


That is a relatively robust armored car fleet compared to other CPA Governorate Teams.
Yet we have a GC and Arbi-based Regional staff of over 20 Americans, all of whom
have reasons — or orders from Baghdad -- to travel. While Arbil itself is relatively safe
compared to elsewhere in Iraq, our office supports the region, meaning our people must
go on predictable routes to dangerous locations. Most must travel in unarmored vehicles.
There are many more examples of where we have been asked to work in the most
dangerous environment of any State Department posting in the world, yet without bare
minimum of resources to deal with the threat.

Making this more difficult is the diffuse nature and overwhelming number of the taskers
we receive on a daily basis from Baghdad, almost all of which require us to leave the
relative safety of our compounds to carry out. This includes visitors that do not seem to
meet the threshold of essential functions. One potential visitor wishes to come discuss
links with the Kurdish Boy Scouts. StratCom people expect us to identify exchange
visitors and MEPI participants, types of activities which are important, yes, but which
could also be put off until after the transition by simply reserving spots for Iraqis now, to
fill in the names later. We now have new taskers about filling positions on the
Commission of Integrity and distributing leaflets about its work, yet we cannot tell
whether this is simply a good idea or an essential one worth risking our lives for.

CPA-Baghdad is an enormous operation, with thousands of people working on a huge
variety of issues. Each issue in isolation is probably important, and certainly the staff
working on those issues can explain in great detail and with conviction why this tasker is
critical or that visit essential to Iraq’s success. But our teams (even our now expanded
regional team) are small. We do not have the resources to jump to each of these taskers
or support all of these visitors. Nor should we -- each time that we do so, we are putting
our lives on the line. I expect CPA-Baghdad and my employees at the State Department
to be much more discriminatory about a visit or tasker, determining whether it is
absolutely essential to our mission or whether it is merely something that would be nice
to have accomplished, if resources and security circumstances allowed. Now, everything
proposed is reported to us as having “high level” support in Baghdad or Washington; we
have not succeeded in turning off a single visit since I have been here, only to an
occasional change in dates.

If I am going to risk my life or — worse — risk the lives of my staff by sending them into
the field, I want to know that the proposed activity or visit is vital to our Iraq enterprise.
In general, I consider our interactions with Iragis on the specifics of the TAL and the
details of the transition to be that sort of activity, public outreach worthy of our scarce
security resources. The potential tewards in this case make it worth us taking the risks
(while we still need sufficient resources to attempt to minimize them). On the other hand,
1 do not consider general, academic discussions on democracy to be of the same vital
importance, particularly not in Iraqi Kurdistan where the locals have had an imperfect but
nevertheless workable representative government now for more than a dozen years.

Given our need to minimize risks, I would also like to ask CPA-Baghdad, and perhaps
Washington, to cease with the “one-size-fits-all” approach to the 18 governorates. The












