funding in FY 2010 to deploy
more U.S. troops for the Afghan War, Disaster Assistance Funds, recovery and foreign aid funds
for Haiti in response to the January 2010 earthquake, and to settle two recently-decided court
cases for American Indians and black farmers. Specifically, the FY 2010 supplemental requests
include:

e $33.0billion for the Defense Department, primarily to deploy 30,000 more
troops to Afghanistan;

e $4.5billioninforeign assistance for Afghanistan, Irag, and Pakistan;

e $5.1 billion to replenish the U.S. Disaster Relief Fund administered by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency;

e $2.8billion for Haiti reconstruction and foreign aid in the wake of January’s
earthquake;

e $13.4 billion to compensate veterans exposed to Agent Orange;

e $3.4billion to settle land trust claims of American Indians in the long-standing
Cobdl| case and

e $1.2 hillion to settle the discrimination claims of 70,000 black farmersin the
Pigford Il case (see Table 1).

Federal budget rules distinguish between two types of federal spending, discretionary spending
(e.g., annual appropriations acts) and direct (or mandatory) (e.g., Medicare) spending.* Of the
$63.3 hillion in the President’s supplemental request, $45.4 hillion is discretionary spending and
$17.9 billion is direct spending (see Table 1).

The Administration submitted these requests to Congress in supplemental proposals included as
part of the Administration’s FY 2011 budget, and in budget amendments submitted on February
12, 2010 and March 24, 2010

! Discretionary spending is provided in appropriations acts generally on an annual basis. Direct spending, in contrast, is
generally provided (in many cases, on a permanent basis, and in other cases, for a set number of fiscal years) in
authorizing legidation that requires federal paymentsto individualsor entities, often based on eligibility criteriaand
benefit formulas set forth in statute. Some direct spending is provided in appropriations acts but is controlled by the
authorizing statute(s) or provided by legidative language in an appropriations acts, such aslegidative language
authorizing a litigation settlement.

2 Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United Sates, FY2011, “ Supplementa Proposals,” 2-1-10,
hereinafter OMB, “FY 2010 War-Related Supplemental;”
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2011/assets/'sup.pdf; OMB, FY 2010 Supplemental, “ Estimate No. 2,
Request for Department of Homeland Security for Disaster Relief, for continued response and recovery efforts
associated with prior large events, such as Hurricane Katrina and the Midwest floods; and for genera provisions,”
February 12, 2010, hereinafter, OMB, “FY 2010 Disaster Relief and Court Case Supplemental;” Request; Office of
Management and Budget, “ Estimate No. 3, March 24, 2010; FY 2010 Emergency Supplemental Proposalsin the

FY 2011 Budget for Costs Associated with Relief and Reconstruction Support for Haiti foll owing the Earthquake of
January 12, 2010, for the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, Hedth and Human Services, Homeland Security, State,
and the Treasury,” March 24, 2010, hereinafter, OMB, “FY 2010 Haiti Supplemental,” http://www.whitehouse.gov/
omb/assets/budget_amendments/amendment_03 24 10.pdf.
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Press reports suggest that the Senate Appropriations Committee may mark up an FY 2010
supplemental this week, and add war funding and the Haiti supplemental requeststo H.R. 4899, a
bill passed by the House on March 24, 2010 that currently includes $5.1 billion for FEMA's
Disaster Relief Fund and $600 million for the Labor Department for a summer jobs program.®
That bill could then be sent back to the House for conference. The funding in H.R. 4899 is
designated as emergency appropriations.

Many see emergency supplemental appropriations as undermining budgetary discipline because
funding is not subject to annual caps in budget resolutions on overall discretionary spending that
often require trade-offs between different types of spending. Supplementals are also perceived as
receiving less scrutiny than regular appropriations. In the current fiscal environment, some
Members are also concerned about the impact of this additional spending on the deficit.

Budget Rules and Supplemental Requests*

Congress may debate, as it does with any supplemental appropriations request, whether to
increase spending above the existing level for FY 2010 and, in some cases, levels for subsequent
fiscal years. If Congress decides the additional spending is necessary, it must also decide whether
the request warrants increasing the budget deficit or whether to offset the additional spending by
either cutting federal spending or increasing revenues.

Congress considers all spending or revenue legislation, including supplemental appropriations
bills, within rules and procedures that are intended to address these policy options.” In particular,
Congress will consider this FY 2010 supplemental appropriations request within the constraints
set by the FY 2010 budget resolution (S.Con.Res. 13, H.Rept. 111-89), aswdll as other budget
rules, such as congressional pay-as-you-go rules and the recently enacted Statutory PAY GO Act
of 2010 (P.L. 111-139).

Under these budget rules, Congress could exempt all or portions of the spending from these
constraints by designating the spending as an emergency (or as being for “overseas deployments
or other activities’ in the House).® Alternatively, under congressional rules, the applicable points
of order may be waived or simply not raised during consideration of the supplemental
appropriation measure.

While an emergency designation would exempt spending from these budget rules, the emergency
designation itself could be subject to a point of order.” This applicable point of order may be

% H.R. 4899 asreferred to the Senate, May 7, 2010.

4 Written by William Heniff, Analyst on Congress and the Legislative Process, Government and Finance Division,
CRS.

® For an overview of federal budget procedures, see CRS Report 98-721, Introduction to the Federal Budget Process,
by Robert Keith; for more detailed information on points of order that apply to budgetary legidation, see CRS Report
97-865, Points of Order in the Congressional Budget Process, by James V. Saturno; for information on PAY GO rules,
see CRS Report RL33850, The House' s “ Pay-As-You-Go” (PAYGO) Rulein the 110th Congress: A Brief Overview, by
Robert Keith, CRS Report RL31943, Budget Enforcement Procedures: Senate Pay-As-You-Go (PAYGO) Rule, by Bill
Heniff Jr., and CRS Report R41157, The Satutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010: Summary and Legidative History, by
Robert Keith.

® The emergency and overseas depl oyments designations are provided for in Sections 403 and 423 of S.Con.Res. 13,
the FY 2010 congressional budget resol ution, as applicable to the Senate and House, respectively.

" For additional information on the emergency designation, see CRS Report RS21035, Emergency Spending: Satutory
(continued...)
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waived in both houses. In the House, it can be waived by a special rule reported by the House
Rules Committee and agreed to by the House, and in the Senate, by waiver motion, which
requires a three-fifths affirmative vote of Senators (60 votesiif thereis no more than one vacancy

in the Senate).
Table |.FY2010 Supplemental Requests
In billions of dollars
FY2010 FY2010
FY2010 Supp Total with
Agency/Purpose Enacted Request Request Brief Description
Defense: Afghanistan and Iraq 129.6 33.0 162.6  Provides $30 billion for Afghanistan, $1 billion
for Iraq, and $2 billion for baseline fuel costs.
State/USAID: Afghanistan, Iraq, 5.6 4.5 10.1 Includes $2 billion for Afghanistan, $2.1 billion
and Pakistan for Iraq and $370 million for Pakistan for
foreign aid and diplomatic operations.
State/USAID: Haiti 9 2.8 3.7 Includes $1.6 billion for disaster assistance,
$ I billion for foreign aid activities and $155
million for diplomatic operations.
Federal Emergency Management 1.6 5.1 6.7  Replenishes Disaster Relief Fund in danger of
Agency (FEMA): Disaster Relief being depleted.
Fd.
DISCRETIONARY TOTAL 137.7 45.4 183.1
Department of Veterans' Affairs: 0 13.4 134  Provides compensation for veterans exposed to
Compensation and Pensions Agent Orange in Vietnam.
Treasury: Settling Cobell v. 0 34 34  Authorizes and funds recently awarded claims
Salazar about management and accounting of Indian
land trusts.
Agriculture: Settling Pigford 0 1.2 .2 Funds recent court-approved settlement of
Discrimination Claims discrimination claims by black farmers.
MANDATORY TOTAL 0 17.9 17.9
TOTAL: DISCRETIONARY 137.7 63.3 201.0

& MANDATORY

Source: OMB,FY20/0 War-Related Supplemental; OMB,FY2010 Disaster Relief Supplemental; OMB,FY2010 Haiti

Supplemental.

Notes: CRS calculations based on sources above.

Potential Deadlines

According to recent press reports, House Magjority Leader Steny H. Hoyer, said that the House
was committed to action before the Memorial Day recess and Senator Inouye, Chair of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, has called for congressional action to begin.®

(...continued)

and Congressional Rules, by Bill Heniff Jr..

8 Congress Daily, “Hoyer Wants Resolution, Supplemental By Memorial Day,“ May 7, 2010; Foreign Policy, The
Cable, “Inouye Wants to Know: Where is the War Funding Bill,” April 29, 1010.
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At thistime, it is not clear whether Congress will consider all these supplemental requestsin the
one bill. The House passed FEMA's Disaster Assistance request in H.R. 4899 and Senator Inouye
has suggested that the Senate may soon consider that bill.° Attempts in the Senate to attach the
Indian Trust Fund settlement (Cobell case) to another bill have so far been unsuccessful. Thereis
also speculation in the press that other funding could be added — such as $23 hillion in emergency
Education Department funds to prevent layoffs of teachers, and $1.3 billion for a summer jobs
program (funded last year in the Economic Stimulus Act).*

The Defense Department, State Department, Federal Emergency Management Agency, and
plaintiffs in the Cobell and Pigford Il cases have all cited deadlines for when the supplemental
funding would be needed although there appears to be some flexibility in the dates.

