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DOD COLLABORATION WITH
USAID

WHERE ARE WE?
RISKS & BENEFITS
MOVING FORWARD

G. William Anderson
Former USAID Senior Deve lopment A dvisor/EUCOM
INSS Symposium; 16-17 October 2008


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
PANEL ON “DEFINING THE CAPABILITIES:  VIEWS FROM THE “BRIDGE OF THE SHIP OF STATE.”

REMARKS ON USAID (FOREIGN ASSISTANCE) COLLABORATION WITH DOD?

--Slide 1 -- Having spent the last two years (2006-08) at the USAID Development Advisor at EUCOM with most of my work focused on Africa until AFRICOM became a separate organization -- I’ll talk briefly about my views on where we are and where we ought to go in expanding coordination and collaboration between DoD and USAID.   Most of my comments are about the COCOM and field levels.  Although I’m speaking mainly about USAID and DoD, I think a number of my points apply to other US foreign affairs and foreign assistance agencies.�

http://story.news.yahoo.com/news?g=events/wl/122604indonesiaquake&a=&tmpl=sl&ns=0&l=1&e=89&a=0&printer=

WHERE WE ARE

e Strong interest from COCOMs for USAID (and IA)
perspective & contributions.

« A“top 3" USAID assignment. Downside — tradeoffs and
stovepipes.

« USAID Development Advisors posted to five COCOMSs.

 Greater understanding through training, joint
conferences, senior/technical staff visits & VTCs.

e Still along way to go.
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Slide 2   WHERE ARE WE?  GOOD AND BAD --   

1.  PROGRESS? -- At present, in COCOMs like EUCOM, where are we regarding collaboration with USAID?

We have strong interest from COCOMs in USAID (and IA) presence, perspective & contributions.

USAID Senior Development Advisors now posted to all five regional  COCOMs (EUCOM, AFRICOM, SOUTHCOM, CENTCOM, PACOM), position in SOCOM to be filled soon; and  Pentagon/Joint Staff; 

Five USAID positions in AFRICOM -- 

Liaison Officers (LNOs) from all COCOMS posted to USAID/Washington (DCHA/OMA).

So USAID/DoD teams working with each other on each COCOM.

Have to say -- this was one of my Top 3 USAID assignments – from many points of view.  

The good news was overwhelming request for my participation in all aspects.  

Downsides – had to make tradeoffs (tough choices), rapid turnover of COCOM staffs (you’re then starting over with new arrivals) and extremely well-defended EUCOM stovepipes, jokingly referred to at EUCOM as “cylinders of excellence,” blocking horizontal communication).

We’ve made progress in both EUCOM and AFRICOM in understanding each other -- through training, joint workshops (participating in each other’s conferences), and both senior and technical staff visits.

There are significant interagency operations underway – TSCTP and CJTF-HOA, among others – for several years.  Four TSCTP coordination conferences held.

That said, we have a long way to go – toward adequate coordination and joint planning.  

2.  REMAINING OBSTACLES.  What are some of the remaining obstacles to expanding collaboration between USAID and COCOMs like EUCOM, for example? 

I see several factors:

First -- the overall weakness of our civilian foreign affairs agencies (both USAID and State), on which many have commented; on which new studies are appearing (hold up Stimson/Academy of Diplomacy report).

Second – in spite of the work my USAID colleagues and I have done and the clear interest of COCOM leadership and staff -- we still have only a basic level of understanding by either COCOM and DoD field staff of how USAID resources, field assets, and capabilities can complement what DoD is doing.  This is mirrored by a similar lack of knowledge and appreciation of DoD’s capabilities and resources (especially in security cooperation) on the part of USAID across the board (with some exceptions in Washington and in field Mission).  I think this exists as well in other civilian agencies, and it’s not surprising. �


PROGRAMS IN AFRICA, MID-
EAST, AND EUROPE

W-W Human Res.

