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Introduction

The war in Afghanistan is at a critical stage. After some eighteen years of conflict, the United States has still not come firmly to grips with the
need to properly assess the tactics and gains Taliban and other threats in Afghanistan, the potential ability of the Afghan government to
overcome its many critical limitations, and how to choose and actually implement some form of a consistent U.S. strategy in Afghanistan.

This study presents a survey of open source metrics and data on the situation in Afghanistan in the spring of 2019. It focuses on the areas where
it is possible to map and quantify current developments — recognizing that such indicators can only cover part of the complex issues involved. It
does, however, present material that helps address three key challenges shaping Afghanistan’s future:

. The need to address all of the key threats involved in the war — including those generated by the Afghan government and U.S. actions.

. The fact that the U.S. now seems to be on the edge of making hard choices about staying, seeking a peace, or finding ways to withdraw
even if a peace is not reached.

. A long list of critical uncertainties, only some of which can be addressed with any confidence.

The U.S. currently is pursuing a peace settlement that so far excludes any formal participation by the Afghan government that the U.S is in
Afghanistan to aid. Its FY2020 budget request does not call for major change in the U.S. posture in Afghanistan, but press reports indicate that
the U.S. is considering 50% cuts in its Embassy staff and would like to make major cuts in its military forces and effort.

The Afghan government has made its own attempts to define a peace settlement, but remains deeply divided and faces a Presidential election in
September 2019 that raises serious questions about Afghanistan’s future leadership and unity. Afghan security forces are making progress in
some areas, but no reliable open source data is available on many aspects of Afghan capacity and no reliable estimate exists of government
control and influence over given Districts and the Afghan population. Afghan progress in improving governance and the living standards of the
Afghan people seems to be grindingly slow at best, and Afghan ability to meet U.S. demands for improve security forces, governance, and
economic progress remains unclear.

At this point, the metrics and data in this study indicate that the war seems to be a stalemate, but one that at least marginally favors the Taliban -
- in spite of massive ongoing U.S. air, financial, and advisory support. This study also indicates, however, that open source reporting on the
fighting is highly controversial — to the point where the U.S-led command seems to be cancelling reporting on Afghan government vs. Taliban
control and influence and no longer reports on many aspects of ANSF operational capabilities. The summary data and metrics in this study can
only provide a partial summary picture of these issues, but the excerpts from SIGAR reporting are particularly revealing.

It still clear, however, that the Afghan government cannot survive without billions of dollars in annual financial aid from outside powers like the
U.S. It is equally clear that it would suffer unacceptable military losses if the U.S. did not continue to provide massive amounts of air support
and if the U.S. and its allies did not provide substantial train and assist help to the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) and direct land
force support to Afghan Special Security Forces and other elite units. Afghan forces may be making progress, but serious questions emerge as
to whether they would (or could) stand on their own without outside support for something like the next half-decade.



The study does not examine the politics of Afghanistan or the current peace efforts in detail. These issues have become too topical and volatile.
It does, however, present metrics that show that while Afghanistan continues to pursue reform in many civil areas, but its success is
questionable at best. Sources like the World Bank, the United Nations, and the U.S. Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction show
just how badly governed and corrupt the country still is. They show, how serious the challenges it faces in terms of poverty and development
still are, and its growing dependence on on a narco-economy.

And finally, the metrics show that a deeply divided population is growing at a rate its economy cannot properly support and that it faces critical
challenges in employing its youth even if it can achieve some meaningful form of peace, unity, and development.

These civil problems are so critical that they raise serious questions as to whether the country can either create a peace the bring true stability
and security, or emerge out of its coming election with a successful enough government to either continue the fight or manage a peace.
Afghanistan’s civil threats are as serious as its security threats.
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Key Challenges

After eighteen years of war, the United States has still failed to come to grips with at least two of its three major threats in Afghanistan. The
first is the importance of the civil side of the war. The U.S. has not faced the the fact that the weaknesses of the Afghan government, the
divisions within the Afghanistan population, and Afghanistan’s structural problems in governance, economics, and demographics are as serious
a threat to any lasting form of stability and victory as the Taliban.

It also has not faced the fact that America’s constant changes in strategy, it erratic civil and military aid programs and funding, its lack of any
coherent approach to nation building, and its fluctuating military posture pose an equal threat to success.

The U.S. now faces a long list of major uncertainties, none of which it has properly addressed:
» Peace Process vs. War By Other Means
+ Taliban Intentions: Victory/Exhaustion/Peace
+ U.S. and Allied Intentions: Stay/Leave/Conditional/Equivocate/Cut
« Afghan Intentions: Power/Fight/Negotiate/Divide
+ Tactical Situation — Control, Influence, Stalemate
» ANSF and Other Afghan Security Forces
» Afghan Political Stability, Election, Fragmentation and “Kabulstan”
+ Civil Stability: Governance, Economic, Population
* Neighbors: Pakistan, Iran China, Russia, Iran, Central Asia
* Impact of War of Attrition, Chance of Implosion
* Impact of NATO-ISAF/US Withdrawal
+ Strategic Value of Afghanistan and War: Cost-Benefits of Treating as a “Sunk Cost”

To the extent U.S. has succeeded in the war, it has been largely in making major reductions in the size of the in-country U.S. land force effort,
and in the annual cost of the war in casualties and dollars. It has done so largely by increasing its use of airpower, and developing a new mix of
manned and unmanned targeting and precision strike capabilities, while providing training, equipment, and sustainment support to Afghan
forces, and a limited number of specialized combat forces to support Afghan elite National Security forces. This has so far given the Afghan
government the capability to hold heavily populated areas. At the same time, the U.S. has largely abandoned serious efforts at nation building,
and to shape the future of Afghan politics, governance, economics and civil society even though a divided Afghan government has been in a
series of crises that seem to have with no predictable end.



The metrics in this study suggest that the war has become a faltering stalemate where the Taliban and other threat forces now seem to have a
marginal advantage. They also seem to indicate that the the U.S. is replacing a “conditions-based aid” strategy that it implemented a little over a
year ago, but never fully implemented, with a “peace” strategy that borders on becoming a “conditions based withdrawal.”

Current U.S. military and civil aid programs, America’s current military and diplomatic posture, and the President FY2020 budget request still
call for a continued levels of US financial commitment and civil-military presence in Afghanistan. However, some senior U.S. policy makers
no longer seem to support an “open-ended” war, and many members of Congress have begun to question U.S. strategy and there have been
growing demands for peace negotiations and finding some end to the war.

This lack of policy-level, political, and public support may explain why later sections of this study show the U.S. has become unwilling to
provide official open source assessments of the relative success of the Afghan government and Taliban in controlling and influencing the
Afghan population and given Districts in the country. It may also explain why the U.S. seems to be seeking a peace with the Taliban that would
lead to full U.S. withdrawal in one and one-half years.

So far, U.S. policymakers have not publically addressed the probable consequences of a peace settlement and/or U.S. withdrawal for the
country, the region, or broader U.S. strategic interests. It is clear, however, that the risks are serious. Where Clausewitz one described war as an
“extension of politics by other means,” the U.S. may be seeking “peace as an extension” of war by other means, and as a way of declaring
some kind of victory and leaving. Beyond that, it is unclear that the U.S. has any longer-term strategy for either Afghanistan -- or the region --
than one of fighting an indefinite war of attrition.



Counterinsurgency: The Real Nature of
the Threat

The Three Primary Threats that Always Dominate the War
* The overt enemy: The insurgents, extremists, terrorists

* The host country government or “partner” whose divisions, corruption,
and failures create and sustain the threat

* U.S. ignorance of the host country and its neighbors, efforts to transform
in its own image, erratic programs and strategies, rapid rotations, and
unwillingness to face the challenges and complexity of creating lasting
civil-military outcomes.

Optional Elements
* Outside powers and sanctuaries.

 Governance, economic, corruption, demographic, ethnic
and sectarian problems within the host country.

* Failure to control costs, casualties, and duration.



Six Options: Afghan Peace or
Afghanistan in Pieces?

1.Peace agreement: Rapid U.S. and allied withdrawal, aid cuts

2.Peace agreement: U.S. provides military support, sustained
aid.

3.U.S. withdrawal: Rapid U.S. and allied withdrawal, aid cuts

4.U.S. withdrawal: U.S. provides military support, sustained
aid.

5.U.S. stays: Open ended war of attrition

6.U.S. Stays: Afghanistan election creates successful
governance. Afghan forces take over over time and win war
of attrition. Aid is conditional and Afghan economic
development succeed in Afghan terms



Key Uncertainties

* Peace Process vs. War By Other Means

* Taliban Intentions: Victory/Exhaustion/Peace

 U.S. and Allied Intentions: Stay/Leave/Conditional/Equivocate/Cut
» Afghan Intentions: Power/Fight/Negotiate/Divide

» Tactical Situation — Control, Influence, Stalemate

* ANSF and Other Afghan Security Forces

» Afghan Political Stability, Election, Fragmentation and “Kabulstan”
* Civil Stability: Governance, Economic, Population

* Neighbors: Pakistan, Iran China, Russia, Iran, Central Asia

* Impact of War of Attrition, Chance of Implosion

* Impact of NATO-ISAF/US Withdrawal

* Strategic Value of Afghanistan and War: Cost-Benefits of Treating as
a “Sunk Cost”
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The Changing U.S. Role

The metrics in this section describe an awkward mix of success and failure — one documented in far more narrative detail in the reports of the
Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) and the Lead Inspector General for Oversea Contingency Operations (LIG):

. The United States has reduced its military casualties to minimal levels — trends matched by its outside allies. The situation is reverse,
however, in the case of Afghan forces. Although Resolute Support does not publish casualty statistics for U.S. or Non-US NATO and
other outside forces, the level of Afghan military and police casualties has risen so sharply that it is classified by the Afghan government.
President Ghani mentioned an unsupported figure of 28,000 dead since he became President in 2014 in early 2018, and and then 47,000
dead on January 25, 2019. No one has issued an official open source estimate of the number of wounded and injured.

. The U.S. has still not provided real transparency as to the the cost of the Afghan War, but recent metrics indicate that the total cost of
warfighting and development/reconstruction has dropped from an annual peak of $112 billion — which may have included substantial
money actually spent on Baseline and other programs -- to a planned total of $7 billion in FY2019. (The FY2019 total may not include
the cost of air operations based outside Afghanistan and the full cost of supporting Afghan counterterrorism forces.)

. The US spent $133 billion on military and civil aid to Afghanistan between FY2002 and FY2019 — 63% of which was military aid. The
cost of that aid dropped from $14.7 billon in FY2015 to $5.2 billion in FY2019.

. The annual funding and force level profiles of U.S. military and civil aid from FY2002 to the present have been incredibly erratic. They
rose far too slowly from 2002 to 2008 to react to a reemerging threat, then received virtual flood of aid that peaked sharply in FY2011,
and the fell precipitously in the years than followed. Funding levels were so turbulent, and tied to so many changes in program content,
that vast amounts of money had to be wasted — problems compounded by what both General H.R. Macmaster and SIGAR found to be a
gross lack of effective contract and execution management and massive corruption.

. The proposed FY2020 program is little more than an extension of the FY2019 program, once the changes in cost definition are examined.
It does not track with either Presidential policy statements or the ongoing U.S. peace initiative.

. Official reporting on U.S. military and civil personnel levels is highly suspect, and seems to omit substantial numbers of temporary duty
and other personnel. The military total has dropped from a peak over over 100,000 in 2011, however, to some 12,000 military in FY2019
— with as goal of 15,000 in FY2020. This does not include some 29,400 contractors in 2019, 11,600 of which were U.S. citizens and
many of which were performing roles played by uniformed U.S. military in past wars.

. Press reports indicate that the US Embassy in Kabul — an embassy that became one of the largest the world -- is now going to be reshaped
by plans to cut personnel by some 50% in April 2019.

. The U.S. military role shifted sharply from reliance on U.S. land combat forces to using airpower to support Afghan land forces after
2014. AFCENT data show that the U.S. flew 1,408 strike sorties in 2013 vs. 966 in 2018 — a drop of 48% in manned sorties releasing
munitions. However, once unmanned aircraft are included, the U.S. dropped 7,362 munitions in 2018, versus 2,758 munitions in 2013
(+166% in 2018), only 947 in 2015 (+667% in 2018), and 4,361 in 2017 (+59% in 2018).
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Us
Casualty
Data as
of
April 30,
2019

Source: Department
of Defense,
https://dod.defense.go
v/News/Casualty-
Status/

OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM U.S. CASUALTY STATUS 3. 4

DEF U.S. Military Casualties Total Deaths KIA Mon-Hostile Pending WIA
Afghanistan Only 3 2216 1,833 383 0 20,057
Other Locations * 131 1 120 0 39

OEF U.S. DOD Civilian Casualties

I DPERATION EMDURING FREEDOM (Afghanistan only) includes casualties that occurred between Oct. 7, 2001, and Dec. 31, 2014, in
Afghanistan only.

% DPERATION EMDURING FREEDOM (Other Locations), includes casualties that occurred between Oct. 7, 2001, and Dec. 31, 2014, in
Guantanameo Bay (Cuba), Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Jordan, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Philippines, Seychelles, Sudan, Tajikistan, Turkey,
Uzbekistan and Yemen. Wounded in action cases in this category include those without a casualty country listed.

OPERATION FREEDOM'S SENTINEL U.S. CASUALTY STATUS ©

Total Deaths KIA Non-Hostile Pending WIA
OFS U.S. Military Casualties 68 80 18 0 392

OFS U.S. DOD Civilian Casualties

® OPERATION FREEDOM'S SENTINMEL includes casualties that accurred in Afghanistan after Dec. 31, 2014,



Costing the Wars: Afghanistan vs. The Rest: OSD Comptroller

$1.566 Trillion Appropriated, $1.538 Trillion Obligated

M Noble Eagle: $288 M Afghanistan (OEF/OFS): $7428B Iraq (OIF/OND/Post-OND Activities/OIR): $758B
B Total OCO Appropriation
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FY2001 | FY2002 | FY2003 | FY2004  FY 2005  FY2006 | FY2007 ' FY2008 ' FY 2009  FY2010 @ FY2011  FY2012 | FY2013 | FY2014  FY 2015 | FY 2016 FY 2017 @ FY2018
Note: Obligation data shown by year of appropriation. Excludes classified programs and non-war OCO approprations. Source: DoD Comptroller

In December, the DoD Comptroller released the DoD’s congressionally-mandated quarterly Cost of War report, which details the DoD’s spending on overseas contingency operations in
Afghanistan, Irag, and Syria through September 30. According to this report, the DoD has spent $1.5 trillion in support of contingency operations since September 11, 2001. The total cost of
operations in Afghanistan over that time was $737.6 billion, of which $157.9 billion has been obligated in support of OFS since that operation began in 2015.157

The Comptroller reported that the DoD obligated $41.2 billion for OFS during FY 2018, which was $1.3 billion less than the amount spent on OFS in FY 2017. Average monthly spending on all 0CO
in FY 2018 was reported at $3.7 billion, of which $3 billion was in support of operations in Afghanistan. According to the DoD Comptroller, these obligations cover all expenses related to the
conflicts, including war-related operational costs, support for deployed troops, and transportation of personnel and equipment.158

USFOR-A’s implementation of the South Asia strategy called for an increase in personnel in Afghanistan in FY 2019 above the estimate included in the President’s FY 2018 Budget. The DoD
Comptroller submitted an amendment to this budget, which included an additional $1.2 billion to support an increase in U.S. forces. Of this funding, $836.8 million was designated for Army
operating forces. Other major costs included Navy weapons maintenance, Navy weapons support, Army logistics, and pay and benefits for U.S. military personnel

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 34-3 . 13



Costing the War: Afghanistan FY2002-FY2019: SIGAR

AFGHANISTAN COST OF WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION, ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE OBLIGATIONS FY 2002 TO FY 2019 Q1 5 sruons)

Reconstruction costs for Afgharastan equal approximately 16% of all funds
oliligated by the Depesrtinent of Delesse for Afglunistan sinee 2001, DOD
reported in its Cost of War Report as of December 31, 2018, that it had
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Mote: Numbers have been rounded. Cumulatve obligations through Decamber 31, 20LE, differ markedly from cumulative appropriations through March 31, 2019, because the former
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Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, p. 54,. 14



US Aid Spending: 2012-2019

CUMULATIVE APPROPRIATIONS BY FUNDING CATEGORY AS OF MARCH 21, 2019 (s swuons)
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Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 52-53.
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Erratic US Aid Spending by Major Category: 2012-2019

ASFF: Afghanistan Security Forces Fund
CERP: Commander's Emesgency
Response Program

DICDA: Drug Intesdiction and Counter-Drug
Acthities

ESF: Economic Support Fund

TITLE I: Public Law No. 480 Title Il

104: Intemational Disaster Assistance
INCLE: Inteenational Narootics Contrel and
Law Enforcement

IRA: Migration and Refugee Assistance
NADR: Nen-Proliferation, Antitemoeism,
Demining, and Relzted Programs

TILE Il APPROPRIATIONS BY FISCAL YEAR

(& MILLIONS)
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Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 59-67.
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OCO Cost Reporting Shifts and Funding Level Trends

Trends in OCO Funding
- 5187 ($ in Billions)

FYo8 FY10 FY12 FY14 FY1e FY18 FY20
Request/6

HOIR/1 MWOFS /2  mEnduring Requirements /3 WEDI/Non-War /4  mOCO for Base Requirements /5

OCO CATEGORIES

The FY 2020 OCO request is divided into three requirement categories — direct war, enduring, and OCO for base.
Direct War Requirements ($25.4 billion) — Reflects combat or combat support costs that are not expected to continue
once combat operations end at major contingency locations. Includes in-country war support for Operation
FREEDOM'’S SENTINEL (OFS) in Afghanistan and Operation INHERENT RESOLVE (OIR) in Iraq and Syria. Funds
partnership programs such as the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF), the Counter-ISIS Train and Equip Fund
(CTEF), the Coalition Support Fund (CSF), and Middle East border security.

0OCO for Enduring Requirements ($41.3 billion) — Reflects enduring in-theater and CONUS costs that will remain after
combat operations end. These costs, historically funded in OCO, include overseas basing, depot maintenance, ship
operations, and weapons system sustainment. It also includes the European Deterrence Initiative (EDI), the Ukraine
Security Assistance Initiative (USAI), and Security Cooperation. Combined, enduring requirements and direct war
requirements comprise “traditional” OCO.

OCO for Base Requirements ($97.9 billion) — Reflects funding for base budget requirements, which support the
National Defense Strategy, such as defense readiness, readiness enablers, and munitions, financed in the OCO
budget to comply with the base budget defense caps included in current law.

Source: OSD Comptroller, FY2020 Budget Overview, pp. 6.3-6.4.
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OCO FY2020 Request by Functional/Mission Category

($US Current Billions)

OCO and Emergency Budget E::r:rll; ;_: qzun;: Frugf:.l';;rtu
FY 2020

Cparations/Force Frotection 14.5 14.2 03
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The request supports the following activities:

¢ Executing DoD’s counterterrorism and train, advise, assist missions
in Afghanistan to support the President’s South Asia strategy as
leaders work to negotiate a settlement that safeguards national
interests

e Sustaining personnel forward deployed to the Middle East to
continue operations to ensure an enduring defeat of the Islamic State
of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) and allow flexibility for a deliberate,
coordinated, disciplined withdrawal from Syria

¢ Building the capacity of the Iraqgi Security Forces and Syrian
opposition forces to counter ISIS in support of the United States’
comprehensive regional strategy

¢ Conducting U.S. Central Command in-country and in-theater support
activities, including intelligence support to military operations

* Enhancing U.S. deterrence activities in Eastern Europe to assure

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies and partners and
deter %ogg%%ﬁgéoémg?ger, FY2020 Budget Overview, pp. 6.3-6.9.

Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF) (4.8 billion): This request funds the sustainment,
infrastructure, equipment, and training requirements for up to 352,000 members of the Afghan
National Army and National Police as well as up to 30,000 Afghan Local Police. The request
supports further development of the ANDSF as an effective and sustainable force to combat a
resilient insurgency and as a reliable counterterrorism partner with the United States. A key
element of the request is funding for the final year of the President of Afghanistan’s four-year
ANDSF Roadmap to increase the capacity and combat effectiveness of the AAF and the ASSF and
seize the initiative in the fight against insurgent and terrorist forces, strengthen and restructure
Afghan Security Institutions, and facilitate a political settlement to the war.

Support for Coalition Forces (50.6 billion): Amounts requested to finance coalition, friendly forces,
and a variety of support requirements for key foreign partners who wish to participate in U.S.
military operations but lack financial means. Such support reduces the burden on U.S. forces and is
critical to overall mission success. The FY 2020 budget request for support for coalition forces
includes $450 million for the Coalition Support Fund (CSF) and $150 million for the Lift and Sustain
program. The FY 2020 CSF request of $450 million reflects a $450 million (50 percent) decrease
from the FY 2019 enacted level of $900 million due to the continuing suspension of U.S. security
assistance to Pakistan based on the President’s January 4, 2018, guidance.

Counter-ISIS Train and Equip Fund (CTEF) (51.0 billion): The United States Government’s strategy
to counter ISIS directed DoD to conduct a campaign to degrade, dismantle, and ultimately defeat
ISIS. The focus of DoD’s efforts is to work by, with, and through the Government of Iraq’s Security
Forces and Vetted Syrian Opposition (VSO) forces to build key security force capabilities and
promote longer term regional stability.

The FY 2020 CTEF budget request strengthens the security capabilities of DOD partners countering
ISIS to secure territory liberated from ISIS and counter future ISIS threats by training and equipping
partner security forces. The training, equipment, and operational support in this request will
facilitate the consolidation of gains achieved against ISIS and prevent its reemergence. The $1,045
million request includes $745 million to assist the Iraqi Security Forces and $300 million to assist
the Vetted Syrian Opposition. The FY 2020 budget also realigns $250 million from the Counter-ISIS
Train and Equip Fund to Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide, for implementation by the
Defense Security Cooperation Agency in order to align DoD authorities and funding to support
border security requirements for partner nations fighting ISIS.

Security Cooperation (51.1 billion): The FY 2020 budget request maintains the existing security
cooperation account at $811 million, which funds counterterrorism, crisis response, and other
security cooperation support to partner nations. The FY 2020 budget also realigns $250 million
from the Counter-ISIS Train and Equip Fund to the Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide
appropriation for implementation by the Defense Security Cooperation Agency in order to align
DoD authorities and funding to support border security requirements for partner nations fighting
ISIS.

Security Cooperation funds support programs to enable partner nations to deter and defeat
existing and evolving terrorist and other transnational threats. Training and equipping partner
nations allows U.S. forces to be more readily available for other contingency operations, build
better relationships with partners, and promote global security in a more cost-effective manner.



Giving U.S. Priority to Iraq: 2003-2008
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US Shift to Lower Personnel Levels: FY2002-FY2017

In thousands of U.S. troops
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Sources: DOD, Monthly Boots-on-the Ground reports provided to CRS and congressional defense committees,
2001-June 2014. For month-by-month troop levels, both in-country and in-theater, see Table A-1.

Notes: Reflects U.S. troops in-country; excludes troops providing in-theater support or conducting counter-terror
operations outside the region.




