


For all those lost in Iraq

Each one lost is everyone•s loss you see
Each one lost is a vital part of you and me

    „ Bruce Cockburn
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PREFACE

Construction of Þ cial briefs the Inspector General on the status of construction 
at the Nassiriya Prison during an on-site inspection in 2008.

Learning From Iraq: A Final Report From the Special Inspector General 
for Iraq Reconstruction culminates SIGIR’s nine-year mission 
overseeing Iraq’s reconstruction. It serves as a follow-up to our previous 
comprehensive review of the rebuilding eff ort, Hard Lessons: � e Iraq 
Reconstruction Experience. 

Th is study provides much more than a recapitulation of what the 
reconstruction program accomplished and what my offi  ce found in 
the interstices. While examining both of these issues and many more, 
Learning From Iraq importantly captures the eff ects of the rebuilding 
program as derived from 44 interviews with the recipients (the Iraqi 
leadership), the executors (U.S. senior leaders), and the providers 
(congressional members). Th ese interviews piece together an instructive 
picture of what was the largest stabilization and reconstruction 
operation ever undertaken by the United States (until recently 
overtaken by Afghanistan). 

Th e body of this report reveals countless details about the use 
of more than $60 billion in taxpayer dollars to support programs 
and projects in Iraq. It articulates numerous lessons derived from 
SIGIR’s 220 audits and 170 inspections, and it lists the varying 
consequences meted out from the 82 convictions achieved through our 
investigations. It urges and substantiates necessary reforms that could 
improve stabilization and reconstruction operations, and it highlights 
the fi nancial benefi ts accomplished by SIGIR’s work: more than 
$1.61 billion from audits and over $191 million from investigations. 

Since early 2004, my offi  ce carried out an unprecedented mission 
under extraordinarily adverse circumstances. Hundreds of auditors, 
inspectors, and investigators served with SIGIR during that span, 
traveling across Iraq to answer a deceptively facile question: what 

happened to the billions of dollars expended to rebuild that country? 
Our work became increasingly more diffi  cult as the security 

situation deteriorated, the eff ect of which forced our mission to 
become quite literally oversight under fi re. Th e collapse of order in Iraq 
caused an unacceptably high human toll: at least 719 people lost their 
lives while working on reconstruction-related activities. SIGIR suff ered 
from this toll, with one auditor killed by indirect fi re in 2008 and fi ve 
others wounded the year before. 

In late 2003, the burgeoning rebuilding program required more 
oversight: that was the Congress’ s view. Th anks to the vigilant eff orts 
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SIGIR most succeeded when it helped the relief and reconstruction 
mission improve. Our audits, inspections, and lessons-learned reports did 
that by identifying program challenges and o�ering recommendations 
for positive change. SIGIR•s reporting points to a crucial bottom line: 
the United States must reform its approach to planning, executing, and 
overseeing stabilization and reconstruction operations.  

Respectfully submitted,

Stuart W. Bowen, Jr.
Inspector General

SIGIR•s Average Quarterly 
Statistics, 2004 …2013

Published Reports 

12.2

Indictments and  
Convictions

5.2

Congressional Testimonies

1.0 

Agency Costs

$6.8 Million

Financial Bene“ts

$50.1 Million

recovery needs. �e overarching challenge at this juncture involved 
transmogrifying a support system largely sustained by Defense to 
one handled exclusively by State. SIGIR played a role in this process 
through audits of the Police Development Program, which revealed 
weaknesses in planning and coordination. From a taxpayer perspective, 
these reviews had good e�ect. State downsized the program to levels 
the Iraqis wanted, saving hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars. 

Taken together, the following seven chapters of Learning From 
Iraq provide the most comprehensive picture of the reconstruction 
program yet produced. Chapter 1 synopsizes the prodigious work 
SIGIR•s auditors, investigators, and inspectors accomplished over the 
past nine years, providing best practices each directorate developed. �e 
second chapter presents key primary source material on the e�ects of 
the rebuilding program drawn from interviews with Iraqis, U.S. senior 
leaders, and congressional members. �ey paint a telling tableau of a 
program fraught with challenge.

Chapters 3 and 4 describe the many ad hoc entities that managed 
the Iraq rebuilding program, denoting who did the actual work and 
detailing the varying funding streams that supported thousands of 
programs and projects. Chapter 5, the report•s lengthiest, thoroughly 
lays out where the $60 billion in U.S. funds for Iraq went, with 
extensive explications of how the money was used to rebuild the 
country•s infrastructure, security system, governance capacity, and 
economy, punctuated by project vignettes that provide brief but 
piquant looks into the program•s wide scope. �e penultimate chapter 
frames a short history of attempted reforms that sought to respond to 
management problems encountered during the Iraq program. Learning 
From Iraq concludes with seven �nal lessons that SIGIR•s collective 
work points to and supports. 

�ese seven lessons and our substantial body of work stand as 
our legacy. We saved money through audits, improved construction 
through inspections, and punished criminals through investigations. As 
pleased as I am with the SIGIR teams that achieved these important 
results, I view our lessons-learned reports, of which this is the last, as 
equally important. 

Seven Final Lessons from Iraq

1. Create an integrated civilian-military of“ce to plan, execute, 
and be accountable for contingency rebuilding activities during 
stabilization and reconstruction operations.

2. Begin rebuilding only after establishing suf“cient security, and 
focus “rst on small programs and projects.

3. Ensure full host-country engagement in program and project selec-
tion, securing commitments to share costs (possibly through loans) 
and agreements to sustain completed projects after their transfer.

4. Establish uniform contracting, personnel, and information 
management systems that all SRO participants use.

5. Require robust oversight of SRO activities from the operation•s 
inception.

6. Preserve and re“ne programs developed in Iraq, like the Command-
er•s Emergency Response Program and the Provincial Reconstruction 
Team program, that produced successes when used judiciously.