American 2000 |
Foreign Service Nationals 6000

Regional Service Center (RSC)

Total 8000
Budapest, Hungary

USAID/ East Africa
Nairobi, Kenya

USAID/West Africa
Accra, Ghana

@ USAID Missions/Offices

O USAID Regional Programs

) @ No USAID Presence
USAID/ Southern Africa

Pretoria, South Africa O CENTCOM AOR
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Slide 3 -- Note the slide that shows IN RED the USAID’s 35 bilateral Missions (23 in Africa and 12 in Europe/Eurasia plus 4 regional Missions -- each of which has 40-80 staff with substantial capabilities for assistance & outreach to host governments, other aid donors, NGOs, the private sector, and others.  

Third – in spite of the interest (mentioned above) by EUCOM leadership and staff in USAID participation in the COCOM’s work – there is still insufficient command-level leadership and guidance (from Washington but also from the COCOMs and from State’s and USAID’s Ambassadors and Mission Directors) that mandate expanded collaboration between COCOM and DoD field staff (DATTs, ODCs/OSCs) and USAID or State.  In brief, what we need

Fourth – a number of more mundane obstacles limit collaboration --  such as oceans of new acronyms, differences in language (example of “humanitarian assistance”),  institutional cultures, and style of operation (SLAN vs. ULAN – USAID lives in the unclassified world --“Don’t just stand there; do something fast” versus “Do no harm.”); and the lack of appropriate DoD field staff (ODCs/OSCs), especially in Africa (15 countries with USAID Missions and no ODC/OSCs).

B.  WHAT ARE THE RISKS AND CHALLENGES?

In discussions in the development/NGO communities about whether/how to build closer links with DoD and the regional COCOMs, you hear a lot about risks from this growing relationship.

First, there’s a lot of talk about risks such as (1) possible “militarization” of US foreign assistance; (2) uncoordinated or faulty civic assistance projects (schools without teachers or books; health clinics without nurses or medicines); (3) NGO safety concerns (especially if Civil Affairs teams are working out of uniform); and (4) Congressional blowback (SFRC staff reports).  

Answer.  These are real, serious concerns. 

(Much larger foreign assistance levels compared to security cooperation resources).  However, those who raise these points often don’t understand that the foreign assistance resources in theaters like Europe/Eurasia (EUCOM) and Africa (AFRICOM) are many times (5X in E&E; 20X in Africa) the level of COCOM security cooperation resources (while not true of the human resources).

My view is most of these types of concerns can be dealt with by robust engagement on the part of USAID and State with DOD – with COCOM leadership and DoD field staff.  This means identifying and raising issues with DoD plans and actions on the ground and challenging COCOM leadership to make changes.  But it requires the appropriate staff at the appropriate rank in the right places -- to identify the issues, argue the points with DoD staff (in the field or at COCOMs), and push the unresolved concerns up the ladder, if necessary.  

Robust engagement requires sufficient staff at appropriate ranks.  In my experience at EUCOM, I found such assertiveness both expected and welcomed.  However, building this kind of frank and open relationship with COCOMs and DoD field staff requires major rebuilding of both USAID and State capabilities in the field and expansion of such IA staff at the COCOMs.  It also means that we (USAID, State, other civilian agencies) do our part  in --

In stability operations and conflict or crisis situations;

In disasters and complex emergencies; and

In long-term assistance to weak and fragile states. BELOW FOR REFERENCE ONLY –-- 

USAID and, in particular, USAID's 80+ overseas Missions worldwide, bring the following capacities to the table for:

1) Assessment and analytic work defining the problem and proposing solutions -- in many cases, more sophisticated than COCOMs and other DOD components can carry out. 

2)  Strategic planning, including effects-based plans, metrics (what USAID calls indicators and targets) for performance monitoring and impact measurement, PLUS --

3)  Designing (planning) comprehensive assistance programs (at national, sectoral, regional and local levels).

