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CONFIDENTIAL/FOUO
the FOB and the ‘transition’ mentality that saw US forces pulling back into base camps,
reducing their presence, and hoping Iraqis would solve everything. LTG Dubik does not
like the “transition” idea. What we have to do is not transition, it is to build capacity and
capability. As we looked at the situation, we found ten required institutional functions.
We had to build the MOI, build the MOD, build their capabilities, and continue to grow
the ISF. When it comes to forces, it is simple math. You have to have robust and
capable forces, and you can’t stretch them thin across the battlefield. We had allowed
ourselves to get FOB-bound and shipped in thousands of tons of stuff to make life on the
FOB comfortable. The way to make a surge is to tell brigade commanders to get all their
troops off the FOB for 96 hours. Then you’ve got a surge. The FOB mentality was
hurting us. Troops ventured out briefly, then went back to the FOB, having
accomplished nothing. We’re spending $10 to $15 billion on this.
We have allowed our reliance on contracting to bring us to our knees. The cost of the
war is a huge problem. KBR and other groups, led by retired generals, charge
unbelievable amounts for what they do. It costs us $500,000 for a contractor, and the
cost is ridiculous.
We’ve lost accountability of equipment. This arose partly from the practice of leaving
equipment behind. It was cheaper than shipping it home since incoming units needed it,
but the property accountability never caught up. Now, too many people are writing stuff
off.
As a vignette, Ist Corps spent two years equipping 4th Battalion, 2nd Stryker Brigade.
They needed common equipment. The Class VII bill was for $40 million over two years.
We had to fight the battle with FORSCOM over those years to get the money needed.
We got it in increments of hundreds of thousands of dollars and a time, and we had to
synchronize the spending with the train-up of individual, small unit, and collective
training. Ultimately, we spent $36 million. We got over here and people scoffed at $36
million. It was a drop in the bucket, but ridiculously hard for us to get it done, to spend
what was needed, back in the states. It was all too complicated.
In May ’07, MNSTCI completed an In-Stride Assessment, a White Paper for LTG
Dempsey. MNSTCI had been expecting to be done with the train-up of Iraqi forces by
December ’07. The in-stride assessment suggested we might not be done by the end of
’07. The plan had been for a force of 390,000, but it would be a force that lacked many
things. The ISA projected budget needs of $5 billion for enablers in FY 08.
Dubik appreciated the in-stride assessment, but he wanted an independent assessment in
order to figure out what the correct size was for Iraqi forces. He adopted a couple of key
assumptions. First, he assumed the US would keep 10 BCTs in Iraq. Second, he
assumed the level of violence in Iraq would be at pre-February 2006 levels. He asked
(Center for Army Analysis, Lt Gen Odierno, and Iraqi commanders) to calculate the
necessary size of Iraqi forces based on those two assumptions. By late summer, they had
finished their work and we received estimates from all three sources. All three were very
close, ranging from 601K to 646 K. On this basis, we modified the May ’07 in-stride
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The risks of early ’08: We want Iraqis to be more self-sufficient, but with that comes less
control for us. It leaves us less able to influence what the Iraqis do. Their priorities are
not the same as ours. The risk comes in not letting them take the reins. We have to
check ourselves from doing too much. It (any given solution) has to work for them, not
us.
The power of the purse gives us a carrot and a stick, but that does not foster selfsufficiency.
We must be willing to let them fail. The example of the 1 Dec ’08 cut off of life support
(food and fuel) by US to ISF, which was ugly, but ISF then figured out 95% how to do it
themselves. It has to be their solution, and that is good enough. We risk trying to apply
western standards, which don’t apply.

Issues for Dubik
The Iraqi Surge – He needs to be able to talk about this more.
How does he explain things to Congressmen. Congressmen and congressional staffers
always come to Iraq with preconceived notions of how things are based on what they’ve
read or previous trips. The truth is that things change. What was is not what is. A lot
has happened. This is a huge challenge, and MNSTCI’s success is key to the US getting
out decently. The MNCI surge and offensive created maneuver space, but the fight is far
from over. We have to press the fight. Congress wants a timeline, but there can’t be one.
Why would we leave Iraq after all that we have invested? DOD needs to commit to a
permanent presence and invest in the future. Then we can craft the future. The model
may be Korea, Japan, or Germany, but long-term presence helps everybody. Now is the
time for a strategic concept. It will not be 15 BCTs here long-term, but it will likely be a
division and key bases.
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