7. Plan in advance, plan comprehensively and in an integrated fash-
ion, and have backup plans ready to go. 
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SIGIR•s inspections commonly identi�ed de�ciencies in design, 
construction, quality control, quality assurance, and sustainability. 
�e Directorate referred these to the appropriate relief and 
reconstruction agencies for corrective action. Indicators of potential 

fraud were referred to investigators for analysis, investigation, and 
possible Department of Justice action. For example, in 2008, SIGIR•s 
inspectors at the Sarwaran Primary School and the Binaslawa Middle 
School discovered possible illegal activity by two Korean Army 
o�cers and a master sergeant who had authorized a contract requiring 
the use of prohibited Iranian parts. SIGIR•s inspectors referred the 
matter to SIGIR investigators, who carried out an inquiry that led 
to the three individuals eventually being convicted by a Korean 
military�court.

SIGIR•s Inspections Directorate concluded operations in April 
2010, just as major U.S. construction projects were winding down and 
as Iraq was assuming control of the rebuilding program. In all, SIGIR 
issued 170 inspection reports covering projects valued at nearly 
$2.1�billion (see Figure 1.2). 

Of the 116 ongoing projects that SIGIR inspected, almost one-half 
did not meet contract speci�cations and had major de�ciencies. Of 
the 54 completed projects that SIGIR inspected, more than three-
fourths had de�ciencies, with 14 su�ering major defects that, if left 
unaddressed, would place the survival of the project in jeopardy. In all, 
40% of the inspected projects had major de�ciencies (see Figure 1.3).

SIGIR Investigations

SIGIR investigators served in Iraq from 2004 to 2013, frequently 
under �re. �e inherent disorder of life in a war zone„coupled 
with the challenges of starting up a new organization„meant that 
substantial investigative results came gradually. �e incremental nature 
of this progress stemmed in part from the unpredictable character of 
the criminal investigative process, which is less structured than the 
audit or inspection processes. 

But signi�cant results did come, and their numbers stand as 
testimony supporting the need for robust oversight during SROs: 
104 indictments, 82 convictions, and over $191 million in court-
ordered �nes, forfeitures, restitution payments, and other monetary 
penalties (see Figure 1.4). SIGIR•s investigative work also produced 
114 debarments and 98 suspensions of contractors and government 
personnel for fraud or other corrupt practices.

The Bloom-Stein Conspiracy: Life in a Free Fraud Zone

Following a whistleblower complaint, SIGIR audi-
tors reviewed contracts that the CPA’s regional 
office in Hilla had awarded to a contractor, Philip 
Bloom, for construction work. The auditors found 
inflated charges, the circumvention of regulations, 
false claims, and improper payments. 

These fraud indicators caused the Inspector 
General to order a team of investigators to Hilla. 
It soon uncovered a sordid scheme involving brib-
ery, money laundering, and the theft of millions 
of dollars of reconstruction money. 

At the center of the conspiracy was Robert 
Stein, a convicted felon, who served as the CPA’s 
comptroller in Hilla—a position entrusted with 
overseeing and disbursing hundreds of millions 
in reconstruction funds. From December 2003 
to December 2004, Stein used a rigged bidding 
process to award approximately 20 contracts, 
collectively valued at more than $8.6 million, to 
Bloom’s companies. In return, Bloom:

���Rprovided bribes and kickbacks, expensive 
vehicles, business-class airline tickets, 
computers, jewelry, and other items

���Rlaundered in excess of $2 million in cash stolen 
from the vault at CPA headquarters 

���Rused Romanian and Swiss bank accounts to 
send stolen funds to co-conspirators

SIGIR’s investigation led to eight convictions with 
combined sentencings totaling more than 26 
years:

���RStein received nine years in prison and 
forfeited $3.6 million.

���RBloom received 46 months in prison and 
forfeited $3.6 million. 

���RU.S. Army Reserve Lieutenant Colonel Bruce 

Hopfengardner, a security advisor at the 
regional office, received 21 months in prison 
and forfeited $144,500. 

���RSteven Merkes, a DoD operational support 
planner, received 12 months in prison. 

���RLieutenant Colonel Debra Harrison, the acting 
comptroller at the regional office, received 30 
months in prison and forfeited $366,340.

���RWilliam Driver, Harrison’s husband, received 
three years probation and six months of house 
arrest, and was ordered to pay $36,000 in 
restitution. 

���RColonel Curtis Whiteford, the second-most-
senior official in the office, received five years 
in prison and was ordered to pay $16,200 in 
restitution.  

���RU.S. Army Reserve Lieutenant Colonel Michael 
Wheeler, the office’s Deputy Chief of Staff, 
received 42 months in prison and was ordered 
to pay $1,200 in restitution. 

�7�K�H���&�3�$���J�D�Y�H���������������P�L�O�O�L�R�Q���L�Q���F�D�V�K���W�R���5�R�E�H�U�W���6�W�H�L�Q�����W�K�H��
�6�R�X�W�K���&�H�Q�W�U�D�O���5�H�J�L�R�Q�D�O���&�R�P�S�W�U�R�O�O�H�U�����D�Q�G���D���F�R�Q�Y�L�F�W�H�G��
�I�H�O�R�Q�������W�R���G�L�V�E�X�U�V�H���I�R�U���W�K�H���E�H�Q�H�À�W���R�I���W�K�H���,�U�D�T�L���S�H�R�S�O�H��

SIGIR Investigations
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report„ Hard Lessons: �e Iraq Reconstruction Experience„which 
provided a detailed primary-sourced narrative and analysis of the 
U.S. reconstruction program, presenting 13 lessons applicable to 
stabilization and reconstruction operations. After reviewing Hard 
Lessons, General David Petraeus concluded that the U.S. Central 
Command would apply 9 of the 13 lessons in Afghanistan. 