4)  Extensive networks and relationships with host country institutions, donor/NGO communities, and implementing partners (100s - 10000s of contacts per country.

5) Performance monitoring (metrics, measures of effectiveness) and broader evaluation of what works, what doesn't work, and why (Lessons Learned and Best Practices) in development programs.

6) Full field delegation of implementation authorities to sign agreements with host governments and to contract and grant for implementation of all activities as well as to disburse funds and audit recipients of USAID funding. 

�


MAJOR RISKS

 GLOBAL CERP AUTHORITY

* FAILURE TO REBUILD CIVILIAN
CAPABILITIES
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Slide 4 -- two major risks   From my EUCOM experience, I do see at least two substantial risks to DoD’s expanding role in foreign assistance in relation to USAID, State, and others.  

The first is the possibility that authority for DoD’s Commanders Emergency Response Program or CERP (which enables commanders to provide quick, short-term economic and reconstruction assistance) might be expanded worldwide. While possibly justified in  Iraq and Afghanistan, worldwide CERP authority would increase confusion over DoD’s roles and responsibilities in economic assistance and stabilization versus USAID and other civilian assistance organizations.  More seriously, it could weaken the current consensus in both the Executive and Legislative Branches on the critical need to rebuild our civilian foreign assistance capabilities – which is a long-term project.

The second major risk I see – related to this point about CERP – is the possibility that the US Government (the Executive Branch, the Congress, or both), because of flagging political will and distractions of other needs, will turn away (as has happened before) from the long-term commitment to rebuild (over the next 10-15 years) the human capital and institutional capacity of USAID (or its successor), State, and other civilian foreign affairs agencies.  If they cannot stay the course (this is a 10-15 year solution), then the Congress or the Executive Branch or both may then ask DoD to take on the job.  DoD will do so – given its “can-do” culture...  However, the cost will be great in (1) diluting DoD’s focus on security challenges, (2) inconsistent results, and (3) a negative  “strategic communications” message.  Further, DoD will lack the capabilities, skill sets, modes of operation, and “deep smarts” to carry out this broader role effectively.  

Third, there are other programs, such as Coalition Support Funds, that provide budget support for military requirements of a number of countries supporting US or multinational efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan (such as Pakistan, Jordan, Poland, Georgia, Mongolia, Uzbekistan, etc.).   Like CERP, such programs also have the potential to confuse host countries and the international community about who in the US Government is responsible for foreign assistance. 

C.  WHAT ARE THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS?

What are the potential benefits from expanding coordination among EUCOM/AFRICOM, State, and USAID? �


DOD’S CONTRIBUTIONS

e Secure/stable environments are
critical for successful foreign
assistance.

e Building professional/accountable
militaries improves security of local
populations.
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Slide 5 -- security/stability  First, State, USAID, and others can benefit if DoD can  – help establish secure and stable environments that are critical for USAID’s work.  COCOMs and their service components do this principally by building professional militaries that are accountable to their governments; that respect international human rights standards; and that can contribute to regional peace-keeping missions.  USAID and its partners such as NGOs can’t make much of a difference to people’s lives if countries are not stable and if we (USAID and other aid donors) don’t have secure environments to work in.  With security, USAID and State can help accelerate growth and build  accountable governance/rule of law in weak states.�


AREAS OF COLLABORATION

o Security-Development Nexus; Security
Sector Reform.

e Security Cooperation Programs.

« USAID host country relationships &
networks.

