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Iraq: Post-Saddam Governance and Security

Summary

Operation Iragi Freedom overthrew Saddam Hussein’ sregime, but much of Iraq
became violent because of Sunni Arab resentment and a related insurgency,
compounded by Sunni-Shiite sectarian violence, competition among Shiite groups,
and the failure of Iraq's government to equitably deliver services. Mounting U.S.
casualties and financial costs — without clear movement toward national political
reconciliation among Irag’ s major communities— have intensified adebate within
the United States over whether to reduce U.S. involvement without completely
accomplishing initial U.S. goals.

The Administration is claiming relative success in reversing the deterioration
in security in 2006, attributing the gainsto the strategy announced by President Bush
onJanuary 10, 2007 (“New Way Forward”). Somecommanderssay that violence has
now dropped to levels not seen since 2004. The centerpiece of the strategy was the
deployment of an additional 28,500 U.S. forces (“troop surge’) to help stabilize
Baghdad and to take advantage of growing tribal support for U.S. policy in Anbar
Province. However, critics say that the strategy was primarily intended to promote
Iragi government action on a series of key reconciliation initiatives that are viewed
as"benchmarks” of political progress. Accordingto congressionally mandated White
House reports in July and September 2007, as well as subsequent events, overall
national political reconciliation has not progressed substantially, and U.S. officias
are looking for more modest signs of political “accommodation” rather than broad,
sweeping reconciliation.

The Administration believesthat thecurrent U.S. strategy hol dsout the prospect
of producing what some experts sustainable stability — a central government able
to defend itself with progressively reduced U.S. help. However, some in Congress
believe that because of a lack of Iragi political reconciliation, the United States
should begin winding down U.S. combat involvement in Irag, whether or not a
unified central government isfully stabilized. Partly becausethereisaperceptionthat
the troop surge strategy is reducing violence, there has not been the needed level of
support in Congress to mandate a troop withdrawal, a timetable for withdrawal, or
a significant change in U.S. strategy. Some see the September 2007 passage of a
Senate amendment (in the conference report on a defense authorization act, H.R.
1585) supporting amore decentralized, “federal” Iraqasoutgrowth of effortsto build
a bipartisan consensus for an aternative Iraq strategy.

This report is updated regularly. See also CRS Report RS21968, Iraq:
Government Formation and Benchmarks, by Kenneth Katzman; CRS Report
RL 31833, Iraqg: Reconstruction Assistance, by Curt Tarnoff; CRS Report RL31701,
Irag: U.S Military Operations, by Steve Bowman; and CRS Report RL33793, Irag:
Regional Perspectives and U.S Policy, coordinated by Christopher Blanchard.
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Iraq: Post-Saddam Governance
and Security

Irag has not previously had experience with ademocratic form of government,
although parliamentary elections were held during the period of British rule under a
League of Nations mandate (from 1920 until Iraq’ s independence in 1932), and the
monarchy of the Sunni Muslim Hashemite dynasty (1921-1958). The territory that
is now Irag was formed from three provinces of the Ottoman empire after British
forces defeated the Ottomans in World War | and took control of the territory in
1918. Britain had tried to take Irag from the Ottomans earlier in World War | but
were defeated at Al Kut in 1916. Britain’s presence in Irag, which relied on Sunni
Muslim Iragis (as did the Ottoman administration), ran into repeated resistance,
facing a major Shiite-led revolt in 1920 and a major anti-British uprising in 1941,
during World War Il. Irag’s first Hashemite king was Faysal bin Hussein, son of
Sharif Hussein of Meccawho, advised by British officer T.E Lawrence (“Lawrence
of Arabia’), led the Arab revolt against the Ottoman Empire during World War 1.
Faysal ruled Iraq as King Faysal | and was succeeded by his son, Ghazi, who was
killed in acar accident in 1939. Ghazi was succeeded by his young son, Faysal II.

A major figure under the British mandate and the monarchy was Nuri As-Said,
apro-British, pro-Hashemite Sunni Muslim who served as prime minister 14 times
during 1930-1958. Faysal |1, with the help of his pro-British Prime Minister Nuri al-
Sa'id who had also served under his predecessors, ruled until the military coup of
Abd al-Karim al-Qasim on July 14, 1958. Qasim was ousted in February 1963 by a
Baath Party-military alliance. Sincethat sameyear, the Baath Party hasruledin Syria,
although there was rivalry between the Syrian and Iraqi Baath regimes during
Saddam’s rule. The Baath Party was founded in the 1940s by Lebanese Christian
philosopher Michel Aflag asasociaist, pan-Arab movement, the aim of which was
to reduce religious and sectarian schisms among Arabs.