Defense Department Deadline Could Be End of July 2010

The Department of Defense (DOD) received $129.6 hillion, 80% of its total FY2010 war funding
in bridge funds included inits regular appropriations acts enacted last December (PL. 111-118
and PL. 111-117), aimost double the 45% received in the bridge the previous year. Secretary of
Defense Gates recently reiterated that DOD would need the additional $33 billion for the 30,000
troops deploying to Afghanistan by Memorial Day, the same date cited in previous years when the
funding available was substantially lower.™*

In February testimony, the Secretary of the Army, which faces the greatest need for war funding,
testified that the timeframe for the Army “in which we can comfortably fund this [war funding]
would be at the end of June, beginning of July.”** Based on CRS calculations using Army data, it
appears that the Army could, if necessary, cover both its regular base activities and war operations
through July 2010 if obligations follow the pattern of recent years, and even later if funds were
temporarily transferred from other appropriation accounts using currently available authority.™

FEMA Disaster Assistance Fund Could Run Out in June

To make the Disaster Relief Fund last longer, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) has limited the release of funds for claims, delayed interagency reimbursements, and
recovered funds from previous years. Nevertheless, its current estimate is that the Fund will
become insolvent sometime in June, assuming average monthly spending of $350 million and the
current balance of $600 million.*

9 Congressional Quarterly, Budget Tracker, “Morning Briefing,” May 7, 2010.

19 Congress Daily, “ Supp Eyed as Vehicle for Ed Bill,” May 4, 2010; Washington Post, “ The Congressional Black
Caucus and the palitics of summer jobs,” May 4, 2010.

1 CQ, Budget Tracker, “Morning Briefing,” May 7, 2010.

12 Senate Armed Services Committee, Transcript, “Fiscal 2011 Army Budget Request,” p. 16, February 23, 2010

'3 CRS cal culation based on Army data on Operation and Maintenance obligations to date for both base funding and
war operations compared to obligation patternsin FY 2008 and FY 2009.

4 CQ, Budget Briefing, “A Bit More Breathing Room for FEMA,” May 7, 2010; Statement of James L. Oberstar,
Subcommittee on Economic Devel opment, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management, May 5, 2010; telephone
conversation with alegidative liaison for the Department of Homeland Security, April 28, 2010.
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State Department Disaster Funding May Run Low by June

The State Department reports that in order to respond to future humanitarian crises, these
resources would need to be replenished by June 1, 2010. If not replenished, U.S. capacity to
respond to other emergencies could be curtailed.

Deadline for Funding Court Settlements Uncertain

Congress did not enact the $1.15 billion appropriation by the mid-April 2010 deadline to settle
the Pigford 11 court case to recompense black farmers. Although the claimants could theoretically
void the settlement, plaintiffs are unlikely to exercise that right knowing that the settlement is
clearly a priority of both the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the White House.

Thelatest deadline for Congress to approve the settlement of the Cobell suit for government
mismanagement of funds and lands held in trust for individual American Indiansis May 28, 2010.
While deadlines have been extended several times by mutual agreement, it is not clear whether
another extension will be accepted by the parties or the presiding judge.

Potential Issues: Emergency Designations, Timelines and
Effectiveness

Members of Congress may raise several types of issues about these FY 2010 Supplemental
requests including whether

e atimelineto evaluate the Afghan War would be appropriate; the plansto
accelerate training of Afghan security forces are achievable; and all of DOD’s
request qualifies as emergency war costs;

e DOD’sramp-up in basing requests signifies a permanent presence;

e additional foreign aid for Afghanistan and Iraq is likely to be effective and well-
spent;

e theamount for FEMA disaster rdief isjustified;

e Haiti relief funding is adequate or appropriately shared;

o theHaiti aid request is appropriately targeted.

War-Related Supplemental Requests

The Department of Defense (DOD) and State Department/USAID supplemental requests provide
funding primarily to deploy the additional 30,000 troops being deployed to Afghanistan and for
economic assistance intended to reinforce military operations. These two elements are considered
essential to the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by the Administration to “ clear, build, hold,
and transition” as DOD and the State Department focus on population centers in Afghanistan.™

15 Secretary of Defense, “Report to Congressin accordance with Section 1230 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (P.L. 110-181) as amended and United States Plan for Sustai ning the Afghanistan National
(continued...)
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Department of Defense War Funding Request!®

Inits FY2011 budget submission, the Obama Administration requested a supplemental
appropriation of $33 billion in FY 2010 primarily to deploy the additional 30,000 troops to
Afghanistan announced by President Obama on December 1, 2009. According to the President,
these additional troops are intended to reverse a deteriorating security situation and “ break the
Taliban's momentum” by targeting the insurgency, securing key population centers, and training
more Afghan forces, which, in turn, is expected to " help create the conditions’ to transfer
responsibility to the Afghans beginning in July 2011." Frequent evaluations are promised.’®

Increases in U.S., NATO Troops, and Afghan Security Forces

According to the DOD, as of early May, some 15,000 of the 30,000 troops arein-country with the
remainder expected to arrive by September 2010, several months later than originally anticipated
by the White House." By this fall, some 98,000 troops would be deployed in Afghanistan trebling
the number of U.S. troops since October 2008 (see Figure 1).

Beforeleaving office in January 2009, then-President Bush increased the number of troopsin
Afghanistan in response to requests from the U.S. Commander in Afghanistan concerned about
the deteriorating security situation, which brought troop levels close to 46,000 in May 2009.°
After completion of the Obama Afghanistan strategy review in March 2009, the President
approved another increase of about 22,000 troops, bringing the total to 68,000 as of November
2009. The second Obama increase of 30,000 troops now underway will bring the U.S. total to
98,000 by this fall.” The FY 2011 budget adds another 4,000 support troops in Afghanistan.

After repeated requests from the United States, NATO allies troop levels have grown from 38,370
in December 2009 to 48,000 troops in March 2010. By this fall, this will bring the total number of

(...continued)

Security Forces Report to Congress in accordance with section 1231 of the National Defense Authorization for Fiscal
Year 2008 (P.L. 110-181),” hereinafter DOD, “ Section 1230 and Section 1231 Report;
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef 04 26 10.pdf.

18 Written by Amy Belasco, Speciaist in U.S. Defense Policy and Budget, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade
Division.

The White House, “ Remarks by the President in Address to the Nation on the Way Forward in Afghanistan and
Pakistan,” Delivered at West Point, December 1, 2009; http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-offi ce/remarks-president-
address-nati on-way-forward-afghani stan-and-pakistan. In the President’ s speech, the additional troops were to be
deployed in the first haf of the year, but more recently, the Defense Department has estimated that all 30,000 troops
will not be deployed until September 2010.

8The White House, Press Release, “What's New in the Strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan;”
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the press_office/Whats-New-in-the-Strategy-for-Af ghani stan-and-Paki stan/ THE
BRIEFING ROOM, March 27, 2009.

¥ PBS, The Charlie Rose Show, “All Eyes on Kandahar, Interview with General Petraeus,” April 22, 2010.
2 DOD, “Boots on the Ground Report,” May 1, 2009 show atotal of 45,000.

2 DOD, “Press Conference with Secretary of Defense Gates,” December 14, 2009; http://www.defenselink.mil/
transcri pts/transcri pt.aspx ranscri ptid=4333. The 21,000 increase was funded in the FY 2009 Supplementa and the
FY 2010 DOD Appropriations Act (Title IX, P.L. 111-118, enacted December 16, 2009).

2 Then-President Bush increased troops in Afghanistan by about 15,000. For FY 2011 increase, see Figure 6-2, DOD,
FY2011 Budget Request: Overview, Feb. 1, 2010;
http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2011/FY 2011 Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf.

Congressional Research Service 6



FY2010 Supplemental for Wars, Disaster Assistance, Haiti Relief, and Court Cases

foreign troops in Afghanistan to about 148,000.% By that time, plans call for Afghan security
forces to total 243,000, bringing the total number of foreign and Afghan forces to 389,000.%

Figure 1. Boots on the Ground in Afghanistan and Iraq,2001-2010

In thousands of troops
200
K = number of troops in thousands
180 Iraq surge peaks
0 (Nov 07, 170K)
160 Invasion peak
(Obama drawdown
_ (RugB3 i Surge ends ®.— (Mar 09, 141K)
140 (Jul 08, 147K)
. Iraq surge begins Troops leave cities
120 (Jan 07, 132K (Jul 09, 132K)
100 Iraginvasion Post-war drawdown i
100 Iraq 05 2nd Obama ch\—.
(Mar 20, 2003, 94K) (Feb 04,124K) (Sep 10, 98K) .
80 IstObamainc. / \
(Nov 09, 68K) ® \
60 Bush inc s
! Drawdown @
i (May 09, 45K) @ (Sep 10, 50K)
20 : |
.
0 | | ‘ Mission expand\s:troops inc. Growing violence (07-08)
Mission limited to Kabul ‘ (Feb 05, 20K)
2 S
(02-04,10K) Low levels of insurgent violence (02-06)
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
— Iraq Afghanistan Both

Source: DOD, Boots on the Ground Reports to Congress; CRS Report RL30588, Afghanistan: Post-Taliban
Governance, Security, and U.S. Policy, by Kenneth Katzman; CRS Report RL31339, Iraq: Post-Saddam Governance and
Security, by Kenneth Katzman; CRS Report RL34387, Operation Iraqgi Freedom: Strategies, Approaches, Results, and
Issues for Congress, by Catherine Dale; CRS Report R40156, War in Afghanistan: Strategy, Military Operations, and
Issues for Congress, by Steve Bowman and Catherine Dale.

Note: Figure by Amber Wilhelm, Graphics Section, CRS.

DOD Request Shifts Bulk of War Funding to Afghanistan
The Defense Department’s $33 billion request would provide:

e $30 hillion to support the additional troops deploying to Afghanistan;

3 |nternational Security Assistance Force (ISAF): Facts and Figures, “International Security Assistance Force and
Afghan National Army Strength & Laydown,” December 23, 2009 and February 1, 2010; http://www.nato.int/i saf/
docu/epub/pdf/placemat.pdf.