Afghanistan: US Personnel in 2018-2019
Total Personnel

Contractors by

MILITARY DOD CIVILIAN DOD CONTRACTORS
us. Coalition Forces us. us. Third Country Local Country Function
National National
~— |T/Communication Support
14,000 14,000 951
Management/
s Administrative Other
10,989 ) 11,472 1,881 690
Training Medical/Dental/
Social Services

1,372 —|

88

Logistics/
Maintenance
9,271

861 800

Sep2018 Dec2018  Sep2018  Dec2018 Sep2018  Dec2018 Sep2018 Dec2018  Sep2018 Dec2018 Sep2018 Dec2018

According to DOD, as of December 2018, approximately 14 000 U.S. military
personnel were serving as part of the United States” Operation Freedom's
Sentinel (OFS) mission in Afghanistan, the same number reported for the
last year. An additional 861 DO civilian personnel and 10,698 LS. citizens
who serve as contractors are also in Afghanistan.'* Of the 14,000 TS, mili-

tary personnel, 8,475 LS. personnel are assigned to the NATO RS mission Translator/Interpretor

to train, advise, and assist Afghan security forces, unchanged since last 2,138

quarter."™ The remaining 1.5, military personnel serve the OFS mission in Source: DoD

support roles or in conducting air operations, training the Afghan special

forces, and conducting counterterror operations. '3 While the number of U.S. military and civilian
As of D ber 2018, the RS mission included roughly 8,444 milit personnel remained constant, the number of

contractors increased by nearly 14 percent during the
quarter, reaching the highest level since the 1st
quarter of FY 2016. The greatest growth during the

personnel from NATO allies and non-NATO partner nations, bringing the
current total of RS military personnel to 16,919 (a 680-person increase

since Lastquarter} The United States contributes the most troops t-D quarter was among contractors who perform
the RS mission, followed by Germany (1,300 personnel) and the United logistics/maintenance, management/ administrative,
Kingdom ((1,1007)."% and training tasks

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, p. 34-35, 77. 21



OCO Manning FY2008-FY2020

Trends in OCO Troop Levels in Iraq, Syria, and Afghanistan
(Annual Average in Thousands)
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145 Comlraclors L. Cltoens Malionuks (10N} Local Kationals
150 _ Alghanistan Cnly 0,389 11 0 11,472 &1
Trag amd Sviis 200 2R 244 )
g9 il
TSCENTOOM 17,453 T 105 L3
lﬂﬂ = T.ocationy
63 B 5302 2174k Uil 7295

50

FY0os FYos FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FYle FY17 FY1s8 FY19 FY20

R t
EOR/1 m OFS /2 | sques

FY 2019 PB Request FY 2020 PB Request?®

Afghanistan (OFS) 11,958 15,000
Irag/Syria (OIR) 5,765 7,200
In-Theater Support! 59,463 46,473
INn-CONUS2/Other Mobilization 16,610 19,149

Total Force Levels 93,796 87,822

! In-Theater support includes support for Afghanistan/lraqg/Syria, Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) HOA / NW Africa CT, and EDI
(including approximately 10 500 afloat forces).

2 In-CONUS = In the Continental United States

*FY 2020 includes Temporary Enabling Force (TEF) support for Afghanistan/lrag/Syria. This is a change from FY 2019 in which
the TEF support was counted as part of In-Theater Support.

Source: OSD Comptroller, FY2020 Budget Overview, pp. 6.3-6.4, and DoD reporting as of 12/2018 for contractors.



Radical Shifts in US and Coalition Airpower: 2015-2019

(CAOC) Public Affairs — afcent.pa@afcent.af.mil as of February 28, 2019)

* Flew 1,408 strike sorties in 2013 vs. 966 in 2018 — drop of 48% in Manned sorties.
* But, dropped 7,362 munitions in 2018, versus 2,758 in 2013 (+166%) and 4,361 in 2017 (+59%)

OPERATION FREEDOM'’S SENTINEL/RESOLUTE SUPPORT MISSION
Strike Aircraft (manned) Number of Weapons Released (Manned & RPA strike assets)

Sorties Sorties with at least

Feb Mar Apr May Jun Nov Dec Total
one weapon release p)EQ 193 297 250 284 368 337 256 158 232 189 118 76 | 2,758

pulY 92 114 95 115 164 272 205 437 441 217 87 126 2,365
.ol 40 30 47 31 41 109 79 156 111 203 69 31 9547
Pl 127 115 58 62 89 94 160 108 162 205 92 65 1,337
vl 54 200 203 460 328 389 350 503 414 653 352 455 4,361
p b8 378 469 339 562 591 572 746 715 841 769 841 539 7,362
PLiCY 463 327 " 790

Statistics provided includes numbers of sorties (not strikes) and munitions expended by
aircraft under CFACC control

2014 2016 2017 2018
Intel, Surveillance and Recon Sorties 31,049 32,999 21,634 19,681 15,404 12,716
Airlift and Airdrop Sorties 32,000 17,040 6,900 10,300 11,166 12,783 1,729
Airlift Cargo (Short Tons) 201,000 158,400 50,000 69,200 84,208 89,584 10,934
Airlift Passengers 506,000 202,700 78,000 111,100 120,554 150,330 24,310
N T eIy El 10,883,000 28,000 0 0 33423 667,880 37,280
Tanker Sorties 12,319 9,085 5,323 4,910 5,714 4,673 554
Fuel Offloaded (Millions of Pounds) 723 636 201 150 170 189 22
Aiircraft Refuelings 53,266 46,793 26,162 18,137 17,989 19,214 2,824

Afghanistan

Some figures may have changed due to data re-calculation and re-verification
* Assets under CFACC control include a compilation of aircraft from all U.S. military branches of service, as well as Coalition aircraft; however, not all aircraft
flying in the AOR fall under CFACC control



Rising Number of Air Strikes in 2018

1.5, Forces Weapons Released in 2018 by Month
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U.S. Air Forces Central Command reported that U.S. aircraft
released 2,149 weapons during the quarter.86 As shown in
Figure 5, the number of weapons releases in the July to B4 B4l
December period was more than 50 percent higher than the

number of weapons releases in the first half of the year.

However, the methodology that U.S. Air Forces Central TiE
Command uses to tally weapons released does not count all
munitions, which range from .50 caliber bullets to bombs and
missiles, on a one-to-one basis, so reported totals from month
to month are not directly comparable

572

Jan Fab Mar .II|.|'.IF H.'l:,- Jun Jul ."a.ug E.;T. et Mow Dac

Kate: Nermber of Weapors Relesaed includes bath manned and unmarned gircrak,
Source: AFCENT

Source: Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS
OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, p. 21.
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NATO-Resolute Support
and International Aid



The Role of Allied Countries

The metrics in this section summarize the level of Allied military forces officially assigned to the NATO
mission in Afghanistan in the spring of 2019, and major allied aid contributions from 2002 to that date. They
also understate the allied contribution because they do not include substantial additional national aid to civil
and military personnel and programs.

Official NATO casualty data are not available on the sacrifices allied forces made in terms of killed an
wounded, but allied forces did suffered substantial casualties.

The personnel data show that allied military personnel peaked in early 2011 at a nominal level of 41,982
or 32% of the total. The reported U.S total was 90,000, but there were well over 10,000 U.S. military
personnel not assigned to ISAF.

By April 2019, there were only 17,034 U.S. and allied military personnel in the NATO force. U.S.
assigned personnel had dropped to only 8,475 — roughly 60-70% of the actual U.S. total of permanently
assigned personnel in country. Allied personnel, however, had risen to 50% of the NATO total.

A metric drawn from a SIGAR report shows that allies donated some $14.4 billion in aid to international
aid efforts. Additional purely national allied aid that was spent in allied areas of responsibility in
Afghanistan or in purely national or NGO programs may have approached this total.

The lack of proper official U.S. recognition of these allied and strategic partner efforts, and adequate
consultation on changes in strategy and force levels in Afghanistan, remains a serious problem in U.S strategic
communications.



NATO Resolute Support Forces in April 2019
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Following the completion of the mission of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) at the end of 2014, a new, follow-on, NATO-led mission called Resolute
Support was launched on 1 January 2015 to provide further training, advice and assistance for the Afghan security forces and institutions. At the 2016 NATO Summit in
Warsaw, Allied leaders decided to extend the presence of RSM beyond 2016. Two years later, at the Brussels Summit in July 2018, they committed to sustaining the
mission until conditions indicate a change is appropriate. At a meeting of defence ministers in November 2017, RSM troop-contributing nations confirmed that the number
of troops deployed would increase from around 13,000 to around 16,000 troops.

Over 16,000 personnel from 39 NATO member states and partner countries are deployed in support of the Resolute Support Mission (RSM). At the 2018 Brussels Summit,
NATO welcomed two new troop-contributing nations, the United Arab Emirates and Qatar, which are currently finalising the details of their offers to contribute.

RSM operates with one central hub (in Kabul/Bagram) and four spokes in Mazar-e Sharif, Herat, Kandahar and Laghman. It focuses primarily on training, advice and
assistance activities at the security-related ministries, in the country’s institutions and among the senior ranks of the army and police. The Resolute Support Mission works
closely with different elements of the Afghan army, police and air force.

Key functions include:

Supporting planning, programming and budgeting;

e Assuring transparency, accountability and oversight;

* Supporting the adherence to the principles of rule of law and good governance;

* Supporting the establishment and sustainment of such processes as force generation, recruiting, training, managing and development of personnel.

Source: NATO, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natoha/topics 113694.htm?, accessed 23.4.2019.



https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_113694.htm

NATO Peak International Security Assistance Force in January 2011
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https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_113694.htm

Major International Aid: 2002 to January 20, 2019

CUMULATIVE CONTRIBUTIONS TO ARTF, LOTFA, AND NATO ANA TRUST FUND BY 10 LARGEST DONORS (s muvions)

- ARTF - $11,433
3= of Jan. 20, 2019

LOTFA - §5,53T
3 of Apr. 16, 27010

MATD ANA TF - $2 605
as of Jan. 31, 2019

0 : d 2,500 3,000 3,500 4,000 4,500 5,000 $5,500

Hote: Does not include the Aslan Development Bank's Afghanistan Infrastructune Trust Fund (AITF), whose partmers, the NATO ANA Trust Fund, Germany, fapan, the United Kingdom, and
the United States, have committed $341 million &s of une 2018,

Source: World Bank, ARTF: Aoministrator's Repart on Financial Satus as of January 20, 2019 fend of 15t month of FY 12081 UNDP, LOTFA Receipts 2002-20109, Updated Apnl 18, 2019,
In response to SKGAR data call 4,9y 2019, NATO, Afghan Natfonal Army (ANA) Trust Fund, Media Backgrounder, Stadus of Contributions Made as of January 24, 2015; Aslan Development
Bank, “Afghanistan Infrastructure Trust Fund 2018 Fact Sheet.”

The international community provides significant funding to support NATO ANA Trust Fund

Afgnsiiotim reliet sid vacoustraction efforin, Mot of the inkeraationsl The NATO ANA Trust Fund (NATF) has received contributions of more
fmcing i nchmmiaeret Snmps ot S, The Sne swin frost Sonds s than $2.69 billion from 29 NATO members, including the United States, and
the World Bank-managed Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund (ARTF), from six other Coalition partners to support the ANDSF through ASFF and
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)-managed Law and its own NATO Support and Procurement Agency (NSPA).¥ The NATF has
Order Trust Fund for Afghanistan (LOTFA), and the NATO-managed Afghan contributed more than $1.52 billion to ASFF for specific projects funded
National Army (ANA) Trust Fund (NATO ANA Trust Fund or NATF). by donor nations, and DOD has obligated, disbursed and returned to donor
The largest share of international contributions to the Afghan government’s nations approximately $824.79 million, $671.56 million and $381.00 million,
upemﬁonal and deve‘opmem budgeb comes through the ARTF From 2002 N‘Sp(.‘(?ﬂ\‘(’ly, of these funds thmugh March 31 N 2019.% These amounts are

to January 20, 2019, the World Bank od that 34 donors had paid in not reflected in the U.S. government-funded ASFF obligation and disburse-
uary report P

moare than $11.43 billlon."' Figure 3.26 shows the five largest donors over ment numbers presented in Figures 3.6 and 3.7.
this period as the United States, the UK, the European Unlon, Germany, and

Canada. Figure 327 shows these five countries as the largest donors to the

ARTF for Afghan FY 1397 (December 22, 2017-December 21, 2018). The

ARTF received contributions of $1.02 billion in Afghan FY 1397, marking the Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction
second highest annual amount of contributions received by the fund in its Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 58, 68
17-year history. , ’ , PP. 50, bo.
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Afghan Force Development

The metrics for Afghan security forces shown in this section reflect a steady increase in the classification of virtually every area of
force effectiveness. There now is virtually no official open source reporting beyond uncertain data on personnel levels by service
and on the fluctuations in these levels.

Such data have little value and are often more misleading than useful. Military history has shown for thousands of years that such
total “manning” levels are little more than meaningless when they cannot be related to the effectiveness of key units. No such data
are available on the order of battle, the relative size and capability of Afghan government and threat forces, relative casualty levels,
and ANSF ability to meet key warfighting needs.

The previous funding metrics show there were long delays in properly funding the Afghan force development effort, and that the
sudden peak in funding between 2009 and 2011 was followed by an equally precipitous fall. The metrics in this section show that
even greater problems existed in creating stable force expansion plans, and then in providing the necessary training effort and
capacity.

The limited personnel numbers that are still provided are also suspect in many ways because it is not clear how many personnel are
really active and in place, how many can actually be committed to combat, and how corrupt various aspects of given forces still
are. There also is no way to tie manning levels to loyalty in a country where unemployment is a major crisis, and few other jobs are
available.

These problems are further compounded by the fact that media reporting indicates that the most effective ANA and ANP units tend
to be grossly overburdened with combat assignments, are the most dependent on U.S. airpower, and still need direct combat
support from U.S. special forces, other advisors, and intelligence. The failure to report the dependence of the best Afghan units on
U.S. support indirectly implies far more capability in both these units and the overall mass of Afghan land forces than is actually
the case.

Similarly, the data on the development of the Afghan Air Force and increases in Special Security Forces do warn about the slow
pace of their development, but do not warn that even if all the Air Forces current aircraft were fully combat ready, they could not
approach the current level of airpower support that Afghan forces now get — and depend upon — from US and coalition airpower.

The same is true of increases in the Special Security Forces which cannot eliminate the need for Afghan land force dependence on
U.S. combat forces — a dependence that U.S. does not describe in open source material, but is reflected in a wide range of media
reporting.

Coupled to the problems in ANP and ALP forces described in SIGAR Quarterly Reports, and summarized in the metrics that
follow, the current levels of classification make it virtually impossible to determine the effectiveness of — and credible future
timelines in -- the U.S. and Resolute Support effort to improve Afghan forces.



SIGAR High Risk Assessment of ANSF Development

Since the previous High-Risk List in January 2017, SIGAR has published
numerous oversight products on Afghanistan’s security institutions and has
reported new developments in its quarterly reports to Congress. Of those,
SIGAR's most comprehensive effort is the Lessons Leamed Program report,
Reconstructing the Afghan National Defense and Security Forces: Lessons
Srom the U.S. Experience in Afghanistan. That 2017 SIGAR product pre-
sented key findings, including that the U.S. government was not properly
prepared from the outset to help bulld an Afghan army and police force
capable of protecting Afghanistan from internal and external threats and
preventing the country from becoming a terrorist safe haven.”

SIGAR found that the U.S. government lacked a comprehensive
approach to security-sector assistance and a coordinating body to success-
fully implement whole-of-government programs that were necessary to
develop a capable and self-sustaining ANDSF.*

The 2019 High-Risk List reported that according to DOD, RS, and U.S.
Forces-Afghanistan (USFOR-A), the ANDSF currently face critical capabil-
ity gaps in key areas that hinder the force’s effectiveness and readiness and
may continue to do so in the future, including

Force manning: recruiting, retention, and atfrition: As of October
31, 2018, the Afghan National Army (ANA) was 36,621 personnel below its
authorized strength of 227,374, and the Afghan National Police (ANP) was
6,686 personnel below its authorized strength of 124 626"

With insufficient personnel, the ANDSF are less able to provide security
to the Afghan population, are increasingly vulnerable to encmy attacks,
and are at risk of incurring higher casualties. These issues make the
foree less sustainable in the long term and less capable of conducting its
mission successfully.

Personnel accountability and pay systems: The ANDSF also struggles
to accurately pay and account for its personnel. Since the beginning of
the RS mission in January 2015, U.S. and Coalition personnel had scant
presence at the lower tactical levels of the ANDSF, forcing the mission to
rely on unverifiable Afghan personnel reporting.® Over the past two years,
RS advisors have worked to reduce their reliance on manual Afghan per-
sonnel reporting by implementing the Afghan Personnel and Pay System
(APPS), in which ANDSF personnel are biometrically enrolled. The system
is designed to integrate personnel data with compensation and payroll data
o process authorizations, record unit-level time and attendance data, and
calculate payroll amounts, among other uses.” According to USFOR-A,
as of December 2018, the APPS system has been delivered to and Is fully
capable for use by both the ANA and the ANP, but only 84% of ANA person-
nel (including civilians) and 60% of ANP personnel were enrolled into the
system, matched to authorized positions, and met the minimum data-input

Logistics and maintenance: The Ministry of Defense (MOD) and
Ministry of Interior (MOI) face key logistics and maintenance challenges,
one of which is the implementation and maintenance of their electronic
equipment-inventory and repair-status system, Core Inventory Management
System (CorelMS). According to DOD in December 2018, overall, MOD
and MOI logisticians require persistent RS advisor attention, and their
problems conducting national logistics planning remain “a vulnerability to
the mission.™

Institutional training: DOD reported in December 2018 that institu-
tional and professional training for ANDSF personnel, coordinated at the
national and regional levels (above corps or zone levels), are at a relatively
nascent phase. DOD reports that despite RS advisory efforts, strong training
mstitutions have not emerged, particularly within MOI, which controls the
national police.™

Persistent tervorist threat from Islamic State: Although U.S. officials
have consistently asserted that Islamic State Khorasan, the Islamic State
affiliate in Afghanistan, has been degraded on multiple fronts, the group
poses a greater security threat to the Afghan people and security forces
than it did in 2016.% As the terrorist group has not been defeated, is not a
party to peace negotiations, and continues to execute high-casualty attacks
in major Afghan population centers, it remains potent.

Stalemated control of districts, population, and territory: The stale-
mated battlefield sitnation between the ANDSF and the Taliban is another
risk, as the intensity of fighting has increased and both sides have incurred
more casualties as they seek greater leverage at the negotiating table ™
If negotiators fail to secure a peace agreement, the ANDSF will be hard
pressed Lo increase its control over Afghanistan’s population, districts, and
territory. From November 2016 through October 2018, Afghan government
control and influence over its districts mnged between 54% and 60%. Over
the saune period, the Afghan government controlled or influenced between
64% and 66% of the population. =

These ssues indicate the importance of considering questions regard-
ing the US. role in training, advising, and assisting the ANDSF following a
peace agreement; preserving the capability gains of the Afghan Air Force
and special forces; assisting the ANDSF In adapting to peacetime security
functions and sustaining its systems and equipment; and integrating former
Taliban fighters into the national security forces.

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 7-9.
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Classifying Most Key Reporting on the Afghan National
Defense and Security Forces

ANDSF Data Classified or Not Publicly Releasable

USFOR-A newly classified the following data this quarter:

* A narrative assessment about Afghan Special Security Forces (ASSF)
misuse by the Ministry of Defense (MOD) and Ministry of Interior (MOI)

USFOR-A continued to classify or restrict from public release, in accor-
dance with classification gnidelines or other restrictions placed by the
Afghan government, the following data (mostly since October 2017):

+ ANDSF casualties, by force element and total
* Corps- and zone-level Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan

National Police (ANP) authorized and assigned strength by component
+ Performance assessments for the ANA, ANF, MOD, and MOI
+ [nformation about the operational readiness of ANA and

ANP equipment
» Special Mission Wing (SMW) information, including the number and type

of airframes in the SMW inventory, the number of pilots and aircrew, and

the operational readiness (and associated benchmarks) of SMW airframes
+ Reporting on anticorruption efforts by the MOI (unclassified but not
publicly releasable)
+ Reporting on the status of the ANDSF's progress on security-related
benchmarks of the Afghanistan Compact (unclassified but not
publicly releasable)

ANDSF Combat Element Performance - Most Data Classified
USFOR-A continued to classify most assessments of ANDSF performance.
SIGAR's questions about ANDSF performance can be found in Appendix E
of this report. Detailed ANDSF performance assessments are reported in
the classified annex for this report.

This quarter, USFOR-A provided a general overview on ANDSF perfor-
mance. According to USFOR-A, senior ANDSF leaders are continuing to
demonstrate progress in organizational management, decision-making,
and operational planning and execution. The Afghan government has been
striving to employ quality leaders and continues to successfully identify and
replace ANDSF leaders found guilty of corruption.

USFOR-A continued to report that ANA corps receive the preponder-
ance of Coalition train, advise, and assist (TAA) support, and that as a
result, their capabilities continue to advance more rapidly than the ANP's,
USFOR-A said the ANA's improvements are evident in their ability to syn-
chronize combat enablers (e.g., air and artillery support) and to conduct
coordinated operational planning with adjacent corps."™

USFOR-A also reported this quarter that the Afghan government has
dissolved the ANP's zone system, which has challenged Coalition advisors,
who must now provide TAA support to multiple provincial police headquar-
ters (PHQs) rather than to a single zone. Now instead of eight regional ANP
zones, the 34 PHQs serve as the command structure for ANP throughout
the country."®

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, p. 83 & 86. 33



Major US Aid for
Afghan Forces:
FY2005-FY2020

ASFF FY 2019 BUDGET AND FY 2020 BUDGET REQUEST (s siLLions)

ASFF FY 2020 BUDGET REQUEST—SUSTAINMENT 3 misions)

Sustainment Hudgat Atghan Atghan  Afghan  Atghan Specisl

Categories and Lina Homs Mational Army  Wational Pelica  Ar Forco  Socurity Foscos Total
Vehides and Airceafi! $116.1 $1083 7203 $150.3 | 51,1040
Pesonne® 539.8 128 L4 115.6 680.T
Penicum, 04, and Lubncams 1708 ] 263 9.9 296.1
Ci ications & Imeligence 116.6 4.0 H/A T3B 2393
Ammuniion 239 16.6 95.8 H/A 2063
Facimes 109.6 124 45 13.6 200.0
All (her 186.1 750 B3 T4.8 3221
Total $1.3130 54218 58938 54379 53,0878
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ASFF DISBURSEMENTS FOR THE ANA
BY SUBACTIVITY GROUP,
FY 2005 TO FY 2018 APPROPRIATIONS
THROUGH MARCH 31, 2019 5 s ions)

Total: $47.13
WW;:'B: Training and

AN N T
$13.70
Sustainment
$23.20

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly
Report to Congress,
Reconstruction Update, April
30, 2019, pp. 57-59.