« USAID Reps in Europe link to
International donor/NGO communities.
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Slide 6 -- areas of collaboration to be exploited between USAID and DoD).  Second, once DoD and USAID, for example, understand more fully what each brings to the table, they can specialize according to comparative advantage and complement each other’s work.  Note some of the key areas in this slide – (1) the security/development nexus and comprehensive security sector reform that I just mentioned; (2) the wide range of DoD Security Cooperation Programs, several of which (like HIV/AIDS work with local militaries) are directly related to USAID and HHS/CDC programs; and (3) USAID’s host country relationships and links to the international donor/NGO communities -- (both in-country and through USAID’s 4 European Representatives in Paris (OECD/DAC), Brussels (EU),  Geneva (IRC/international NGO community, UNHCR, WHO), and Rome (UN food organizations -- WFP, FAO, IFAD). .�


Coherence
Separate Whole of
programs Government
approach approach

gill~$

Visibility Deconflict Coordination Joint Planning
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Slide 7 -- Whole of Government  A third benefit of greater collaboration would be progress toward US Government interagency (or Whole of Government) coordination in joint planning and implementation.

D.  IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES

From here, what immediate steps should we take in expanding DoD/USAID collaboration?

First, we need clear command or senior leader messages from Department/Agency Secretaries and Administrators down to COCOM commanders, Ambassadors, and USAID Directors -- on the high priority on expanding collaboration in planning, implementation, and measurement of results (metrics, targets).

Second, we need to expand joint training, conferences, workshops, and other activities to build and maintain a deep understanding by DoD, USAID, State, and other agencies – of the resources, field assets, and capabilities each brings to the table – and ways we can use better our respective comparative advantages.  As part of building better communication, we need to focus on working  through differences in institutional culture, language, and style of operation.

Third, link strategic and program planning cycles and calendars (beyond the current F process – only includes FMF and IMET) -- especially for all DoD security cooperation and USG foreign assistance.

Fourth,  increase interagency details by State and USAID staff to DoD and vice versa (particularly needed for USAID).  Similarly, expand joint (USAID/State/DoD) presentations at key events – such as annual COCOM Theater Security Cooperation, SOCOM “Global Synch,” and other conferences; at regional State Chief of Mission (COM) Conferences; at regional USAID Mission Director Conferences; and at technical staff conferences of any of the three agencies.

Fifth, institute positive career incentives for interagency details on national security work – such as new promotion panel precepts, awards, desirable follow-on assignments after interagency details, and work objectives focused on interagency collaboration – all supporting expansion of 3D collaboration.  

Sixth, create an interagency data base  with current budget and program information at regional and country levels.  Add collaboration software that enables any COCOM, USAID Mission, or State staff to obtain an overview of what the USG is planning and implementing in security cooperation, foreign assistance, and other programs and use this information in work with other staff.

(No Congressional action or reorganization needed).  Most, if not all of these initial steps can be taken without formal Congressional action.  But taking these steps should include consultation with interested Congressional Members and staff in both the authorizing (Foreign Affairs and Armed Services) and Appropriations Committees (Subcommittees on Defense and State/Foreign Operations).  And more fundamental interagency reform (and necessary legislation) should follow.

�


FINAL THOUGHTS

* MUCH IS POSSIBLE W/O FORMAL

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.

« REQUIRED -- FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

REFORM & REBUILDING USAID/S

ATE.

 NEEDED — GREATER ATTENTION TO
PREVENTING FUTURE CONFLICTS.
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Slide 8 -- CONCLUSIONS

I’ll end with a few final thoughts.

Much can be done to expand collaboration with existing authorities and without Congressional action – As I’ve just pointed out, we can do a great deal, right now, to accelerate collaboration among DoD/COCOMs, USAID, and State.  This movement requires mainly leadership to (1) reorder priorities and  (2) follow through by all three organizations (DoD/COCOMs, USAID, State) down to the COCOM and country team levels.   Consultation with Congressional Members and staff is important and will lay groundwork for more fundamental interagency reform efforts.

Concurrent foreign assistance reform, rebuilding of civilian capabilities, and overall interagency reform is still needed. – Success in expanding collaboration also requires -- 

Much needed foreign assistance organizational reform (MFAN, HELP Commission, Smart Power Commission, many others).

Immediate action and long-term commitment to rebuild the capabilities of our civilian foreign affairs organizations, such as USAID and State.