% Figure 6-3, DOD, FY2011 Budget Request: Overview, Feb. 1, 2010; http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/
fy2011/FY 2011 Budget Request_Overview_Book.pdf
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e $1 hillion moreto train Iraq Security Forces; and

e $2billion for higher-than-anticipated fuel costsin DOD’s regular (basdline)
budget.

If enacted, total DOD war spending in FY 2010 would rise from the $129 billion already enacted
to $160 billion.” Of that total, $99 billion would be for Afghanistan and $61 billion for Irag,
reversing the funding shares for the two wars. The total in FY2010 would be about $12 billion
morethan in FY 2009 and almost the same as the FY 2011 request (Table 2).%

Currently, DOD appropriations enacted for the Afghan War totals $284 billion. If the FY 2010
Supplemental and the FY2011 request are enacted, that total would rise to $428 hillion. By
comparison, the enacted total for Iraq is now $705 billion and would increase to $752 billion if
the pending requests are enacted. These figures do not include war funding for State/USAID and
VA Medical.”

Table 2. DOD War Funding, FY2001-FY20I | Request

In Billions of Dollars and Shares of Total

Total: FY2010 FY2010
FY2001I- FY2010 Supplemental Total with FY2011
Operation FY2008 FY2009 Enacted Request Request Request
IRAQ
Funding $553.5 $92.0 $59.6 $1.0 $60.6 $45.8
Share of Total 78% 62% 46% 3% 38% 29%

AFGHANISTAN

Funding $159.2 $56.1 $69.1 $30.0 $99.1 $1135
Share of Total 22% 38% 54% 97% 62% 71%
TOTAL
Funding $712.7 $1482 $1287 $31.0 $159.7 $159.3

Share of Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Table 8-5 in DOD, FY20! | Budget Request: Overview, Feb. |, 2010; http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/
fy201 1/FY2011_Budget Request_Overview_Book.pdf.

Notes: CRS calculations exclude non-war funding in supplementals, and include funds from DOD’s regular budget
used for war needs.

% Thistotal includes funds enacted in the FY 2010 DOD Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-118), and the FY 2010 Veterans
and Military Construction Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-117).

% FY 2009 figure is CRS calculation excluding funding in supplementals not related to war, and including $2.4 billion
in funding that DOD tapped from its base budget for war needs; For FY 2011 tota, see Table 8-5in DOD, FY2011
Budget Request: Overview, Feb. 1, 2010;

http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2011/FY 2011 Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf.

27 CRS cdl cul ations based on DOD data; see Table 2.
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Timeline for U.S. Military’s Role in Afghanistan

One potential issuein DOD’s FY 2010 Request is the timeline for evaluating the effectiveness of
President’s Obama's new strategy. When President Obama approved the new deployment, he
warned that the U.S. commitment was not “open-ended,” and “will alow us to begin the transfer
of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011” after areview in December 2010.% Based on
recent testimony and DOD statements, the timeframe could slip and the U.S. drawdown in July
2011 could be minor.?

Both Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have cautioned that
the July 2010 date is “a day we start transitioning . . . not a date that we're leaving,” that would be
based on “ conditions on the ground.”® Recently, Secretary of Defense Gates said 1 think thisis a
several-year process.”* In March 2010, General Petraeus, now head of U.S. Central Command,
characterized the initiative as “ an 18-month campaign, as we seeit,”* to be evaluated according
to JCS Chair Admiral Mullen evaluated “ eighteen months from now, ” which would be
September 2011.%

Members of Congress may be concerned about the timing of theinitial evaluation, the length of
the new campaign, and the long-term future of U.S. military involvement. The FY 2010
Supplemental may provide another vehicle for looking at ways to increase congressional
participation in decision making about the extent and nature of the U.S. military commitment.

Thefirst operation using the additional U.S. troops was the re-taking of Marjah, atown of 85,000,
in Helmand Province in southern Afghanistan launched on February 13, 2010. While DOD
considers Marjah to be free of Taliban, recent press reports suggest a mixed picture. The key test
is the campaign for Kandahar, a Taliban stronghold and city of 1 million in southern Afghanistan,
expected to get fully underway by June 2010.* It is not clear whether the FY 2010 Supplemental
will be passed by then.

% The White House, “Remarks by the President in Address to the Nation on the Way Forward in Afghanistan and
Pakistan,” Delivered at West Point, December 1, 2009; http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-offi ce/remarks-president-
address-nati on-way-forward-af ghani stan-and-paki stan.

® Testimony of Robert Gates before the Senate Armed Services Committee, “ Afghanistan Assessment,” December 2,
2009: “we will have athorough review in December 2010. If it appears that the strategy's not working and that we are
not going to be able to transition in 2011, then we will take a hard look at the strategy itself. [The plan would beto]
begin the transition [to Afghan forces] in local areasin July of 2011. . . General Petragus would tell you by six or seven
months later [after the Iraq surge began], he had enough indications of things happening on the ground that he could
tell that this effort was going to work within six months.”

2 pid.

3! Department of Defense, Press conference with Secretary of Defense Gates and Chair, Joint Chiefs, Admiral Mullen,
March 25, 2010; http://www.defense.gov/ Transcripts/ Transcri pt.agpx ?Transcri ptID=4592.

%2 Testimony of General Petraeus before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans
Affairs, and Related Agencies Budget Request for the U.S. Central Command,” March 17, 2010.

% House Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense, “Hearing on President Obama’'s Fiscal 2011 Budget Request fore
the Defense Department, “ March 24, 2010, p. 10 of transcript.

% DOD, “Transcript, Press conference with Geoff Morrell,” March 30, 2010;
http://www.defense.gov/Transcripts/ Transcript.aspx 7T ranscriptl D=4595; New York Times, “Elite U.S. Units Step Up
Drivein Kandahar,” April 26, 2010.
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Most of DOD’s Request Is for Afghanistan

Of the $33 billion in DOD’s supplemental request, $30 billion is for Afghanistan, $1
billion to train Iragi Security Forces, and $2 billion to pay for higher fuel pricesin DOD’s
base budget (see Table 3). The $30 billion for Afghanistan includes

e $19 hillion for “Operations” including Military Personnel and Operation and
Maintenance costs to pay, conduct operations and support deployed soldiers;

e $3.3billionfor force protection;

e $2.6 billion to accelerate the training of Afghan security forces;

e $2.0 billion to pay for higher fuel costsin DOD’s regular budget;

e $1.7 billion for reconstitution or reset of war-worn equipment;

e $1.3billion for military intelligence;

e $1.2 billion for national intelligence;

e  $500 million for military construction;

e $400 million to defeat Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) (see Table 3).

Questions May Be Raised About Per Troop Costs

Some policy makers have suggested that the DOD cost for deploying 30,000 more troops would
average $1 million per troop (including both the White House and Secretary of Defense Gates). ™
While dividing the $30 billion request for Afghanistan by the 30,000 additional troops yields an
average of $1 million, this does not reflect the different types of activities and programs that
DOD isrequesting or the factors affecting the cost of these activities.

To describeits request, DOD devel oped functional categories ranging from “Operations,” which
includes military personnel and O& M costs, to Coalition Support Funds for Pakistan's counter-
terror operations. Different categories increase at rates ranging from 123% for Operations to 35%
for Coalition Support. Table 3 shows funding between FY 2009 and FY 2011 for the Afghan war.

Unlike other categories, the Operations category would be expected to increase at least roughly in
concert with troop levels. DOD estimates differ substantially from CBO estimates. Reported
obligations from the first five months of the fiscal year also suggests that DOD'’s estimates may
be somewhat high.

DOD estimates for the FY 2010 cost deploying 30,000 troops to Afghanistan reflect a per troop
cost of $875,000 based on the “ Operations’ category in the FY 2010 Supplemental request and
taking into account changes in funding since enactment (see Table 3). The DOD per troop cost is
not quite double the $467,000 in CBO's estimate. Both DOD and CBO assume the same average
monthly troop strength which reflects the gradual deployment of troops over the fiscal year, and
CBO’s estimate builds on DOD reported war obligations.

* Los Angeles Times, “Pricing an Afghanistan troop buildup is no simple calculation,” November 23, 2009.

% The monthly average increase in troop levels as aresult of the surgeis assumed to be 16,000 by DOD and 15,000 by
CBO, both averages taking into account the gradual deployment of additional troops during FY2010. For DOD, see
(continued...)
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Table 3. DOD Functional Categories for War Funding: Afghanistan, FY2009-FY201 |

in billions of dollars

Cumulative

FY2010 FY2010 FY2010 Change,
FY2009 FY2010 Supp. with Total vs. FY20I1 vs.