ASFF DISBURSEMENTS FOR THE ANP
BY SUBACTIVITY GROUP,
FY 2005 TO FY 2018 APPROPRIATIONS
THROUGH MARCH 31, 2019 (s sevons
Total: $21.11
Intrastructure Training and
815 Equipmontand  Operations
L Traspostation $39
$473
Sestznmest
$0.32

FY 2019 FY 2020

Appropriated Budget Request

Total $4,920.0 54,804.0
Afghan National Army, Total 1,764.4 1,589.7
Sustainment, Total 1399.7 13130
Personnel 609.0 530.8
Ammunition 158.2 939
Communications and Intelligence 187.6 116.6
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 92.2 170.9

Al Otther 352.7 3018
Infrastructure, Total 131.7 37.2
Equipment and Transportation, Total 61.9 1209
Training and Oparations, Total 165.1 118.6
Afghan National Police, Total 726.3 660.4
Sustainment, Total 497.6 4228
Petroleum, 0il, and Lubnicants 105.5 BHE

Al Other 392.1 334.0
Infrastructure, Total 43.0 24
Equipment and Transportation, Total 146 1271
Training and Operations, Total 171.2 108.1
Afghan Air Foree, Total 1,721.3 1,825.5
Sustainment, Total 8925 B93.B
Ammunition 98.3 058
Rotary-Wing Confract Support 516.8 5423
Fived-Wing Confract Support 1765 1746

All Otheer 101.9 B1.1
Infrastructura, Total 30.4 8.6
Equipment and Transportation, Total 531.3 567.0
Rotary-Wing Aircraft (UH-60s) 419.6 463.3

All Other 117.7 103.7

Training and Dperations, Total 267.2 356.1
Afghan Special Security Forces, Total T02.0 728.4
Sustainment, Total 353.7 4379
Ajrcraft Sustainment 1329 1344
Personnel 142.7 115.6

All Other 78.2 1B8.0
Infrastructure, Total 431 211
Equipment and Transportation, Total 151.8 153.8
Training and Operations, Total 153.4 115.6
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Grossly Inadequate Training Through Early 2011

Suitable ANSEF Force Growth and Adoequate Training Capacity Do Not Occur Uintil
2011
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Afghan Military & Police Forces: 2015-2018

FOURTH QUARTER ANDSF ASSIGNED STRENGTH SINCE 2015

Authorized Strength Total: 352,000

117,940

315,744 215,962 312,682 308,693
1042015 11/2016 11,2017 10/2018

) anaincluding aaF [ anp

ANDSF ASSIGNED AND AUTHORIZED STRENGTH, AS OF OCTOBER 31, 2018

Difference

Betwaan

Authorized  Assigned % ofTargat  Assignod and
ANDSF Component Strength Strength  Awthorization Authorized  Difference
ANA including AAF 227374 100,753 83.0% {36,621) {16.1%)
ANP 124 626 117,940 94.6% (6,686) (5.4%)

ANDSF Total

ithout Civillans 352,000 308,693 BT.T% {43,307) (12.3%)

Mate: ANDISF = Afphan National Defense and Securty Formes; ANA = Mghan National Ammy; AAF = AMphan Alr Foms;
ANP = Mghan National Police. CSTC-A Siways caveats that ANDSF strangth numbers ane Afghan-owned and that RS cannot
valldate the data fior accuracy.

Soume: CSTC-A, response to SIGAR data cal, 12/20/2018 &nd response to SIGAR vettng, 1,/16,2019; DOD, Enhancing
Securty and S{E0ky in Afghanistan, 12/201E, p. 41; SIGAR, analysls of CSTC-Aprvided data, 172019,

ANDSF Personnel Strength

USFOR-A reported that the assigned (actual) personnel strength of the
ANDSF as of October 31, 2018, (not including civilians) was 308,693 person-
nel, which includes 190,753 personnel in the ANA and AAF and 117,940 in
the ANP'® ANDSF strength this quarter is the lowest it has been since the
RS mission began in January 2015. ANDSF strength decreased by 3,635 since
last quarter and by 3,983 since the same period in 2017. CSTC-A always cave-
ats that ANDSF strength numbers are Afghan-owned and that RS chnnot
validate the data for accuracy.** See Figure 3.38 for a historical record of
fourth-quarter ANDSF strength since 2015.

According to DOD, the ANDSF's total authorized (goal) end strength in
December remained 352,000 personnel, which includes 227,374 ANA and
124,626 ANP personnel, but excludes 30,000 Afghan Local Police, who are
under MOT's command."™ Seen in Table 3.5 on the next page, this quarter’s
assigned strength puts the ANDSF at 87.7% (43,307 personnel short) of its
authorized strength, down from 88.8% during the same period in 2017."®

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 71-72.
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Afghan Military & Police Forces: 2019

FRST-QUARTER ANDSF ASSIGNED STRENGTH SINCE 2015

318,510 319497

3 0 T "
200,000 - 500 - 146,304 WO 149,057 NN 170,156 WO = e W0

172,206 .

1/2015 1/2016 1/2017 1/2018 1/2019

I anainciuging avr [ Ane

Mate: ANA = ATgNEN NEtional AMTYY; AAF = AIENan M Force; ANP = AMEnan National Police; ANDSF = Afghan National Defense
and Sacurity Forces. ANA strength numbers Inciude the AMF and trainees, transfers, holdees, and student persornal. Mo
Civilians 2re Inciuded. ANP StTEngM UMBers do not INcluce “standby”™ personneal, generally esenvists, parsonnal not In
sanvioa while completing training, of chilians.

This quarter, ANA data Is 3s of Janusry 31, 2019, and ANP data Is a5 of December 21, 2018, The change In the Indhidual
Strengihs of the AMA and ANP from 2017 to 2018 and 2018 to 2019 |5 skewed due 10 the gracual IrENSHer of two fome
slements from MOI io MOD, but this change did not Impact the overall strength of the AMDSF. The strength numbers
repomted Nefe shoukd ot be viewad a5 exact CSTC-A and SIGAR have long noted many data consistency ISsues with ANDSF
strength numbers, and CSTC-A always caveats that ANDSF strength numiers are Afghan-eported and that RS cannot
vaildste the data for SCouracy.

Soume: CSTCHA, MESPONSE to SIGAR data call, 3/20,/2010 and 3/20/2015; CSTCA, MESponse to SIGAR VEMINg, 5/10/2018;

SIGAR, Quarterly Reparts fo the Unfted States Congress, 4/30/2016 and 4,/30/2017; SIGAR, analysls of CSTC-Aprovided
tats, 472019,

TABLE 3.7

ANDSF ASSIGNED AND AUTHORIZED STRENGTH

Differance

Betwaan

Authorized  Assigned % of Target  Assigned and
ANDSF Componant Strength Strength  Authorization Authorizad  Difference
ANA including AAF 227374 100,423 B1.T% {36,951) {16.3%)
ANP 124 626 116,384 93.4% (B,242) (6.6%)

ANDSF Total

ithout Civilians 352,000 308,807 B7.2% (45,193) {12.8%)

Mote: AN dats |5 35 of December 21, 2018, and ANA data Is a5 of January 31, 2019; ANDSF = AMphan National Defensa and
Security Fotes; ANA = AENan National ATy, AAF = ATghan Alr Force; ANP = Afghan Mational Police. CSTC-A Sheys caveats that
ANDSF strength numbers are Afghan-reported and that RS cannot validste the data for accurecy.

Source; CSTC-A, response o SIGAR data call, 3720/ 2019, SIGAR, analysis of CETC-A-Dovided data, 4/2019.

According to DOD, the ANA's total authorized (goal) end strength as of
December 2018 was 227,374 USFOR-A reported that the assigned (actual)
strength of the ANA and AAF as of January 31, 2019, (not including civilians)
was 190,423 personned, a decrease of 530 personned since last quarter. This
quarter's ANA strength represents a 5,851-person Increase from the same
period in 2017, but this figure is skewed due to the transfer of 18,950 person-
nel from the Afghan Border Police (formerly under MOT) to MOD. When
adjusting for that transfer, the ANA actually lost 13,000 personnel compared
to the same period in 2017.7* CSTC-A always offers the caveat that ANDSF
strength numbers are Afghan-reported and that RS cannot validate the data
for accuracy ™

The ANA's 190,423 personnel consisted of 83,702 soldiers, 72,027
noncommissioned officers, and 34,694 officers. The ANA's noncommis-
stoned officer and officer ranks expernienced attrition since last quarter
(losing 429 and 69 personnel, respectively), but the number of soldiers
increased by 168.3° This quarter's assigned strength puts the ANA at
83.7%, or 36,951 personnel short, of its goal strength, a slight decrease
since last quarter.”'

According to CSTC-A, ANA monthly attrition rates averaged approxi-
mately 2.2% over the quarter, a slight improvement from the 2.5% recorded
over the previous quarter. This percentage accounts for attrition alone,
not the total decrease in force strength listed on the previous page, as that
percentage change includes any gains made from recruitment occurring
over the quarter. CSTC-A reported that attrition figures are calculated by
taking an average of monthly ANA attriion rates over the last three months.
CSTC-A noted this figure was caleulated from Afghan-owned and -reported
data provided by the MOD and that CSTC-A cannot independently verily
its nccurcy. ™

According to DOD, the ANIYS total authorized (goal) end strength in
Trecember 2018 was 124,626 The assigned (actual) strength of the ANF,
as of December 21, 2018, was 116,384 personnel. This figure represents a
dhecressse of 1556 persasnre] sinee las guedler, and a 12 TT2-peerson decresse
compared 1o the saune period in 2018, The latter decrease was mostly due
to the transfer of 18950 Afghan Border Police (formerly MOT) personnel to
MOD. When adjusting for that transfer, the ANP actually gained 6,178 per-
sonnel compared (o kst year. CSTC-A always offers the caveat that ANDSF
strength numbers are Afghan-reported and that RS cannot valldate the data
for accurmcy.*® This quarter’s strength puts the ANP at 83,4% (or 8,242 per-
sonnel below) of its authorized strength =

According to CSTC-A, ANP attrition rates this quarter averaged approxi-
mately 2.2%, the same average reported last quarter. This percentage
accounts for attrition alone, not the total decrease in force strength above
as that percentage change would Include any gains made from recrultment
occurring over the quarter. CSTC-A reported that attrition figures are calen-
lated by taking an average of monthly ANP attrition rates over the last three
months, CSTC-A noted this ligure was caleubded from Afghan-owned and
-reported data provided by the MOL™

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress,
Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 84, 98-99. 38



SIGAR
Assessment of
High Risk in
Afghan Police

Source: SIGAR, 2019 High Risk List,
March, 2019, pp. 20-23.

SIGAR’s quarterly reports track ANP reconstruction
metrics, some of which appear to

show that the ANP has sustained itself or even
improved in important areas such as organizational
structure, the number of security

incidents involving the ANP, personnel strength,
and personnel accountability since SIGAR’s

last High-Risk List was published in January
2017. Challenges, of course, remain in all of
these areas.

In late 2017 and early 2018, the ANP’s Afghan
Border Patrol (ABP) and Afghan National Civil
Order Police (ANCOP) were reassigned from

the MOI to the MOD. Technically, the ANCOP
had been the ANP’s element responsible for
high-risk districts. The ABP was meant to be
responsible for securing ports of entry along
international borders and at airports. But,
ANCOP and ABP were often misused as military
forces because no other security element

had the ability to handle certain missions.

For example, on one day in 2010 in Kandahar
Province, the ABP attacked and secured key
Taliban-controlled villages in Arghandab

District. Arghandab is a lush agricultural district
more than 60 miles from the Pakistan border.
This mission was not related to airport or border
security. The ABP was used for fighting in

a high-threat district, very far from the border,
because Kandahar authorities believed the ABP
would succeed where the ANA and other forces
had not. In this context, the intent of transferring
ANCOP and ABP to the MOD was to move

police forces that were focused more on military
operations to the MOD, leaving MOI to deal
with civil policing.75

Security incidents involving the ANP are also
decreasing. According to data compiled by the
State Department-sponsored Armed Conflict

Location & Event Data Project (ACLED), from
January 1, 2017, through January 31, 2019, the
number of security incidents involving the ANP
has been trending downward, despite significant
increases during the summers of 2017 and
2018. For example, in January 2017, 152 security
incidents involving the ANP were recorded; in
contrast, only 72 such incidents were recorded
in January 2018 and 41 in January 2019. The
vast majority of ACLED-recorded incidents
pertaining

to the ANP are of military-style armed
conflict.76 The exact reasons why ANP armed
conflict is declining is unclear, but a decline

in police fighting, under any circumstances, is
an important step towards a final cessation in
hostilities. Further, this downward trend in ANP
security incidents has likely helped the ANP
sustain its force strength numbers.

ANP strength has improved after adjusting

for the transfers of 30,689 ANCOP and ABP
personnel

from the MOI to MOD, the ANP gained

2,291 personnel since 2017 (ANP assigned
strength has declined by 28,398 personnel as
of October 31, 2018, due largely to ANCOP
and ABP transfers during 2018, in comparison
to October 2017). This puts the ANP assigned
strength at 94.6% of its authorized strength

of 124,626 personnel. The ANP is thereby at
nearly full strength, and the January 2019
assigned-to-authorized strength ratio is
consistent

with the 94% assigned-to-authorized

strength reported in January 2017.77
Additionally, since SIGAR published its

2017 High-Risk List, improvements have been
made in accounting systems that should verify
if these strength numbers are accurate.
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New Leadership

Officers
Indentified for Jan. 1-Mar. 1, Jul. 1-5ep. 1,
Retirement 2018 2018
MaD Wave 1 Wave 2
293 Generals 162 Generals 61 Generals
1,619 Colonels 494 Colonels 497 Colonels
Mal Wave 1
302 Generals — 142 Generals
1,473 Colonels 738 Colonels

"Lome wahiars pending approval

New Leadership. The increase in ANA offensive mhitary pressure on the enemy throughout winter
was a result of a culture shift within the force driven by the new leadership, including replacing
five of six Corps commanders, the Chief of General Staff (CoGS), and the Mimster of Defense
and the Mimster of Interior. Parhament subsequently confirmed the appointments of Mimster of
Defense Bahram and Minister of Interior Barmak, empowering both leaders to pursue much
needed reform.  For example, soon after hus confirmation, Mimster Barmak replaced seven
Provincial Chiefs of Police (in Farah, Sar-e Pul, Herat, Takhar, Samangan, Khost, and Kabul) and
all 18 Kabul District Chuefs of Police. Selection for replacements meluded a ment-based screening
and board process culminating with Presidential approval.

Inherent Law. A generational change in leadership began within the MoD in January 2018 with
the first wave of Inherent Law refirements (includmg 656 colonels and generals)—and subsequent
merit-based promotions—and continued this reporting period when the MoD retired 497 colonels

nd 61 generals under the second wave of Inherent Law. Sinular changes i Mol leadership began
this reporting period when the first wave of Mol Inherent Law retired 738 colonels and 142
generals. This generational change of leadership will open senior leadership positions for the next
generation of ANDSF leaders selected based on merit rather than patronage. The anticipated rapid
turnover of personnel underscores the importance of ministerial commitment to facilitate an
orderly fransition and oversee the education and training of new leadership.

Jan. 1-Mar. 1, Total Waivers
2019 Retirements Granted
Wave 3

24 Generals 247 Generals 46 Generals
344 Colonels 1,335 Colonels 284 Colonels"
Wave 2

139 Generals
400 Colonels

21 Generals
335 Colonels

281 Generals
1,138 Colonels

Unity of Effort/Unity of Command

The FY17-18 MoD Optinuzation program sought to correct command and control shortcomings
by decreasing the span of control of some orgamzations and by increasing the number of civilian
posttions at the muimisterial level. Reducing the top-heavy structure, civilianizing the workforce,
and enabling a progressive generation of leaders are all among the optimization goals. These
efforts led to more than 900 personnel reductions, which allowed for ASSF and AAF growth. In
2017, the Afghan Border Police transferred to MoD and became the Afghan Border Force (ABF).

Counter-Corruption'’

The Afghan government made tangible progress on important anti-corruption reforms, but more
work remains. President Gham unveiled the National Anti-Corruption Strategy (NACS) m
September 2017. Corruption remains the top strategic threat to the legitimacy and success of the
Afghan government. President Gham continues to demonstrate his commitment to reform in this
critical area by enforcing the mvestigation and prosecution of corrupt officials through the
concerted efforts of the Major Crimes Task Force (MCTF), the Anti-Corruption Justice Center
(ACIC), and the Afghan Attorney General’s office.

Source: Source: Enhancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan; December 2018, pp.

Report to Congress In Accordance With Section 1225 of the Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

Year 2015 (P.L. 113-291), as amended, , pp. 39-40.
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Expansion of Afghan Special Security Forces

As part of the ANDSF Roadmap,
the ANASOC division expanded from a division of 11,300 personnel to a corps with four brigades
and a National Mission Brigade, totaling 22,994 personnel.

EXPANSION OF THE MINISTRY OF DEFENSE
AFGHAN SPECIAL PRE-ROADMAP ROADMAP EXPANSION
SECURITY FORCES 1 ANASOC Division 1 ANASOC Corps
Under the Road Map, the size of the Afghan [SEE] Ge P
Special Security Forces (ASSF) will more than 2 Special Operations Brigades 4 Special Operations Brigades

double, from 19,022 personnel to 33,896

personnel by 2020. In addition, the ASSF ‘ . . . ’ . e lM’. Sy
will become more independent. At the MoD, . . . . . . sy e
the current ANASOC Division of 2 Special . . ‘ . . ‘
Operations Brigades and 30 Commando ‘ . ‘ ‘ . .
Companies will expand to an ANASOC Corps

with 4 Special Operations Brigades, 2 Special . . ‘ ‘ . .

Forces Kandaks, 63 Commando Companies, 30 Commando Companies

©
@
an expanded Special Mission Wing capability, ‘
©
@
©

2 Special Force Kandaks

and organic sustainment and ground

support assets.
MINISTRY OF INTERIOR 0000006000
0000000
PRE-ROADMAP @ ROADMAP EXPANSION 63 Commando Companies
. . . . - . . . . Increased Spe'cial Mission Wing Helicopter
3 GCPSU National 6 GCPSU National and Fixed-Wing Platforms
Mission Units Mission Units Organic Sustainment and Ground Support Assets

Sources: DoD, 8/3/2017, 12/2017.

Source: Enhancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan; December 2018, pp.
Report to Congress In Accordance With Section 1225 of the Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

Year 2015 (P.L. 113-291), as amended, p. 83. 41



An Uncertain Afghan Air Force — LIG Reporting

AFGHAN AVIATION SUMMARY, AS OF DECEMBER 2018
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In December, 25 AAF aircraft, mostly Mi-17 helicopters, were not usable. The AAF had 9 A-29 light attack aircraft based in the United
States for pilot training, in addition to 12 usable A-29s in Afghanistan.

However, the AAF has not been able to train enough pilots to keep pace with its rapidly growing fleet. The UH-60 program, for
example, has not filled all of its pilot classes due to attrition and lack of candidates, USFOR-A said.126 The DoD said that because the
initial fielding of the UH-60s occurred nearly two years earlier than initially planned, the throughput of pilot candidates initially
lagged the pace of aircraft fielding. In addition, some UH-60 pilots who were in the United States for training went AWOL. The DoD
has ended U.S.-based training for rotary wing pilots and is conducting it in other

Training of MD-530 pilots is also unable to keep pace with projected expansion due to low numbers of pilot candidates. The A-29
pilot training program, conducted at Moody Air Force Base, Georgia, is training a sufficient number of pilots, USFOR-A said.
Continued pilot production will depend on full program resourcing as it transfers to Afghanistan by

Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES

CONGRESS, OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, pp. 28; SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 94. 42



An Uncertain Afghan Air Force — SIGAR Reporting
Note the Crisis in Training for for Fixed Wing Attack Aircraft

As seen in Table 3.12, the AAF's current in-country inventory, as of
February 2019, includes 160 aircraft (133 of which are operational). ™

Train, Advise, Assist Command-Air (TAAC-Air) reported this quarter
that the AAF received six more MD-530s and 10 UH-60s in Afghanistan.
Additionally, the AAF received its first five AC-208 light attack aircraft this
quarter. Five more AC-208s are scheduled to arrive in Afghanistan by late
May 2019, and two MD-5630s, six UH-60s, and three A-29s are scheduled to
arrive by September. Two MD-530s were lost this quarter: one was hit by
surface-to-air fire near Ghazni City on February 7 and destroyed in place;
another experienced engine failure after a hard landing in Zabul Province
on February 10. The latter aircraft is expected to be recovered, but TAAC-
South has so far had higher-priority missions.™

TAAC-Air reported that the AAF flew 14 398 sorties from December 1, 2018,
through March 31, 2019, A sortie is defined as one takeoff and one landing.
There were an average of 3,600 sorties per month this quarter, with the most
sorties (4,027) flown in March 2019. This is a 10% increase from the 3,264
average sorties per month reported last quarter (August 1-November 30,
2018).* As in previous quarters, the Mi-17 flew the greatest number of sor-
ties (6,182), followed by the UH-60 (3,270).="

« UI-60: The UH-60 program is currently making a new effort to

maximize the recruitment and training of pilots and aircrew utilizing a

third-country location. The new effort will push all aircraft-quahfication

training through a third-country and mission-qualification training
(which includes combat skills training) will take place in Kandahar,
This adjusted, parallel effort will allow for qualified aircrew to keep
pace with aircraft deliveries in Afghanistan. TAAC-Air is also using

smaller class sizes in more frequent intervals to minimize the delay time

for students between training progruns. Some Mi-17 aircrew will be
converted to UH-60 aircrew as the Mi-17 mission draws to a close for
the AAF. There remains a continued emphasis on night-vision goggle
training and employment for the UH-60 platform.

e AC-208 and C-208: The AC-208 pilot training classes that were
underway in the United States were disbanded due to the number of

trainees who were going absent without leave (AWOL). Those students

that did not go AWOL were pulled back to Afghanistan to complete
their training: as a result, only one class graduated from the US-based
program, The second and third classes will continue and finish their
training in Afghanistan. TAAC-Alr has a plan to continue the student
training and Is developing a contract solution to support the effort

to train the initial group of AC-208 aircrew. TAAC-Alr said the C-208
tralnees continue to progress to a self-sustaining level of proficiency.

AFGHAN AVIATION SUMMARY AS OF FEBRUARY 2019
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* A-29: The A-29 program is still building its pilot force at Moody Air
Force Base in the United States. The 1.S.-based program will end in
late 2020 and the A-29 training efforts will transition to Afghanistan in
order to develop the remaining A-29 force. After the required force is
bullt, A-29 pilot training in Afghanistan will still be needed to create
new pilots as older pilots leave due to promotions and retirements.
The Afghanistan portion of the program will begin with a very small
footprint in mid-2019 and is expected to be located in Mazar-e Sharif.
TAAC-Air is exploring options to streamline the training timeline for
pilots from entry level pilot training to mission qualified training. Night
training also continues to be a training priority for this platform.

* MD-530: TAAC-Air said it continues to find efficient solutions for
the MD-530 training pipeline to ensure that students delivered to the
squadron are trained to the best standard possible. Following issues
ralsed last quarter, they are currently exploring options to expand
the pilot training pipeline, including options to give contractors
that provide training support more flexibility to train students, This
would reduce the strain on the already limited Afghan trainer force.
As with the UH-60 platform, TAAC-Air is also considering a third-
country option to expand and streamline the pilot and aircrew training
pipeline for the MD-530.