Longer-term, overall interagency reform in national security (as we are discussing at this Symposium).

Finally, we need to put greater attention needed on developing US Government conflict prevention institutions.   All of this work that I’ve described points ultilmately toward  building more effective (at both interagency and multinational levels) approaches, models, processes, structures, and institutions to prevent future conflicts and crises.

Thank you for your attention. . �


CONTACT INFORMATION

G. William (Bill) Anderson

E-mail: gwilllamanderson@aol.com
Phone (540-921-2656)

Cell (540-599-1935)
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Here is my contact information., 



I was replaced in July 08 as the USAID Senior Development Advisor to EUCOM

by Mr. Fernando Cossich.

�
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For those of you who are unfamiliar with how USAID is organized, here is the current organization – with two new Bureaus for Middle East and for Asia.



All USAID Senior Development Advisor (SDAs) who are now in the field, are part of the Office of Military Affairs in USAID’s Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance.�


MY EXPERIENCE AT EUCOM

« Ranks in my top 3 USAID assignments.

« Challenging: Room for creativity and initiative; assertiveness
encouraged & welcomed.

« Stimulating; Learning new culture and organization (COCOM/DaoD).

« Satisfying: Making a contribution to interagency cooperation and to
USAID'’s interagency credibility.

 Communicating the breadth & importance of USAID'’s field assets and
capabilities.
* Meeting high demand for USAID participation.

e [ssues.
* Rapid turnover of EUCOM/AFRICOM staff; continual re-learning.
 Good news/bad news: Too many requests for input tradeoffs.

« EUCOM stove-pipes hinder USAID impact.

12
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First, I’d like to say that this is one of the best USAID jobs I’ve  had for the reasons I’ve shown here.

TELL STORY HERE – Getting settled ( 6-8 week process – much more than in an Embassy/USAID Mission situation).  “Drinking from the fire house” is a good metaphor for the steep learning curve that someone from another agency faces in arriving at a  COCOM.  

There were issues at first breaking through the bureaucracy to get the “command access” that USAID said was needed – 

Getting a USAID seat at the Joint Control Board of JCB (bi-weekly meeting involving all parts of EUCOM and the components from the various services) proved a challenge.  The first issue was security clearance (at a higher level); for six weeks I had to be escorted to the bathroom and couldn’t sit in the JCB sessions.

Getting into the  Senior Decision Cell (SDC) meetings for direct access to the DCOM took a little longer.  Getting to know and working with the then-POLAD, Amb. Mary Yates (now the AFRICOM DCMA) was quite helpful.

What was good news – was the demand for my  time, my (or USAID’s) participation in exercises, in strategy development, and in task forces or OPTs (Operational Planning Teams) in areas like Avian Influenza, the Lebanon crisis of August 06, and other similar events.

The bad news was that I couldn't meet all those demands and had to make choices, tradeoffs.�


A Challenging Environment: The Fog of
Relief, Reconstruction, and Development

HOST
NATION
SECURITY

' FORCES

Host Nation

ICR \ ov’'t Agencies

AGENCIES IN
COUNTRY

INTERNATIONAL
POLICE PRESENCE

Other Nation
Military

Affected Country
Requirements
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NOTE – When shown as PP slide pictures develop slowly.



In working with EUCOM/AFRICOM and DOD as a whole, we in USAID need to remember that our world of development, emergency assistance, and reconstruction is a crazy world for DoD staff that aren’t accustomed to the donor/NGO circus that we deal with in most of our countries;



NOR are they accustomed to working with the array of many host government, international, and non-government agencies and other actors.



�


Possible next steps

Establish comparable lists of regional priority countries; plan
coordinated programs in those countries.

Place new African ODC/OSCs in countries with USAID Missions.

Program %z day of GO-FO country visits with USAID events.

Hold joint COCOM/USAID planning conferences (ODC/OSC chiefs
and USAID Program Officers).