One of the Baath Party’ salliesin the February 1963 coup was Abd al-Salam al -
Arif. In November 1963, Arif purged the Baath, including Prime Minister (and
military officer) Ahmad Hasan al-Bakr, and instituted direct military rule. Arif was
killed in a helicopter crash in 1966 and was replaced by his elder brother, Abd al-
Rahim a-Arif. Following the Baath seizure of power in 1968, Bakr returned to
government asPresident of Irag and Saddam Hussein, acivilian, becametheregime's
number two — Vice Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Council. In that
position, Saddam devel oped overlapping security servicesto monitor loyalty among
the populationandwithinIrag’ sinstitutions, including themilitary. OnJuly 17, 1979,
the aging al-Bakr resigned at Saddam’s urging, and Saddam became President of
Irag. Under Saddam, secular Shiites held high party positions, but Sunnis mostly
from Saddam’s home town of Tikrit, dominated the highest positions. Saddam’s
regime repressed Irag's Shiites after the February 1979 Islamic revolution in
neighboring Iran partly because Iraq feared that Iragi Shiite Islamist movements,
emboldened by Iran, would try to establish an Iranian-style Islamic republic of Iraqg.



CRS-2

Table 1. Irag Basic Facts

Population

27.5 million

Demographics

Shiite Arab - 60%; Kurd - 19% Sunni Arab - 14%; Christian
and others - 6; Sunni Turkomen - 1%. Christians are: 600,000 -
1 milliontotal (incl. Chaldean, Assyrian, Syriac, Armenian, and
Protestant). Others are: Y azidis (600,000); Shabak (200,000);
Sabean-Mandaean (6,000).

Comparative Area

Slightly more than twice the size of Idaho

GDP $87.9 billion (purchasing power parity)

GDP per capita $3,000 per year

2008 Government | Under debate in Iragi parliament. $37.7 billion expected
Budget revenue/$42.5 billion expected expenditures. Expenditures

include $8.8 billion in capital expenditures, and $33.7 in
operating expenses, of which $8.2 billion are for Iragi Security
Forces costs

Unemployment 25-30%

Rate

Inflation Rate 60%+

U.S. Qil Imports About 700,000 barrels per day
(other Iraqi oil - related capabilities appear in atable later in
this paper)

Sour ce: CIA World Factbook, updated June 2007; State Department International Religions
Freedom Report, September 2007.

Policy in the 1990s Emphasized Containment

Prior to the January 16, 1991, launch of Operation Desert Storm to reverse
Irag’s August 1990 invasion of Kuwait, President George H.W. Bush called on the
Iragi people to overthrow Saddam. That Administration decided not to try to do so
militarily because (1) the United Nations had approved only liberating Kuwait; (2)
Arab states in the coalition opposed an advance to Baghdad; and (3) the
Administrati on feared becoming bogged downinahigh-casualty occupation.* Within
daysof thewar’ send (February 28, 1991), Shiite Muslimsin southern Irag and Kurds
in northern Irag, emboldened by the regime’s defeat and the hope of U.S. support,
rebelled. The Shiite revolt nearly reached Baghdad, but the mostly Sunni Muslim
Republican Guard forceswere pulled back into Iraq before engaging U.S. forces and
wereintact to suppresstherebellion. Many Iragi Shiites blamed the United Statesfor
not intervening on their behalf. Irag’s Kurds, benefitting from a U.S.-led “no fly

! Bush, George H.W., and Brent Scowcroft. A World Transformed. Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.
1998.
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zone” set up in April 1991, drove Iraqgi troops out of much of northern Iragq and
remained autonomous theresfter.

The thrust of subsequent U.S. policy was containment through U.N. Security
Council-authorized weapons inspections, an international economic embargo, and
U.S.-led enforcement of nofly zonesover both northern and southern Irag.? President
George H.W. Bush reportedly supported effortsto promote amilitary coup asaway
of producing afavorable government without fragmenting Irag. After areported July
1992 coup failed, he shifted to supporting the Kurdish, Shiite, and other
oppositioniststhat were coal escing into abroad movement,® but the United Statesdid
not help them militarily.