Building on Hard Lessons, SIGIR issued its �fth lessons learned 
report in February 2010, Applying Iraq•s Hard Lessons to the Reform of 
Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations. �is study proposed an 
innovative solution to the question of who should be accountable for 
planning and executing stabilization and reconstruction operations. 
Learning From Iraq further �eshes out this proposal. SIGIR•s next 
three reports, published in 2011 and 2012, captured lessons from 
SIGIR•s inspections, auditing, and investigative activities.

Special Studies

To deepen insight into the Iraq reconstruction program, SIGIR 
accomplished these four focused studies:

���RReview of Major U.S. Government Infrastructure Projects in Iraq: 
Nassiriya and Ifraz Water Treatment Plants (October 2010). 
To accomplish this evaluation, SIGIR visited two major water 
treatment plants, one in southern Iraq and the other in the 
Kurdistan Region. �e evaluation assessed the local populations• 
perceptions of these plants, as well as the projects• contributions 
to U.S. reconstruction goals. SIGIR concluded that the northern 
project was a success, while the one in southern Iraq fell far short 
of�its goals.

���RReconstruction Leaders• Perceptions of the Commander•s Emergency 
Response Program in Iraq (April 2012). In this �rst Special Report, 
SIGIR surveyed U.S. Army and Marine Corps battalion commanders 
and civilian agency o�cials to obtain their views about the use of 
CERP funds in Iraq. �eir revealing responses indicated weak 
interagency coordination on CERP projects. 

���R�e Human Toll of Reconstruction or Stabilization during Operation 
Iraqi Freedom (July 2012). In this second Special Report, SIGIR 
sought to account for the number of personnel killed while 
speci�cally engaged in reconstruction activities in Iraq. �e report 
concluded that at least 719 people (U.S., Iraqi., and third-country 
nationals) died working on reconstruction-related programs 
or�projects.

���RInteragency Rebuilding E�orts in Iraq: A Case Study of the Rusafa 
Political District (February 2013). In this third Special Report, SIGIR 
took a deep look into one geographic area„Baghdad•s Rusafa 
Political District„to detail the collective U.S. investment. �e 
report found that project tracking was very weak and thus the actual 
number of projects accomplished could not be precisely identi�ed.

�'�D�Y�L�G���5�L�F�D�U�G�R���5�D�P�L�U�H�]���Z�D�V���V�H�Q�W�H�Q�F�H�G���W�R���P�R�U�H���W�K�D�Q���I�R�X�U���\�H�D�U�V���L�Q���S�U�L�V�R�Q���D�Q�G��
�I�R�U�I�H�L�W�X�U�H���R�I���U�H�D�O���H�V�W�D�W�H���D�Q�G���W�K�H���Y�H�K�L�F�O�H�V���D�Q�G���E�R�D�W���V�K�R�Z�Q���K�H�U�H���I�R�U���V�W�H�D�O�L�Q�J���E�X�O�N���F�D�V�K��
�Z�K�L�O�H���Z�R�U�N�L�Q�J���D�V���D���'�H�I�H�Q�V�H���'�H�S�D�U�W�P�H�Q�W���F�R�Q�W�U�D�F�W�R�U���L�Q���,�U�D�T���G�X�U�L�Q�J���������� � ����������
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2WHAT HAPPENED AND TO WHAT EFFECT

�e two most common questions asked about the Iraq reconstruction 
program are •What happened to the money?Ž and •What e�ect did it 
have?Ž  �is report answers both queries, as well as many more detailed 
ones, such as which sectors received the most money, how was the 
reconstruction program managed, and was anyone convicted for fraud. 

Answering •What happened to the money?Ž requires �rst answering 
•What money?Ž  �ere were three primary sources of funding for the 
rebuilding program: Iraqi, U.S., and international. During the �rst 
year of reconstruction, the Coalition Provisional Authority obligated 
and expended money drawn from the Development Fund for Iraq. 
Comprising revenues from the sale of Iraq•s oil and gas assets, the DFI 
was established in 2003 as an Iraqi account at the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York. �e stream of revenue �owing into the DFI 
account previously funded the United Nations Oil For Food Program.

During its existence, the CPA controlled over $23.4 billion in Iraqi 
funds composed of $20.7 billion from the DFI and $2.7 billion in 
seized and vested assets. In 2003 and 2004, more than $10 billion in 
DFI cash was �own to Baghdad on U.S. military aircraft in the form 
of massive shrink-wrapped bundles of $100 bills stored on large pallets. 
�is money was not managed particularly well, either by the CPA or 
its successors, as SIGIR audits revealed. Iraqi funding, including DFI 
expenditures and Iraqi capital budgets, amounts to the largest single 
tranche of spending on rebuilding e�orts over the past nine years 
(about�$146 billion).1

Funding from the United States constitutes the next largest 
tranche. Since the spring of 2003, the Congress appropriated just over 
$60�billion for Iraq•s reconstruction. Most of this money went into 
�ve�funds:2 

���Rthe Iraq Relief and Reconstruction Fund ($20.86 billion)
���Rthe Iraq Security Forces Fund ($20.19 billion)
���Rthe Economic Support Fund ($5.13 billion)
���Rthe Commander•s Emergency Response Program ($4.12 billion)
���Rthe International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement account 

($1.31 billion)

Deciding which of these funds provided the greatest bene�t to 
Iraq is di�cult to do, but each underperformed vis-a-vis expectations. 
�ough the particular causes of the various shortfalls di�er, security 
problems limited progress in every area. But the success of the Iraq 
Security Forces Fund in training and equipping the country•s police 
and military forces stands out.

