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company’s manpower providers.®*> Shots were fired by at least one member of Compass’s
guard force but the company apparently never determined who among their guards actually
ﬁred.“"“ll\s of May 21, 2010, Compass continued to employ guards supplied by General

General Compass also signed a contract with a “General " to supply the company
with guards for a convoy security contract Compass had with the Supreme Group. At the time
the company si igned that contract, General# was a serving Afghan National Police District
Commander.®®* The contract, which was in eftect until Compass terminated the ANP
Commander in December 2008, required him to provide Compass with 60 mobile guards, three
team leaders, and one guard commander. The contract stipulated that, in return, Compass would
pay him nearly $23,000 per. month. According to Aaron Staunton, who signed the contract on
behalf of Compass, the company’s payment to the ANP Commander included a sum for him as
well as funds intended for the guards he provided.®” The contract stated that the men supplied
by the ANP Commander would be “fully trained, serving or ex-members of the Afghan National
Police Force of the Ministry of Interior, Afghanistan or the Afghan National Army.”** That
language appears to have violated Afghan Ministry of Interior (MOI) regulations, in effect at the
time, that prohibit security companies from “recruiting the serving officers, sergeants, soldiers
and other active officials of the Ministry of Defense and Ministry of Interior and other state
departments.”®**

tii l In October 2007, less than a month after the company signed its contract with

(U) In addition to barring private security companies from recruiting Afghan soldiers and
police officers, the regulations state that officials of the Ministry of Defense and Ministry of
Interior “cannot be the owner or partner of a private security company.”*® In November 2008,
Mark a Regional Operations Manager for Compass, sent an email to a colleague
warning him not to discuss the ANP Commander with the MOI, writing that it was “imperative
that we do NOT mention ’s name” to an MOI official.*’ Asked later why he wrote the

** Email from Mark to Peter McCosker (March 23, 2008). According to Compass’s operations
manager Aaron Staunton, subsequent to the stand-off, General “vehemently denied” that that the incident
had anything to do with him or his men. Committee staff interview of Aaron Staunton at 141 (June 23, 2010).

%0 Committee staff interview of Aaron Staunton at 141 (June 23, 2010).
%! Letter from Stein Mitchell & Muse to Committee staff at 7 (May 10, 2010),
%2 Committee staff interview of Aaron Staunton at 92 (June 23, 2010).

3 Compass contract for the Provision of Mobile Security Convoy Protection Personnel (October 5, 2007);
Committee staff interview of Aaron Staunton (June 23, 2010).

1 Compass contract for the Provision of Mobile Security Convoy Protection Personnel (October 5, 2007)
(emphasis added).

%2 Procedure for Regulating Activities of Private Security Companies in Afghanistan, Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan Ministry of Interior (February 2008).

%5 Id. Staunton claimed that Compass’s contract with the ANP Commander was consistent with the regulatory
requirements though he did not believe the regulations were in effect at the time the contract was in effect. By
contrast, the Afghan MOI advised the Committee that the regulations were in effect at that time. Committee staff
interview of Aaron Staunton at 133 (June 23, 2010): Email from Office of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
Ministry of Interior (June 27, 2010).

*” Email from Mark || © Cotin [ November 3, 2008).
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email, Markm said that “it was just important to us that no misconceptions occurred,
especially within the regulatory office that Compass was... contracting [the ANP
Commander].”** Mark* said that “it was known, at that time, as it is now, that
government officials in the employ of security forces are not allowed to have a second job or a
second income, and definitely not with security companies, particularly. And we were just wary
to avoid that any connection was made with ComEass and be misconstrued that [the ANP
Commander] was in Compass’s employ.” * Mark ’s assertion that the
ANP Commander was not in Compass’s employ is contradicted by the written contract with the
ANP Commander, as well as statements from Staunton and Peter McCosker, Compass’s

owner. e

(U) The ANP Commander was employed by the company until he was terminated in
December 2008, at least in part due to suspicions by Compass officials that he maintained a
relationship with another local strongman named Ruhullah.®”" Ruhullah, in turn, reportedly
maintains “a ?owerful security network controlling much of Highway One between Kabul and
Kandahar."®* According to Compass, beginning in mid-2008, Ruhullah began threatening and
launching attacks on company convoys with the intent to disrupt operations and create “an
opportunity [for him] to take up a contract for the delivery of fuel.”*"

D. Task Forces Established to Examine Contracting in Afghanistan

(U) Based on an assessment that Private Security Contractors (PSCs) are often perceived
by Afghans as “disruptive, undesirable, and lawless militias,” U.S. Forces-Afghanistan created
Task Force Spotlight in June 2010 to look into PSC misconduct and non-compliance with U.S.
government mandates, both of which are “exacerbated by inadequate oversi ght."®"* Task Force
Spotlight’s mission includes improving PSC oversight, transparency, and accountability,
reducing the potential influence of malign actors, and bolstering the Afghan government’s
credibility and ability to govern.®”

% Committee staff interview of Mark_ at 69-70 (May 26, 2010).
665
Id.

o Compass contract for the Provision of Mobile Security Convoy Protection Personnel (October 5, 2007);
Committee staff interview of Aaron Staunton at 98 (June 23, 2010); Committee staff interview of Peter McCosker
at 63 (June 30, 2010).