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 96-97.
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SIGAR High Risk Area: Civil Policing Capablllty

Based on its work and analysis, SIGAR has found there i 15 no EDI['I.pI‘-EhEI‘l—
sive strategy for how the United States and Coalition partners will align
its nationwide police advising mission to support Afghan rule of law and
civil policing.® Throughout the reconstruction effort, the United States has
placed more emphasis on reconstructing the Afghan National Army (ANA)
than the Afghan National Police (ANP). For years, the ANP were used to
provide paramilitary support to ANA counterinsurgency rather than per-
forming core police functions.®

This presents a problem and a serious risk: Following a political settle-
ment, Afghan police, rather than the army, are likely to be the element
responsible for everyday security and will serve as a direct link between the
Afghan government's authority and the Afghan people. The U.S. Department
of Justice has a program to train foreign police forces—the International
Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program—Dbut that program
has no independent funding or operational authority and must fully rely
on State or DOD.* NATO itself does not have a police advising capability,
although efforts are underway to create a capability to deploy professional
police advisors in future NATO operations. The concept is pending review
and approval ®

The need to revise the role and raise the normal policing capabilities
of the ANP raises questions about the U.S. strategy going forward with
allies and the Afghan government to improve civil policing, provide fund-
ing, potentially integrate former Taliban fighters into the force, promote
observance of the rule of law, and counter the impacts of corruption and
narcotics trafficking.

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, p. 9.
a4



Military Balance, Patterns of
Combat Activity, and
Levels of Control and Influence



Military Balance, Patterns of Combat Activity, and
Levels of Control and Influence

Virtually every piece of data on Afghanistan and the Afghan War has been uncertain since the beginning of the U.S.
intervention, and the apparent precision of many reports disguises the fact that they often have no reliable inputs or that
the data are different conflict from source to source. Even estimates of basic data like total population, poverty,
unemployment, life expectancy, infantry mortality, education and levels are notoriously uncertain.

The estimates of Government versus Taliban control of Afghan Districts and its population have always been a key source
of controversy. ISAF and the Resolute Support Command have issued over-optimistic estimates for years, and ones
where apparent Government control of a small part of a District like its Capital could disguise strong Taliban or other
insurgent influence in most of that District. The same has been true of the estimates of "contested" districts, where
Resolute Support issued low-end estimates that many outside experts questioned.

These command estimates became more uncertain and controversial after 2014, when U.S. forces in the field were cut
back and U.S. access to much of the country became limited. However, Resolute Support did produce less favorable
estimates over time. By early 2018, even the official estimates reflected a stalemate with trends that slightly favored the
Taliban, although no one could assess the level of relative uncertainty in the official versus outside estimates.

By the end of 2018, all major estimates indicated that the situation had further deteriorated, although the various estimates
still differed. The metrics in this section show that Lead Inspector General (LIG) of the Department of Defense stated in
its February 2019 report (p.17) that Afghan Government "control” dropped from 75 to 74 districts (18%) out of a total of
407 between Jul 2018 and October 2018, and that Government "influence™ dropped from 151 to 145 districts (36%). At
the same time, Government control over the total population stayed constant at 34% of the population, although
Government influence over the population dropped from 31% to 29%.

In contrast, the LIG reported that Taliban "control” rose from 10 to 12 districts, although its "influence™ dropped from 39
to 38 districts and its mix of control and influence over the population remained constant at 11%. The LIG also reported
that the number of "contested" Districts where neither side dominated rose from 132 to 138, and the percentage of the
total population that was contested rose from 24% to 26%. Put differently, this meant a total of 188 districts were
contested or under Taliban control and influence by late October 2018, and 37% of the population.

Another official U.S. source, the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) used a similar set of
figures in the report that it issued at the end of January (pp. 71-72). This estimate did, however, put the October 2018
numbers in perspective. It stated that the Government “control™ and "influence" over the Districts had dropped



by more than 18% since SIGAR first began receiving such reports from the Resolute Support Command in November 2015.

It also stated that the number of contested Districts had risen by nearly 13% and the number under insurgent control or
influence had risen by 5%.

SIGAR reporting for the first Quarter of 2019 indicates that Resolute Support has now stopped making such estimates, and
suggests that it may have done so because they provided a level of bad news that the U.S. did not want publicize. It is not
clear that this is the case. What is clear is that Resolute Support has stopped making such estimates, means there now is no
official estimate of progress in the war since late 2018.

Moreover, one of the most respected outside sources, the Long War Journal, estimated on 29 April 2019 that the Taliban
now controlled 141 out of 398 (407?) Districts (35%), and 9% of a population that it estimated was some 33 million.
(https://www.longwarjournal.org/mapping-taliban-control-in-afghanistan)

In sharp contrasts to Resolute Support, the Long War Journal estimated that the Taliban "contested™" control over 42% of the
total population, versus Resolute Support's estimate that it had an "influence” of only 26% -- an estimate and one that
painted a far more negative picture of the war. This higher level of Taliban success (and Afghan government weakness) is
one that many reporters and outside analysts feel may be more correct, but there is no way to establish the facts, and
"contested" does not have the same literal meaning as "influence."

In short, there now are no official metrics that begin to provide a reliable way to know who is "winning" or the level of
"stalemate.” This gap in reporting is further compounded by the fact that other official estimates of progress -- like Enemy
Initiated Attacks -- have been little more than meaningless.

There also are no clear alternatives to draw upon. Estimates by the UN of "safe" districts are no longer public. And, public
estimates have ever noted which Districts, or how much of the population, has been under power broker or warlord control,
had effective governance, or was dominated by narco-trafficking. These omissions are not minor considerations in a war for
"hearts and minds" in country whose security problems are compounded by critical civil problems, and by a level of
governance and political leadership that the World Bank and Transparency International estimate is one of the worst and
most corrupt in the world.
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Differing Estimates of Relative Afghan and Taliban Force Strength: May 2018

What U.S. Government Says What Afghan Officals Say

314,000 Y 25,000 gy 207,000
Afghan forces fo 60,000 B Afghan
\ Taliban / forces

The American military says the Afghan government effectively “controls or influences” 56 percent of the country.
But that assessment relies on statistical sleight of hand. In many districts, the Afghan government controls only the
district headquarters and military barracks, while the Taliban control the rest.

On paper, Afghan security forces outnumber the Taliban by 10 to 1, or even more. But some Afghan officials
estimate that a third of their soldiers and police officers are “ghosts” who have left or deserted without being
removed from payrolls. Many others are poorly trained and unqualified.

The Afghan government says it killed 13,600 insurgents and arrested 2,000 more last year — nearly half the
estimated 25,000 to 35,000 Taliban fighters an official United States report said were active in the country in 2017.
But in January, United States officials said insurgents numbered at least 60,000, and Afghan officials recently
estimated the Taliban’s strength at more than 77,000.

Source: ROD NORDLAND, ASH NGU and FAHIM ABED , How the U.S. Government Misleads the Public on Afghanistan, New York Times By SEPT. 8,
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Killing Key Reporting on Afghan Government and
Insurgent Control and Influence

This quarter, NATO's Resolute Support (RS) train-advise-assist mission in
Afghanistan formally notified SIGAR that it has discontinued producing one
of its most widely cited Afghan security metrics: district, population, and ter-
ritorial control data. The command said they no longer saw decision-making
value in these data.'™ The latest data from the few remaining publicly avail-
able measures of the security situation in Afghanistan—enemy-initiated
attacks, general ANDSF casualty trends, and security incidents—show that
Afghanistan experienced heightened insecurity over the winter months.

According to Resolute Support (RS), enemy-initiated attacks rose
considerably: the monthly average attacks from November 2018 through
January 2019 was up 19% compared to the monthly average over the last
reporting period (August 16 to October 31, 2018).* USFOR-A said that
from December 1, 2018, through February 28, 2019, “the number of ANDSF
casualties were approximately 31% higher during this three-month period
when compared to the same period one year prior.”* The Armed Conflict
Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) reported 2,234 security-related
incidents in Afghanistan from December 1, 2018-February 28, 2019, a 38%
increase compared to same period the year before.'® These trends are nota-
ble considering that violence has typically waned during the winter months
in Afghanistan over the last several years.'*

These data align with the U.S. intelligence community’s most recent
public assessment that “Afghan forces generally have secured cities and
other government strongholds, but the Taliban has increased large-scale
attacks, and Afghan security suffers from a large number of forces being
tied down in defensive missions, mobility shorifalls, and a lack of reliable
forces to hold recaptured territory. ™ Director of National Intelligence Dan
Coats projected in late January that in 2019 “neither the Afghan government
nor the Taliban will be able to gain a strategic advantage in the Afghan war
in the coming year, even if Coalition support remains at current levels."®
General Votel echoed this statement in March. When pressed whether cur-
rent conditions in Afghanistan merit a withdrawal of U.S. forces, General
Votel said “The political conditions . . . right now don't merit that."*

ANDSF Data Discontinued

USFOR-A discontinued the following data this quarter:

» District-stability assessments (district, population, and territorial
control data)

Population, District, and Territorial Control

This quarter, RS formally notified SIGAR that it is no longer producing its
district-level stability assessment of Afghan government and insurgent control
and influence, expressed in a count of the districts, the total estimated popula-
tion of the district, and the total estimated area of the districts. According to
RS, they determined the district-stability assessments were “of limited deci-
sion-making value to the [RS] Commander.” RS added that there is currently
no other product or forum through which district-level control data is com-
municated to the command.*” The last district stabflity data RS produced was
for its October 22, 2018, assessment; SIGAR reported on that assessment in its
January 2019 Quarteriy Report to the United States Congress.

In mid-January, DOD told SIGAR that the assessments “are not indicative
of effectiveness of the South Asia strategy or of progress toward security
and stability in Afghanistan, particularly in the wake of the appointment
of U.S. Special Representative for Afghanistan Reconciliation Zalmay
Khalilzad.” They reiterated that there is some “uncertainty in the models
that produce [the district-stability data| and the assessments that underlie
them are to a degree subjective.” DOD said that it is “more important to
instead focus on the principal goal of the strategy of concluding the war in
Afghanistan on terms favorable Lo Afghanistan and the United States,™™

SIGAR recognized and reported the limitations of the district-stability
assessment, including its increasing level of subjectivity. "™ However, senior
RS officials had previously cited its importance in public statements.

For example, in November 2017, the RS commander said that improving
population control in Afghanistan (to 80% by the end of 2019) was one of
his strategic priorities.'* Additionally, RS told SIGAR In May 2017 that the
district-control assessments were being “methodologically improved” by
making them more subjective, basing them on RS regional commanders’
informed opinions about the control status of districts within their area

of responsibility.'"' Despite its limitations, the control data was the only
unclassified metric provided by RS that consistently tracked changes to the
security situation on the ground. While the data did not on its own indicate
the success or failure of the South Asia strategy, it did contribute to an over-
all understanding of the situation in the country.

As SIGAR has reported, RS's control data from May 2017 to October
2018 showed a stagnant security environment in Afghanistan. Addressing
the stagnation, RS said In late January that “one necessary condition [fora
political resolution] is the perception by both sides that the conflict isin a
military stalemate . . . little variation in district stability data support mul-
tiple years of assessments that the conflict 1s in a stalemate.™*

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, pp. 73-74.



Resolute
Support-LIG:
Population
and District
Control and
Influence:
8/16-10/18

Source: Adapted from Lead
Inspector General,
OPERATION FREEDOM'’S
SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR
GENERAL REPORT TO THE
UNITED STATES CONGRESS,
OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER
31,2018, p. 17.
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HISTORICAL DISTRICT CONTROL OR INFLUENCE IN AFGHANISTAN
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Resolute Support-LIG : District Stability Assessment 2018 -I

Resolute Support District Stability Assessment, July and October 2018

Afghan Government Influence 31%: 2904 151 145
Afghan Government Control 34% 34% 5 T4
Total Contested 24% 26%: 132 138
Tallbam Influence 1% Y 3q 3B
Tallbam Control 2% 2% 10 1z
Total Tallban Control or Influence 11%: 11%: 459 50
Note: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. Sowrce: USFOR-A

The most recent Resolute Support District Stability Assessment, conducted in October 2018, found that the percentage of Afghan
citizens who live in areas under government control or influence decreased slightly compared to the previous quarter. As shown in
Table 3, 63 percent of Afghan citizens were assessed to be living in areas under government control or influence in October, compared
to 65 percent in July.74 The net total of districts assessed as contested increased by six districts, and the net total of districts assessed as
under Taliban control or influence increased by one district. The provinces with the greatest number of Afghans living under insurgent
influence or control were Faryab, Kunduz, and Helmand.

In late 2017, USFOR-A and the Afghan government stated that a major objective of the South Asia strategy and Afghan Road Map was to
increase security to the point that 80 percent of the Afghan population lived in areas under government control or influence by the end of
2019. A previous Lead IG quarterly report questioned the analytical foundation for that goal. The DoD stated this quarter that district and
population control “are not indicative of the effectiveness of the South Asia strategy.” The DoD also attributed the lack of large changes in
district and population control to the “uncertainty in the models that produce them.”

In late 2017, USFOR-A and the Afghan government stated that a major objective of the South Asia strategy and Afghan Road Map was to
increase security to the point that 80 percent of the Afghan population lived in areas under government control or influence by the end of
2019. A previous Lead IG quarterly report questioned the analytical foundation for that goal...The DoD stated this quarter that district and
population control “are not indicative of the effectiveness of the South Asia strategy.” ..The DoD also attributed the lack of large changes
in district and population control to the “uncertainty in the models that produce them.

Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES

CONGRESS, OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, p. 17. 51



SIGAR: District Stability Assessment as of October 22, 2018 - |l

GOVERNMENT AND INSURGENT CONTROL WITHIN AFGHANISTAN

AS OF OCTOBER 2018
Control Status Districts Population Territory
MNumber % in Millionz % 5q Em E
GOVERNMENT
Control T4 18% 11.3 34% 104,000 16%
Influence 145 36% 0.9 30% 258,000 40%
CIONTESTED 138 34% B.5 26% 171,000 2T%
INSURGENT
Control 12 % 0.6 2% 40,000 &%
Influence 35 a% 3.0 0% 71,000 11%
Total 407 100% 333 100% 644,000 100%

MNote: 50 Km = sguarne kiomeatars. Component numbers may not add io 100 bacause of rounding. TErmtony gues hawe bean

rounded by RS.

Souwrce: RS, nesponse to SIGAR data call, 1220/ 2018; S, response to SIGAR vetting, 10,11 2018,

Since SIGAR began receiving district-control data in November 2015,
Afghan government control and influence over its districts has declined
by more than 18 percentage points; contested districts have increased by
about 13 points; and insurgent control or influence has risen by about five
points."! A historical record of district control is shown in Figure 3.31.

RS identified the provinces with the most insurgent-controlled or -influ-
enced districts as Kunduz (five of seven districts), and Uruzgan (four
of six districts), and Helmand (nine of 14 districts).! DOD reported in
December that the provincial centers of all of Afghanistan's provinces are
under Afghan government control or influence.' See Figure 3.32, for an
RS-provided map showing Afghan government and insurgent control or
influence by district.

As seen in Table 3.3 on the next page, RS reported that the Afghan govern-
ment controlled or influenced 360,000 square kilometers (56.1%) of
Afghanistan’s total land area of roughly 644,000 square kilometers, down
less than half a percentage point since last quarter. The insurgency con-
trolled or influenced 111,000 square kilometers (17.3%) of the total land
area, also down by roughly half a percentage point since last quarter. The
remaining 171,000 square kilometers (26.6%) was contested by the govern-
ment and insurgents, a one percentage-point increase since last quarter.'?

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 71-72.
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Resolute Support - LIG : District Stability Assessment 2018 -II
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DISTRICT VS. POPULATION
CONTROL

More than 80 percent of Afghans
live within 50 km of the Highway 1.
Inftuence or control of Afghanistan's
highly-populated districts along
this corridor ts more likely to
Impact commearce, economic
growth, citizen support for the
government, and the abliity of the
Afghan government to provide
services. According to the October
2018 Resolute Support District
Stability Assessment, the Afghan
government controls 54 percent
of aistricts, which are home to

63 percent of the population

{see map and p. 18).

PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES

In many districts, the Taliban influences or controls the provision
of public services, such as justice, education, and health.

Ina June 2018 report, the Overseas Development Institute
Investigated the Taliban's system of “shadow governance” at

the provincial and district levels. The report described how,
through a complex hierarchy of governors, representatives,

and commissions, the Taliban works with local lkadors—both
formally and Informalty—to influence, coopt, and control how
Alghans recenve basic secvices,

The Taliban

Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES

CONGRESS
OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, pp. 22-23.

“[doesj not How the Taliban Influences Public Services
ot ko
«Vets teachers «Vets staff . s
occupy and school staff moms:; ::’1 wm
. Monitors teacher  2ttendance SRS
terntory to nmu:!:a .:lomors dn::u aisputes
teaching acilities,
control what Vetscumcua | PPIOS, g3 cises
and gender judgements
happens in it.” «Monitors studant  segregation
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SIGAR: District Stability Assessment as of October 22, 2018 - |
STABILITY LEVEL OF AFGHANISTAN'S 407 DISTRICTS AS OF OCTOBER 22, 2018

RS-Defined District Stability

B Afghan government control
B Afghan government influence
— Contested

" Insurgant activity

I High insurgent activity

Since SIGAR began receiving district-control data in November 2015,
Afghan government control and influence over its districts has declined
by more than 18 percentage points; contested districts have increased by
about 13 points; and insurgent control or influence has risen by about five
points.""! A historical record of district control is shown in Figure 3.31.

RS identified the provinces with the most insurgent-controlled or -influ-
enced districts as Kunduz (five of seven districts), and Uruzgan (four
of six districts), and Helmand (nine of 14 districts)." DOD reported in
December that the provincial centers of all of Afghanistan's provinces are
under Afghan government control or influence.'™ See Figure 3.32, for an

RS-provided map showing Afghan government and insurgent control or
influence by district.

Note: A oestrict Is assigned as ostrict-stability level based on the overall trend of fand-area/ population control of each
district 08 a whole.

Source: RS, response 10 SIGAR data call, 12/20/2018.
Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, p. 71.
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SIGAR versus Long War Journal Estimates of Taliban Control: May 2018

What U.S. Gevernment Says What Military Analysts Say

The Taliban controls or The Taliban controls or
44% of districts. 61% of cistricts.

DL  nit’ DL

Notes: U.S. government data is as of May 15, 2018, and analysts’ data is as of
May 16, 2018. District boundaries are as of 2014

Source: ROD NORDLAND, ASH NGU and FAHIM ABED , How the U.S. Government Misleads the Public on Afghanistan, New York Times By SEPT. 8,
2018
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Long War Journal Estimate of Taliban Control in April 2019

Turkmenistan

© 2019 Mapbox® OpenStreetMap
Districts

141

GOA control or

control-in-afghanistan.

Kerman

205

Contested

Pakistan

Baluchest
Population
15,851,354

GoA control or
undetermined

51
e !
Unconfirmabie Taliban

Taliban control
claim of contro

undetermined
Source: Mapping Taliban Control in Afghanistan, Created by Bill Roggio & Alexandra Gutowski, https://www.longwarjournal.org/mapping-taliban-

14,102,653

3,009,468

Taliban control

43,004

Unconfirmable Taliban
claim of control

Contested
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Resolute Support Estimate of Violent Incidents vs. District Control:
August 1-October 31, 2018

Noto: The district map was adaptod from the 2012 Afghan Goodesy and Cartography Head Office (AGCHO) shapefie that includot 399 distncts. Adustments, some approximote, ware made 10
cata for districts that weee whole in AGCHO s 39900t set Dut that were Spiit in RS's 407 Gstrict set. See RL Melma, District Lookup Tool, htps.//arcg. in/ 160Gy, accessed 10/ 142018,
for differences amongst Astnct sels, This 407 -Gistrict sot was usad 10 aggregate RS-proveded distnct control data and Armed Conflict Locaton and Event Data Progect (ACLED) incident data.
SIGAR used ArcGIS Pro 2.2 for this analysis and all layers were prosected 10 UTM 42N, ACLED data showing political confict and protest data botween 8/1/2018. and 10/31/2018 weas used
in oder 10 maich RS's destrict control reporting penod. ACLED data was Sorted 10 the districtleve! by using 4 geopmcsion code of 1 or 2 and incidents were summed. This left 1,658
dstnctevel inCidents for analysis. To create the mag, inCxients were Categorzed nto three classes using the guantiie meéthod, The guantie meéthod produces an equal number of
oUSONALIONS Per Class 10 CItate Comparative analysis, DUt the Intenva! of the class Must thereforn be variadie

Source; RS, rosponse 1o SIGAR doto cat, 12/20/2018; ACLED, South Asa 2010-Prosent cataset, 8/1/2018-10/31/2018, aviriable onkne a1 NIDSY/ /www.ackoaaata com/ | SIGAR, analyss
of ACLED and RS provided data, 1/2019

Source: Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, p. 73.
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UN Estimate of Security Incidents: 2015-2018
Incidents: 2016-2018: 1225 Report

AVERAGE DAILY SECURITY INCIDENTS BY UN REPORTING PERIOD, SINCE 2015

§/1/15- 1Z/1/15- 2/16/16- 5/20/16- 8/16/16- 11/18/16- 3/1/17- 6/15/1T- 9/15/17- 12/15/11- 3/15/18- 5/15/18- B/16/1E-
10/31/15 2/15/16 5/19/16 B/15/16 11/17/16 2/14/AT 5/31/47 8/31/17 11/15/17 2/15/18 5/15/18 8/15/18 11/15/18

Note: UN reporting periods occaslonally vary, leading to some gaps in data,
Source: UN, The situstion In Afghanistsn and It implications for intemational peace and securtly, reparts of the SecretaryGeneral, 12/10/2015, p. 5; 3/7/2016, p. &; 6/10/2016, p. 4;

©/7/2016, p. 5; 12/13/2016, . 4; 3/3/2017, p. 4; 6/15/2017, p. 4 8/15/2017, p. &; 12/15/2017, p. 5; 2/27/2018, p. 5; 6/8/2018, p. 5; 9/10/2018, p. 5; 12/7,/2019, p. 5;
SIGAR, analysis of UN-provided data, 12/2018.

Source: Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, p. 75.
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ACLED Reported Security Related Events: 2018

ACLED-RECORDED SECURITY-RELATED EVENTS IN 2018

FANOAMAK

Source: ACLED, South Asla 201 6-Prosent dataset, 1/1/2018.12/ 312018, avaatie online o1 htips://www.acloddatn onm;

SIGAR, anafysss of ACLED data, 4/2019

Source: Excerpted from SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30,
2019, pp. 76-77.

SIGAR also analyzes security incident data from Armed Conflict Location
& Event Data Project (ACLED), which records district-level data of politi-
cal violence and protest incidents across Afghanistan, For consistency
with RS's enemy-initiated attacks data, SIGAR Is presenting ACLED
data at the provincial level this quarter (see Figure 3.32) and chose a
date range for the data in alignment with RS's reporting period (January
1-December 31, 2018).