The Clinton Administration and Major Anti-Saddam Factions

During the Clinton Administration, the United States built ties to and
progressively increased support for several Shiite and Kurdish factions, all of which
have provided major figuresin post-Saddam politicswhilea so fielding militias. The
Shiite militias have been locked in sectarian violence against Irag’'s Sunnis who
supported Saddam’ sregime and who the Shiitestherefore perceive asresponsiblefor
their years of repression at the hands of Saddam. (Table 6 on Iraq’ s various factions
isat the end of this paper). During 1997-1998, Iraq’ s obstructions of U.N. weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) inspections led to growing congressional calls to
overthrow Saddam, starting with an FY 1998 appropriation (P.L. 105-174).

The sentiment was expressed strongly in the “Iraq Liberation Act” (ILA, P.L.
105-338, October 31, 1998). Signed by President Clinton despite doubts about
opposition capabilities, it was viewed as an expression of congressional support for
the concept of promoting an Iragi insurgency with U.S. air power. That law, which
statesthat it should be the policy of the United States to “support efforts’ to remove
the regime headed by Saddam Hussein, is often cited as evidence of a bipartisan
consensus that Saddam should be toppled. It gave the President authority to provide
up to $97 million worth of defense articles and services, as well as $2 million in
broadcasting funds, to opposition groups designated by the Administration. In mid-
November 1998, President Clinton publicly articulated that regime change was a
component of U.S. policy toward Irag. Section 8 of the ILA stated that the act should
not be construed as authorizing the use of U.S. military force to achieve regime
change. The ILA did not specifically terminate after Saddam Hussein was removed
from power; Section 7 provided for post-Saddam “transition assistance” to Iraqi
groups with “democratic goals.”

The signing of the ILA coincided with new crises over Irag’s obstructions of
U.N. weaponsinspections. On December 15, 1998, U.N. inspectorswerewithdrawn,
and athree-day U.S. and British bombing campaign against suspected Iragi WMD

2 Discussed further in CRS Report RL32379, Iraq: Former Regime Weapons Programs,
Human Rights Violations, and U.S. Policy, by Kenneth Katzman.

3 Congress more than doubled the budget for covert support to the opposition groups to
about $40 million for FY 1993, from previous levels of $15 million - $20 million. Sciolino,
Elaine. “Greater U.S. Effort Backed To Oust Iragi.” New York Times, June 2, 1992.
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facilities followed (Operation Desert Fox, December 16-19, 1998). On February 5,
1999, President Clinton designated seven groups eligible to receive U.S. military
assistance under the ILA (P.D. 99-13): INC; INA; SICI; KDP; PUK; the Islamic
Movement of Iragi Kurdistan (IMIK);* and the Movement for Constitutional
Monarchy (MCM). In May 1999, the Clinton Administration provided $5 million
worth of training and “non-lethal” defense articles under the ILA to about 150
oppositionists in Defense Department-run training (Hurlburt Air Base) on
administering post-Saddam Irag. The Administration judged the opposition
insufficiently capable to merit combat training or weapons; the trainees did not
deploy in Operation Iragi Freedom or into the FreeIragi Forcesthat deployedto Irag.

e Secular Groups: Iragi National Congress (INC) and Iraq
National Accord (INA). In 1992, the two main Kurdish partiesand
several Shiite Ilamist groups coalesced into the “lragi National
Congress (INC)” on a platform of human rights, democracy,
pluralism, and “federalism” (Kurdish autonomy). However, many
observers doubted its commitment to democracy, because most of
its groups had authoritarian leaderships. The INC's Executive
Committee selected Ahmad Chalabi, asecular ShiiteMuslim, torun
theINC onadaily basis. (A tableon U.S. appropriationsfor thelraqgi
opposition, including the INC, is an appendix).®

e Another secular group, the Iraqg National Accord (INA), was
founded after Irag's 1990 invasion of Kuwait, was supported
initially by Saudi Arabiabut reportedly later earned the patronage of
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).® It is led by Dr. lyad al-
Allawi. The INA enjoyed Clinton Administration support in 1996
after squabbling among other opposition groups reduced their
viability,” but theINA waspenetrated by Iraq’ sintelligence services,
which arrested or executed over 100 INA activistsin June 1996. In
August 1996, Baghdad launched a military incursion into northern
Irag, at the invitation of the Kurdistan Democratic Party, to help it
capture Irbil from the rival Patriotic Union of Kurdistan. The
incursion enabled Baghdad to rout INC and INA agentsin the north.