�0�H�P�E�H�U�V���R�I���D���8���6�����3�U�R�Y�L�Q�F�L�D�O���5�H�F�R�Q�V�W�U�X�F�W�L�R�Q���7�H�D�P���P�H�H�W���Z�L�W�K���O�R�F�D�O���I�D�U�P�H�U�V���L�Q���0�X�W�K�D�Q�Q�D���S�U�R�Y�L�Q�F�H���L�Q��������������
���3�5�7���S�K�R�W�R��
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���RPresident of the Board of Supreme Audit and Acting Governor of 
the Central Bank of Iraq Abdul Basit Turki al-Sae•ed 

���RFormer Prime Minister Ayad Allawi 
���RFormer Prime Minister Ibrahim al-Ja•afari
���RFormer Deputy Prime Minister Ahmed Chalabi 
���RFormer Minister of Housing, Interior, and Finance Baqir Jabr  

al-Zubeidi
���RFormer Minister of Interior Jawad al-Bolani
���RFormer Commissioner of Integrity Judge Raheem al-Ugaili

In Erbil, the Inspector General interviewed these o�cials from the 
Kurdistan Regional Government:

���RFalah Mustafa Bakir, Minister of Foreign A�airs
���RQubad Talabani, Minister, Department of Coordination and 

Follow-up 
���RFuad M. Hussein, Chief of Sta� to KRG President Massoud 

Barzani

What follows are concise summaries of what these senior Iraqi o�cials 
said, including relevant quotations that substantiate key points. �e 
words speak for themselves, but these themes emerge: 

1. �e United States failed to consult su�ciently with Iraqi authorities 
when planning the reconstruction program.

2. Corruption and poor security fundamentally impeded progress 
throughout the program.

3. �e overall rebuilding e�ort had limited positive e�ects. 

Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. After spending 23 years in exile, 

Prime Minister al-Maliki returned to Iraq in 2003, serving on the Iraqi 

Governing Council, assisting in the drafting of Iraq’s constitution, and 

participating in the implementation of de-Ba’athification reforms. In late 

2004, he helped frame a broad coalition of Shia parties into the United Iraqi 

Alliance. Running for Prime Minister under its banner in the 2005 general 

election, he emerged victorious. In 2010, Prime Minister al-Maliki earned 

a second four-year term, eventually prevailing after a highly contested and 

controversial election. 

�e Prime Minister opened the interview with gratitude for the 
U.S. reconstruction e�ort but quickly descended into more dour tones, 
expressing his belief that the overall bene�t to Iraq was small when 
compared with the size of the sums spent. He stated that •$55 billion 
could have brought great change in Iraq,Ž but the positive e�ects of 
those funds were too often •lost.Ž 

Several critical factors limited the progress of reconstruction, 
including poor American knowledge about what Iraq needed. 
According to the Prime Minister, U.S. o�cials too often •depended 
on othersŽ (local subcontractors), who frequently turned out to be ill-
informed or dishonest. �us, •there was misspending of money.Ž 

Exemplifying this misspending, the Prime Minister recalled a small 
school refurbishment project for which the school•s administrator 
requested $10,000, but the U.S. authorities insisted on providing 
$70,000„a needless waste. He also recollected that the United 
States built over a hundred healthcare centers at a cost far more than 
budgeted, while delivering much less than promised. 

�e Prime Minister•s memory was on point: a SIGIR audit of 
the primary healthcare clinic program found that it ultimately cost 
$345�million„more than 40% over budget. Prime Minister al-
Maliki complained that the Basrah Children•s Hospital, a �agship 
project, was still not completely �nished, despite expenditures that 
greatly outstripped the budget. Again, his observations were apt: a 
SIGIR audit of this project found it 200% over budget and four years 
behind�schedule. 
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���RGeneral David Petraeus
���RGeneral Raymond Odierno
���RGeneral Lloyd Austin III
���RLieutenant General �omas Bostick
���RLieutenant General Robert Caslen
���RAmbassador Ryan Crocker
���RAmbassador Christopher Hill
���RAmbassador James Je�rey 
���RSenior Deputy Assistant USAID Administrator Christopher 

Crowley
���RUSAID Mission Director �omas Staal

Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta. Secretary Panetta was sworn in on 

July 1, 2011, almost six months before the withdrawal of all U.S. ground 

forces from Iraq. He previously served as President Obama’s Director of the 

Central Intelligence Agency, as President Clinton’s Director of the Office 

of Management and Budget and White House Chief of Staff, and as a 

representative from California for 16 years. He was a member of the Iraq 

Study Group in 2006. 

�e reconstruction program•s early phases revealed •a lack of 
thoughtŽ with regard to the initial rebuilding plan. From the Secretary•s 
perspective, there did not appear to be a sustained strategic vision of 

how reconstruction should be conducted following the invasion. •�e 
U.S. military was in Iraq to �ght a war. �ey were not USAID,Ž he 
said. •�at•s not their role.Ž 

�e decision to give battalion commanders control of reconstruction 
money under the auspices of the Commander•s Emergency Response 
Program produced mixed results, with some commanders making 
good use of the money but others falling short in carrying out their 
duties. �e number of convictions SIGIR secured stemming from the 
abuse of the CERP substantiates this point. 

Highlighting a singularly positive example of reconstruction 
leadership, the Secretary pointed to the work of General Peter 
Chiarelli, who served several tours in Iraq, including as Commander, 
Multi-National Corps-Iraq in 2006. General Chiarelli•s broad 
vision improved interagency coordination. Others, the Secretary 
said, sometimes had a limited understanding how the CERP could 
complement the overall rebuilding e�ort. 

Secretary Panetta emphasized the importance of military-civilian 
cooperation in Iraq, noting that when the senior U.S. military 
commander and the State Department•s Chief of Mission •served 
together, they created a strong forceŽ that could persuade Prime 
Minister al-Maliki to back away from •bad decisionsŽ and prevent him 
from •going o� a cli�.Ž 

According to the Secretary, the inability to negotiate a basis 
for a continuing U.S. military presence in the post-2011 Strategic 
Framework Agreement left the United States without important 
leverage in Iraq. �is weakened American capacity to push for greater 
change within the GOI. 