ACLED recorded 7,399 security-related events in Afghanistan in 2018,
roughly the same as the 7,345 recorded in 2017, The three provinces with

the most events were unchanged from 2017 to 2018: Nangarhar, Ghazni,
and Helmand. The events occurring in these three provinces accounted

for 35% of 20185 total events.'* Eight of the top 10 provinces with the
most ACLED-recorded security-related events in 2018 were also within

the top 10 provinces where RS recorded the most enemy-initiated attacks

in 2018 (Helmand, Farah, Faryab, Uruzgan, Kandahar, Herat, Ghazni,

and Nangarhar),"

ACLED recorded 2,234 security-related events over the winter months

(December 1, 2018-February 28, 2019), a roughly 39% increase compared
to the 1,610 events reported during the same period one year prior.* The
three provinces with the most security-related events were Helmand,

Kandahar, and Nangarhar."™ Much of the increase in events this reporting

period compared to the same period the year before was due to increases in
events reported in Kandahar and Helmand Provinces.™
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Resolute Support Estimate of Enemy Initiated Attacks: 2018

ENEMY-INITIATED ATTACKS IN 2018
BY ATTACK TYPE

Totak 22,669

M Direct Fire

[ ED Explosion
Y inclect Fire

B Surface-to-Air Fie
0ANdiate .linem

SO 1Y, EROONeS 10 S LAH 0805 L, 401 A,

Provinees, Last quarters dals showed Farsh withs the most reporied ELA,
Tosllomed by Helmand and Faryah Provinees

Sowce: RS, responise 1o SIGAR dete call, 4/1/2019. SIGAR, analysis of RS provided dute. 472019 Fiieure: 331 ahwwest il e st cotmumon melhods of attack e te Bl
m 2018 were direct fine (B2% of ELA), followed by TED explossons (12%),
and indirect fre (59647 SIGAR will comttnae to manttor E1A to track trends

Enemy-Initiated Attacks aver tume
15-K Attacks Continue to Decrease According to BS, “eneany-initisted attacks are defined s all sttacks (direct Finr the: first tinne: this quarter, S1GA R raqmasted offorthen emomy- inftiatod
The number of IS-K-claifmed attacks tire, indirect fire, surface-to-alr fire, |ED and mine explosions, etc. ) inltl- artsks (EEIAD data from 165, 07 the S5665 EIA reporied in 2015, 5=k
decreased is quarter. According to ACLED, ated by 3 3 that are rep 1 s fsignificant activities] (SIGACT). ™ there were 11280 EELA, meaning shant 4% of total FIA reslted n ANDSE,
the group claimed theee attacks in Afghanistan RS reported 22,660 enenmy-initisted stacks (ELA) in Afghanista i 2018, Coalition, or civilian casualiies, 185 reconded 2554 EELA this reporting
with 4,574 (19%) of them occurring In the last two months of the year pericd (Muvember 1, 300E-Jamsry 31, 200190, sboul 354 of total ELA for the
this quarter {October 2, 2018, 0 January s . s period, 4 DO bias afferod the caveat that ANDISF units do
(November | to December 31, 2018).* RS reported 6,245 ELA this quar p previcasty
15, 2018) that killed 20 people, compared ter (November 1, 2015-January 31, 2019), This reporting periods figures not alwiys report msurgent attacks that do not result in casaalties. As such,
o 14 claimed attacks last quarter July 16 refiect an average of 2,082 K1A per month, a 19% Increass in KA com- the: muenber af ELA could be higher than what B hees repaorted, which wonkd
o October 1, 2018) that kiled 96 paopis. pared to the average monthly EIA last reporting period (Aumst 16 to alksn impact the percentape of EELA to ELA'™
Howeves, there wene 74 aitacks this guartar Oclober 51, 2018).'¢ X N .
conducted by unidentified ammed Eoups— As seen In Figure 3,30, most of the attacks In 2018, (13,828, or 61%), P onbictommenle s rigent srmiamrrioshs et
zome of which could have been IS-H—that accurred tn elght of Afphantstan’s M provinoes: Badghts, Farah, Faryah, m‘bm;mnmﬁﬂtmw“mcmmmﬂmm
kiled 220 people. Thess undalmed attacks Glueni, Helinand, Kandshar, Uruggan, and Hersl. Of these provinees, not include U.S. and ANDSF initiated attacks on the encmy; Armed Conflict
included the major attack on a gathedng of Helmand and Badghis experienced the greatest increase in KIA since Locstion & Event Dals Projects (ACLED) events data can be dissgire-
Sunnl clercs I Kabul on Movember 20 that October 31 (965 and 0%, respectively). The mast violent provines in terms sastec] 10 the district levesl, (0 3 variely of security incident types, sod 1o
Kiled 55 peaplke and wounded 94, of EIA shafted toward the end of the year, with the mast EIA reported by all e paarties Lo e condlict, bul depends entirely on mmedis reporting of
far in Helmand (2.5861), followed by Farah (1.501), and Badghis (1,798) socurily-relsted events,

Source: Excerpted from SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, April 30, 2019, p. 7476.
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Resolute Support: Effective Enemy Attacks: 2016-2018

Effective Enemy-Initiated Attacks, 2017-2018

1.200

1,143 1,151

1,000

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep OCt Nov Dec . Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct hov Dec
2017 2018
Seurce: Dol LSFORA

Resolute Support labels an enemy-initiated attack as “effective” if it causes a casualty. USFOR-A
reported that there were 2,517 effective enemy-initiated attacks in Afghanistan between October and
December.69 This represents a decline in enemy initiated attacks compared to the July to September
period (3,093), but a nearly 10 percent increase compared to the same period in 2017 (2,298). During
2018, approximately 49 percent of reported enemy-initiated attacks (10,955 out of 22,495 attacks) were
effective.70 However, the ANDSF often does not report attacks that do not result in casualties, so the
actual percentage of enemy-initiated attacks that were effective may be lower.7

Source: Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS
OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, p. 17.
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Effective Enemy Attacks: 2016-2018: 1225 Report

Effective Enemy Initiated Attacks by Month
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Report to Congress In Accordance With Section 1225 of the Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck” McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2015 (P.L. 113-291), as amended, pp. 30-31.
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Casualty Trends

The metrics in this section reflect serious differences between UN and largely US sources. The UN and
the Resolute Support Command have long differed in making such estimates of civilian casualties. Most
of the recent differences come from higher UN estimates of the casualties caused by Coalition and
Afghan air attacks, and by ANA land forces, than those issued by the Resolute Support Command,
Afghan government, and U.S. official sources.

Civilian casualties from air attacks have become a key source of contention. Resolute Support
Command argues that it is careful to minimize civilian losses when it uses airpower, and civilian, deaths
are very low. The UN argues that they rose sharply in 2018, and have been rising steadily since 2014.

Part of the difference comes from the fact that the UN relies heavily on on-the-ground interviews, and
Resolute Support argues that many of those who make claims about civilian casualties are exaggerating
them because they support the Taliban or ISIS, or in a search for compensation.

Some of the Resolute Support claims that the Taliban does manipulates such accounts to exaggerate
civilian losses., and understate its presence in the target area. seem to be valid. However, \the issue
cannot be dismissed.. An independent analysis of US air attacks on narcotics targets published in April
2019 tended to support the UN estimates. It argued that civilian casualties were substantially higher than
Resolute Support admitted, although the BBC analysis also relied heavily on eye-witness accounts after
the event.

At the same time, both sets of estimates do not show a major rise in casualty levels after 2015, and the
overall civilian levels are surprisingly low in comparison with comparable civilian casualty estimates in
Irag and Syria in other wars. This may reflect the fact that combat is generally more sporadic and
localized. The Afghan War has certainly been a long one, but the U.S. has made a major effort to avoid
civilian casualties and the number of major battles in civilian areas has been limited.



UNAMA vs. Resolute Support Estimates of Casualties: 2019

UNAMA: Civilian Casualties in Early 2019 Decline Sharply
In a stark change from the final months of 2018, UNAMA documented 1,773
civilian casualties from January 1 through March 31, 2019, a 23% decrease in
casualties compared to the same period in 2017 and the lowest number of
civilian casualties in the first three months of the year since 2013. The casu-
alties included 581 deaths and 1,192 injuries.'®

UNAMA noted that the significant decrease in civilian casualties so far
this year was primarily driven by a 76% decrease in casualties caused by sui-
cide IED attacks. Last year's figures were higher due to many more suicide
attacks in early 2018, including the January 27, 2018, attack in Kabul, which
was the deadliest incident UNAMA had ever recorded. UNAMA also said
the particularly harsh winter conditions during the first three months of this
year may have contributed to the decline in civilian casualties, and that it
is unclear whether the trend was influenced by any measures undertaken
by parties to the conflict to better protect civilians, or by the ongoing talks
between some of the parties. UNAMA expressed continued concern about
the increase in civilian casualties from the use of nonsuicide IEDs by anti-
government elements (up 21% compared to last year).'™

UNAMA reported that progovernment elements caused more civilian
deaths than antigovernment elements thus far in 2019 (608 casualties, 305
deaths and 303 injuries). This was attributed to substantial increases in
civilian casualties caused by progovernment aerial (41%) and search opera-
tions (85%) compared to last year. UNAMA attributed 17% of all civilian
casualties to the ANDSF, 13% to international military forces, 2% to progov-
ernment armed groups, and 2% to multiple progovernment forces. As in
previous years, antigovernment elements were responsible for the majority
of overall civilian casualties during the first quarter of 2019 (963 casualties,
227 deaths and 736 injuries).'=

The decrease UNAMA reported for the first three months of 2019 is off-
set by the high number of civilian casualties seen from October through
December 2018 (2,943). Civilian casualties from October 2018-March 2019
were at roughly the same level they were from October 2017-March 2018.'®

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to the U.S. Congress, April 30, 2019, pp 79-80.

RS Civilian Casualties Data

RS reported 9,214 civilian casualties in 2018 (2,845 killed and 6,369
wounded). As reported last quarter, September and October were the dead-
liest months, with 950 and 1,274 civilian casualties respectively. RS's and
UNAMA's data aligned in that Kabul, Nangarhar, and Helmand Provinces
experienced the most civilian casualties in 2018. According to RS, about 21%
of 2018's civilian casualties occurred in Kabul Province (1,976 casualties),
17% in Nangarhar (1,590), and 5% in Helmand (477). As seen in Figure 3.35 on
the previous page, RS said the majority of the civilian casualties reported in
2018 were caused by IEDs (50%), followed by direct fire (22%), and indirect
fire (T9)."*

UNAMA Collection Methodology RS Collection Methodology
According to UNAMA, data on ciilian According]to DOD, the RS Civillan Casualty
casualties are collected through “direct Management Team relies primanly upon
site visits, physical examination of ftems rational reporting from RS's Train

and evidence gathered at the srene of o i r

Advise, and Assist Commands (TAACS),
other Coalition force headquarters, and
ANDSF reports from the Afghan Presidential

Incidents, visits to hospital and medical
facilities, still and video Images,” reports by

UN entitles, and primary, secondary, and

third-party accounts. Information Is obtained Information Command Centre to collect
directly from pmary accounts where chvllan-casualty data.

possible. Chillans whose noncombatant Soure: DOD, Enhancing Securty and Statily in Afghanisisn,
status ks under “significant doubt” based 132/3017, p. 27.

on International humanitarian law, are
not Included In the flgures. Ground-
engagement casualtles that cannot be
definitively atiributed to either side, such as
those Incurred during crossfine, are jointy
attnbuted to both parties. UNAMA Includes
an “other” category to distinguish between
these Jointly-attibuted casualties and those
caused by other events, such as unexploded
ordnance or cross-border shelling by
Pakistani forces. UNAMA's methodology has
remained largely unchanged since 2008.
Source” UINAMA, Protection af Chvillans In amed Commict,

35/2018, HI; 172010, p. 35; 2,/11/2009, pp. 4-5; and
8/2015,p. 4.
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Conflicting Estimates of Civilian Casualties
Civilian Casualties by Quarter and Reporting Organization, October-December 2018
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Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES
CONGRESS
OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, p. 20..



Resolute Support on RS vs. UNAMA Casualty Estimates - |

International forces in Afghanistan aim for zero civilian casualties, applying that standard to all stages of operations. One civilian death is one too many, and General
John Nicholson, Commander of Resolute Support, and United States Forces- Afghanistan, has said “We go to extraordinary lengths to avoid civilian casualties, and we
wave off strikes if we identify civilians.”

Since 2009 the United Nations mission in Afghanistan, UNAMA, has investigated reports of civilian casualties in Afghanistan. Their work to highlight war’s effect on
normal life, and in particular to improve protection for women and children, is tireless and rightly highly regarded. The downward trend recorded in their annual
figures for 2017 — the first move down since 2012 —is welcome, especially amid a campaign when insurgents have specifically targeted civilians on a scale never
before seen in Afghanistan.

Investigating every civilian death is no less thorough inside the Resolute Support Mission. Using a different methodology than UNAMA, the trend of casualties
recorded by the RS Civilian Casualty Mitigation Team (CCMT) is in the opposite direction to that found by UNAMA. While UNAMA found that civilian casualties caused
by the conflict fell 9 percent to 10,428 in 2017, RS recorded a rise to 8,319, perhaps explained by more accurate reporting by Afghan forces who, with better training,
have become more aware of the effect of the war on the civilian population.

In assessing what accounts for the difference in these figures, there is no doubt who causes most civilian casualties in Afghanistan —insurgents whose hypocrisy was
laid bare as they turned to Afghan civilians as their prime target in 2017 after they failed to gain ground against superior Afghan forces. RS investigators calculate that
88 percent of Afghan civilians killed and injured in 2017 were victims of the Taliban, IS-K and other insurgent groups. UNAMA assessed the proportion at 65 percent.

In other areas there were even bigger differences in assessing those killed and injured. In 2017, RS recorded no civilian casualties from international forces on the
ground, and 51 from the air — 19 killed and 32 injured. RS assessed another 69 casualties (33 dead and 36 injured) were caused by the Afghan Air Force. UNAMA
attributed 246 casualties to international military air strikes (154 deaths and 92 injured), and 309 casualties to the Afghan Air Force, with a further 76 casualties from
air strikes attributed to unknown pro-government forces.

So how can these discrepancies be explained?

Both UNAMA and RS have experienced teams who examine every allegation. One explanation lies in different sources that are available to either UNAMA or RS. In
the case of ground attacks, the RS team collect and assess operational planning data, and upon completion of operations potential civilian casualties are assessed,
with some reported immediately by units involved. For air strikes, RS know whether a plane or unmanned aerial vehicle was involved. Everything is recorded and
stored, including gun-tapes from Afghan planes and helicopters, which now carry out most air strikes.

The RS investigation team assess that in several of the cases where casualties were alleged to be from air strikes, no aerial platforms were nearby at the time, and
reported explosions may have resulted from concealed IEDs or insurgents firing rockets and mortars. In other cases, RS investigators have access to surveillance
information that gives them confidence that civilians were not present at the scene of a strike.

For example, on November 19 2017, in the air campaign under new US authorities striking Taliban revenue streams, a suspected drug lab was struck in northern
Helmand. UNAMA relayed information to RS alleging that nine civilians from the same family were killed in the strike. They shared detailed information about three
women, two boys and four girls —including a one-year-old. This claim of nine dead was included in the UNAMA report, but not counted by RS. RS investigations
disproved the allegation as surveillance of the house over a significant period of time showed no sign of the presence of a family. Local government officials said that
no civilians were killed.

While RS shares evidence with UNAMA to enhance understanding, UNAMA investigations rely primarily instead on eyewitness accounts, requiring at least three
independent sources per incident. UNAMA proactively search for sources of different genders and from different ethnic groups, evaluating them for credibility. But
at times are unable to conduct onsite investigations owing to security constraints, and in order to protect privacy will not share eyewitness identity, which means
their accounts are difficult to corroborate.

Excerpted from Civilian Casualties, www.rs.nato/int.media-center/baclgrounders, April 2018.
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Resolute Support on RS vs. UNAMA Casualty Estimates - Il

This difference in methodology is only one explanation for disparate findings. Of the 99 separate allegations of civilian casualties by
international military forces passed to RS by UNAMA, only three air strikes were proved to be confirmed civilian casualty cases to the
satisfaction of the RS investigation board.

Another discrepancy results from different definitions for ‘civilian’ and for ‘casualty’. Legal advisers on both sides assess civilians
differently. For UNAMA the definition is wide, giving legal protection to people who might be considered combatants under other
interpretations of international humanitarian law. And in defining ‘casualties’, UNAMA includes those treated at the scene who return
home, while a casualty to RS is someone whose injuries involved treatment at a medical facility.

Improved protection for civilians in Afghan military operations

Increasingly Afghan forces, in the air and on the ground, are conducting the campaign without international support. They now have
their own forward ground controllers to identify targets, and Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) platforms to send
accurate information to attack planes. On many occasions Afghan planes return to base without releasing their weapons rather than
risking civilian lives (as indeed do the air platforms of international military forces).

UNAMA “acknowledged the significant measures undertaken by the Afghan national security forces to improve the protection of
civilians in 2017, especially during ground fighting and related operations.” As well as new policies, UNAMA noted “the adoption of
practical measures on the battlefield, including relocation of security bases from civilian areas, and increased constraints on the use of
mortars and other indirect fire weapons during ground fighting in civilian-populated areas.”

There were also indications that the “overall increase in air operations may have played a role in constraining and/or deterring large
scale attacks against cities by anti-government elements.” And this is in stark contrast to the way the enemy is increasingly prosecuting
its campaign. Afghanistan’s prime security concern is large-scale attacks by insurgents who indiscriminately pursue civilians in their
homes, schools, hospitals, markets and places of worship, rather than carrying out their fight on the battlefield. Instead of seeking
military targets, insurgents led a massacre of 150 civilians, with another 600 injured, while destroying the German Embassy in May
2017.

And already in 2018, the Taliban have stormed the Intercontinental Hotel in Kabul with AK-47 assault rifles, killing 22 civilians. IS-K
attacked Save the Children in Jalalabad, killing four people and wounding 22 at an organization whose primary aim is to help Afghan
children have a better life and future. And in a commandeered ambulance, the Taliban again unleashed their fury upon innocent
civilians on the streets of Kabul, killing 103 and injuring 235 more.

There was no dispute over who was responsible for these casualties.

Excerpted from Civilian Casualties, www.rs.nato/int.media-center/baclgrounders, April 2018.
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UNAMA Estimates of Total Civilian Casualties: 2009-2018

Total Civilian Deaths & Injured
January to December 2009 - 2018
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Source: UNAMA, Afghanistan: Protection of Civilians in Armed Combat, Annual 2018, 24.2.2019, p. 1
69



UNAMA Estimates of Causes of Casualties: 2018

Civilian Casualties by Parties to the Conflict

Civilian Casualties by Incident Type lanuary to December 2018
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Responsible party Civilians killed Civilians Total civilian Percent of overall
(attributed by injured casualties civilian casualties
UNANMA )
Taliban 1,348 2724 4072 37 per cent
Daesh/ISKP 681 1,500 2,181 20 per cent
AGE undetermined 196 482 678 6 per cent
Other/multiple 18 31 49 | Less than 1 per cent
Responsible Party (Attributed Civilians Civilians Total Civilian | Per cent of overall
by TTINAMA) killed Injured Casualties civilian casualties
Afohan national secunty forces B0G 229 1535 14 per cent
Pro-government armed groups 09 31 180 2 per cent
International mulitary forces 406 265 G674 G per cent
Undetermined Pro-Government 74 149 223 2 per cent
Forces / multiple Pro-
Government Forces

Source: UNAMA, Afghanistan: Protection of Civilians in Armed Combat, Annual 2018, 24.2.2019, pp. 3-4, 18, 33
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UNAMA Estimates of Aerial Casualties in 2018

Civilian Deaths & Injured from Aerial Operations
January to December 2009 - 20182

1200
1.015
1000
200
031
(=18 &)
ADD
- . . - .
. - e
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
®m Deaths = Injured
Civilian Casualties by Aerial Operations and Perpetrators Civilian Casualties by Aerial Operations and Perpetrators

January to December 2017 January to December 2018

(‘ &

=M = Afghan Air Farce PGFundetermined

= IME m Afghan Air Force PG undetermined

/1
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UNAMA Estimates of Civilian Casualties: 1st Quarter 2019

In the first quarter of 2019, the UN Assistance Mission in Afghanistan
(UNAMA) continued to document high levels of harm to civilians
from the armed conflict. From 1 January to 31 March 2019, UNAMA
documented 1,773 civilian casualties (581 deaths and 1,192 injured),
including 582 child casualties (150 deaths and 432 injured). This
represents a 23 per cent decrease in overall civilian casualties as
compared to the same period last year and is the lowest for a first
quarter since 2013.

The overall reduction of civilian casualties was driven by a decrease
in civilian casualties by suicide improvised explosive device (IED)
attacks. UNAMA notes the particularly harsh winter conditions
during the first three months of the year, which may have
contributed to this trend. It is unclear whether the decrease in
civilian casualties was influenced by any measures taken by parties to
the conflict to better protect civilians, or by the ongoing talks
between parties to the conflict.

UNAMA is very concerned by the continued targeting of civilians and
increase in civilian casualties from the use of non-suicide IEDs by
Anti-Government Elements, as well as significant increases in civilian
casualties from aerial and search operations, which drove an overall
increase in civilian

casualties by Pro-Government Forces. Civilian deaths attributed to
Pro-Government Forces surpassed those attributed to Anti-
Government Elements during the first quarter of 2019.

Ground engagements were the leading cause of civilian casualties,
causing approximately one-third of the total. A single mortar attack
incident by Daesh/Islamic State Khorasan Province (ISKP) on 7 March
2019 in Kabul caused approximately one-fifth of all civilian casualties
from ground engagements (see below). The use of IEDs was the
second leading cause of civilian casualties. Contrary to 2017 and 2018
trends, the majority of IED civilian casualties were caused by non-
suicide IEDs rather than suicide IEDs. Aerial operations were the
leading cause of civilian deaths3 and the third leading cause of
civilian casualties, followed by targeted killings and explosive
remnants of war. Civilians living in Kabul, Helmand, Nangarhar,
Faryab and Kunduz provinces were most affected (in that order).

Civilian Casualties by Incident Type

January to March 2019
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Terrorism in Afghanistan: Uncertain to Dubious Reporting

The metrics in this section are highly uncertain, and are more a warning of the problems in
distinguishing between terrorism and insurgency/counterinsurgency, than a source of useful data and
insights.

The continued level of insurgent conflict in Afghanistan makes it difficult to impossible to distinguish
between terrorism and insurgent action, a problem compounded in many areas by a high level of social
and tribal violence. START does estimate that the Taliban accounted for some 60% of terrorism between
2011 and 2016, but such counts seem to be extremely uncertain.

IHS Janes and START make very different estimates of the level of terrorist attacks/incidents in 2017,
and IHS Janes and UNAMA make very different estimates of civilian casualties — a category where
there seem to be no clear criteria for separating out casualties from terrorism from casualties caused by
insurgent fighting.

Many terrorist attacks are also estimated to have been directed against the Army and the Police, and it is
not clear that these is a basis for distinguishing between terrorism and warfare in many such cases. The
fact that guns and explosives are used in so many “terrorist” incidents is a further indication of the
difficultly in distinguishing between insurgency and terrorism.

What is clear is that Daesh/ISIS — which has not been not a major player in the insurgency — has become
a more significant player in terrorism. UN reporting indicates that ISIL strongholds exist in the eastern
provinces of Nangarhar, Kunar, Nuristan and Laghman. The UN estimates the total strength of ISIL in
Afghanistan at between 2,500 and 4,000 militants.

The UN also notes, however, that the Taliban attacked ISIS forces in2018, and inflicted serious
casualties on at least one occasion.