“ Because of itsrolein the eventual formation of theradical Ansar al-Islam group, the IMIK
did not receive U.S. funds after 2001, although it was not formally de-listed.

> Chalabi’ s father was president of the Senate in the monarchy that was overthrown in the
1958 military coup, and the family fled to Jordan. He taught math at the American
University of Beirutin 1977 and, in 1978, he founded the PetraBank in Jordan. Helater ran
afoul of Jordanian authorities on charges of embezzlement and he left Jordan, possibly with
some help from members of Jordan’ sroyal family, in 1989. In April 1992, he was convicted
in absentia of embezzling $70 million from the bank and sentenced to 22 years in prison.
The Jordanian government subsequently repaid depositors atotal of $400 million.

®Brinkley, Joel. “Ex-CIA Aides Say Iraq Leader Hel ped Agency in 90’ sAttacks,” New York
Times, June 9, 2004.

" An account of thisshiftin U.S. strategy is essayed in Hoagland, Jim. “How CIA’s Secret
War On Saddam Collapsed,” Washington Post, June 26, 1997.
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e TheKurds,? who are mostly Sunni Muslims but are not Arabs, are
probably the most pro-U.S. of all major groups. Historically fearful
of persecution by the Arab majority, the Kurds, to the chagrin of
Turkey, arefocused on expanding the high degree of autonomy they
enjoy in their three-province “region,” which is run by a Kurdistan
Regional Government (KRG). Both magjor Kurdish factions — the
Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) led by Jalal Talabani, and the
Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) led by Masud Barzani — are
participating in Iragi politics, but the PUK more so.

e Shiite Islamists: Ayatollah Sistani, ISCI, Da'wa, and Sadr
Factions. Shiite Islamist organizations have become dominant in
post-Saddam politics; Shiites constituteabout 60% of the popul ation
but were under-represented in all pre-2003 governments and
suffered significant repression under Saddam’s regime. Several
Shiite Islamist factions cooperated with the U.S. regime change
efforts of the 1990s, but others did not. The undisputed Shiite
religiousleader, Grand Ayatollah Ali a-Sistani, remainedin Irag but
adopted a low profile during Saddam’ s regime, and had no known
contact with the United States. As the “ marja-e-taglid” (source of
emulation) and the most senior of thefour Shiiteclericsthat |lead the
Najaf-based “Hawza al-Ilmiyah” (agrouping of seminaries).’ About
85 years old, Sistani was born in Iran and studied in Qom, Iran,
before relocating to Najaf at the age of 21. His mentor, was
Ayatollah Abol Qasem Musavi-Khoi, was head of the Hawza until
his death in 1992. Like Khoi, Sistani is a “quietist” — generally
opposing adirect political rolefor clerics, but he believesin clerical
supervision of political leaders.’

e Idamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI) and the Da'wa Party.
Thesetwo groupsare constrained mainstream Shiite lslamist groups,
and decidedly pro-Iranian. During the exile of thelate founder of the
Iranian Islamic revolution Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’ sin Najaf,
Irag (1964-1978), he was hosted by Grand Ayatollah Muhsin al-
Hakim, then head of the Hawza, and the father of the Hakim
brothers (including current leader Abd al-Aziz a-Hakim). The
Hakim brothers were members of the Da'wa (Islamic Call) when
they were driven into exile by Saddam’s crackdown in 1980, who
accused Shiite Ilamists of trying to overthrow him, a crackdown
that coincided with the start of the war with Iran in September 1980.

8 For an extended discussion, see CRS Report RS22079, The Kurdsin Post-Saddam Iraq,
by Kenneth Katzman and Alfred B. Prados.

° The three other senior Hawza clerics are Ayatollah Mohammad Sa'id a-Hakim (uncle of
theleader of the Supreme Council of thelslamic Revolutioninlrag, Abd al-Aziz al-Hakim);
Ayatollah Mohammad Isaac Fayadh, who is of Afghan origin; and Ayatollah Bashir a-
Najafi, of Pakistani origin.