By DOD Functional Category Request2 Enacted Request Request FY2009 FY2011 FY2009
Operations Request 239 36.0 19.0 55.0 130% 62.7 163%
Operations Adjusted® 24.6 41.0 14.0 55.0 123% 62.7 155%
Overseas Contingency Operations 0 5.0 0 5.0 NA [4] NA
Fund (OCOTF)b
Force Protection 4.7 7.8 33 1.1 135% 10.5 122%
Improvised Explosive Device 0.7 0.9 04 1.3 78% 2.7 266%
(IED)Defeat Fund
Military Intelligence Program 1.9 3.7 1.3 5.0 156% 6.1 216%
Afghan National Security Forces 5.6 6.6 2.6 9.2 63% 1.6 107%
Pakistan Counterinsurgency 04 0 0 0 -100% 0 -100%
Capability «
Coalition Support 1.4 1.8 0 1.8 35% 2.0 45%
Commanders Emergency 0.7 1.0 0 1.0 39% .1 53%
Response Program (CERP)
Military Construction 0.9 1.4 0.5 1.9 117% 1.2 37%
Army Temporary End Strength 0 04 0 04 NA .1 NA
Navy Individual Augmentees 0 0.1 0 0.1 NA 0.2 NA
Subtotal: Ongoing Operationsc 41.0 69.7 27.1 91.8 124% 99.2 142%
Reconstitution/Reset 6.6 77 1.7 9.4 41% 1.2 68%
Total War-Related- 47.6 72.4 28.8 96.2 102% 110.3 132%
Additional Requests
Baseline Fuel/Add'l Requestsd 0 0 2.0 2.0 NA 0 NA
Non-DOD Classified NR NR 1.2 NR NA NR NA
Subtotal Additional Requests NA NA 32 NA NA NA NA
Total DOD Requestc 47.6 69.2 32.0 96.2 102% 110.3 132%

(...continued)

DOD, FY2011 Budget Request: Overview, Figure 6-3, Feb. 1, 2010;

http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2011/FY 2011 Budget Request_Overview_Book.pdf. For CBO, see CBO,

“Letter to Congressman Spratt on Analysis of Scenarios for Funding Iraq and Afghanistan,” January 21, 2010, Table 1;
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/ 109xx/doc10995/01-20-Cost Of ChangesinTroops.pdf; DOD, FY2011 Budget Request:
Overview, Feb. 1, 2010, Figure 6-2; CBO's estimate assumes that per person costs for operations, transportation,

supplies and services will be 50% higher in Afghanistan than in Iraq based on DOD data

http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2011/FY 2011 Budget_Request_Overview Book.pdf. This comparisonis
based on “ Adjusted Operations” figuresthat exclude $5 billion in the FY 2010 Supp Request that isintended to restore

funds originaly allocated to O& M that were used instead to purchase additional Mine-Res stant Ambush Protected
Vehicles, as permitted P.L. 111-118, the FY 2010 DOD Appropriations Act.
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Source: : DOD, Fiscal Year 2010 Budget Request, Summary Justification, May 2009, Table 5-1 I; Additional DOD
tables provided to CRS, March 2010.

Notes: NR = Not reported; NA = Not applicable.

a.  FY2009 figures reflect DOD's FY2010 Summary Justification, and adjustment to add $2.4 billion that DOD
used to cover war costs that came from DOD baseline accounts.

b. The “Operations Adjusted” figure moves $5 billion requested in the FY2010 Supplemental Request to
FY2010 Enacted to reflect the fact that DOD used $5 billion requested for operations and moved by
Congress to the Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund (OCOTF) to purchase Mine Resistant
Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles as permitted by law (see OCOTF in P.L. I I |-118).

c. Total reflects amount requested for “Operations,” not amount allocated in the adjusted figure.

DOD would argue that operations costs in the FY 2010 supplemental request are particularly high
because the new troops will be deploying primarily to southern Afghanistan where the United
States has had few troops, requiring DOD to set up, expand and operate many more facilities. It is
not clear, however, whether these factors are sufficient to account for the difference.

Last year, citing concerns about whether DOD could “accuratdly budget” for the Afghan and Iraq
warsin light of significant changesin military operations, the FY 2010 DOD Appropriations Act
transferred $5 billion of DOD’s request for Operation and Maintenance funding to the Overseas
Contingency Operations Transfer Fund (OCOTF) to be held aside until DOD notified
congressional defense committees of where the funds were needed.® Similar concerns may be
raised about DOD’s FY 2010 request for all of the reasons above.®

Another indicator that DOD'’s estimates may be high is the fact that obligations reported in the
first five months of FY 2010 for operational costs are about 22% of the total amount that DOD has
requested assuming the FY 2010 supplemental is enacted. To use all these funds, monthly
spending would need to more than double in the next seven months, suggesting that DOD
estimates — devel oped last fall — may be somewnhat high.** Although obligations are typically
lower in the first few months of the fiscal year and only some of the 30,000 troops werein-
country, the rate of spending still appearsto be lower than would be expected. Congress could
again choose to put aside some of DOD’s O& M request in the Overseas Contingency Operations
Transfer Fund (OCOTF) asthey did last year.

Funds to Accelerate Training Afghan Security Forces

To accderate the training and expand Afghan Security Forces Fund (ASFF), and hence be ableto
reduce the U.S. role, DOD is requesting an additional $2.6 billion. If this request is approved,
ASFF funding would total $9.2 billion in FY 2010, an increase of 63% (see Table 3).

Concerns that may be raised about this request include

%" House Appropriations Committee, H.Rept. 111-230, p. 329; the enacted version endorsed this House action.

% Congressional Quarterly,“ Extra War Funding Is Anticipated, But Lawmakers Are Not in Any Rush,” April 20, 2010.
% CRS average strength calculation is based on DOD’ s Boots on the Ground Report and Cost of War Reports.

Like DOD’s Operations category, CRS adjusted reported obligations for O& M and Military personnel to exclude the
following categories that are not related to changes in troop strength: coalition support, Commanders Emergency
Response Program (CERP), depot maintenance, and body armor. DOD’ s Operations category, with a somewhat |ower

per troop cost, may exclude additional O&M costs that CRS cannot capture from the Cost of War Reports. O&M funds
are only available for one year and so would lapse if not used by September 30, 2010.
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e whether DOD needs all the additional funds requested in FY 2010 to meet current
plansin light of current spending rates.

e whether the ramp-up in DOD’s plan is achievable and whether thereis sufficient
oversight given persistent training problems, recent contracting disputes, and
possible shortages in trainers.

Relating DOD’s Plan to Its Funding Request

Under the new plan, the Afghan Security forces would reach a total of 243,000 by October 2010 —
higher levels to be achieved over ayear earlier —and 305,600 by FY2011. The Afghan Army
would grow from 97,000 in November 2009 to 134,000 in October 2010 and 171,000 in October
2011, a 76% increasein two years. The Afghan Police would grow from 93,800 in November
2009 to 109,000 this October and to 134,000 in October 2011, a 43% increase over two years.40

In January 2010, NATO partners endorsed these increases.

It isnot clear whether DOD’s FY 2010 supplemental request is necessary to meet these levels or
entails some forward-financing or requirements — providing funds before they are needed. DOD
states that the additional $2.6 billion is necessary to “sustain the growth” of the Afghan Army “on
aglide slope that exceeds 134,000,” to pay Afghan Army soldiers more, and provide additional
infrastructure and equipment.* The same question can be raised about DOD’s FY 2011 request.”®

Table 4. Funding for Afghan Security Forces (ASFF), FY2009-FY201 |

in billions of dollars

Pending
FY2009 Requests:
Bridge (P.L. FY2010 FY2010
110-252) & Enacted FY2010 FY2010 Supplemental
Supplemental (P.L. 111- Supp Total with FY2011 & FY2011
Category (P.L. 110-32) 118) Request Request Request Request
Afghan Police 1.5 25 .1 3.6 4.1 5.2
Afghan Army 4.0 4.0 1.5 5.6 7.5 9.0
Related 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0.1
TOTAL ASFF 5.6 6.6 2.6 9.2 11.6 14.2

O For prior plan, see DOD, Fiscal Year 2010: Summary Justification, May 20009, p. 4-33-4-34;
http://www.defenselink.mil/comptroller/defbudget/fy2010/fy2010_SSJ.pdf. For current plan, see DOD, FY2011 Budget
Request: Overview, Feb. 1, 2010, p. 6-7 to 6-8;

http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2011/FY 2011 Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf.

“1 DOD, “Section 1230 and Section 1231 Report,” p. 6; http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/
Report_Fina_SecDef 04 26 10.pdf.
“2 Office of the Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense Budget, Fiscal Year (FY) 2010, “ Justification for FY

2010 Supplemental Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF), p. 4, p.8, p.25, and passm, February 2010;
http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/ Offi ceDocuments/Budget/BudgetM aterid ' FY 11/OCO//asff-sup. pdf.

“ DOD’ s additional $11.6 billion is“to procure long-lead itemsin fiscal year 2011 in order to remain on agrowth glide
slope for aforce beyond 171,600 and 134,000;” see Office of the Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense Budget
Fiscal Year (FY) 2011, “Justification for FY 2011 Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF);
http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/ Offi ceDocuments/Budget/BudgetM aterid § FY 11/OCO//asff. pdf.
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Source: Department of Defense Budget, Fiscal Year (FY) 201 1, justification for FY 2010 Supplemental, Afghanistan
Security Forces Fund (ISFF), February 2010, p.2; http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/OfficeDocuments/Budget/
BudgetMaterials/FY | |/OCO//asff.pdf.

Altogether, Congress has appropriated $25.5 billion for the Afghan Security Forces thus far.* The
pending requests for FY 2010 and FY 2011 would provide another $14.2 billion and bring the total
through FY 2011 to $39.8 hillion (see Table 4). DOD has not provided an estimate of the ultimate
cost or number of years that the United States would need to support Afghan Security forces.

While General McChrystal, U.S. NATO Commander in Afghanistan, has proposed doubling the
Afghan Army and Police from the current goal of 243,000 to 400,000. General Mullen
characterized this as “an aspirational goal out several years from now,” and one that has not been
endorsed by the Obama Administration.™

Problems in Training Afghan Security Forces

While DOD has responsibility to train the Afghan Army, DOD and the State Department jointly
manage training of the Afghan police. Thetraining of Afghan Security forcesis actually carried
out by U.S. military personnel, NATO coalition teams, and private contractors

DOD and the State Department have experienced a myriad of problems in carrying out this
training. For the Afghan Army, problems include attrition rates of about 20%, deficienciesin
leadership, frequent absenteeism that can reduce units to 50% of their strength, limited logistical
capabilities, and questionable behavior. For the police, training has been hampered by illiteracy,
corruption, and the targeting and killing of police recruits and police by insurgents.*

A recent hearing on Afghan police training cited the following problems, which have also been
identified in GAO, Special Inspector General Reports, audit reports by the State and Defense
Departments, and press articles:

e Difficultiesin coordinating DOD, State Department, and NATO coalition
training;

e Persistent problemsin relying on private contractors including poor performance
and bad behavior, unauthorized use of firearms and inadequate vetting, and
shortages of contractor personnel; and

e Lack of sufficient personnel to manage contracts and insufficient contract
oversight including invalid invoices as well as inadequate performance.”’