START: Terrorism Trends: 1970-2017
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START: Taliban Attack Patterns: 2011-2017
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Comparative Terrorist Attacks and
Total Civilian Casualties: 2017-2018

Source Attacks/Incidents Non Militant Fatalities
2017 2018 2017 2018

IHS Janes 661 869 2,299 4,180
START 1,414 ND ND ND
UNAMA Total 3,438 3,804
* Anti-Government Elements (AGEs) 2,303 2,243

* Taliban 1,574 1,348
* Daesh/ISKP 399 681

SOURCES; IHS Janes, 2018 Global Attack Index, Afghanistan; ; START ADVANCED DATABASE,
https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/search/Results.aspx?chart=target&casualties_type=b&casualties_max=&start_yearonly=2011&end_yearonly=2017&dtp2=all&country=4&pe
rpetrator=20029,40325,20225,40151,652,20529, Accessed 29.4.2019; UNAMA, Afghanistan: Protection of Civilians in Armed Combat, annual 2018, Annual 2018, 24.2.2019.



UN Assessment of Daesh/ISIS Threat: 2/2019

...While ISIL has transformed into a covert network, including in Iraq and the Syrian Arab Republic, it remains a
threat as a global organization with centralized leadership. This threat is increased by returning, relocating or
released foreign terrorist fighters

At present, ISIL strongholds in Afghanistan are in the eastern provinces of Nangarhar, Kunar, Nuristan and
Laghman. The total strength of ISIL in Afghanistan is estimated at between 2,500 and 4,000 militants... ISIL is
also reported to control some training camps in Afghanistan, and to have created a network of cells in various
Afghan cities, including Kabul. The local ISIL leadership maintains close contacts with the group’s core in the
Syrian Arab Republic and Iraq. Important personnel appointments are made through the central leadership, and
the publication of propaganda videos is coordinated. Following the killing of ISIL leader Abu Sayed Bajauri on 14
July 2018, the leadership council of ISIL in Afghanistan appointed Mawlawi Ziya ul-Haq (aka Abu Omar Al-
Khorasani) as the fourth “emir” of the group since its establishment.

...Throughout 2018, ISIL is assessed to have carried out 38 terrorist attacks in Afghanistan, many of them high
profile, including some in Kabul... ISIL targets have included Afghan security forces, the Taliban, North Atlantic
Treaty Organization military personnel, diplomats, employees of the United Nations and non-governmental
organizations, journalists and medical institutions, as well as religious minorities viewed by ISIL as soft targets.

...ISIL suffered a severe setback in northern Afghanistan during the reporting period. In July 2018, 1,000 Taliban
attacked ISIL positions in Jowzjan province, killing 200 ISIL fighters, while 254 ISIL fighters surrendered to
government forces and 25 foreign terrorist fighters surrendered to the Taliban. One Member State assesses that
the ISIL presence in Jowzjan has been eliminated while, elsewhere in the north, a minority of Taliban -
approximately 170 fighters in Faryab, 100 in Sari Pul and 50 in Balkh — retain sympathies for ISIL...

..ISIL is seeking to expand its area of activity in Central Asia and has called for terrorist attacks targeting public
gatherings, primarily in the Ferghana Valley of the Central Asian region. On 30 July 2018, ISIL claimed
responsibility for the killing of four foreign cyclists in Tajikistan. In November, ISIL stated that one of its fighters
was responsible for the attack that had sparked the riot in a high-security prison in Khujand, Tajikistan.

..ISIL killed 24 and injured 60 people in the Islamic Republic of Iran in the 22 September 2018 Ahvaz attack...

Excerpted from United Nations S/2019/103 Security Council Distr.: General 1 February 2019 Original: English 19-01206 (E) 050219 *1901206* Eighth
report of the Secretary-General on the threat posed by ISIL (Da’esh) to international peace and security and the range of United Nations efforts in
support of Member States in countering the threat
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Afghan Perceptions

" The polling metrics in this section, and those that follow, present significant problems. Afghan
perceptions are difficult to poll. Direct interviews involve serious risks, and efforts to poll by telephone
present the problem that most Afghans do not have phones, and those that do are likely to be wealthier
and more urban.

The Asian Foundation has, however, established a long record of success in polling Afghan perceptions.
These polls still indicate that most Afghan hope for a successful outcome of the war, but this year’s poll
shows a sharp drop in popular confidence that Afghanistan is moving in the right direction, and far less
optimism among every other ethnic group than among Pashtuns.

The key reasons for this pessimism are broadly based. Some 61% of the population felt pessimistic, and
more than 70% cited security, 30%-48% cited the economy, and 30%-34% cited governance as among
the top two reasons.

The polls also show that the percent of Afghans who fear for their safety has increased by 31% since
2006. It also shows a high rate of fear when traveling, and when encountering International forces, and
an even higher rate when encountering ISIS/Daesh and Taliban forces.

Broad popular perceptions of the ANA and ANP are relatively good, however, although most Afghan
recognize they are still heavily dependent on outside support.

The same is not true of perceptions of the Afghan government — which are shown later in this report.
Satisfaction with the government has dropped steadily since 2007, as has confidence in the government.

All levels of government and the justice system is seen are highly corrupt, although they have improved
since 2016. To a lesser degree, key elements of the ANSF are also seen as corrupt — in spite of the
generally favorable attitudes towards the security services.



Popular Confidence
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Asia Foundation, Survey of the Afghan People, 2018, https://asiafoundation.org/publication/afghanistan-in-2018-a-survey-of-the-afghan-people/,
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Reasons for Pessimism (61% of Population)

REASONS FOR PESSIMISM, BY URBAN AND RURAL

INSECURITY

ECONDMY

GOVERMANCE

LACK OF INFRASTRUCTURE/SERVICES

FOREIGN INTERVENTION

INJUSTICE/HUMAN RIGHTS

LACK OF INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE
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(Ask if answer to Q-1 is ‘wrong direction.”) What are two reasons you think that
Afghanistan is going in the wrong direction?

Asia Foundation, Survey of the Afghan People, 2018, https://asiafoundation.org/publication/afghanistan-in-2018-a-survey-of-the-afghan-people/,
pp. 16-18
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Popular Sense of Security - |

SENSE OF SECURITY

A district center may be under government control, but Incidents of violence and harassment, such as a car bomb
or a Tallban threat letter, can lead to a deteriorating sense of security. Feelings of Insecurity may prevent Afghans
from going to the market, sending a child to school, or engaging In other routine activities. In December 2018,
The Asla Foundation released Its annual Survey of the Afghan Peaple, which has documented a 31 percentage
paoint Increase In fear for personal safety since 2006. In 2018, 71 percent of Afghans reported some or a lot
of fear for thelr personal safety. Fear varled according to where Afghans live, thelr gender, ethnicity,
and with whom they Interact, as shown below.
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Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES

CONGRESS, OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, p. 17. 83



Popular Sense of Security - Il

FEAR FOR PERSONAL SAFETY
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Asia Foundation, Survey of the Afghan People, 2018, https://asiafoundation.org/publication/afghanistan-in-2018-a-survey-of-the-afghan-people/,

Afghan Perceptions of Security Provider

PERCEPTIONS OF THE AFGHAN NATIONAL POLICE
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Narcotics

Afghanistan plays a critical role in the global supply of opiates. It is clear that massive U.S.
efforts to make major cuts in Afghan production have only had sporadic success, and have
become less success with time as Afghanistan has become more dependent on opiate
exports as a key source of income and hard currency. It is also clear from UNDOC and
SIGAR reporting that weather, plant diseases, and demand have been far more important in
determining the size of the opium crop than efforts at eradication and persuading farmers to
find substitute crops.

The metrics in this section highlight both the growth of opium production and the issues
surrounding its role in shaping Afghan macroeconomics. The work by SIGAR on this
subject is particularly important because it indicates that opium is major source of Afghan
economic growth, and is Afghanistan’s most important export. It also shows a high
correlation between opium production and Taliban control and influence and indicates that
opium plays a key role in financing the war as well as in areas where power brokers still
operate with some degree of independence from the central government.

The importance of opium has been understated in the past because international bodies like
the World Bank and IMF did not fully assess the impact of opium on the Afghan economy,
and because various estimates of the value of the crop focused on farm gate prices rather
than the massive rise in income and profits once the product left the farm -- and
particularly after it was processed. It also took time to realize how important opium income
was becoming to the Taliban, and there is still a tendency to ignore how important opium is
as cause of corruption and income to Afghan power brokers and officials in the Afghan
government and security forces.



The Macroeconomics of Narcotics

CONTRASTING MACROECONOMIC OBSERVATIONS, INCLUDING AND EXCLUDING THE OPIUM ECONOMY

Obsarvation Including the Opium Economy

Observation Excluding the Opium Economy

Afghanistan’s 2017 economic growth rate was a mobust 7.2%.

Afghanistan’s 2017 economic growth rate was a modest 2.7%.

Depending on the level of opium exports, Afghanistan's 201 T merchandise trade
deficit may have been between zero and $2.2 billion.

h@lanistﬂn‘s merchandise trade deficit in 2017 was $6.3 billion.

Afghanistan’s real growth rate in 2015 was -2.4%. By 2017, it had risen to 7.2%,

an average annual growth rate increase of nearly five percentage points.

From 2015-2017, Afghanistans economic growth rate gradually rose from 1.0%
to 2. T%.

‘Source: IMF, Fourth Review Unoer The Extenced Credit Faciity Amangemertt, Request For Modification OF Peformance Criteria, And Request Ry Extension And Rephasing Of The

11,/20/2018, p. 23; NSIA, Afgh

Arrangement,
Statistical fearbook 201 7-2018, p. 110; UNODC, Afghanistan Oplum Sunsey 2017 Chalenges io Sustsinable Development, Peace and Secwity, 572018,

p. 14; NSA, Afghanistan Sisdistical Yearbook 2016-17, 5/ 10/2017, p. 163; NSIA, Afghanistan Statistical Yearbook 2015-16, 5,31,/ 2016, p. 135; SIGAR analysis.

Any presentation or analysis of Afghanistan’s economic output (and by
extension its growth rate) without accounting for the opium trade pro-
vides an incomplete picture of the Afghan economy. By value, opiam
Poppy is the most important crop in Afghanistan, genermting between
$4-6.5 billion of potential exports in 2017 —the equivalent of 20-32% of
Afghanistan'’s licit GDP—according to the United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime (UNODC).**

The drug trade’s impact on the political economy of Afghanistan has
been deeply corrosive. Corruption associated with the oplum economy
undermines state legitimacy and public institutions, particularly in the
security and justice sectors.” Opium production has also directly worked
against security goals by financing insurgent groups,™

Nevertheless, from a purely economic perspective, it has also brought
significant benefits, supporting Afghanistan's balaoce of payments and
bolstering agurogate donvoned (although it does not directly contribute to
Afghan govermment revenues ). S Additionally, from a livelihoods perspec
tive, oplum-poppy cultivation can substantially impact rural households
through both employment and Increased purchasing power.* According to
the UNODC, optum-poppy weeding and harvesting provided up to 354,000
Jobs in rural areas In 2017. In poppy-growing areas, oplum has a strong
multipher effect, creating secondary jobs as farmers accrue capital to spend
on food, medical care, and other consumer products.™

Setting aside the various ways in which it undermines the Afghan state,
the opitm economy’s sheer size renders it highly relevant Lo assessments
of Afghanistan'’s economic performunce. However, the Workd Bank, IMF,
and others exclude the value of opium production from their reported GDP
estimates, as SIGAR has reported . * In contrast to these multi-
lateral Institutions, since 20152016, Afghanistan’s National Statistics and
Information Authority (NSIA) has reported the country’s GDP and GDP
growth rates with two figures: one that Includes, and one that excludes the
opium economy.” Due to what the UNODC described as “record-high”
opium production in 2017, Afghanistan’s total economy, including the opium
sector, grew by a robust 7.2% in 2017, according to the NSIA, compared to
2.9% excluding opium.™ More or less in line with the NSIA% licit growth
estimate for 2017, the IMF and the Bank reported that Afghanistan’s growth
rate in 2017 was 279%™

While visiting Kabul this quarter, SIGAR's Research and Analysis
Directorate asked USAID's Office of Economic Growth whether it accounts
for opium in evaluating the performance of Afghanistan’s economy. Despite
the potential for the inclusion of opium to generate contradictory conclu-
sions about Afghanistan's growth and trade picture, OEG stated it does not,
clalming that opium statistics are speculative,* But the extent to which
oplum-related economic figures are actually speculative, relative to other
economic data from Afghanistan is debatable. One economic expert on
Afghanistan—a former World Bank economist—wrote in 2008, “data on the
opium economy are generally no worse, and in many respects better, than
the data available on the rest of Afghanistan’s economy.™* While this state-
ment may be dated, the World Bank readily compares the size of the oplum
economy with the size of the licit agricultural economy In its most recent
(Aungust 2018) macroeconomic update on Afghanistan, implying data qual-
ity equivalency (though again, the Bank does not incorporate the opium
economy into its GDP estimates and projections for Afghanistan).™ On the
topic of licit economic figures, the IMF said in May 2018, “Data provision
has significant shortcomings, hampering evidence-based policy decisions.
The national accounts, the BOP, C7'1, and inter-sectoral consistency are
areas of concern.™ In other words, poor data quality pervades many areas
of the licit macroeconomy.

The oplum economy contracted in 2018: due to Tigh levéls oI supply
that resulted in price reductions, income eamed by farmers fell from an
estimated $1.4 billion in 2017 to just over $600 million in 2018—a 56% reduc-
tion, according to the UNODC.* The UNODC added that the area under
opium-poppy cultivation declined by 20% in 2018, year-on-year—a decrease
of approximately 65,000 hectares—driven in part by the ongoing drought.*”
Nonetheless, the estimated 2018 figure of 263,000 hectares was the second-
highest number recorded since systematic monitoring began in 19945
Opium, in other words, is not going away. Ultimately, the significance of
narcotics to Afghanistan’s economy is far from speculative and is likely to
complicate assessments of Afghanistan’s macroeconomy for years to come,

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 181°-184.
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Key UNDOC 2018 Narcotics Survey Results - |

Fact sheet— Afghanistan opium survey 2018

Change

2017 from 2017 2018
Net opim poppy cultivation 328,000 ha 208 263,000 ha
(after eradication) (300,000 - 355.000) e (242,000 - 283.000)
Nunber of poppy free 10 0% 10
provinces
Number of provmces
affected by poppy M4 0% 24
cultivation
Eradication 730 ha 6% 406 ha
Avemge opmm yield o
(weighted by cultivation) 273 kgha -11% 244 kg'ha
Potential production of 9,000 mt 3, 6,400 nx
opiim (8,000 -10.000) - (5.600 - 7.200)
Avemge farm-gate pnce
(weighted by production) of US$ 131/kg A7% US$ T6kg
fresh opmm at harvest tme
Avemge farm-gate price
(weighted by production) of Us$ 159kg 39 US$ 9kg
dry opm
Total farm gate valne of - . .
opium production US$ 1.4 billion -56% US$ 0.6 billion

Area under opium poppy cultivation decreased by 20% since 2017 but remains at very high
levels

The total opium poppy cultivation area n Afghanistan was estmated at 263.000 (242,000 -
283.000) hectares m 2018, a 20% or63.000 hectares decrease compared to the previous year. It is
the skcond highest measurement since the beginning of systematic opium poppy monitorng and
recording m 1994, The level of 2018 exreeds the third highest level of 2014 by 17% or 32.000
hectares.

Opmm poppy cultivation decreased by some 24,000 hectares (-36°%) m the Northem region, by
23,200 hectares (-43%) m the Westem region and by 13,000 hectares (-8%) m the Southem region
The strong decreases m the Northem and parts of the Westemn regions were mainly attnbuted to the
adverse effects of a drought.

Most of the opmm poppy cultivation took place in the Southem region (69°2), followed by the
Westem region (12%). The Eastem and Northem regions accounted for 8% and 7% of total

cultrvation, respectively. The North-eastem and Central regions together accounted for 4% of the
total cultivation.

Source: UNODC, Afghan Opium Survey 2018, November 2018, pp. 5-6.

Opium poppy cultivation in Afghanistan, 1994-2018 (Hectares)
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Potential opium vield and production decreased in 2018, reducing the potential amount of
heroin produced from Afghan opinm

Potential opmm production was estmated at 6,400 (3,600 — 7200) tons m 2018, a decrease of20%
from its 2017 level (9,000 tons). The decrease m production was due to decreases m area under
opmm poppy cultivation and opmm yield per hectare.

The average opmmyield m 2018 was estmmted at 244 kalograns perhectare, which was 11% lower
thanm 2017. Yields i the Central, Eastem and Northem regions decreased notably by 47%, 20%

and 19% mespectively. Yields decreased by 8% m the Southem egion and remamed stable m the
Western and North-eastem regions.

The Southem region continued to produce most of the opmm m Afghamstan (68% of national
production), followed by the Westem (11%), Eastem and Northem regions (8% each). The North-
eastemn and Central regions accounted for 5.

After accomntng for consungption of mw opum m the region of Afghamistan and neighbourmg
countries, it can be estimated that 5,000 to 5,300 tons of opmm are potentially available for herom
production m and outside of Afghanistan. This can potentially yield some 360 to 610 tons ofherom
of export quality (between 50 and 70 per cent punty) or 250 to 300 tons of pure herom base.
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Potential opium production in Afghanistan and average farm -gate prices of opium, 1994-2018
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Source: UNODC, Afghan Opium Survey 2018, November 2018, pp. 5-6.

At 263,000 hectares, the area under opmum poppy cultivation decreased by 20% when conpared to
2017. This decrease can be attnbuted to an heavy drought m the Northem region and parts of the
Westem region, and possibly to low and decreasing prices m regions less affected by the

Pemote sensing data ofthe Northem region and Badghis (Westem region) showed that crops faded
at major scale i ram-fed land due to less and late ram. Imigated areas were also affected, smee
reduced snow fall i the winter restricted the water available for mgation m sprmg. The inpact of
the drcrughtunnpmp-nppymhﬂatmappeamd to be lmxted m the Southem region . Here the
moderate reduction m opmm poppy culivation could be potentially Inked to the low and
contmuously falling opmmpnces.

The area under opmm poppy cultivation remamed at very high levels m 2018 (it 15 the second
highest level smee begmning of the monttormg), I spite of decreasing prices and a seemmgly
safumated opum market. Opmm poppy has become a crucial component of the Afghan econony
that secures the Ivelihoods of many Afghans who engage m cultivation, work on poppy fields or
partake m the dhcit drug trade. In rural areas, a considerable share of the population eamed meome
from opmumpoppy cultivation. In addition to fammmg households, opumprovides daly wage labor
to many local and mugrant workers hed by famwers. In 2017, opum poppy weedmg and harvestng
provided for exanple the equivalent of up to 354,000 full te jobs to rural areas.

With viable altematives lacking, many conmmmities - not only famers - have become dependent
on the meome from opmm poppy to sustam ther livebhoods. Afghan fanrers contmue to grow
opmum poppy at large scale, even with prices at an all-tme low (after adustmg for mflation). Ths
mdicates the degree of dependence and the lack of better altematives to opmm poppy.

The contmumg mprovement of agricultural productmvity also plays arole, melidmg the use ofsolar
panels for powenng imgation punps and fertilizers and pesticides, which may have made opmm
poppy cultivation merasmely profitable even under unfavorable natural conditions and fallng
poces. Solar panels for migation seemto have replaced diesel punps m many areas. These panek
Tequire a sizable mitial mvestment but have lower mnning costs than diesel -powered punmps.

There is, however, no smgle explanation for these contmumg high levels of opmm poppy
cultivation. The nmltple dnvers are conplex and geogmphically diverse, as many elements
contmue to mfinence fammers” decisions regardmg opmm poppy cultivation. Fule of law-related

challenges, such as political mstability, lack of govemment control and secunty, as well as
comuption, have been found to be among the main dovers of licit eultivation. Socio -economic
dovers also mpact fimers” decisions. Scarce enployment opportunities lack of quality education
and Imuted access to markets and fmancial services contmue to contnbute to the vunerability of
farmers towards opmm poppy culfivation.
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UNDOC Map of Major Opium Production Areas in 2018

Oplum poppy cultivation in Afghanistan (by province), 2018
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Control of Narcotics Production

PERCENTAGE OF AGRICULTURE DEVOTED TO OPIUM-POPPY CULTIVATION BY

RS-DEFINED DISTRICT CONTROL
L N
T -rvvvvvvevvem s s s e e
15 ............................................................................................................
1O
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0
Aighan Afghan Corrbasted Insurgent
povEmment gvemment BCiivity
cantral influence
Kiota: Pemantages are umwelghtad averages.

Source: UNODC, Afghanistan Opium Survey 2018: Cuitvation and Productian, 112018, pp. 61-88; FAD, 2010 Land Cover
Database of the Isiamiz Rapubic of Afghanitan whw. 0.0/ geanetwark]; RS, fesponse to SIGAR data cal, 12/20/2018.

While insurgent activity and high-activity districts account for the
majority of opium-poppy cultivation, SIGAR found that only 40% of opium
poppy was cultivated in insurgent activity or high-insurgent-districts in
2017; this rose to 48% of opium-poppy cultivation in 20185

According to the UN Food and Agricultural Organization, Afghanistan
has approximately 7.3 million hectares of irrigated or rain-fed agricultural
land suitable for cultivating annual crops such as wheat or opium poppy,
among others.*’ RS-defined district control data from October 2018 indi-
cates that most agricultural land is in govemment-influenced districts
(145 districts, 2.66 million hectares), followed by contested (138 districts,
220 million hectares), government-controlled (74 districts, 1. 14 million
hectares), insurgent activity (38 districts, 960 thousand hectares), and high
insurgent activity districts (12 districts, 374 thousand hectares) "7

If opium-poppy cultivation were spread evenly across agricultural areas,
one would expect that the amount of opium poppy cultivated should be
highest in government-influenced districts and lowest in high insurgent
activity districts because of the disparity in their respective land areas.
However, SIGAR found that most opium poppy is cultivated in contested
districts (71,973 hectares), followed by insurgent activity (64,481 hectares),
high insurgent activity (69,449 hectares), and at the bottom, govern-
ment-influenced (54,557 hectares), and government-controlled districts
(12,130 hectares).®®

The mismatch between expected opium-poppy cultivation and measured
opium-poppy cultivation can be explained by the intensity in which high
insurgent activity districts cultivate opium poppy. Figure 3.48 on shows that
at least 21% of the agricultural area in high insurgent activity districts was

planted with opium poppy during the 2018 oplum-poppy season. In contrast,
only about 1% of the agricultural area in government-controlled districts
was sown with opium poppy during the same time period. The remaining
control types (insurgent activity, 9%; contested, 4% and government-influ-
enced, 4%) fall between these two extremes,®®

In short, the agricultural economy in high insurgent activity districts is
about 21 times more specialized in oplum-poppy cultivation than in govern-
ment-controlled districts. The canse of this difference is unknown, but likely
factors may include security or govemance tactics used on all sides, the more
rural character of insurgent districts, and varying types of control along the
oplum-supply chain (oplum-poppy cultivation versus oplum export), ="

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 181°-184.