19 For information on Sistani’ s views, see his website at [http://www.sistani.org].
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Under Iranian patronage, the Hakimsbrokewith Da' waand founded
ISCI in 1982. Although it was a member of the INC in the early
1990s, ISCI refused to accept U.S. funds, although it had contacts
with U.S. officias. | SCI (in May 2007 it changed its name from the
Supreme Council of the Islamic Revolution of Irag, SCIRI), is
considered the most well organized party within the “United Iraq
Alliance” (UIA) of Shiite palitical groupings. I1SCI says it does not
seek to establish an Iranian-style Islamic republic, but 1SCI
reportedly receives substantial amounts of financial and other aid
from Iran.

The Da’wa Party, which did not directly join the U.S.-led effort to
overthrow Saddam Hussein during the 1990s, is both an ally and
sometime rival of ISCI. The leader of its main faction in Iraq was
Ibrahim al-Jafari, a Da'wa activist since 1966 who fled to Iran in
1980 to escape Saddam’ s crackdown, later goingto London. Hewas
transitional Prime Minister during April 2005-April 2006. His
successor as Prime Minister, Nuri al-Maliki, was named Da wa
leader in early July 2007. Although there is no public evidence that
Jafari or Maliki wereinvolved in any terrorist activity, the Kuwaiti
branch of the Da'wa allegedly committed a May 1985 attempted
assassination of the Amir of Kuwait and the December 1983 attacks
on the U.S. and French embassies in Kuwait. (It was reported in
February 2007 that aUlA/Da waparliamentarian, Jamal a-l1brahimi,
wasconvicted by Kuwait for the 1983 attacks.) L ebanese Hezbollah,
founded by Lebanese Da wa activists, attempted to link release of
the Americans they held hostage in Lebanon in the 1980s to the
releaseof 17 Da waprisonersheld by Kuwait for those attacksin the
1980s. In post-Saddam Irag, another faction of Da’ wa— also under
the UIA umbrella— isloyal to Abd al-Karim a-Anizi.

The faction of an “insurgent” (non-mainstream) Shiite Islamist
Mogtada Al Sadr, is emerging as a maor factor in Iragi politics.
This faction was underground in Iraq during Saddam’ s rule, led by
Ayatollah Mohammad Sadiq Al Sadr, who waskilled by theregime
in 1999. After the fall of Saddam Hussein, Mohammad Sadiq’ s son
Moqtada, who took over leadership of the faction, was viewed as a
young firebrand who lacked religious and political weight, but the
mainstream Shiite factions tried to build ties to him because of his
large following among poor Shiites who identify with other
“oppressed Muslims” and who oppose virtually any U.S. presence
in the Middle East. He is now perceived as clever and capable —
simultaneously participating in the political process to avoid
confrontation with the United States while denouncing the “U.S.
occupation.” Heisal so competing with other Shiite partiesfor more
influence in southern Irag.
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Post-September 11, 2001
Regime Change and War

Severa senior Bush Administration officials had long been advocates of a
regime change policy toward Irag, but the difficulty of that strategy led the Bush
Administration initially to continue its predecessor’s containment policy.** Some
accounts say that the Administration was planning, even prior to September 11, to
confront Irag militarily, but President Bush has denied this. During itsfirst year, the
Administration tried to prevent an asserted erosion of containment of Iraq by
achieving U.N. Security Council adoption (Resolution 1409, May 14, 2002) of a
“smart sanctions” plan. Theplan relaxed U.N.-imposed restrictionson exportsto Irag
of purely civilian equipment*?in exchange for renewed international commitment to
enforce the U.N. ban on exports to Iraq of militarily useful goods.

Bush Administration policy on Iraq clearly became an active regime change
effort after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. In President Bush'’ s State of the
Union message on January 29, 2002, given as major combat in the U.S.-led war on
the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan was winding down, he characterized Irag
as part of an “axis of evil” (with Iran and North Korea). Some U.S. officias,
particularly then-deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz, asserted that the United States
needed to respond to the September 11, 2001 attacks by “ending states,” such aslraq,
that support terrorist groups. Vice President Cheney visitedtheMiddle EastinMarch
2002 reportedly to consult regional countriesabout the possibility of confronting Irag
militarily, although the Arab leaders opposed war with Iragq and urged greater U.S.
attention to the Arab-Isragli dispute.