571 Committee Staff Interview of . Email l'ro_

2 Carl Forsberg and Kimberly Kagan, Institute for the Study of War, Consolidation Private Security Companies in
Southern Afghanistan (May 28, 2010);, A compass email suggests that Ruhullah works for Akhtar Mohammad who a
U.S. Military analysis called one of 12 “Kandahar City Power Brokers” and an associate of Ahmad Wali Karzai, the
head of the Kandahar Provincial Council. Akhtar Mohammed is described as “likely the “go to guy’ for issues from
which [Ahmad Wali Khan] must keep his distance... He is believed to supply vehicles, weaponry and
accommodations to private security firms, criminal groups and possibly insurgents,” Stability Operations
Information Center-South, Kandahar City Municipality & Dand District: District Narrative Analysis at 18, 39
(March 30, 2010).

2 Email from

7 Briefing for Committee Staff (August 5, 2010)
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(U) In July 2010, Task Force 2010 was established to examine the flow of contract funds,
including private security contract funds, in Afghanistan. According to ISAF, there is “little
awareness of money flows and linkages to malign actors at the subcontracting level” in
Afghanistan, leading to waste, fraud, and abuse while “enriching powerbrokers” undercutting
counterinsurgency efforts, delegitimizing the Afghan government and “empowering the
insurgency.”®’® Task Force 2010’s mission is to “better employ contracting in support of
counterinsurgency operations” while providing operational commanders “actionable
information” on subcontracting networks.®”” Task Force 2010 also seeks to “reform contracting
regulations, laws, and procedures nationwide.”*"®
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COMMITTEE ACTION

On September 28, 2010, by voice vote, the Committee adopted the report and conclusions
of the inquiry into the role and oversight of private security contractors in Afghanistan. Twenty-
three Senators were present. No Senator voted in the negative.
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATORS McCAIN, INHOFE, SESSIONS,
CHAMBLISS, GRAHAM, THUNE, WICKER, LeMIEUX, BURR,
VITTER, COLLINS, & BROWN

While the case studies highlighted in the report demonstrate the risks of using private
security contractors in terms of their reliability, training, effectiveness, background screening,
and potential for divided allegiances, we do not believe that anyone should conclude from what
is presented here that the use of private security contractors in Afghanistan always decreased the
security of U.S. and Coalition forces, or that using private security contractors inevitably
undercut the Afghan Government. We believe that the facts require a more nuanced
interpretation.

During the period covered by the report, military operations in Afghanistan were
secondary to those on-going in Iraq. In 2007, the success of our military engagement in Iraq was
very much in doubt. As a result, the primary focus of our military effort was in Iraq and military
operations in Afghanistan were limited to what was described as an “economy of force.” In fact,
during the period covered by the report, U.S. force strength in Afghanistan was never higher than
26,000; Coalition forces added no more than 31,600 additional troops; and the Afghan Army was
beginning to grow from only 47,000 to 76,000. To the extent that the Committee report implies
that the decision to rely on private security contractors in Afghanistan was a grave mistake that
undercut our larger strategic objectives there, the report simply fails to acknowledge the lack of
other feasible options given the commitment of U.S. forces to Iraq and the limited number of
U.S., Coalition, and Afghan Security Forces available at the time to provide routine security
throughout Afghanistan.

Moreover, the narrow focus of the report, which singles out for extensive discussion only
two major cases studies, could leave the reader with the impression that use of private security
contractors provided no benefit whatsoever. Unfortunately, the report does not attempt a more
balanced review of the pros and cons involved with using private security contractors in
situations such as those that existed at the time when U.S. and Coalition military forces were not
available for routine security functions and in places where the Afghan National Government
had not been able to extend its influence. The report also fails to acknowledge the positive
impact of providing employment to local inhabitants in hotly contested areas who otherwise
would be more likely to become insurgents for simple economic reasons, or the resentment and
negative impact on security that could have resulted if third-country nationals were brought in
and paid to provide security services to the economic detriment of those living there and
struggling to survive.

Additionally, the report does not in our view give sufficient emphasis to the dramatic
changes that have taken place over the last two years and that are taking place in Afghanistan
now. Our current commander in Afghanistan, General David Petraeus, has testified before our
Committee as recently as during his nomination hearing in July, 2010, that he firmly understands
the potential downside of relying on private security contractors and is moving in cooperation
with President Karzai to first reduce and then largely eliminate their use:
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Our counterinsurgency mission depends heavily upon perceptions, and therefore
requires a clear distinction between licensed, trained and restrained PSCs that help
us accomplish our mission, and illegally armed groups that must be disbanded and
held accountable for their actions. As the security environment in Afghanistan
improves, our need for PSCs will diminish, but in the meantime, we will use
legal, licensed and controlled PSCs to accomplish appropriate missions.

President Karzai and his government have adopted a policy to reduce the reliance on
private security contractors and focus responsibility for achieving and maintaining security on
the official security forces of the national government. This is a move in a positive direction, but
one which is only possible now with the addition of 30,000 U.S. troops in 2010, bringing the
total U.S. force level in Afghanistan to 103,000, Coalition forces to 47,700, and the substantial
growth of the Afghan National Security Forces to 135,000 Army and 110,000 Police.

In summary, this Committee report on the real and significant potential for problems
associated with use of private security contractors in Afghanistan cannot be read as a balanced
and comprehensive record of a controversial and difficult issue. It highlights problems and very
real concerns, but it falls short of providing a more robust discussion of how slim our options
were at the time and how our commanders have recognized these dangers and are moving
together with our Afghan allies now to incrementally reduce the dependence on private security
contractors through a transfer of responsibilities to the growing and more capable Afghan
National Security Forces.
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