Deputy Secretary of State William Burns. 
Deputy Secretary Burns, a Career Ambassador, 

served as Assistant Secretary of State for the 

Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs from 2001 to 

2005, Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs 

from 2008 to 2011, and Deputy Secretary of 

State since 2011.

When we entered Iraq in 2003, the United 
States failed to establish a strong working 

relationship with the Iraqis. Deputy Secretary Burns said this greatly �6�H�F�U�H�W�D�U�\���R�I���'�H�I�H�Q�V�H���3�D�Q�H�W�W�D���W�D�O�N�V���W�R���8���6�����W�U�R�R�S�V���L�Q���%�D�J�K�G�D�G���L�Q���-�X�O�\�����������������8�6�)���,���S�K�R�W�R��
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hindered the rebuilding program, both at the national and local levels. 
Further, advancing an ambitious reconstruction agenda amid a growing 
insurgency proved�unwise. 

Early on, the United States poorly prioritized programs and projects, 
failing to make realistic evaluations as it forged forward while security 
conditions collapsed. Program managers tended to do too much too 
fast, pushing too much money out the door too quickly. 

A key lesson learned from Iraq is that the United States should not 
enter an SRO expecting to •do it all and do it our way.Ž We must share 
the burden better multilaterally and engage the host country constantly 
on what is truly needed. �is is both a planning and an executory 
responsibility. Meeting immediate needs is where •we can best add 
value.Ž Starting small on the rebuilding front makes sense as a rule 
of�thumb.  

In future SROs, the United States must balance better its national 
security interests with the host nation•s interests. In Iraq, the large 
U.S. footprint •wore out our welcomeŽ rather quickly, with the 
CPA overreaching through out-sized plans and programs. A more 
modest approach could obviate this problem. �e continual review of 
assumptions is also key to SRO success. Hard questions need to be 
regularly asked and answered. Otherwise, hard lessons will ensue.

When the military was present in Iraq (through 2011), it was 
reasonably possible to execute programs and projects across the country. 
After it departed, movement limitations set in. We should have then 
asked •what is it that really needs to be accomplished.Ž  �e Embassy 
tried to �ll the security training void left by the military•s departure. 
But the military and the State Department operate di�erently with 
di�erent responsibilities and goals. State is much more constrained in 
what it can do. 

Regarding interagency reform, Ambassador Burns cited State•s 
new Bureau of Con�ict and Stabilization Operations led by Assistant 
Secretary Rick Barton as a good start. But a broader interagency 
capacity is needed to promote improved coordination among State, 
USAID, and the Pentagon. 

Deputy Secretary of State Thomas Nides. Deputy Secretary Nides 

took office on January 3, 2011, after distinguished careers on Capitol Hill 

and in investment banking. Charged with overseeing the management 

at the State Department, he guided transition 

planning in Iraq from a predominantly military 

environment to one now run by State.

Many predicted that State would fail 
in executing the 2011 transition, Deputy 
Secretary Nides recalled, •but it did not. 
To the contrary, we achieved a successful 
transition from a military controlled 
environment to one managed by civilians and 

controlled exclusively by the Department of State.Ž 
�ere were di�cult challenges: •�e Embassy was too large 

after transition.Ž But State has been in the process of implementing 
reductions, and more will continue until it •achieves a normal Embassy 
presence by the end of 2013.Ž

•Consultation is key,Ž said the Deputy Secretary. •If the Iraqis don•t 
want it, don•t give it to them. �is approach is not just good diplomacy; 
it saves taxpayer dollars.Ž

He said relations with Iraq substantially changed with the departure 
of the military. State moved toward •a more bilateral engagement like 
we have with other regional partners. It is important to give Iraq room 
to be completely sovereign while maintaining a strong diplomatic 
presence.Ž

Deputy Secretary Nides• three most important lessons from Iraq:

1. Bigger is not better.
2. Plan more strategically (in �ve-year, not one-year, increments). 
3. Ensure good oversight (you need to keep asking hard questions or 

you will lose focus).

•�ose in Iraq who developed and implemented the rebuilding 
program intended well, but good intentions don•t always produce good 
results. You have to have systems that work and strong oversight.Ž �e 
Deputy Secretary concluded by noting that •SIGIR provided a good 
service in that regard, helping to save taxpayer dollars.Ž

USAID Administrator Rajiv Shah. Administrator Shah has led 

USAID since January 2010, in which capacity he has overseen the 

gradual drawdown of USAID’s operations in Iraq. He previously served 
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General Austin recalled that, after the 2003 invasion:

�e decision to disband the Iraqi Army alienated the Sunnis and 
contributed to the birth of the insurgency. Early on there was no coherent 
Iraqi government at the federal and local levels. Coalition forces sought to 
build local and state governments while at the same time trying to increase 
security and stand up the Iraqi Security Forces. In the beginning, there was 
no leadership and nonexistent Iraqi security forces. �e Iraqi police were 
not respected. �ere was no Iraqi governmental structure. �e country was 
ravaged by �ghting. �ese factors combined to impede our ability to pursue 
reconstruction e�orts.

Eventually, the reconstruction program made progress. •Now look 
at Iraq. �ere is cause for some optimism. �e local governments are 
functioning. �e country is pumping over three million barrels of oil 
each day. Electricity distribution has improved dramatically. All of 
these improvements are because of the U.S. program. It is not perfect. 
But it is much better [than when we began our e�orts in 2003].Ž

Among the critical lessons learned, General Austin cited the need to 
develop a system for •e�ective interagency operationsŽ as perhaps the 
most important. Initially, there was no coherent working relationship 
between Defense and State at a time when it was crucial that they 
work well together. 