Some accounts, including the books Plan of Attack and State of Denial by Bob
Woodward (publishedin April 2004 and September 2006, respectively), say that then
Secretary of State Powell and others were concerned about the potential
consequences of an invasion of Iraq, particularly the difficulties of building a
democracy after major hostilities ended. Press reports in May 2007 indicate that
warnings of such difficulties were issued by the CIA before the invasion. Other
accounts include reported memoranda (the “Downing Street Memo”) by British
intelligence officials (based on conversationswith U.S. officials) saying that by mid-
2002 the Administration had already decided to go to war against Iraq and that it
sought to devel op information about Iraq to support that judgment. President Bush
and then-British Prime Minister Tony Blair deny this. (On December 20, 2001, the
House passed H.J.Res. 75, by avote of 392-12, calling Irag’ srefusal to readmit U.N.
weapons inspectors a “ mounting threat” to the United States.)

The primary theme in the Bush Administration’s public case for the need to
confront Iraq was that Iraq posted a “grave and gathering” threat that should be

1 One account of Bush Administration internal debates on the strategy is found in Hersh,
Seymour. “The Debate Within,” The New Yorker, March 11, 2002.

12 For more information on this program, see CRS Report RL30472, Iraqg: Oil For Food
Program, lllicit Trade, and Investigations, by Christopher Blanchard and K enneth Katzman.
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blunted before the threat became urgent. The basis of that assertion in U.S.
intelligence remains under debate.

e WMD Threat Perception. Senior U.S. officias, including President
Bush, particularly in an October 2002 speechin Cincinnati, asserted
thefollowing about Iraq’ SWMD: (1) that Iraq had worked to rebuild
its WMD programs in the nearly four years since U.N. weapons
inspectors left Iraq and had failed to comply with 16 U.N. previous
resolutions that demanded complete elimination of al of Irag's
WMD programs; (2) that Iragq had used chemical weaponsagainst its
own people (theKurds) and against Iraq’ sneighbors(Iran), implying
that Iragwould not necessarily be deterred from using WMD against
the United States; and (3) that Iragq could transfer its WMD to
terrorists, particularly Al Qaeda, for use in potentially catastrophic
attacksin the United States. Critics noted that, under the U.S. threat
of retaliation, Irag did not use WMD against U.S. troopsin the 1991
Gulf war. A “comprehensive” September 2004 report of the Irag
Survey Group, known as the “Duelfer report,”** found no WMD
stockpiles or production but said that there was evidence that the
regime retained the intention to reconstitute WMD programsin the
future. The formal U.S.-led WMD search ended December 2004,
although U.S. forces have found some chemica weapons left from
the Iran-Irag war.™> UNMOVIC’ swork was formally terminated by
U.N. Security Council Resolution 1762 (June 29, 2007).

e Linksto Al Qaeda. Iraq was designated a state sponsor of terrorism
during 1979-1982 and was again so designated after its 1990
invasion of Kuwait. Although they did not assert that Saddam
Hussein’ sregimewasdirectly involved in the September 11 attacks,
senior U.S. officialsasserted that Saddam’ sregimewaslinked to Al
Qaeda, in part because of the presence of pro-Al Qaeda militant
leader Abu Musab al-Zargawi in northern Irag. Although thisissue
is still debated, the report of the 9/11 Commission found no
evidence of a*collaborative operational linkage” between Irag and
Al Qaeda.* For more information, see CRS Report RL32217, Iraq
and Al Qaeda, by Kenneth Katzman.

Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)

Asmajor combat in Afghanistan wound down in mid-2002, the Administration
began ordering aforceto Kuwait (the only Gulf country that agreed to host the major

3 Duelfer report text isat [ http://news.findlaw.comvhdocs/docs/irag/cia93004wmdrpt.html].

4 For analysis of the former regime’s WMD and other abuses, see CRS Report RL32379,
Irag: Former Regime Weapons Programs, Human Rights Violations, and U.S. Policy, by
Kenneth Katzman.