Location of Narcotics Production Relative to Control and Influence

RS-Defined District Control

Alghan govemment control
B0 Afghan govemment influence
M Contested
W Insurgent activity
I High insurgent activity

Percent of Agriculture Devoted to
Opium-Poppy Cultivation

» £ 0.56%

o 7%

@ <85%

@ - 132%°

Note: The district map was adapted from the 2012 Afghan Geodesy and Cartography Hoad Office (AGCHO) shapefile that included 399 districts, Adustments, some approximate, were made to data
for districts that were whole in AGCHO™s 399 district set but that were split in RS’s 407 district set. See R.L. Helms, District Lookup Tool, https://arag.is/ 100jGv accessed 10/14/2018, for
aifferences amongst district sets. This year, UNODC recognaed a total of 406 districts in comparison to RS's 407 districts. Elfons were made 10 it UNODC aistricts and cultration data into RS's
dstricts in the following manner: UNODC recognizes bt RS does not recognize Baghitan and Baghland Jacdeed (RS includes Baghlan in Baghland Jadeed), Gharmach In Faryab (RS recognaes
Ghormach in Badghis), Kohistan in Kapisa (unable to locate Kohistan; district ignosed because @ had no opumpopgy cultivaition), All Kahil and Shamul in Paktiya {ignoned due 10 2610 oplurm-poppy
cultvation in Paktiya), and Hesad Duwumi n Panjshic (ignored due 10 2ero opiumpopgy cultivation in Paryshir). UNCDC does rot recognize but RS does recognize Marjah in Hetmand (UNODC
opumpopey cultvation data split evenly between RS's Nad Al and Manah), Dand in Kandahar (all UNODC opum-poppy cultivation data accounted for in RS's Dand mnstead of Kandahar District), Bad
Pash n Laghman {ignoned due 10 zero oplum-poppy cultivation in Mehtar Lam from which Bad Pash was separated in 2011), Detaram in Nimeoz (a municipality formerty recogivaed as part of Khash
Rod, ignored due to &5 urban ernironment), Mirzakah in Paktiya (ignored due 1o 2610 opium-poppy cultration in Paktiva), Abshar in Pargshir (ignoned due to 2er0 opiurm-poppy culthation in Panjshin,
Chirartu in Uruzgan Province (brosen off of Tarn Kot, due to the prevaience of agricuiture in RS's Tarin Kot alt UNODC oplum-popgy cultvation estimates remained in RS's Tann Kot). In additon 10
UNODC opium-poppy cultvation estimates and RS-defined district control data, the UN Food and Agricultural Organization's (FAQ) 2010 Land Cover Database of the Slamic Republic of Afghanistan
was used to Setermine total districtlevel Imigated and ranfed agricutural ansa. To produce the map, SIGAR used ArcGIS Pro 2.2, all layers were prosected 10 UTM 42N, and hectares of opusmpoppy
Cultivation were danded by 1otal district agncultural are 10 Gérive a percent of G=S1rict agnculture devoted 10 CpRIUMPoPPy Culthation. The percent of ORiuM-POPRY CUtiaToN was then sMbokred
using the quantiie method which produces an appravmately equal nurmber of cbsenvations per class to facililate compacative analysis, but the interval of the class must thereforne be variable,
*Dishu Distnct in the south of Helmand Province registered 8 seamingly impossibie 132% of agnculture devoted 10 0ouM-pOpRy Culthation. This anomaly is most kkely due to a rapid ncrease n
total agncuftural area between 2010, when FAO collocted its land cover data, and 2018 when UNODC recorded thew most recent opum-poppy culthation estimates. Because the parcentage of

agriculture devoted to opumpopgy in Dishu was approximately 47% higher than the next highest intensity district, Dishu Destrict was eacluded from averages. but Disha opampoppy and
agricultural Bnd area were Inclused in 10130 area calculations,

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 185. )3
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The Civil “Threat” and Causes of Instability - Governance

" The rise of violent extremism the Islamic world has many causes, but it is clear that a close correlation exists between

broad failures in governance, economics, and coping with population growth; and the emergence of large-scale violence,
and a shift from terrorism to insurgency. Algeria, Iran, Irag, Libya, Yemen, and Afghanistan are all case examples .

Ideology, religion, leadership, and politics are all important additional causes, and there is no convincing way to weight
the relative impact of any given cause or even to provide useful metrics in some cases. However, the following structural
causes of instability — ones that help define the term “failed state” -- have clearly been important factors in causing the
collapse of various governments and shaping the rise of violence and extremism:

Sectarian, Ethnic, Tribal discrimination, and violence

Charismatic, competent violent opposition leader(s)/groups

Repression and failed authoritarian rule.

Dysfunctional democracy and civil political structures.
Excessive/clumsy/abusive use of force -- state terrorism

Corrupt and ineffective structures of governance and government services.
Failed rule of law, justice system, basic law enforcement and social order.

Gross poverty, economic injustice, failure to develop and modernize, lack of reform. Near economic collapse,
inflationary crisis.

Unemployment pressure, lack of stable career options, population pressure.
Alienation of youth, middle class.
Rising violence makes the most violent side the “winner.”

Urban instability, violence

It is all too easy to focus on the latest short-term political or military crisis in cases like Afghanistan, focus on religion or
culture in abroad sense, or assume that suppressing terrorism or insurgency will bring stability. There is also a natural
tendency to “demonize” the insurgents, and “sanctify” the host country government, and to support military campaigns
with favorable estimates of civil progress.



It is important to recognize, however, that Afghanistan has not had any lasting period of political stability, effective
Governance, or economic development since the King’s cousin, Daoud Khan, overthrew King Mohammed Zahir Shah in
July 1973 — nearly 46 years ago.

It is equally important to recognize that the Afghan government did not become communist because of a Soviet invasion.
Afghanistan had its own communist coup when the Afghan military carried out the Saur revolution in April 1978, and Nur
Muhammed Taraki became the head of state. The Soviet invasion in December 1979 only came this communist dictatorship
became so repressive and extreme that it triggered a major counter coup, and another Afghan communist, Hafizullah Amin,
overthrew and killed Taraki in September 1979.

The end result was a period of devastating civil conflict that lasted from 1979 to 1996. While Russia withdrew in 1989, and
the “communist” Najibullah regime collapsed in 1992, the result was to bring power brokers and warlords to power who
engaged in their own civil wars. These battles between warlords further crippled every aspect of Afghan governance and
development and produced estimates of some 550,000 to two million dead between 1979 and 1992.

The rise of the Taliban, and its first major successes in 1994, were followed by its taking Kabul in 1996. The Taliban not,
however, then still had to fight a civil war. It did not take control of the entire country by the time the U.S. invaded in 2001,
made no progress in economic development, and was as repressive as the Saur, Taraki/Amin, Najibullah and warlord
regimes. By the time the Taliban regime fell in December 2001, Afghanistan had now been governed by three radically
different types of regime and had been in a continuous state of civil war for 23 years.

The efforts from 2001 onwards to create a more modern, peaceful, and democratic Afghan government have had some
successes, but also many critical failures. A new Afghan constitution created a political system with a dominant president
and a legislature with too little power and control over the country’s money to be effective — as well as a legislature that had
little real responsibility to its constituencies. Local and regional power brokers, surviving warlords, ethnic factions, and
gross levels of corruption crippled efforts at progress, divided the country, and left it open to a return by the Taliban.

There were many Afghan politicians and officials that did attempt serious and honest reform — including President Ghani
and CEO Abdullah Abdullah. However, corruption and a failed election process left serious doubt about the resulting
legitimacy of each successive election. The resulting divisions in Afghan politics, and response to this corruption, created
the divided government that still rules and has now stayed in office years longer than its elected term. It also helps explain
why a long series of reform pledges and plans -- and anti-corruption efforts — have produced some successes, but have only
had a limited overall impact.

The World Bank metrics in this section clearly show this lack of overall progress in governance since 1996, and highlight
the lack of progress since 2001. The Asia Foundation polling metrics show the lack of popular confidence in the



government, and confirm the rising popular resentment of the government’s gross overall corruption. SIGAR metrics
show the continuing role of power brokers and warlords — and the previous metrics have shown the level of national
dependence on narco-trafficking

The corruption metrics are particularly important because high ratings of corruption in developing states throughout the
world have proved to be seem to be a good indicator of the probability that extremist, terrorism, and insurgents will
become a serious problem, although the links between correlation and causation are unclear.

What is less obvious is the impact of the long series of poorly coordinated post-Taliban efforts to create an effective rule
of law; and a mix of Afghan military, national police, and local police that could offer justice, conflict resolution, and
security. The previous metrics showing the extreme turbulence and instability in U.S. aid efforts highlight these problems
to some degree, but the chronology of such efforts — and even the metrics issued at the time — is so complex and poorly
documented that it is hard to summarize.

What is clear from the metrics in previous sections is that truly serious efforts to create Afghan security force did not get
serious funding in country until 2008 — after the Taliban return. This funding then crashed the next year — only to and
suddenly peak in 2011 in ways where actual delivery in terms of in-country progress could not have an impact until
nearly 2014 — after massive U.S. and allied force cuts.

The metrics in the section on Afghan forces that use NTM-A briefing materials developed under Lieutenant General
William B. Caldwell, IV -- the first commander of NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan and who served from November
2009 to October 2011 — raise other key issues that are all too easy to forget. They show that the U.S. and other ISAF
nations did begin to properly man the Afghan forces train and assist effort until 2010, and that major gaps in the quality
and quantity of trainer still exist in 2011 — some ten years after U.S. intervention.

As the SIGAR data point out — and as SIGAR has reported in depth in previous Quarterly reports, there still is no stable or
adequate training program for Afghan police and local forces. The critical problems in Afghan governance are
compounded by erratic efforts to create effective Afghan security forces.



Civil Reasons why Secularism Fails and Ideological

Extremism Rises in Heavily Islamic States
Sectarian, Ethnic, Tribal discrimination, and violence
Charismatic, competent violent opposition leader(s)/groups
Repression and failed authoritarian rule.

Dysfunctional democracy and civil political structures.
Excessive/clumsy/abusive use of force -- state terrorism

Corrupt and ineffective structures of governance and government
services.

Failed rule of law, justice system, basic law enforcement and social order.

Gross poverty, economic injustice, failure to develop and modernize, lack
of reform. Near economic collapse, inflationary crisis.

Unemployment pressure, lack of stable career options, population
pressure.

Alienation of youth, middle class.
Rising violence makes the most violent side the “winner.”

Urban instability, violence



Afghanistan: Failed Governance
Voice and Accountability
]

Political Stability and Absence of Violence
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Souwurce: Haufmann D., A. Kraay, and M. Mastruzrzi (2010), The Worldwide Governance indicators: Methodology and Analytical Issues
The Worldwide Gowernance indicators are available at: www. govindicators.org

Kraay and Mastruzzi, World Bank, Governance Indicators, http://info.worldbank.org/governance/WGI/#reports, accessed April 23,2018,
and and Transparency International, https://www.transparency.org/country/AFG, accessed April 23, 2019.

The inner, thicker blue line shows the selected country's percentile rank on each of the six aggregate governance indicators.
The outer, thinner red lines show the indicate margins of error.,
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https://www.transparency.org/country/AFG

Afghan Perceptions of Government

SATISFACTION WITH GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE

CONFIDENCE IN OFFICIALS, INSTITUTIONS, AND ORGANIZATIONS
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Afghan Perceptions of Corruption

PERCEPTION OF CORRUPTION AS A PROBLEM IN AFGHANISTAN PERCEPTION OF CORRUPTION AS A PROBLEM IN DAILY LIFE
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“Kabulstan” versus
Afghanistan: Power Brokers

Powerbrokers, Politics, and Security Afghanistan has a long history of
powerbrokers who control government and security in various parts of
the country. Even with a central government in Kabul, powerbrokers
remain a key feature of Afghanistan’s political life and security
structure. The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) reported to the DoD
OIG that powerbroker activities “primarily revolve around cooperation
and support for the political process as a means of leverage to benefit
their individual illicit activities and political goals.”... These individuals,
who include current members of parliament, national government
leaders, and regional leaders, may shape the outcome of the upcoming
presidential elections, scheduled to take place in July 2019. The DIA
assessed that powerbrokers are weaker than they were 4 years ago,
“but remain powerful enough to challenge Kabul’s authority.”...

Powerbrokers can also affect security because of their connection to
regional militias. These militias include local protection forces for
ethno-tribal or criminal interests, forces that cooperate with the
Afghan government to provide local security, and units that are fully
integrated into the ALP.146 In September 2018, Resolute Support
assessed that 70 ALP personnel nationwide were working for
powerbrokers, down from 219 the previous quarter....

The assassination of Kandahar police chief Abdul Raziq on October 18
highlighted the role that powerbrokers can play in regional stability
and instability. The Afghan government postponed elections in the
province amid fear that Raziq’s death would create a power
vacuum.148 Similarly, in July, President Ghani arrested the leader of a
pro-government militia commander in Faryab province, sparking
violence and protests. The commander was aligned with 1st Vice
President Abdul Rashid Dostum, who recently formed a political
alliance to oppose President Ghani in the upcoming election. The crisis,
USFOR-A said, “degraded ANDSF operations in the area and likely
contributed in part to successful Taliban attacks in the Northwest.” ...

Source: Adapted from Lead Inspector General, OPERATION FREEDOM’S SENTINEL, LEAD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT TO THE UNITED STATES

CONGRESS, OCTOBER 1, 2018-DECEMBER 31, 2018, pp. 31-32.

Prominent Afghan Powerbrokers

MOHAMMAD ATTA NOOR

Former Governor,
Balkh Province

Before stepping down in March 2018, Atta
maintained security in Balkh province,

selzing land for his retainers and providing

them government positions. He engaged In
assassinations of political opponents and
committed other abuses. Security in Balkh has
declined since March, and there have been
reports of clashes between competing criminal
patronage networks in Balkh, the type of dispute
which Atta would routinely arbitrate.

MOHAMMAD MOHAQQEQ

Second Deputy CED

Mohaggeq leads one of two main factions

of Hizb-l Wahdat-e Islami, centered In Balkh
province, but with supporters throughout

the Hazara powerbase. Mohaggeq maintains
strong ties with Iran, and even praised Iranian
Revolutionary Guard Corps Genaral Qassam
Solelmanl and Afghan volunteers who supported
activities in Syra In late 2017. He has been
Intensely critical of Ghanl’s administration. In
January 2013, Mohaggeq announced that he will
run for vice president on a ticket led by former
MNational Security Advisor Hanif Atmar.

GULBUDDIN HEKMATYAR

Leader,
Hezb-e Islaml Gulbuddin
1

Hekmatyar retains significant pockets of support
scattered among Pashtun communities, despite
not having a geographic base of operations or
support. Hekmatyar wants U.S. forces to leave
Afghanistan, but he Is also extremely critical
of Iran. He Is also critical of the GNCA-most of
whose members have ties to Irman-and will likely

not support any presidential ticket supported by
tha GMCA

ABDUL RASHID DOSTUM
First Vice President

Dostum remalns restricted to Kabul following

his July return from exile in Turkey, and has been
unable to negotiate for the full release of his
lieutenant, Nizamuddin Qalsarl, whose July armest
precipitated Dostum’s return. The continued
deterioration of security In Faryab province
suggests Dostum's militlas are less effective than
In the past.

ISMAIL KHAN
Former Governior,
Herat Province

Khan remains an Influentfal figure in Jamait-|
Islami- Afghanistan and opposition politics. He Is
strongly critical of Ghani’s administration and the
continuing U.5. presence, but he lacks the large
militias and popular loyalty that he held a decade
and a half ago. He Is the Grand National Coalltion
of Afghanistan (GNCA) opposition alllance’s

lead on peace talks with the Tallban, seeking
direct talks with minimal or no government
Inwolwement, and was recently named as a
representative on President Ghanl’s peace
consultative council.

ABDUL RAZIQ
Former Kandahar Police Chief
(Killed October 2018)

ek oW
After Razig's assassination in October, control of
his network went to his younger brother, Tadin.
Tadin’s appolntment prevented an Immediate
collapse of Kandahar security forces, but it
remalns to be seen how effectively Tadin will be
able to control Razig's overall network.

Source: DA
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The Civil “Threat” and Causes of
Instability — Economics and “Poverty”
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The Civil “Threat” and Causes of Instability — Economics and “Poverty

" The data on Afghan economics and poverty -- key possible reasons why Afghans become alienated
from the governance or become insurgents -- are uncertain. Some U.S. government reporting also
seems to have deliberately exaggerated Afghan progress, and in credited aid and the Afghan
government with effects that were largely the result of lower levels of civil conflict.

The metrics that follow, however, still provide a broad indication of just how serious Afghanistan’s
problems remain in spite of aid, and a long series of reform plans and pledges. Afghanistan remains
one of the poorest and least developed states in the world.

The CIA World Factbook stated in May 2019, that,

Despite improvements in life expectancy, incomes, and literacy since 2001, Afghanistan is extremely poor,
landlocked, and highly dependent on foreign aid. Much of the population continues to suffer from shortages of
housing, clean water, electricity, medical care, and jobs. Corruption, insecurity, weak governance, lack of
infrastructure, and the Afghan Government's difficulty in extending rule of law to all parts of the country pose
challenges to future economic growth. Afghanistan’'s living standards are among the lowest in the world. Since
2014, the economy has slowed, in large part because of the withdrawal of nearly 100,000 foreign troops that
had artificially inflated the country’s economic growth.

The international community remains committed to Afghanistan's development, pledging over $83 billion at
ten donors' conferences between 2003 and 2016. In October 2016, the donors at the Brussels conference
pledged an additional $3.8 billion in development aid annually from 2017 to 2020. Even with this help,
Government of Afghanistan still faces number of challenges, including low revenue collection, anemic job
creation, high levels of corruption, weak government capacity, and poor public infrastructure.

In 2017 Afghanistan's growth rate was only marginally above that of the 2014-2016 average. The drawdown of
international security forces that started in 2012 has negatively affected economic growth, as a substantial
portion of commerce, especially in the services sector, has catered to the ongoing international troop presence
in the country. Afghan President Ashraf GHANI Ahmadzai is dedicated to instituting economic reforms to
include improving revenue collection and fighting corruption. The government has implemented reforms to the
budget process and in some other areas. However, many other reforms will take time to implement and
Afghanistan will remain dependent on international donor support over the next several years.



As for poverty, World Bank field teams no longer have access to much of the country, but concluded
- earlier that poverty began to rise again from 2008 onwards. Continuing refugee and displacement into
urban areas with higher costs and few jobs has almost certainly made the problem worse.

Formal poverty levels can also be a misleading indication of unrest or instability since the truly poor and
subsistence workers face major problems in leaving their farms or jobs. The same can be true of the
unemployed, although this may benefit the Afghan forces — which often are the only employment
available to many young Afghan men. (Some reporting indicates that the Taliban and other insurgent
groups seem to be able to offer better pay than the Afghan forces). Employed young men, particularly
those with poorly paid employment and career opportunities— particularly young people — may actually
to be more demanding, easier to radicalize, and have the resources to becoming active threats.

Four other problems affect these data and metrics:

. First, pledges of reform and development are not actual reform and development, and forecasts based on such plans
and pledges notoriously go unmet. Only real progress counts. No one can eat, wear, or live in plans or promises.

»  Second, far too many assessments of Afghan economic progress are based on estimates that do not involve active
data collection in the field except for government budget data and international payments data.

»  Third, development plans and economic and poverty data are only reported in broad national terms. They It does not
address the differences by ethnicity, sect, tribe, region, or class that can feed extremism. terrorism, and insurgency —
or a failure to actively support the government.

»  Fourth, these issues are further compounded by a failure to address and quantify the practical realities of corruption,
and the extent to which it leads to the failure of development, rises in cost, and the need for educated and skilled
workers to become “corrupt” as a critical part of the pay and privileges in given positions and jobs.



Economic Promises vs. Actual Progress: IMF Projections

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 201 2022 2023

- |uly 2016 = May 2017 s Mopwember 2017 May 2018 === November 2018

Maote: The IMF conducts perodic reviews of Alghanistan’s macroeconamic situation thougn ibs Extended Credit Faciiiy {ECF) program. The figure above displays the IMF's real conomic growth
projections for Afghanistan, &s prasanted In fve sequential reviews for, or under, Its ECF amangement. The ECF provides modest amounts of inancing to the Afghan govemment In exchange
for Implementing ¥arous reforms. The IMF generally entars Into ECF amangements with countries experiancing protracted balance of payment problams. Some ECF real growth projections
stopped short of 2022 or 2023. In those cases, the Iines above terminate In the fAinal yaar for which 3 projection waes provided. For exsmple, the ECF Request

{July 201E) prlections tarminatad N 2071, With 3 pRojection of &% real growth for that yesr. Grwth eies for 20052017 are from e IMFS Torth review ungar tha ECF.

Soune: IMF, Fourth Review Lnder The Extended Credit Facity Arrangement, Request For MooWcation OF Pericrmance Critenta, And Reguest For Extension And Rephasing OF The Arrangemeant,
11,20/ 2008, b 24; IMF, Thivd! Review Linoer The Extended Cradit Faclity Armangament Ang Reguest For ModMcstion OF Perfonmance Criters, 50/ 2018, p. 24; IMF, Staff Rapart For The 2017
Articie IV Conswiation And Second Review Unoer The Extended Credit Faciilty Arangement, And Request For Modifcadion O Performance Crteris, 11/21 /2017, p. 38; IMF, Frst Revlew Uinoer
The Extended Credit Faciily Arangament And Request For Modification OF Performance Criterls, 57872017, p. 26; IMF, Request For 4 Three-Year Arrangement Unger The Extended Craoft Facillly,

7/1/2018, p. 27.

Source: SIGAR, Quarterly Report to Congress, Reconstruction Update, January 30, 2019, pp. 149.
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Comparative Poverty Estimates in Countries with Failed State Wars

Like the data on unemployment, poverty data
could be a key indicator of the causes of
extremism, terrorism, insurgency, and civil
conflict. In practice, the data are so bad, so
rarely reported, and often so dated that there is
no way to tell. (See World Bank, Piecing
Together the Poverty Puzzle, 2018)

Many countries simply do not report. Others
report meaninglessly low levels for what seem
to be political purposes and to avoid negative
public reactions.

A few countries in the attached table —
Afghanistan and Yemen — do report what seem
to be credible figures, but most estimates are
far too low, and are often based on long
outdate levels of poverty that do not reflect
real world income needs, particularly in
urbanized areas or ones dependent on market
prices.

These data also present the same problems as
the other data shown in this survey. They
report nation-wide figures and do not display
inequities in income distribution, or by
ethnicity, sect, tribe, or region.

Country CIA Waorld Bank IMF Multi-

(%) Extreme Dimensional Poverty
Poverty (%)

l. Afghanistan  54.5%(2017) ND 56.10%

2. Algeria 23% (2006) 0.4% (2017) 2.11% (2013)

3. Egypt 27.8% (2016) 1.4% (2015) 5.22% (2014)

4. Iran 18.7% (2007) 0.4% (2014) ND

5. Irag 23% (2014) 2.2% (2012) 14.6% (2011)

6. Libya 33.3%* ND 1.97% (2014)

7. Somalia ND ND 82.21% (2006)

8. Syria 82.5% (2014) 21.2 (2004) 7.39% (2009)

9. Yemen 54% (2014) 40.9% (2014) 47.77% (2013)

ND=No data. * Poverty level is a real world 57.30 per person. **CIA rough estimate.