•Phase IV was not thought through,Ž he said. •Each organization 
was working on its own projectsŽ without any synchronization of 
e�ort. But, •as we progressed we were able to create systems and begin 
working together as an integrated team.Ž

Learning to use the CERP properly was an important lesson. �e 
CERP •empowered the commander on the ground and helped to 
increase security.  It gave the locals con�dence to work on their own.Ž 
General Austin echoed a key lesson: you •must provide security in 
order to carry out reconstruction activities. You should not undertake 
major reconstruction work until security is established. It is di�cult to 
get contracting done in dangerous areas.Ž 

Recognizing the importance of oversight to mission success, 
General Austin closed by noting that, •with the increase in the amount 
of money in Iraq, enhanced oversight was needed. SIGIR provided the 
necessary help in this area.Ž 

Lieutenant General �omas Bostick.  
A 1978 graduate of the United States 
Military Academy at West Point, Lieutenant 
General Bostick is the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army. He served in Iraq 
as the �rst Commander of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Gulf Region Division. 
In that capacity, he oversaw the start up of 
reconstruction operations. 

It was •a bad assumptionŽ on the part of the United States to believe 
that post-invasion Iraq would provide a permissive environment 
within which large-scale reconstruction programs could proceed 
without hindrance. �is mistake meant that a signi�cant amount of 
reconstruction money had to be diverted to security programs, money 
that was lost to the rebuilding e�ort. 

Lieutenant General Bostick said the Provincial Reconstruction 
Teams provided a positive dimension to the rebuilding program 
through their e�orts to involve local Iraqi o�cials in programs and 
projects. Some oil-sector projects were also a success, though they 
were not completed as quickly as hoped. Smaller water and electricity 
projects made positive contributions because Iraqis could see that 
these projects put people to work and delivered services. 

�e top lessons from the Iraq program are:

���RDevelop a contingency Federal Acquisition Regulation to 
facilitate contracting during stabilization and reconstruction 
operations. 

���RDo not rely on an •ad hoc team,Ž with limited contracting and 
rebuilding experience whose members serve short tours. 

���RPut less emphasis on large infrastructure projects and more focus 
on smaller ones anchored at the local level.

���RChoose the correct set of metrics to measure success. 
(Washington measured the success of reconstruction by the 
amount of money obligated and spent, which clashed directly 
with the need for what Lieutenant General Bostick called 
•strategic patienceŽ in a contingency operation.)

���RInclude capacity development at all levels in the early stages of 
reconstruction e�ort.
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Ambassador James Je�rey. Ambassador 
Je�rey, a Career Ambassador, served initially 
in Iraq in 2004 to bridge the transition from 
CPA to State and subsequently as Deputy 
Chief of Mission at the Embassy in Baghdad. 
He continued to focus on Iraq in subsequent 
assignments as the Secretary of State•s Senior 
Advisor on Iraq, as Principal Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Near Eastern A�airs, and 

as Deputy National Security Advisor. He returned to Iraq as Ambassador in 
2010, serving into 2012. 

After U.S. forces removed Saddam Hussein in 2003, Iraq•s 
•government was totally non-functional.Ž �e CPA had to rebuild 
not just power and water plants, but also the most basic elements of 
governance, recalled Ambassador Je�rey. �is was a scenario for which 
no plan existed.

Although the United States put tens of thousands of Iraqis to 
work through its reconstruction program, •the question can be asked 
whether this money spent by the United States was cost e�ective.Ž In 
the Ambassador•s view, •the U.S. reconstruction money used to build 
up Iraq was not e�ective. �ere were many development problems, and 
we didn•t get much in return for the $50 billion-plus that we spent.Ž 

�e reasons were manifold. To begin with, there were questions 
as to whether the U.S. e�ort was a nation-building e�ort or a 
counterinsurgency program. Regardless of de�nition, Iraq required 
enormous assistance to recover not just from the war but also from 
Saddam•s 25 years of reckless neglect. •�e money spent on improving 
health care was needed, including the money spent on hospitals. 
Money was needed to be spent on oil-�eld production, the electricity 
production and the grid, and drinking water.Ž 

Consultation with the Iraqis was a problem during the CPA period. 
•On most of this work, there was no Iraqi buy-in. �ere was never an 
impression that the Iraqis were included in any decision process.Ž 

Although •too much money was spent with too few results,Ž there 
were a number of positive e�ects: •Iraq ended up, nine years after the 
U.S. invasion, with: (1) more than 2.7 million barrels per day of oil 
being exported, (2) expanded availability of electricity and cell phones, 
and (3) a capable Iraqi military.Ž Moreover, •the United States defeated 

the insurgency and got Iraq on its feet. Overall, our e�orts were a 
success.Ž 

�e three biggest weaknesses in the Iraq program were these:

���Rnot realizing how much work needed to be done to get the Iraqi 
government functioning

���Rnot determining whether the United States was conducting a 
counterinsurgency or a nation-building program

���Roperating under U.S. contracting rules that were so •goofyŽ that they 
debilitated those trying to execute the program 

•What happened in Iraq was the military versus State and USAID, 
all of it occurring in the middle of an insurgency and nation-building 
mess. �e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was in USAID•s lane, placed 
in a very confusing role.Ž  �e military•s expansion into the rebuilding 
sectors perhaps went a bit too far: •�e role of the U.S. military was to 
�ght and secure the population. It [was not expected to have a] role in 
the reconstruction of Iraq. Its job was to defend the people. It did not 
have a plan for political or economic development.Ž 