Engage USAID’s SDAs and European Reps to link COCOMSs to
International donor/NGO communities.

Design/deliver USAID/EUCOM/AFRICOM 101 courses for USAID and
COCOM staff. 14
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In addition, there are a number of specific, concrete actions we could take immediately to move USAID collaboration with both EUCOM and AFRICOM to a higher level.



Some of these actions would require greater effort from USAID Missions or USAID regional bureaus in Washington; some would require more effort from EUCOM or AFRICOM.  



Therefore, there are choices of priority – where to allocate limited time?  

�


Security Cooperation Programs with
USAID link

e Combating Terrorism Fellowship Program

o Military to Military Programs (IMET, 1206)

o State Partnership Program (SPP)
 Humanitarian Assistance (HA/HCA)

e Humanitarian Mine Action (HMA)

* Global Peace Operations Initiative (GPOI) Fund

« Warsaw Initiative Funds (E&E only)

» Cooperative Threat Reduction

 Defense Reform/Security Sector Reform

» Defense Environmental International Cooperation
» Exercise Related Construction

« DHAPP/PEPFAR — HIV/AIDS assistance

o Exercises (MEDCAPS, DENTCAPS, VETCAPS)
« Maritime Security (Gulf of Guinea, other)

* Interagency Operations (OEFTS/TSCTP, CIJTF-HOA)
« Counter Narcotics Trafficking (CNT)

15
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In taking a closer look at a number of DoD Security Cooperation Programs that EUCOM/AFRICOM implement in work with host militaries and Ministries of Defense -- there are a number that are related – to USAID and other foreign assistance programs (note those highlighted in red).  



Some set the stage (helping create a more secure, stable environment as we discussed before, such as the Mil to Mil programs, of which there are several).  Others (like HA or Demining) offer opportunities for direct cooperation in specific activities.



END HERE – REMAINING TIME FOR REFERENCE AND FOR QUESTIONS.



Although they are not quite the same as Security Cooperation Programs, I’ve listed here as well the two major interagency operations in Africa – OEF-TS/TSCTP and CJTF-HOA – both of which include substantial USAID, State, and other USG contributions.



State Partnership Programs (US State National Guards work with host countries) offer a number of opportunities (as already shown in E&E) for mil to mil, mil to civ, and civ to civ collaboration – such as Kosovo and Armenia (election reform assistance from Kansas Adjutant General’s Office, which also controls the National Guard).�


MILESTONES

e “Drinking from the fire hose.”

e Securing USAID seats at senior meetings.
 Briefing the “GO-FOs.”

e Traveling with the “Boss.”

e Filling five USAID positions in AFRICOM.

16
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Some key events were:

Providing training to EUCOM (and component) staff through Joint Humanitarian Operations Courses delivered by OFDA; 

Traveling with  Gen. Ward to East Africa and seeing for myself the opportunities and challenges for USAID in working with EUCOM field staff.

Organizing with EUCOM J4/HA a Joint Conference on “Humanitarian Assistance” that brought together over 100 EUCOM/DoD and USAID field staff as well as NGO representatives – to discuss how we can work together better in “HA” or actually, community projects in health, education, water/sanitation, and small-scale infrastructure.

Visits from USAID Asst. Administrators and key technical staff (SSR, OFDA, TSCTP) were helpful in making clear how serious USAID was about the relationship and in demonstrating USAID’s technical capabilities in key areas.

USAID participation in Theater Security Cooperation Conferences and EUCOM/AFRICOM participation in USAID regional technical officer conferences (Budapest PO Conference – 1 day spent on civil-military cooperation) expanded rapidly on both sides and became more focused with more candid discussions.  

Other points:  

Involvement with Gen. Ward’s AFRICOM confirmation process; strategy for pre-confirmation meetings on the Hill, with NGOs (InterAction). 

Educating my USAID colleagues in USAID/Washington and in the field.  �
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