2 Pincus, Walter. “Munitions Foundin Irag Renew Debate.” Washington Post, July 1, 2006.
16.9/11 Commission Report, p. 66.
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invasion force) that, by early 2003, gave the President an option to invade Irag. In
concert, the Administration tried to build up and broaden the Iragi opposition and,
according to the Washington Post (June 16, 2002), authorizing stepped up covert
activities by the CIA and special operations forces against Saddam Hussein. In
August 2002, the State and Defense Departmentsjointly invited six major opposition
groups to Washington, D.C., and the Administration expanded its ties to several
groups composed primarily of ex-military officers. The Administration also began
training about 5,000 oppositionists to assist U.S. forces,*’ athough reportedly only
about 70 completed training at Taszar air base in Hungary, eventualy serving as
trand atorsduring thewar. The Administration blocked amove by the major factions
to declare a provisional government before entering Iraqg, believing that doing so
would prevent the emergence of secular, pro-democracy groups.

In an effort to obtain U.N. backing for confronting Irag — support that then
Secretary of State Powell reportedly argued was needed — President Bush addressed
the United Nations General Assembly (September 12, 2002), saying that the U.N.
Security Council should enforce its 16 existing WMD-related resolutions on Iraqg.
TheAdministrationthengavelraga“final opportunity” tocomply withall applicable
Council resolutions by supporting Security Council Resolution 1441 (November 8,
2002), which gave the U.N. inspection body UNMOVIC (U.N. Monitoring,
Verification, and Inspection Commission) new powersof inspection. Irag reluctantly
accepted it and WMD inspections resumed November 27, 2002. In January and
February 2003, UNMOVIC Director Hans Blix and International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) Director Mohammad al-Baradei briefed the Security Council onthe
inspections, saying that Iraq failed to actively cooperate to clear up outstanding
questions, but that it had not denied access to sites and that Iragq might not have
retained any WMD.

During thisperiod, the 107" Congress debated the costsand risks of aninvasion.
It adopted H.J.Res. 114, authorizing the President to use military forceto “ defend the
national security of the United States agai nst the continuing threat posed by Iraq” and
“to enforceall relevant U.N. Security Council resolutionsagainst Iraq.” It passed the
House October 11, 2002 (296-133), and the Senate thefollowing day (77-23). It was
signed October 16, 2002 (P.L. 107-243).

In Security Council debate, opponents of war, including France, Russia, China,
and Germany, said the prewar WMD inspections showed that Iraq could be
disarmed peacefully or contained indefinitely, and no U.N. resolution authorizing
forcewasadopted. At aMarch 16, 2003, summit meeting with theleaders of Britain,
Spain, and Bulgaria at the Azores, President Bush asserted that Irag was not
complying with Resolution 1441 because it was not pro-actively revealing
information, and that diplomatic options had failed. The following day, President
Bush gave Saddam Hussein and his sons, Uday and Qusay, an ultimatum to leave
Irag within 48 hoursto avoid war. They refused and OIF began on March 19, 2003.

" Deyoung, Karen, and Daniel Williams, “ Training of Iragi ExilesAuthorized,” Washington
Post, October 19, 2002.
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In the war, Irag's conventional military forces were overwhelmed by the
approximately 380,000-person U.S. and British-led 30-country*® “coalition of the
willing” force assembled, a substantial proportion of which remained afloat or in
supporting roles. Of theinvasion force, Britain contributed 45,000, and U.S. troops
constituted the bulk of the remaining 335,000 forces. Somelragi unitsand irregulars
(“ Saddam’ sFedayeen”) put up stiff resistance and used unconventional tactics. Some
post-major combat eval uations (for example, “CobraTwo,” by Michael Gordon and
Bernard Trainor, published in 2006) suggest the U.S. military should have focused
more on combating the irregulars rather than bypassing them to take on armored
forces. No WMD was used by Irag, although it did fire some ballistic missiles into
Kuwait; it isnot clear whether those missiles were of prohibited ranges (greater than
150 km). The regime vacated Baghdad on April 9, 2003, although Saddam Hussein
appeared with supportersthat day in Baghdad' smostly Sunni Adhamiyadistrict, near
the major Sunni Umm al-Qura mosque. (Saddam was captured in December 2003,
and on November 5, 2006, was convicted for “willful killing” of Shiite civiliansin
Dujail in 1982. He was hanged on December 30, 2006.)

Post-Saddam Transition and Governance

According to statements by President Bush, U.S. goals are for an Iraq that can
sustain, govern, and defend itself and is a partner in the global war on terrorism.
Administration officials have, for the most part, dropped an earlier stated goal that
Iraq serve as amodel of democratic reform in the Middle East.