Source: C1A, National Poverty Levels), bitps:www.cia.govlibrry publications/he-world:-factbook fields 221 kiml, accessed
17.3.201%. Woeld Bank, Piecing Together the Poverty Purle, 2018, http:www worldbank orgenpublication/poverty.and
shared-prosperity.  [MF is World Economic and Financial Surveys, World Ecoromic Outlook Database, Table Sin:
Mubtidimensional Poverty Index, Developing Courdries, https:'www.imf.org/external/ pubs/ft'weo 20 L3101 weadatn index.aspx
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Comparative Human Development Estimates in Countries with
Failed State Wars

The HDI was created to emphasize that people and
their capabilities should be the ultimate criteria for

assessing the development of a country, not economic Country World Rank  Human Change in ~ Average Annual
g:‘owth alone. | dex (HDI) In2017  Development Ranking HDI Growth
The Human Development Index (HDI) is a summary

measure of average achievement in key dimensions of I:lﬂ?ﬂ'l Is Score 2012 1990-2017
human development: a long and healthy life, being Exﬂlﬂl“ 2017 2015 {Dr'ﬁj

knowledgeable and have a decent standard of living.
The HDI is the geometric mean of normalized indices

for each of the three dimensions. 1 Afﬂllﬂllii[ﬂll 168 0,498 =] ND
The health dimension is assessed by life expectancy at 2. Alperia 85 0.754 =3 0.99%
birth, the education dimension is measured by mean
of years of schooling for adults aged 25 years and 3. Iran ol 0.798 =) 1.21%
more and expected years of schooling for children of
school entering age. 4, [rnq 120 0.685 1 0.67%
The standard of living dimension is measured by gross 3, Lih’:f-ﬂ 108 0.706 0 0.15%
national income per capita. The HDI uses the . . . .
logarithm of income, to reflect the diminishing 6. Somalia ND b,E },.]l l];!
importance of income with increasing GNI. The scores . "
for the three HDI dimension indices are then T. S}TIH 155 0.536 .21 0.87%
aggregated into a composite index using geometric o
mean. 8. Tunisia 93 0.735 2 0.95%
9. Yemen 178 0.452 =20 0.46%

The HDI simplifies and captures only part of what
human development entails. It does not reflect on
inequalities, poverty, human security, empowerment,
etc.

Source: UN Human Development Report,
accessed 16.4.19,
http://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/trends.
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Afghan Economy — World Bank Overview April 2019

Reflecting slow recent growth, poverty has increased significantly, resulting in
55 percent of the population living below the national poverty line in 2016—-
2017, compared to 38.3 percent in 2012-2013 - an increase of 5 million.

Living standards are also threatened by continued drought conditions, which
are negatively impacting wheat harvests, generating food insecurity in many
areas of the country.

The displacement crisis also continues, with more than 1.7 million Afghans
internally displaced and more than 2 million returning to Afghanistan — mostly
from Pakistan and Iran — since 2015.

Few Afghans have access to productive or remunerative employment. A quarter
of the labor force is unemployed, and 80 percent of employment is vulnerable
and insecure, comprising self- or own account employment, day labor, or
unpaid work.

Almost three-quarters of the population are below the age of 30, and roughly
25 percent are between the ages of 15 and 30. This large youth cohort of
approximately 8 million is entering the labor market with little education and
few employment opportunities.

World Bank, Overview, accessed April 19, 2017, http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/afghanistan/overview,



http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/afghanistan/overview

Lu

Afghan Health and Economy — CIA Summary : April 2019

* Despite improvements in life expectancy, incomes, and literacy since 2001, Afghanistan is extremely poor,
landlocked, and highly dependent on foreign aid.

* Much of the population continues to suffer from shortages of housing, clean water, electricity, medical care, and
jobs.

* Corruption, insecurity, weak governance, lack of infrastructure, and the Afghan Government's difficulty in
extending rule of law to all parts of the country pose challenges to future economic growth.

* Afghanistan's living standards are among the lowest in the world. Since 2014, the economy has slowed, in large
part because of the withdrawal of nearly 100,000 foreign troops that had artificially inflated the country’s
economic growth.

* The international community remains committed to Afghanistan's development, pledging over $83 billion at ten
donors' conferences between 2003 and 2016. In October 2016, the donors at the Brussels conference pledged an
additional $3.8 billion in development aid annually from 2017 to 2020. Even with this help, Government of
Afghanistan still faces number of challenges, including low revenue collection, anemic job creation, high levels of
corruption, weak government capacity, and poor public infrastructure.

* In 2017 Afghanistan's growth rate was only marginally above that of the 2014-2016 average. The drawdown of
international security forces that started in 2012 has negatively affected economic growth, as a substantial
portion of commerce, especially in the services sector, has catered to the ongoing international troop presence in
the country.

* Afghan President Ashraf GHANI Ahmadzai is dedicated to instituting economic reforms to include improving
revenue collection and fighting corruption. The government has implemented reforms to the budget process and
in some other areas. However, many other reforms will take time to implement and Afghanistan will remain
dependent on international donor support over the next several years.

Source: CIA, World Factbook, “Afghanistan,” accessed 21 April 2017.

’


https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/224.html#AF
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Afghan Health and Economy — CIA Factoids: April 2019

Health
* Life expectancy total population: 52.1 years (2018 est.) country comparison to the world: 223 --
lowest in world

* Infant mortality: 108.5 deaths/1,000 live births (2018 est.) Highest in the world: 1

Economic Strains
* $2,000 per capita PPP income (2018) Country comparison to the world: 209 (20" lowest)

*  23.9% unemployment (2017 est.) Country comparison to the world: 194 (23rd worst)

* 54.5% Population below poverty line: (World Bank 55%, $1.90 a day)

Budget Gap :
* revenues: 2.276 billion (2017 est.)

» expenditures: 5.328 billion (2017 est.)

Trade Imbalance
* Exports: $784 million (2017 est.) -- including opium (India & Pakistan)

* Imports: $7.616 billion (2017 est.) — imports 9.7 times exports

Source: CIA, World Factbook, “Afghanistan,” accessed 21 April 2017.


https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/224.html#AF
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/355rank.html#AF
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/354rank.html#AF
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/220rank.html#AF
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/docs/notesanddefs.html#221
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/docs/notesanddefs.html#224
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/docs/notesanddefs.html#239
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/docs/notesanddefs.html#242
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Afghanistan: Conflicting Health Claims — Maternal Mortality

With the status of the battlefield looking grim, American officials say that at least the coalition has improved
Afghan living standards — although often they use exaggerated claims there, too.

The most blatant example may be maternal mortality, one of the most important indicators of a society’s health.
In 2002, American officials reported that 1,600 Afghan mothers died for every 100,000 live births, a rate
comparable to Europe during the Middle Ages. By 2010, the United States Agency for International Development
said the rate had improved drastically, falling to 327.

What U5, Government Says What Health Researchers Say
2,000
1,000
327 women die for
every 100,000 live births
i
1980 2000 2018 1980 2000 2018

Researchers noted that not since the world discovered antibiotics has any nation seen such a big improvement in maternal health. The long-running
security and development challenges Afghanistan faces are factored into health researchers’ estimates of maternal mortality. The British and Irish
Agencies Afghanistan Group cited a study indicating that 1,575 women died out of 100,000 births in 2010. Other estimates cited by the group put the
figure at 885 to 1,600 of 100,000 — meaning that nearly one in a hundred Afghan women will die giving birth. The rate in the United States is 24 in
100,000.
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https://www.nytimes.com/2015/12/05/world/asia/afghanistan-maternal-mortality-rate.html

Afghanistan: Conflicting Health Claims — Maternal Mortality

USAID points to a similarly drastic improvement in life expectancy, to 63 years in 2010, up from
41 years in 2002. But the figures were adjusted to ignore a high death rate in early childhood,
which skewed results.

What U.S. Government Says What Health Researchers Say
63 years 48 years
Afghan life expectancy Afghan life expectancy

The World Health Organization, meanwhile, estimated in 2009 that Afghan life expectancy was

48 years. Even the C.I.A. does not agree with USAID’s number, estimating in 2017 that Afghans
typically live to age 51.
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Afghanistan: World Bank Poverty Warning |

Poverty Gaining Ground

%

*  POVERTY IS INCREASING INCREASE IN POVERTY DUE TO
Slow down in growth due to palitical and security DETERIO RATI NG SECURITY AN D
transition has b associated with an increase in p Ly,
rFansition Nas Deen associa WILN an INCrease N povverty LABOR MARKET CON DITIONS .

. O/ of Afghans are CantinUous ‘ w
‘ HE increase in male

3 9 /() Poor in 2013-14 !nCrEESE in 3 X :‘;r:c.:.lei;rluyment .

lncu:!e_n_ts —— since 20M-12 due to I

g and civilian VL; dateriorating

5 casualties security s o

5 3 6 % associated with ﬂ and withdrawal

i in 2011-12 conflict — of internaticnal forces

P —

1.3 million ¢ INCREASE IN POVERTY
) Mo change in urban poverty Collapse of
than in 2011-12. while rural poverty service sector
s & & & @ increased by employment Q
I I T w w ‘|4cy and consequent reduction
(0] off farm
in two years, employment =
up to 44% n 201314, options for the poor.
World Bank, Rahimi, Ismail; Redaelli, Silvia, Afghanistan poverty status update : progress at risk (Vol. 2) : Infographics (English), May 2, 2017 115

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/300161493795316212/Infographics.



http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/docsearch/author/m901788

Afghanistan: World Bank Poverty Warning Il

Afghanistan:

A LLabor Market Crisis

&

JOBS WERE LOST DURING
THE TRANSITION PHASE

Slaw down in gravath has bean
accompanied by catericrabing
labar market conditars:

7.

1.92 million 3 _r':'m::ﬁ: !
unemployed 2X urban areas I
1

Babwean 2011-12 ana 2013-14
unemplayrreant regis rwpr a

In 2013-14

JOBS CRISIS ESPECIALLY Y 1
CHALLENGING FOR YOUTH‘

110 2z apaitotitid
500,000 2/3  Yij By

COLLAPSE OF SERVICE
SECTOR IN RURAL AREAS

Emplaymant changes, male workforca [25-50]
O rh nges hohanen :ll'.ll:'i- Wl e MII X
O u Changes bitwnen JE1- '|n.| -0k

of jobs destroyed o

were in the i 5o m L J |

rural service sector ol

4 aut of 5 of the jobs LAt ware e

craated batwesn 2007-08 and o 2

20M-12 were kast by 2015-14. i 3 F «
W Sonaons Sy CALCS A000-08, S00-12 g’ AT

World Bank, Rahimi, Ismail; Redaelli, Silvia, Afghanistan poverty status update : progress at risk (Vol. 2) : Infographics (English), May 2, 2017
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/300161493795316212/Infographics.

URBAN/RURAL DISPARITIESY
IN EDUCATION

Male youth who are unemployed have oifferant
education profke dependirg o where ey e

Muajority in ru ra| areas hes
no education

Wuilt'-ri'.;-' in Urbar‘l EH"E?EIS hios
higher education

116


http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/docsearch/author/m901788

Afghanistan: World Bank Poverty Warning lli

Afghanistan:

Education Outcomes at Risk
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Demographic Pressures
and “Youth Bulge”



The Civil “Threat” and Causes of Instability —
Demographics and the Youth Bulge

Population pressure, the number of young men and women seeking jobs and that are satisfied with them,
and the high ratio of dependents in countries with young populations are three key indicators of a
nation’s success or failure. Polls show that security, employment, and corruption are also key indicators
of popular support for governments, and may well be key warning indicators of the potential
radicalization of young men.

The Afghan metrics in this section sound such a warning. They show that in spite of its long history of
war, Afghanistan still has acute population pressure, and one of the largest “youth bulges” in the world.

These metrics also help illustrate some of the pressures to move out of rural areas and into urban areas,
and the motive to either join the security forces as the only available form of employment — or to join the
Taliban or ISIS if they pay more or offer both pay and more local security.

Finally, these data need to be put in the practical context of why young (or any) Afghans should be
satisfied with the quality and level of their government. It is one thing to read about reform plans at a
distance. It is another to live with the actual lack of progress on the scene.



Afghan Population and Internal Divisions

Ethnic Map of Afghanistan
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Ethnic groups: Ethnic groups starting with the largest Pashtun, Tajik, Hazara, Uzbek, other (includes smaller numbers of Baloch, Turkmen, Nuristani,
Pamiri, Arab, Gujar, Brahui, Qizilbash, Aimaq, Pashai, and Kyrghyz) (2015). Current statistical data on the sensitive subject of ethnicity in
Afghanistan are not available, and ethnicity data from small samples of respondents to opinion polls are not a reliable alternative; Afghanistan's
2004 constitution recognizes 14 ethnic groups: Pashtun, Tajik, Hazara, Uzbek, Baloch, Turkmen, Nuristani, Pamiri, Arab, Gujar, Brahui, Qizilbash,
Aimag, and Pashai

Religions: Muslim 99.7% (Sunni 84.7 - 89.7%, Shia 10 - 15%), other 0.3% (2009 est.)

Languages: listed in rank order based on prevalence, starting with the most-spoken language, include Afghan Persian or Dari (official) 77% (Dari
functions as the lingua franca), Pashto (official) 48%, Uzbek 11%, English 6%, Turkmen 3%, Urdu 3%, Pashayi 1%, Nuristani 1%, Arabic 1%, Balochi
1% (2017 est.) Shares sum to more than 100% because there is much bilingualism in the country and because respondents were allowed to select
more than one language. The Turkic languages Uzbek and Turkmen, as well as Balochi, Pashayi, Nuristani, and Pamiri are the third official
languages in areas where the majority speaks them
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Afghanistan: Population Growth Guesstimate

 Grew 4.4 times between 1950 and 2019.
* Nearly 20% growth between 2011 and 2019.

* 78% more growth between 2019 and 2050.

Demographic Overview - Custom Region - Afghanistan

Demographic Indicators

1950 1960 1970 1980

1980

1950-2050

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019 2025 2030 2040 2050

Source Information: Afghanistan

U.S. Census Bureau, International Data Base, Afghanistan, accessed 22.4.2019.
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| Population
Midyear population {in thousands) 8,150 9,829 12,431 15,044 13,568 19,445 22 461 26,335 29,121 32,564 35,780 41,117 45,665 54,717 63,795
Growth rate (percent) (NA) (NA) (NA) 59 -19 35 13 34 21 23 24 22 2.0 1.7 1.4
Fertility
Total fertility rate (births per woman) (NA) (NA)  (NA) 6.9 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.4 5.9 5.3 49 43 3.9 3.2 2.8
Crude birth rate (per 1,000 population)  (NA) (NA) (NA) 47 54 53 51 42 40 39 a7 34 30 26 22
Births (in thousands) (NA) (NA) (NA) 709 739 1,035 1,153 1,093 1,158 1,256 1,327 1,383 1,386 1,396 1422
| Mortality
Life expectancy at birth (years) (NA) (NA) (NA) 39 42 44 45 47 49 51 52 55 57 61 65
Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 births) (NA) (NA) (NA) 191 168 157 147 137 126 115 106 94 84 65 49
Under 5 mortality rate (per 1,000 biths)  (NA) (NA) (NA) 286 251 235 220 205 187 169 155 135 119 a0 66
Crude death rate (per 1,000 population) = (NA) (NA) (NA) 24 23 21 19 17 15 14 13 11 10 g B8
Deaths (in thousands) (NA) (NA) (NA) 366 305 408 434 436 439 452 463 472 474 486 515
Migration
Net migration rate {per 1,000 population) (NA) (NA) (NA) 82  -51 3 45 9 -3 -2 -0 -0 0 0 -0
Net number of migrants (in thousands) = (NA) (NA) (NA) -1,235 695 52 -1,017 248 95 -49 -13 -4 -6



Afghan Urbanization: World Bank

CIA: urban population: 25.5% of total population (2018); rate of urbanization: 3.37% annual rate of change (2015-20 est.)
Population of Kabul is 4.01 million out of total population of 34.94-37.05 million in July 2018. The second-largest city is
Kandahar, with less than 400,000 people.

World Bank: Afghanistan is undergoing a rapid urban transition. While the current share of its population living in cities is
comparatively low (25.8 percent in 2014 compared to 32.6 percent across South Asia), Afghanistan's urbanization rate is
among the highest in the region. Jun 21, 2017

Here are 10 key findings for Afghanistan made in a World Bank report:

*Afghanistan’s urban population grew by almost 4.5 percent a year between 2000 and 2010. Within the region, only Bhutan and Maldives experienced faster growth rates of urban
population.

*Much of Afghanistan’s urban population growth has been attributable to natural growth rather than rural-urban migration. As a consequence, the share of the population living in
officially classified urban settlements has been growing at a much slower pace of just over 1.2 percent a year between 2000 and 2010.

*As of mid-2014, there were, according to UN High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) estimates, 683,000 people internally displaced by conflict in Afghanistan, more than half of
which were living in urban areas.

*In 2010, 27.6 percent of Afghanistan’s urban population lived below the national poverty line, while, in 2005, almost 89 percent of the urban population lived in slums.

*An analysis of nighttime lights data shows that Afghanistan experienced growth in urban area of almost 14 percent a year between 1999 and 2010, the fastest in the South Asia
region. Urban area grew at more than three times the speed of urban population, suggesting an increasing prevalence of lower-density sprawl. The existence of sprawl, poverty and
slums reflects messy urbanization.

*According to the Agglomeration Index, an alternative measure of urban concentration, the share of Afghanistan’s population living in areas with urban characteristics in 2010 was
29.4 percent. This compares to an urban share of the population based on official definitions of urban areas of 23.2 percent, suggesting the existence of at least some hidden
urbanization.

*In Afghanistan, as in Maldives, Nepal and Pakistan, the shift out of agriculture has been associated with a large decline in the proportion of GDP derived from manufacturing. This
implies that urbanization in Afghanistan since 2000 has been led by services rather than by manufacturing -- something of a departure from expected trends based on the historical
experiences of today’s developed nations.

*Afghanistan’s expanding urban population presents it with a considerable affordable housing challenge. In the best case scenario in which urban population density remains
constant, meeting this challenge will require expanding the amount of developable urban land by 6,959 km?2 — or just over 350 percent — between 2010 and 2050.

*Analysis of World Health Organization outdoor air pollution in cities data reveals that, from a global sample of 381 developing-country cities, 19 of the 20 with the highest annual
mean concentrations of PM, s are in South Asia. Kabul has the most polluted air amongst Afghan cities in the sample, with an annual mean concentration of 86 mg/m3, which is higher
than the recorded annual mean concentration for Beijing.

*Afghanistan completed its last census in 1979, and that was a partial count. A lack of data hampers rigorous descriptive analysis of urbanization and related economic trends for the
country.

World Bank Group, Leveraging Urbanization in South Asia: Managing Spatial Transformation for Prosperity and Livability.,
www.worldbank.org/southasiacities, 2016l CVIA World Factbook, Afghanistan, accessed April 23, 2019. 122
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Afghanistan: Population 0-24 Years of Age and Dependency ratio: 1950-2050

Youth Pressure on Total Population

Year Age Both Se?<es Male -

Population Population
2000 0-24 14,778,266 7,538,888
2010 0-24 18,975,565 9,655,145
2019 0-24 22,303,139 11,335,684
2030 0-24 26,391,583 13,409,453
2040 0-24 29,509,248 14,996,229
2050 0-24 31,262,668 15,894,542

CIA Estimate as of 2018

Age structure:

0-14 years: 40.92% (male 7,263,716 ffemale 7,033 427)
15-24 years: 21.85% (male 3,883,693 female 3,749,760)
25-54 years: 30.68% (male 5,456,305 /female 5,263,332)
55-64 years: 3.95% (male 679,766 /female 699,308)

65 years and over: 2.61% (male 420,445 /female 491,085)

U.S. Census Bureau, International Data Base, Afghanistan, accessed 22.4.2019.

Female - Percent Both Percent Male Percent Sex Ratio
Population Sexes Female

7,239,378 65.8 65.9 65.7 104.1
9,320,420 65.2 65.3 65.0 103.6
10,967,455 62.3 62.5 62.1 103.4
12,982,130 57.8 58.1 57.5 103.3
14,513,019 53.9 54.4 53.5 103.3
15,368,126 49.0 49.6 48.4 103.4

Dependency ratios:

total dependency ratio: 88.8 (2015 est.)
youth dependency ratio: 84.1 (2015 est.)
elderly dependency ratio: 4.7 (2015 est.)

potential support ratio: 21.2 (2015 est.)

123



PERCENT

Afghanistan: Youth Bulge (15-24 years of age) and Employment

B Dependency rate B Youth bulge
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The Afghanistan economy struggles to create enough jobs to accommodate its fast growing labor force. Slowdown in economic growth has focused attention on
Afghanistan's chronic excess of labor. With a fertility rate steadily above five children per woman 24, Afghanistan has the fastest growing population, the highest
dependency rate, and the biggest "youth bulge" in South Asia. Afghanistan's demographic profile poses tremendous challenges to public finances and the labor market. In
particular, high dependency rates squeeze private savings, which hampers investment and growth while straining spending on social services, notably health and
education. In the labor market, an estimated 400,000 jobs need to be created every year to accommodate new workers; this is a daunting challenge in the absence of
economic growth and with constrained budgets for public investment.

the Total Fertility Rate in Afghanistan is 5.3 children per woman (DHS, 2015). Together with Timor-Leste, Afghanistan remains the only country outside Africa where the
TFR is above 5children per woman (UNDESA 2015). 25 According to UNDESA (2015), Afghanistan is endowed with the third largest youth bulge in the world, after Uganda
and Chad, as more than one fifth of the population is aged between 15 and 24. The Afghan population is expected to double in size from 28.4 million in 2010 to 56.5
million in 2050. It is estimated that, even under optimistic growth and labor-intensity of growth scenarios, the Afghan labor market will not be able to match labor supply
growth until 2027

World Bank, Rahimi, Ismail; Redaelli, Silvia, AFGHANISTAN POVERTY STATUS UPDATE. PROGRESS AT RISK, World Bank and Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan, Ministry of Economy, February, 2017, http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/667181493794491292/pdf/114741-WP-v1-P159553-PUBLIC.pdf. 124
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Afghanistan: The Urban Rural Youth Employment Gap
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"Unemployment" and "poor economy" are the biggest problems cited by Afghans in the most recent opinion polls. Evidence supports
these perceptions of a bleak labor market. According to ALCS data, in 2013-14, 22.6 percent of the Afghan labor force was unemployed.
Almost one in every four people participating in the labor market, or 1.9 million individuals, are either working less than eight hours per
week or do not have a job and are actively looking for one.

Unemployment was particularly severe among youth (27.9 percent) and women (36.8 percent). Nationwide, almost half of the
unemployed are below the age of 25 (45.6 percent), reflecting Afghanistan's struggle to create jobs for its growing labor force amidst the
economic recession that accompanied the transition phase.

As of 2013-14, approximately 877 thousand youth were unemployed; two-thirds were young men, about 500 thousand, and four in five of
these unemployed young men lived in rural areas (Figure 14).

There are stark differences in the education profiles of unemployed youth; while unemployed male youth in urban areas are more likely to
be educated-54 percent have secondary education or above-the opposite holds in rural areas, where 54 percent of unemployed male youth
have no formal education and 37.1 percent are illiterate

World Bank, Rahimi, Ismail; Redaelli, Silvia, AFGHANISTAN POVERTY STATUS UPDATE. PROGRESS AT RISK, World Bank and Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan, Ministry of Economy, February, 2017, http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/667181493794491292/pdf/114741-WP-v1-P159553-PUBLIC.pdf. 125
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