“ CRS Report R40699, Afghanistan: U.S Foreign Assistance, by Curt Tarnoff.

%5 CRS Report RL30588, Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security, and U.S Policy, by Kenneth Katzman, p.
46; House Armed Services Committee, Transcript, “ Afghanistan Assessment,” p. 18, December 3, 2009.

6 |bid. and p. 47-p. 48; GAO, Afghanistan Security: U.S Programsto Further Reform Ministry of Interior and
National Police Challenged by Lack of Military Personnel and Afghan Cooperation, GAO-09-280, March 2009;
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09280.pdf; Office of the Special Inspector Genera for Afghanistan, Quarterly Report,
January 2010; http://www.s gar.mil/pdf/quarterlyreports/jan2010/pdf/SIGAR_Jan2010.pdf.

4" Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on Contracting Oversight, “Hearing on
Contracts for Afghan Nationa Police Training,” Transcript, April 15, 2010; statements and video of hearing at
http://hsgac.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Hearing& Hearing_1D=6ad2b464-2877-4107-9159-
da85dc461030; Senate Armed Services Committee, “ Contracting in a counterinsurgency: an examination of the
Blackwater-Paravant contract and the need for oversight,” February 24, 2010; http://armed-services.senate.gov/
(continued...)
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Although DOD has sent additional trainers, and requested more from NATO allies, there still are
reported shortages, which could increase reliance on contractors and raise more concerns among
Members. Senator Levin recently cited his concern about a shortfall in trainers for the Afghan
army and police, a shortfall acknowledged in DOD’s April 1, 2010 Afghan Section 1230 Metrics
report, which noted that 44% of the 4,083 trainers required are currently assigned.®

To gauge whether sufficient trainers are available and whether the current ramp-up is redlistic,
Members may want to know:

e How many trainers are needed for initial and follow-on training to meet the
higher targets funded in the FY 2010 supplemental request for Afghanistan?

e How isthat requirement to be met in terms of the number of U.S. military
personnel, coalition partner teams, and contractor personnel?

e How many of those trainers are currently in-country, scheduled to arrive, pledged
but not yet available, or still to be hired?

e How would DOD’s funding change if these personnel are not available as
anticipated?

Sinceit is already halfway through FY 2010, current shortfalls could hamper the ramp-up.

The plan to speed up training of the Afghan police could also be affected by a recently sustained
bid-protest, which may delay contract award.*® When asked to describe DOD’s plan for providing
Afghan policetraining since there was no longer a contract in effect, DOD Assistant Secretary
David Sedney stated that “\We don't have a final answer for you on that,” and suggested that DOD
intended to do a full and open competition, which could take more time and delay training, and
reduce the funding needed in FY2010.%

Current Spending Rates

Based on DOD’s February 2010, Cost of War obligation reports, DOD still has available almost
$6.4 billion in funding appropriated in FY 2009 and FY 2010. In the first five months of FY 2010,
DOD obligated $1.6 billion, or an average of $320 million per month, somewhat below the

FY 2009 average. ** In order to obligate all funds requested, DOD’s monthly obligation rate for

(...continued)
e witnesdist.cfm?id=4419.

“8 Congressional Quarterly, “Levin Pushes Back Against Veto Threat on F-35 Engine, Transport Plane,” by Eugene
Mulero, February 2, 2010; Secretary of Defense, “ Report to Congress in accordance with section 1230 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (P.L. 110-181) as amended and United States Plan for Sustaining the
Afghanistan National Security Forces Report to Congress in accordance with section 1231 of the National Defense
Authorization At for Fiscal Year 2008 (P.L. 110-181),” hereinafter DOD, “Section 230 and Section 1231 Report;
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Report_Final_SecDef 04 26 10.pdf.

““DynCorp protested being excluded from bidding on the contract; see GAO, “Matter of: DynCorp International LLC;
File: B-402349; Date: March 15, 2010;" http://www.gao.gov/deci sions/bidpro/402349.pdf.

% See Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Subcommittee hearing above, p. 18.

*L CRS cal cul ations based on Department of Defense (DoD), Table entitled FY 2010 Cost of War for FY 2010
Appropriationsin “Cost of War Report As of February 28,2010.” To compute the funding available, CRS subtracted
obligations as of Feb. 28, 2010 (latest) reported in the Cost of War Report from the amounts appropriated. For example,
of the $6.6 billion appropriated in the FY 2010 DOD Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-118), DOD has obligated $793
(continued...)
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ASFF would need to almost triple from $320 million to $920 million in the second half of
FY2010. Inlight of thesefigures, it is not clear that DOD urgently needs the additional $2.6
billion.

Whether Some of DOD’s Request Could Be Funded in the Regular Bill

Asthewarsin Iraq and Afghanistan continue, some Members have raised concerns about whether
emergency supplementals for war are still justified, or whether war spending should be included
in regular appropriations acts. Because the February 2009 budget submission of FY 2010 war
funding preceded the Administration’s decision in December 2009 to deploy 30,000 more troops,
some would argue that an emergency designation for the FY 2010 supplemental request is
appropriate.® Some of DOD’s request, however, including the $1 billion for training in the Iragi
Security Forces Fund (ISFF), the $2 billion to offset fuel increases, and the $1.7 billion for reset
or replacement of war-worn equipment is less clearly related to the new deployments, and some
could argue should be considered as part of DOD’s regular FY 2011 appropriation request.

With the turnover of responsibility for security to the Iragi government, and therisein oil prices
in 2008, Congress has been less willing to pay for Iragi security forces. DOD argues that the $1
billion for the I SFF is necessary to complete and sustain modernization efforts underway, and
ensurethat Iraq can provide for its security particularly when faced with lower revenues as ol
prices have fallen.® While these are important policy considerations, some may challenge
whether the funds should be designated as emergency.

Some may also argue that providing $2 billion to cover higher than expected fue costsin DOD’s
base budget could be covered in other ways. Typically, DOD has financed unanticipated increases
in fuel prices by using cash resources in the Working Capital Funds, which provide oil to the
sarvices, or by transferring funds from less urgent needs.> DOD may argue that these actions
would be difficult so an infusion of budget authority is needed.

Another request that could be considered more loosely tied to the additional 30,000 troops is the
$1.7 billion for reset, to replace war-worn equipment, particularly losses. Some might argue that
the effect of the additional combat operations on equipment in Afghanistan islikely to be gradual
particularly with the phasing-in of troops over the course of the year making it particularly
difficult to predict the need to replace war-worn equipment. Others would argue that replacement
needs from the additional deployment of troops can be estimated based on past experience. Asin
the case of the ASFF, DOD also has a substantial backlog of war-related procurement that
remains to be spent.

(...continued)

million leaving $5.9 billion still available. DOD till has available $563 million from the $3.6 billion appropriated in
the FY 2009 Supplemental (P.L. 111-32) for atota of $6.4 hillion.

%2 Section 403 (f) in S.Con.Res. 13 defines spending as emergency if it is“essentia . . . sudden . .. compelling. . .
unanticipated,” but it isacongressional prerogative to decide where the emergency designation is appropriate.

%3 Department of Defense Budget, Fiscal Year (FY) 2010, Justification for FY 2010 Supplemental, Iraq Security Forces
Fund (ISFF), February 2010.

% The Working Capital Funds are set up to include cash reservesto cover unanticipated price changes, with reserves
replenished by charging service customers higher prices the following year.
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More Spending for Bases in Afghanistan Raises Questions of
Permanency and Executability>

The Administration’s supplemental war request for an additional $521 million for military
construction would bring the FY 2010 total to $1.9 billion — double the FY2009 level —and raises
questions about whether DOD is building facilities to support the temporary stationing of
warfighting troops or creating permanent bases in Afghanistan (see Table 5). In recent statutory
language, Congress permitted spending for a*“long-term presence” but prohibited spending for
“permanent stationing” of U.S. troops in Afghanistan (see “War-Related Military Construction
Provisions”). Inlight of current spending rates for military construction in Afghanistan, it is also
not clear how urgently the current funds are needed.

DOD’s $521 million request would create and expand basic infrastructure at various locations in
Afghanistan including roads, runways, quarters, and other facilities to support the deployment of
30,000 additional U.S. troops. Thejustification for the request states that the construction “wil |
expand airfield capacity for increased airlift and combat operations, increase logistics capacity at
key locations, and provide the minimum infrastructure necessary. . . ">

The supplemental request is split roughly evenly between Army and Air Force construction. Army
projects are focused in the southern provinces of Helmand, Nimruz, and Kandahar, the area of
most new military operations, and Balkh and Kunduz provinces in the north, where Afghanistan
borders the three former Soviet republics of Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan. Air Force
construction is planned for Nimruz province in the south, Balkh province in the north, and

Herand province in the west of the country in support of airlift and special operations forces.

Table 5. Military Construction for the Afghan War, FY2003-FY201 |

In billions of dollars

FY2003- FY2010

FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 Supplemental FY2010 FY2011

Total Enacted Enacted Request Total Request Total
Military 1.3 0.9 1.4 0.5 1.9 1.3 5.4
Construction
O&M- 0.8 0.4 TBDa 0 TBDa 0 0.5
Funded
Construction
Total 1.4 1.3 1.4 0.5 1.9 1.3 5.9

Sources: Department of Defense budget justification materials (various years) and briefing to Senate
Appropriations Committee staff.

a. DOD can use up to $500 million in previously appropriated O&M funds for military construction for
contingency operations in Central Command according to Sec. 2806, P.L. | | -84, the FY2010 National
Defense Authorization Act (see “War-Related Military Construction Provisions”).

% Written by Daniel H. Else, Specidist in National Defense, and Amy Belasco, Specialist in U.S. Defense Policy and
Budget, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division.

% Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request: Overview, Department of
Defense, Washington, DC, February 2010, pp. 6-8.
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Army construction includes waste and waste water management systems, fuel storage and
distribution facilities, utilities infrastructure, gravel roads, and a command and control
headquarters at Forward Operating Base (FOB) Tombstone near Lashkar Gah in Helmand in the
south. Projects also include perimeter security facilities and a helicopter apron at Kunduz and
Mazar e Sharif in the country’s extreme north.

Air Force construction includes a runway and associated apron at FOB Dearam, located in the
west approximately halfway between Kandahar and the Iranian border, a Special Operations
helicopter apron at FOB Dwyer (in southern Helmand province near the town of Garmsir),
helicopter and airlift aprons at Mazar e Sharif in the north, and aircraft aprons and fuel and
munitions storage at Shindad Airfield in the west.

A fundamental issue for Congress, expressed in legislation over a number of years, is whether
spending on construction signals a long-term, indefinite U.S. troop commitment to Afghanistan.

Building to Fight vs. Building to Stay: Congressional Restrictions

Both appropriators and authorizers in Congress have sought to distinguish between military
construction intended to support expeditionary, short-term warfighting and military construction
for permanent stationing of troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. Asit did in the case of Irag, Congress
has adopted language intended to prevent the establishment of permanent bases in Afghanistan
(see* War-Related Military Construction Provisions”).

In the FY2010 National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 111-84), Congress banned “any defense
funds’ from being “obligated or expended by the United States Government to establish any
military installation or base for the purpaose of providing for the permanent stationing of United
States Armed Forces in Afghanistan [italics added].” > The FY 2009 Supplemental Appropriation
adopted the same language but stated that none of the funds “available by this or any other Act
shall be obligated or expended by the United States Government for the purpose of establishing
any military installation or base for the purpose of providing for the permanent stationing of
United Sates Armed Forces in Afghanistan [italics added].”*® There is no definition of the types
of projects that would signal permanency.

At the sametime, Congress carved out an exception to thisban in PL. 111-84 to permit DOD to
use Operation & Maintenance (O& M) funds for military construction that supports a“long-term
presence’ in Afghanistan, reversing language from prior years that limited such funding to
“urgent . . . temporary” facilities (see “ War-Related Military Construction Provisions”).Where the
line exists between funding for facilities to support permanent stationing of U.S. troops, whichiis
banned, and facilities to support a long-term presence, which is permitted, may be unclear, as
some projects (housing, waste treatment, etc.) could plausibly be devoted to either purpose.

Congress has periodically denied funds in supplemental appropriations requests for projects
perceived as signaling a permanent presence — a permanent fuel facility and power generation
plant at Bagram, for example, in the FY 2005 supplemental appropriations request — without first

STP.L. 111-84, Secs. 1237 and 2806.
B P.L. 110-32, Sec. 315.
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seeing them justified as part of a comprehensive plan for troop stationing.>® Some of the projects
proposed in the FY 2010 Supplemental could fall into this category.

“Permanent Stationing” and “Long-term Presence”

To respond to rapidly changing military situations in Iraq and Afghanistan, DOD requested and
received additional flexibility to use already-appropriated O& M funds to build facilities to meet
“urgent military operational requirements of atemporary nature[italics added]” starting in

FY 2004.%° Congress renewed this authority every year until FY2009 while at the sametime
capping the amount between $100 million and $200 million and forbidding funds from being
used for construction at a military installation “where the United States is reasonably expected to
have a long-term presence.”®

Over theyears, DOD planners have concluded that some form of U.S. military presencein
Afghanistan is likely to continue for several years, possibly even after military operations end. In
response, Congress changed the law in 2009 and permitted DOD to use $200 million in O& M
funds for projectsin U.S. Central Command and an additional $300 million in O&M funds for
construction in Afghanistan to meet “ urgent military requirements’ as certified by the Secretary
of Defense, and exempted installations there from the ban on the use of O& M construction funds
“ deemed as supporting a long-term presence.” % The FY2010 NDAA again extended the authority
to use O& M funding for military construction and continued the $500 million total limit on
projectsin Central Command (see “ War-Reated Military Construction Provisions”).

Higher Funding and DOD’s Proposed Legislative Change

Taking O&M funding for military construction into account increases the amount spent for
military construction appreciably. For example, in FY 2009, DOD added $409 million from O& M
accounts for construction in Afghanistan to the $900 million appropriated, raising the total to $1.4
billion. This amount nearly equaled the total spent on construction between FY 2003 and FY 2008
and in a single year, doubled DOD’s construction investment in Afghanistan (see Table 5).

If DOD dedicated the full $500 millionin O& M available to military construction in Afghanistan,
the total in FY 2010 would reach $2.4 billion, which would again almost double the entire prior
seven-year investment. DOD has also submitted new legislative proposal to use 0& M monies for
unspecified minor construction in support of contingency operations until October 1, 2012. If that
proposal is approved by Congress, total funding for military construction in Afghanistan could
rise further (see “War-Rdated Military Construction Provisions”).

% For example, the Senate Committee on Appropriations wrote, “A longer-term presence with more permanent force
structure may be in theinterests of the United States, but plans for such a presence — and requests for the facilities to
support that presence — should be presented to the Congress in the regular authorization and appropriation process.”
U.S. Congress, Senate Appropriations, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on
Terror, and Tsunami Relief, 2005, Report to Accompany H.R. 1268, 109th Cong., 1st sess., April 6, 2005, S.Rept. 109-
52 (Washington: GPO, 2005), pp. 35-36.

% P.L. 108-136, Sec. 2808.

 pid.

52p L. 110-417, Sec. 2806.
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Woar-Related Military Construction Provisions

Prohibitions on Establishing Permanent Bases in Afghanistan [italics added]
FY2009 (Sec. 315, P.L. 110-32,)

The FY2009 Supplemental Appropriation Act states "None of the funds appropriated or otherwise made available by
this or any other Act shall be obligated or expended by the United States Government for the purpose of establishing
any military installation or base for the purpose of providing for the permanent stationing of United States Armed
Forces in Afghanistan.

FY2010 (Secs. 1237 and 2806, P.L. 111-84)

The National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) bars any defense funds from being “obligated or expended by the
United States Government to establish any military installation or base for the purpose of providing for the permanent
stationing of United States Armed Forces in Afghanistan

Using Operation and Maintenance Funds for Urgent, Temporary Operational Needs
FY2004 (Sec. 2808, P.L. 108-136)

NDAA temporarily authorizes DOD to obligate up to $200 million of FY2004 O&M funds "to carry out a
construction project outside the United States" that is necessary to meet "urgent military operational requirements of a
temporary nature in support of a declaration of war, the declaration by the President of a national emergency ..., or a
contingency operation [italics added]."

Authorization does not apply to a military installation "where the United States is reasonably expected to have a long-
term presence”

FY2005 (Sec. 2810, P.L. 108-375)

NDAA extends authority to obligate up to $200 million in O&M funds for urgent, temporary military construction
through FY2005 contingent upon submitting FY2004 quarterly reports.

FY2006 (Sec. 2809, P.L. 109-163)

NDAA extends but halves authority to $100 million in O&M funds for urgent, temporary military construction but
only if DOD submits quarterly report by deadline.

FY2007 (Sec. 2802, P.L. 109-702)
NDAA extends authority to use $100 million for urgent, temporary military construction for a year.
FY2008 (Sec. 2801, P.L. 110-181)

NDAA extends and raises authority to use $200 million for urgent, temporary military construction for a year and
requires 7-10-day advance notification for projects of $2 million or more (i.e. “minor construction”).

FY2009 (Sec. 2806, P.L. 110-417)

NDAA authorizes up to $200 million in O&M funds for urgent, temporary military construction only for U.S. Central
Command and U.S. Africa Command.

Exempts military installations located in Afghanistan from the ban on the use of O&M construction funds "deemed as
supporting a long-term presence"[italics added].

Authorizes up to $300 million of O&M funds for Afghanistan if the Secretary of Defense certifies to the congressional
defense committees that additional construction "is required to meet urgent military requirements in Afghanistan."

FY2010 (Secs. 1237 and 2806, P.L. 111-84)

NDAA authorizes up to $200 million of O&M funds until the later of September 30, 2010, or enactment of FY20I |
military construction. Limits authority to U.S. Central Command.

FY2011 (DOD Legislative Proposals, April |,2010)

DOD requests authorization through FY2012 to spend from O&M funds “amounts necessary to carry out unspecified
minor construction projects in support of contingency operations,” and raises the threshold on these unspecified
minor construction projects in support of contingency operations from $750,000 to $3 million.
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Another possible sign of DOD’s commitment in Afghanistan is the amount invested in certain key
bases of the more than 25 identifiable sites. This includes:

e $1.3billion invested in Bagram Air Base, $248 million requested for atotal of
$1.6 billion if the request is approved;

e $767 million appropriated for Kandahar Air Base, $181 million requested for a
total of $948 million if the request is approved,

e  $595 million for Forward Operating Base Tombstone/Bastion (U.S. and U.K
funding),$299 million requested for a total of $894 million if the request is
approved.

DOD has also requested new language for the FY2011 DOD authorization that would permit
DOD to use O&M funds in “amounts necessary to carry out unspecified minor military
construction projects of up to $3 million each in support of contingency operations’ through
September 30, 2012 [italics added].® If enacted, this would create a temporary two-year authority
allowing DOD to draw on O& M funds up to any amount for unspecified military construction in
support of contingency operations anywhere in the world.

For these projects, the proposal also raises the current per project cap for unspecified minor
construction projects from $750,000 to $3 million, which DOD argues is necessary because
construction costs in Afghanistan have grown.* Because the proposal says that DOD could spend
“amounts necessary,” for these types of projects, there would be no limit on the total amount of
O&M funds that could be drawn upon for military construction in support of contingency
operations anywhere in the world. DOD proposes after-the-fact quarterly reporting to the four
congressional defense committees within 60 days rather than the 7-10 day pre-notification
required to use O& M funds for Central Command projects.