Senior Deputy Assistant USAID 
Administrator Christopher Crowley. 
Mr.�Crowley is USAID•s Senior Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for the Middle East. He 
served as USAID Mission Director in Iraq from 
2007 to 2010, longer than any other Mission 
Director. A Middle East specialist, with a career 
at USAID spanning 40 years, Mr. Crowley•s 
assignments included tours in Egypt, Syria, the 

West Bank, and Gaza. 
Mr. Crowley said the failure to engage much earlier in e�ective 

capacity development programs was a •key gapŽ in the reconstruction 
e�ort. •We knew that the capacities of local governments and GOI 
ministries had been weakened over time, but the impact of Iraq•s 
isolation, the negative e�ects of Saddam•s rule, and the draining 
of good people from the country all made the task of capacity 
development much more di�cult.Ž  �e GOI•s weak budget execution 
capacity was a key example. •We•d have teams go to a ministry to 
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With regard to appropriations, Senator Collins initially favored a 
loan-based reconstruction program for Iraq, but President Bush had 
•no interestŽ in such and insisted on •no-strings-attachedŽ funding. In 
retrospect, pursuing a program that included a loan-based component 
would have made economic sense for the U.S. taxpayer. 

Ensuring e�ective security and strong oversight are keys to success 
in a stabilization and reconstruction operation. Regarding oversight, 
the on-the-ground presence of SIGIR auditors, inspectors, and 
investigators was essential. �e reason the special inspector general 
idea �rst surfaced was that the Congress was not getting the necessary 
oversight from departmental inspectors general. �e decision to create 
SIGIR was a wise one.

Senator Claire McCaskill (D-Missouri). 
Senator McCaskill, a former prosecutor and 
State Auditor of Missouri, serves on two of 
SIGIR•s reporting committees:  Armed Services 
and Homeland Security and Government 
A�airs. In 2007, she co-sponsored legislation 
for an independent, bipartisan Commission on 
Wartime Contracting, which o�ered numerous 
recommendations for reforming overseas 

contingency operations. Many of her proposals for contingency contracting 
reform became law with the passage of the FY 2013 National Defense 
Authorization Act. 

According to Senator McCaskill, the vast majority of U.S. 
reconstruction funds in Iraq were wasted. While detailed research 
would be required to determine precisely which programs worked and 
which ones failed, it is likely the best program the United States ran in 
Iraq was one that paid its enemies to switch sides. (�e Sons of Iraq 
Program spent $370 million in CERP funds to pay mostly Sunnis to 
stay o� the battle�eld and perform other work.5)

A central cause of U.S. reconstruction program•s shortcomings was 
what Senator McCaskill called •an utter, abject failureŽ of the various 
U.S. agencies and departments to coordinate with each other. Instead, 
they worked at cross-purposes, creating •a circular �ring squadŽ that 
guaranteed program failure. 

�e CERP was initially a useful tool that enabled local commanders 

to fund projects quickly and e�ectively. �e early projects were often 
•so simple and straightforward that they didn•t need a contracting 
o�cer.Ž Later, however, CERP projects grew too large, and the 
program •just got out of hand.Ž

�ese were the three most important lessons from the Iraq 
experience:

���RSmall projects are better than big ones, especially in unstable 
settings.

���RMake realistic assessments about the sustainability of projects 
constructed as part a stabilization and reconstruction operation.

���REnsure strong accountability for those managing rebuilding 
programs and projects. �e constant turnover in personnel produced 
a system where no one was held accountable for failure.

Representative Howard •BuckŽ McKeon 
(R-California). Representative McKeon is the 
Chairman of the House Committee on Armed 
Services, one of SIGIR•s reporting committees. 
He regularly traveled to Iraq over the past nine 
years.

Chairman McKeon said that the 
substantial U.S. investment in Iraq since 
2003 was successful in bringing improved 

security. But, •although we won the war, we have not won the peace.Ž 
�e United States sacri�ced a lot but dropped the ball by failing to 
protect our investment in Iraq.

Based on meetings with senior Iraqi o�cials, Chairman McKeon 
believed there had been an ongoing dialogue in 2011 between the 
United States and Iraq aimed at reaching an agreement to keep about 
20,000 U.S. troops in Iraq after December 2011. He was told that if 
the United States asked the Iraqis to permit such, the Iraqis would 
agree. Unfortunately, the negotiations did not succeed. An ongoing 
troop presence would have allowed the United States to exert more 
leverage over Iraq in 2012 and beyond. We have a large number of 
contractors performing missions that might have been performed at a 
lesser expense and with better e�ect by U.S. troops. 

�e U.S. reconstruction program was initiated without su�cient 
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unacceptable; DCAA soon thereafter had auditors in Iraq. 
SIGIR succeeded because it had a signi�cant on-the-ground 

presence. Representative Lynch recalled trips to Sadr City and the 
Rusafa Courthouse in Baghdad with SIGIR•s inspection teams. He 
also recalled a meeting with the GOI•s Council of Ministers in 2011 
at which a Sadrist pointed at him, saying •Congressman, you never 
told us democracy would be so hard.Ž For Representative Lynch, that 
criticism was a sign of progress. 

Representative Michael McCaul (R-Texas).
Representative McCaul was elected in 2004 and 

serves on one of SIGIR’s reporting committees, 

the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. He also 

serves as Chairman of the Homeland Security 

Committee. He previously was Deputy Attorney 

General of Texas, Chief of Counter Terrorism 

and National Security in the U.S. Attorney’s 

office, Western District of Texas, and a federal 

prosecutor in the Department of Justice’s Public Integrity Section in 

Washington, D.C.

�e United States rebuilding program accomplished a lot. •For 
the most part, we can be proud of what our soldiers and diplomats 
achieved,Ž said Chairman McCaul. �e comprehensive strategy that 
comprised the •surgeŽ reached the goals that it set: a reduction in 
violence allowing the rebuilding program to move forward and the 
democracy to stabilize.

