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LESSONS LEARNED RECORD OF INTERVIEW 

Project Title and Code: 
LL-07 - Stabilization in Afghanistan: Strategy and Interventions of the U.S. Government 

Interview Title: 
(b)(3). (b)(6). (b)(7)(C) 

We had 2-3 air force finance guys who managed all the projects in ClONE 

(b)(3)~ (b)(6)~ (b)(7)(C) 

There was no formal way of reporting CERP impact. When you request a project, you include the expected impact you 
think the project will have, but if built a school, we never went back to do a nose count of the students at the school. 
MAAWS-A requires that we use performance metrics up front- IE, when we are proposing a project, we have to outline 
what success will look like, number of students educated per year, etc-but it doesn't require anything about evaluating 
the impact after the project is complete. CDRs at the BN and BDE level would be the ones to ask questions about project 
effectiveness, especially after a RIP/TOA when everything was unknown to them, but we at USFOR-A would never ask 
those questions, especially because Petraeus was hell-bent on throwing money at the problem. 
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There was no way of knowing impact anyway. CA didn't have the staff to review project effectiveness because it was 
never a priority. We did a good job of vetting projects and making sure all the boxes were checked, but we had no 
infrastructure in place to assess the effectiveness of projects. We only cared about questions like, "Does the project 
meet legal/ethical requirements? Did the ACoE and other required entities sign off on it?" Etc. When we built big 
district centers, the presumption was that we gave Afghans the keys to the DC, and now it's their responsibility. We 
assumed they'd use it properly and ensure it would have an impact. 

Our budget i~ was enormous. Something like 800 million, with 400 million going to State to work on the power 
grid in Kandahar, and a large chunk going to the prison system 

PRTs were given training on the appropriate use of CERP at Attebery before deploying, and PRTs were considered the 
primary implementers of CERP, the stand-alone groups that were the experts on how and when to use it. PRT success 
was measured by the amount they spent, the number of trips outside the wire, the number of contacts with GIRoA 
officials, etc. They weren't evaluated by anything that looked like impact. 

The USAID model was wasteful because they contract a 3rd party who in turn contracts with an Afghan contractor. 

There was synergy at the DST level between civilians and the military, but at the national level there was a lot of 
animosity and folks working at cross purposes. No one ever played nice, and it was not a coordinated effort. 

Some BN/BDE CDRs didn't support CERP. They'd say, "If PRTs want to spend their money, that's up to them, but I'm not 
wasting my money on CERP." 

No one in the military was ever given credit for saving money. When Petraeus was around, all that mattered was 
spending. He wanted to put Afghans to work. 
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