Like the current authority to use O& M funds for regular military construction, this would give
DOD additional flexibility to respond to the need for projects that arise unexpectedly, but at the
same time would reduce congressional oversight of those projects before construction begins.

Execution Issues

Another issue that could ariseis whether the $521 million supplemental request is urgently
needed in light of DOD’s current spending rates for military construction projects in Afghanistan.
While DOD’s request identifies individual projects the services consider needed, DOD currently
has $2.1 billion in budget authority available from previous appropriation acts that has not yet
been obligated (i.e., placed on contract). In FY2009, DOD obligated about $607 million for
military construction projects in Afghanistan or an average of about $50 million a month. For the
first five months of FY 2010, that average has fallen to $26 million a month for reasons that are
not identified in DOD’s report.®

% Department of Defense, “ Enhanced Authority for Use of Operation and Maintenance Funds for Unspecified Minor
Military Construction Projectsin Support of Contingency Operations;” 3 |egidl ative package, April 2010.

% DOD, “Enhanced Authority for Use of Operation and Maintenance Funds for Unspecified Minor Military
Construction Projectsin Support of Contingency Operations,” 3" package of Legislative Proposals, April 1, 2010.

% CRS cdl cul ations based on DOD, Cost of War Report, September 30, 2009; and DOD, Cost of War Report, February
28, 2010.
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To obligate all of the $2.1 billion in funds currently available by the end of this fiscal year, DOD
would have to increase its monthly average obligations six-fold to $300 million. Not all of those
monies have to be obligated before the end of this fiscal year. The $2.1 billion includes $700
million that has to be obligated by September 30, 2010 or the monies return to the Treasury and
another $1.4 billion that has to be obligated by September 30, 2011.

To spend all of the FY2009 monies before they lapse, DOD would need to increaseits current
$26 million monthly obligation rate four-fold to $100 million in the second half of this fiscal year.
Similarly, to spend the $1.4 billion already available for FY 2010 projects, monthly obligations
would need to average $116 million, or more than four times as high as the current rate.

If DOD receives the additional supplemental funds, monthly obligations would haveto treble
from the FY 2009 rate (to $150 million a month) and increase six-fold from the current FY 2010
rate.®® Some may arguethat in light of how quickly current monies are being spent, the FY 2010
supplemental request could be considered as part of DOD’s FY 2011 war request when there
could be additional evidence about current spending rates and the prospects for the Afghan war.

War-Related Foreign Aid and Diplomatic Operations®’

The Administration's FY 2010 Supplemental request under the 150 international affairs budget
function addresses specific foreign economic assistance and related civilian operational
requirements of three strategic frontline nations — Afghanistan, Irag, and Pakistan. In the case of
Irag, the request is meant to respond to the drawdown of U.S. military forces and the consequent
shift of greater responsibility to civilian personnel. In the case of Afghanistan, it reflects a
strategy that increases both U.S. military and civilian responsibilities. The Pakistan request
addresses the Administration’s desire to demonstrate U.S. support to Pakistan and to strengthen
the Pakistan government’s presence in insurgent areas of the country.

Thetotal international affairs budget request for these war-related programs is $4.46 billion, $1.8
billion of which comes under the State Department portion of the account, and largely provides
personnel and infrastructure to enable diplomatic and assistance programs. The Foreign
Operations, i.e. foreign aid, segment of the request, amounting to $2.6 billion, provides a wide
range of aid in support of U.S. security, economic growth, social service, and democratization
objectives. For each country, the Administration is only requesting funding in discrete sub-
accounts that address certain needs. It is not requesting funding for P.L.480 food aid, Glabal
Health/Child Survival, or other accounts (see Table 6).

If the request is approved, the FY 2010 total of those specific accounts for the three countries
affected by the request would increase by more than two-thirds over the FY 2009 figure from
roughly $6 billion to $10 billion.

% CRS cal culations based on datain DOD’s Cost of War reports for FY 2009 and February 28, 2010.

87 Written by Curt Tarnoff, Specialist in Foreign Affairs, and Kennon Nakamura, Analyst in Foreign Affairs, Foreign
Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division.
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Table 6.War-Related Foreign Aid and Diplomatic Operations Supplemental Request
Rounded to millions of dollars

FY2010
FY2010 Total
FY2010 Supp. with FY20l11
Accounts FY2009 Enacted Request Request Request
AFGHANISTAN
Economic Support Fund (ESF) 2,048 2,037 1,576 3613 3316
Int’l Narcotics & Law Enforcement (INCLE) 484 420 200 620 450
State Diplomatic and Consular Programs - Operations
(D&CP): 369 4862 211 697 7540
State Inspector General 0c 5 3 8 7
SIGAR 12 23 14 37 35
Total Afghanistan — FY 10 Supp Request
Accounts 2,913 2,970 2,004 4,974 4,563
IRAQ
Int’l Narcotics & Law Enforcement (INCLE) 20 52 517 569 315
State Operations (D&CP)" 1,507¢ 1,122 1,570 2692 1,787¢
Total Iraq - FY10 Supp Request Accounts 1,527 1,174 2,087 3,261 2,1012
PAKISTAN

Economic Support Fund (ESF) 114 1,033 244 1,277 1,322
Int’l Narcotics & Law Enforcement (INCLE) 88 130 40 170 140
Foreign Military Financing (FMF) 300 238 60 298 296
State Operations (D&CP) 65 46 26 72 102
Total Pakistan - FY10 Supp Request Accounts 1,567 1,447 370 1,817 1,859
TOTAL INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS: FY10
SUPP REQUEST ACCOUNTS 6,006 5,591 4,461 10,055 8,524

Source: Department of State FY201 | Executive Budget Summary.

a.  $25 million provided under the FY2009 supplemental (P.L.111-32) and counted here as FY2009 funding was
considered by appropriators forward funding to address in advance a portion of the FY2010 request.

b.  Figure does not include security.

c.  Breakdown for Afghanistan/Pakistan oversight not available.

d.  $336 million provided under the FY2009 supplemental (P.L.111-32) and counted here as FY2009 funding
was considered by appropriators forward funding to address in advance a portion of the FY2010 request.

e.  Figure includes security.
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Afghanistan®

The Administration's international affairs State, Foreign Operations request for Afghanistan
reflects a strategy that asserts the importance of civilian programs in governance, economic
growth, and social services, provided in conjunction with U.S. military efforts in the country.
While the approach of strengthening the U.S. civilian presence, increasing aid to local
government, and enhancing the role of the national government in providing local services, has
been in effect for nearly ayear, the December 2009 “surge’ strategy might be seen to have
accelerated and heightened the need for civilian assistance delivery, especially as follow-up in
insurgent areas presently being contested by the U.S. military. A major e ement of the new
strategy isto rapidly increase stability and reduce the strength of the insurgency in problematic
provinces by creation of jobs and provision of social services through a more capable and visible
Afghan government.

The coming months will tell whether this strategy is working. However, key concernsinclude the
extent to which the Afghan government is prepared to provide sufficient leadership, staff, and
support to local communities in the forefront of the conflict, the ease of coordination between the
U.S. military and civilian aid programs and personnel, and the level of cooperation offered by the
local populace. One question is whether high levels of corruption in the Afghan government will
impede its ability to provide services effectively. As increasing amounts of aid are made available
through the supplemental, the ability of the U.S. government to monitor and insure accountability
is an associated concern. The corresponding increase in numbers of U.S. aid personnel as well as
an increase in the request for the offices of inspector general reflects U.S. government worries
about the impact of corruption on aid programs.

The Afghanistan supplemental request would provide a significant boost to total U.S.
international affairs funding levels for that country. The State Department diplomatic operations
account, already under the regular FY 2010 appropriations a third larger than in FY 2009, would
rise by nearly 90% above the previous year's level, if the request is approved.” If theforeign aid
portion of the supplemental request is approved, it will raise total FY2010 levels of all the major
non-humanitarian civilian aid accounts going to Afghanistan by 67% over the equivalent FY 2009
level of assistance.

Elements of the Afghanistan Foreign Aid and Diplomatic Operations
Supplemental

The Administration seeks $1.6 billion in Economic Support Funds (ESF) and $200 millionin
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (INCLE) funding under the foreign operations
portion of therequest, and $211 million in Diplomatic and Consular Programs (D& CP) funds
under the State Department portion.

ESF is amain source of economic, political, and social aid, mostly channeled through the Agency
for International Development (USAID). The ESF request breaks downs as follows:

8 For further discussion on Afghanistan, see CRS Report RL30588, Afghanistan: Post-Taliban Governance, Security,
and U.S Policy, by Kenneth Katzman, and CRS Report R40699, Afghanistan: U.S Foreign Assistance, by Curt
Tarnoff.

% And rise by 110%, if amounts considered by appropriators as forward funded are counted in FY 2010.
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Alternative development: $135 million, mostly for agriculture in poppy-
production aress;

Conflict mitigation and reconciliation: $216 million to support consultative
processes in local communities, including quick impact, small grants projects;

Rule of law: $50 million to support the judicial system, especially in recently
secured areas;

Good governance: $760 million to strengthen Afghan government agencies,
including $450 million in support of the Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund
which funnels funds to the National Solidarity Program, and $115 million in
direct budget support to the Ministry of Finance,

Health: $50 million to expand Ministry of Health services;
Education: $50 million to expand secondary and vocational education;

Macroeconomic growth: $7 million to help the Ministry of Finance improve
revenue collection through tax administration reform;

Trade and investment: $19.5 million to support implementation of trade
agreements and support trade infrastructure, such as industrial parks and border
facilities;

Financial sector: $4.5 million to strengthen branches of the Central Bank;

Agriculture: $215 million to build capacity countrywide in the Ministry of
Agriculture, and support watershed rehabilitation and irrigation, agriculture
credit, extension services, and market devel opment;

Private sector development: $60.4 million; and

Economic opportunity: $8.6 million to expand credit union services, including
Islamic-compliant financing.