�e most signi�cant errors occurred during the CPA•s tenure:

���Rthe de-Ba•athi�cation order, which e�ectively �red about 30,000 
government employees

���Rthe dissolution of the Army, which dismissed about 500,000 
members of Iraq•s military without pay or pension

�ere were signi�cant areas of waste throughout the Iraq program 
that SIGIR identi�ed; the causes of it serve as lessons learned for the 
next stabilization and reconstruction operation. One example cited 
by Chairman McCaul was $200 million spent on the construction of 
facilities for the Police Development Program that were never used for 

their intended purposes. 
Iraq has signi�cant wealth from its oil reserves and growing exports.   

�e U.S. reconstruction program built the foundation for the growth 
of that wealth. At the time of the departure of U.S. troops in 2011, 
Iraq was in a stable position, with a growing economy and a much-
improved security situation, enabling it to move forward as an ally of 
the United States in the Middle East. But many challenges remain.

Representative Peter Welch (D-Vermont). 
Representative Welch was first elected to 

represent Vermont in 2006, and developed 

a great interest in Iraq’s reconstruction from 

his membership on the House Oversight and 

Government Reform Committee. Previously, 

Mr. Welch served in Vermont’s State Senate.

�e personnel system used to support work 
in Iraq weakened the program by allowing 

incessant turnover, which attenuated program management and project 
oversight. Further, the limitations imposed by the security situation 
prevented the e�ective execution of programs and projects. According 
to Representative Welch, Iraq teaches that security must be established 
before undertaking substantial reconstruction e�orts during an SRO. 

With regard to the execution of stability and reconstruction 
operations, he said, •We should not have the military doing it. It is 
not their job. Some of the mistakes lie with Congress. We were not 
disciplined in directing what organization and structure we should 
have been using in Iraq.Ž 

Representative Welch emphasized the importance of SIGIR•s work, 
thanking the sta� for its excellent productivity. Without the audits, 
investigations, and inspections that SIGIR executed, little would have been 
known of the challenges that persistently dogged the rebuilding of Iraq.

Representative Jason Chaffetz (R-Utah). Representative Chaffetz was 

first elected in 2008 and serves on the House Oversight and Government 

Reform Committee. As Chairman of the Sub-Committee on National 

Security, Homeland Defense, and Foreign Operations, Mr. Chaffetz has 

held a number of hearings addressing Iraq’s reconstruction operations at 

which SIGIR has testified. 
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Some public works projects constructed 
during the Iraq program were e�ective 
and had a positive impact. Representative 
Cha�etz said, •they helped the country 
get back on its feet.Ž But too much 
reconstruction money was wasted on projects 
that failed for lack of sustainment because 
the United States did not su�ciently consult 
with the Iraqis. Once given control of projects, 

Iraq frequently had little interest in maintaining them chie�y because they 
were never consulted.

�e top three lessons learned from the Iraq experience were:

���RWhen entering stabilization and reconstruction operations, seek out 
trustworthy local partners and make sure they are actively engaged 
in the reconstruction process and •have skin in the game.Ž 

���RMake certain that reconstruction programs during SROs have 
strong oversight. People will behave if they are watched. 

���RImprove interagency coordination.  �is was a major weakness.

Representative Cha�etz believes the management systems for SROs 
must be reformed„a di�cult task because Defense and State have 
con�icting agendas and a history of not communicating well with each 
other. �is re�ects the problem of •stove-pipedŽ operations within U.S. 
departments and agencies involved in SROs.

Former Representative Christopher 
Shays (R-Connecticut). Mr. Shays served 

in the Congress from 1987 to 2008 and was a 

member of the House Committee on Oversight 

and Government Reform, a SIGIR reporting 

committee. He traveled to Iraq over 20 times, 

more than any other Representative, and 

demonstrated a deep interest in SIGIR’s work, 

leading a number of hearings as Chair of the 

Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs. He later served 

as Co-Chairman of the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and 

Afghanistan from 2008 to 2011, before which SIGIR testified several times. 

Mr. Shays estimated that •close to halfŽ of all reconstruction money 
for Iraq was wasted. He cited the cause as insu�cient coordination 
between and among the U.S. government agencies that designed 
projects and the private civilian contractors that implemented them. 
•Contractors played an important role because they freed up the 
military to address their mission; they have to have a seat at the table 
during project planning,Ž he said. 

He named these as the top lessons from Iraq:

���RU.S. agencies must bear a greater responsibility for the money they 
spend. Because funds for Iraq•s reconstruction were not directly linked 
to departmental budgets, agencies felt little ownership of the money 
and thus engaged in imprudent spending practices. 

���RPublic revenues must be raised (through taxes or fees) to pay for SROs; 
otherwise, there may be a perception that such operations are e�ectively 
without cost. If the public actually feels the burden of funding SROs, 
then there will be public pressure on the government to exercise greater 
spending discipline over the billions in tax dollars spent abroad. 

���RCivilian contractors must be used more e�ectively. In Iraq, lax oversight 
and poor communication led to too much waste.

Former Representative Bill Delahunt 
(D-Massachusetts). Bill Delahunt is a former 

Representative from Massachusetts, who 

represented the 10th District from 1997 through 

2011. As a member of the House Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, Mr. Delahunt demonstrated 

a consistent interest in and focus on Iraq’s 

reconstruction, conducting numerous hearings 

as Chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight 

and International Organizations at which the Inspector General testified. 
According to Mr. Delahunt, the failure to plan properly for the 

invasion•s aftermath caused disastrous results. •We should never go 
into combat operations again without doing the kind of planning 
that•s needed to deal with what comes next in Phase IV. �e lack of 
preparation for dealing with post-invasion Iraq was a tragedy.Ž 

A key lesson is the need for a permanent planning agency designed 
speci�cally for contingency operations. Such an agency would integrate 