The INCLE account is implemented by the State Department. Three quarters of the $200 million
request is aimed at supporting the justice sector, especially to inject rule of law activitiesinto the
provinces. The remainder targets counter-narcotics programs. The request includes:

$60 million to expand the corrections program;
$25 million for model prisons;
$50 million to increase the number of judges, prosecutors, criminal investigators;

$25 million for the Counter-Narcotics Justice Center, the Criminal Justice Task
Fore, the Anti-Corruption Unit and Anti-Corruption Tribunal;

$5 million to support legal aid;
$8 million specifically for women’s justice activities,
$22 million for counternarcotics police; and

$2 million for drug treatment facilities and support for children.

Largely to support the full range of ongoing and proposed international affairs assistance
programs, the FY 2010 State Department Diplomatic and Consular Programs (D& CP) request of
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$211 million furthers the growth of civilian personnel begun in the FY 2010 regular request. The
Supplemental proposes a 457 position increase, in addition to the 764 positions funded in the
regular FY 2010 appropriations, at a cost of $211 million. These positionsinclude 212 U.S. direct
hires to work at the district level and startup funding to hire 245 staff for work with Kabul
ministries and in Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTS). The Administration states that it is
applying a “whole of government” approach with federal employees drawn on an as-needed
reimbursable basis from the Department of State, USAID, Department of Agriculture,
Department of Justice, and eight other federal agencies to provide the vital expertisein
specialized skills. The Department also proposes the hiring of about 200 locally employed staff
(LES) to provide administrative and local knowledge support to American personnel working in
thefield.

A recent Department of State Inspector General’s report praises management and personnel
working at the U.S. embassy in Kabul, but expresses concern that they are overworked and
struggling to meet the demands resulting from a tripling of staff over the past year.” The
expansion proposed under the supplemental would further strain resources. This rapid expansion
has its implications in management of staff and providing for their housing and office spacein
Kabul or just basic housing and sanitation in the field. Not addressed in the supplemental request
are the added security needs that are a further consequence of increased civilian staff.

An additional $14 million in funding for the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan
Reconstruction (SIGAR) and $3 million for the State Department Inspector General has also been
requested to support their continuing oversight of the assistance program.

Iraq™

The Administration’s international affairs request for Iraq in the FY 2010 supplemental has two
components, both reflecting the new strategic environment created by the drawdown of U.S.
military forces. The response to this dramatic changein the U.S. rolein Irag is, perhaps counter-
intuitively, asignificant increasein U.S. assistance and State Department operations. Counting all
major non-humanitarian foreign economic aid accounts, the total FY2010 U.S. assistance
program to Irag would rise by 64% from the FY 2009 level, if the supplemental request is
approved. Taken alone, the State operations account would rise by 79%."

Elements of the Iraq Foreign Aid and Diplomatic Operations Supplemental

The most significant eement in the international affairs component of the supplemental for Irag is
the request for $517.4 million in INCLE funds, a down payment on the transition of responsibility
for police training from the Department of Defense to the Department of State, effective October
1, 2011. While the State Department has responsibility for training police forces in most other
countries, it ceded that roleto DOD in the case of Irag prior to theinvasion. Its new duties will
include advising the Ministry of Interior, police, and border forces. According to the State

" Office of the Inspector General, Report of Inspection: Embassy Kabul, Afghanistan, Department of State, 1SP-1-10-
32A, Washington, D.C., February 2010, http://oig.state.gov/documents/organi zation/138084. pdf .

™ For further discussion on Irag, see CRS Report RL31339, Irag; Post-Saddam Governance and Security, by Kenneth
Katzman.

2 And by 159%, if forward funded amounts are counted in FY 2010.
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Department, a smooth transition from DOD to the State Department requires that a successor
program bein place at the end of FY2010. Training of the Iragi military remains in the hands of
DOD.

The INCLE request includes the deployment of 350 advisors who will work at the Ministry and
police colleges, academies, and headquarters throughout the country. It also supports construction
of necessary infrastructure and security staff to support expert personnel—INCLE’s program
ultimately is expected to employ up to 2,000 U.S. government and contractor personnel. To
permit efficient staff travel around the country, funding will provide aircraft and expanded
aviation facilities.

The FY 2010 supplemental request also includes funding for State Department operational costs
under the D& CP account amounting to $1.57 billion. This significant boost in Irag operations
funding is meant to address the problem of maintaining civilian outreach to the provinces
following the U.S. military drawdown. Currently, the United States maintains over 1,200 direct-
hire Americans employees from 14 civilian agenciesin Irag. These civilian federal employees are
posted at the Embassy in Baghdad, the Regional Embassy Officein Basrah, or one of the 16
Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTSs), often co-located with the military with the logistical and
security costs supported by the military. During the 2007 surge, a number of embedded PRTs
(ePRTs) were also established that allowed a civilian presence in additional |ocations protected by
the combat battalions with which they were embedded. These civilian federal employees conduct
business on a broad range of bilateral and multilateral missions from the regular diplomatic work
of furthering U.S. economic and commercial interests, and providing U.S. policy makers with
political analysis, public diplomacy outreach, and oversight of U.S. government assistance
programs. These employees also support reconstruction and economic assistance efforts, rule of
law programs supporting development in thelegal and judicial areas, and training and liaison
with various Iragi ministry and local government personnel.

As combat battalions have withdrawn from the cities, the embedded PRTs are being phased out,
and most regular PRTs are expected to be terminated by 2011. To enable a continued U.S. civilian
presence outside of Baghdad, the State Department will establish, in their place, two consulates
and three temporary Provincial Diplomatic Teams (PDTs). Additionally, two U.S. Forces-Iraq
managed PRTswill remain through the end of 2011.

The supplemental funding would providefor:

e redligning infrastructure to transition to the presence of an Embassy, two
consulates, three State managed PDTs and two interim Defense Department
PRTs. As the State Department assumes greater responsibility for the interim and
final infrastructure, costs previously borne by the military, which include utilities,
storage, housing, furniture, information technology infrastructure and equipment,
building leases, dining, and general support costs, ultimately will haveto be
assumed by the State Department ($307.8 million);

e beginning the site and construction development for the planned consulate
facilities to meet full Diplomatic Security and Overseas Buildings Operations
standards ($526.8 million); and

e phasing in the security requirements associated with the new field facilities,
including physical and technical security and static and movement security
($735.3 million).
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As the Department of State takes over responsibilities from the Department of Defense for
housing, protecting, and maintaining its staff, the Department will have to providefor large
increases in contract employees who will provide avast array of services from security and
operations planning and implementation support to maintenance of vehiclesin several motor
pooals, cleaning facilities, and food preparation. In the past, the Department has been criticized for
not having appropriate numbers of personnel to manage and oversee its contracts and the
implementation of these contracts. As more contracts and task orders are awarded to meet its
growing responsibilitiesin Irag, it is not clear whether the Department has sufficiently also
expanded its capabilities in contract management.

Pakistan

Unlike the requests for Afghanistan and Irag, the Pakistan supplemental request does not appear
to reflect any significant changein U.S. policy. Taking all funding sources into account, including
DOD aid, there appear to be only modest shiftsin funding for Pakistan from year to year between
FY 2009 and FY 2011, assuming current requests are approved. The Administration’s FY 2010
supplemental request for Pakistan is largely aimed at specific infrastructure needs meant to
demonstrate continued U.S. support to the government of Pakistan and bolster the perception that
the Pakistan government is able to meet the needs of its population in areas vulnerable to
insurgency and militant extremist ideologies.

Elements of the Pakistan Foreign Aid and Diplomatic Operations Supplemental
The largest portion of the request is for $244 million in ESF, including:

e $50 million for cash payments made through the government of Pakistan to help
people displaced by the military actions taken against extremists in recent
months;

e $65 million for water and sanitation infrastructure;
e $65 million for agriculture irrigation systems; and

e $64 million for solutions to Pakistan's energy crisis, including hydro/irrigation
infrastructure and alternative energy.

The request also includes $40 million in INCLE funds, for policetraining and related
infrastructure ($32 million), training and support for the corrections administration ($4
million), and program administration and police advisor positions ($4 million). Foreign
Military Financing assistance amounting to $60 million will provide five Bell-412 utility
and troop transport helicopters to enhance the Pakistan military’s ability to support
counterinsurgency operations.

In its FY 2010 supplemental, the Administration is requesting $26 million for State Department
operations to increase staffing at U.S. diplomatic facilities in Pakistan by 56 positions in addition
to the 58 new positions already funded under the FY 2010 regular appropriations. These positions
would include both U.S. direct-hire personnel and Locally Employed Staff (LES). Theincreased
staffing is to serve several purposes including:

e to better manage and support the increased military and economic assistance
being provided to Pakistan by providing more contracting and management
officers;
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e toincrease embassy staff to enhance logistical support with housing, general
service, and financial officers to meet the embassy’s needs in accommodating the
rapid growth of U.S. government civilian personnel in Pakistan;

e toincrease staffing at the U.S. consulates in the provincial capitals of Lahore,
Karachi, and Peshawar. The Administration states that the increased staffing is to
strengthen U.S. outreach and programs at the provincial and local levels; and

e to begin meeting FY 2011 staffing requirements earlier.

FY2010 Supplemental Request for U.S. Disaster
Assistance”

The Administration requested $5.1 billion for the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA) Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) because FEMA anticipates that this fund will run out of
funds to meet expected disaster needs and pay unanticipated claims awarded by arbitratorsto
state, local, and nonprofits for Public Assistance (PA) recovery projects such as debris removal
and rebuilding public structures (see Table 1)