Early Transition Process

Theformal political transition has advanced since the fall of Saddam Hussein,
but has not achieved palitical reconciliation among the newly dominant Shiite Arabs,
Sunni Arabs that have been displaced from their former perch at the apex of Iragi
politics, and the Kurds who have felt perennially oppressed by Iraq’ s Arabs.

Occupation Period/Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA). After the
fall of the regime, the United States set up an occupation structure, reportedly based
on concernsthat immediate sovereignty would favor major factions and not produce
democracy. The Administration initially tasked Lt. Gen. Jay Garner (ret.) to direct
reconstruction with a staff of U.S. government personnel to administer Iraq's
ministries, they deployed in April 2003. He headed the Office of Reconstruction and
Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA), under the Department of Defense, created by a
January 20, 2003, Executive Order. The Administration largely discarded the State
Department’ s* Future of Irag Project,” that spent the year beforethewar planning for
the administration of Iraq after the fall of Saddam.” Garner and aides tried to

18 Many of thethirty countrieslisted in the coalition did not contribute forcesto the combat.
A subsequent State Department list released on March 27, 2003 listed 49 countriesin the
coalition of the willing. See Washington Post, March 27, 2003, p. A19.

19 | nformation on the project, including summaries of thefindings of its 17 working groups,
(continued...)
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establish a representative successor regime by organizing a meeting in Nassiriyah
(April 15, 2003) of about 100 Iragis of varying views and ethnicities. A subsequent
meeting of over 250 notables, held in Baghdad April 26, 2003, ended in agreement
to hold a broader meeting one month later to name an interim administration.

In May 2003, the Administration, reportedly preferring what they perceived as
stronger leadership in Irag, named Ambassador L. Paul Bremer to replace Garner by
heading a*“ Coalition Provisional Authority” (CPA). Bremer discontinued Garner’s
transition process and instead appointed (July 13, 2003) a non-sovereign Iraqi
advisory body: the 25-member “ Irag Governing Council” (IGC). In September 2003,
the IGC selected a 25-member “ cabinet” to run the ministries, with roughly the same
factional and ethnic balance of the IGC (a dight majority of Shiite Muslims).
Although therewere some Sunni figuresinthe CPA-led administration, many Sunnis
resented the new power structure as overturning their prior dominance. Adding to
that resentment were some of the CPA’ scontroversial decisions, includingto pursue
“de-Baathification” — a purge from government of about 30,000 Iragis at four top
ranks of the Baath Party (CPA Order 1) and not to recall members of the armed
forcesto service (CPA Order 2). Bremer and othersmaintain that recalling theformer
regime armed forces would have caused mistrust among Shiites and Kurds about the
prospects for democracy in post-Saddam Irag.

Transitional Administrative Law (TAL). TheBush Administrationinitially
made the end of U.S. occupation contingent on the completion of anew constitution
and the holding of national elections for a new government, tasks expected to be
completed by late 2005. However, Ayatollah Sistani and others agitated for early
Iragi sovereignty. In November 2003, the United States announced it would return
sovereignty to Iraq by June 30, 2004, and that national electionswould be held by the
end of 2005. That decision was incorporated into an interim constitution — the
Transitional Administrative Law (TAL), drafted by the major anti-Saddam factions
and signed on March 8, 2004.% It provided a roadmap for politica transition,
including (1) elections by January 31, 2005, for a 275-seat transitional National
Assembly; (2) drafting of a permanent constitution by August 15, 2005, and put to
a nationa referendum by October 15, 2005; and (3) nationa elections for a
permanent government, under the new constitution (if it passed), by December 15,
2005. Under the TAL, any three provinces could veto the constitution by atwo-thirds
majority. In that case, a new draft would be written and voted on by October 15,
2006. The Kurds maintained their autonomous KRG and their peshmerga militia.

Sovereignty Handover/Interim (Allawi) Government. The TAL did not
directly address the formation of a sovereign government. Sistani’s opposition
scuttled a U.S. plan to select a national assembly through nationwide “caucuses.”
After considering other options, the United States tapped U.N. envoy Lakhdar

19 (...continued)
can be found at [http://usinfo.state.gov/products/pubs/archive/dutyirag/]. The project cost
$5 million and had 15 working groups on major issues.

2 The text of the TAL can be obtained from the CPA website at [http://cpa-irag.org/
government/TAL.html].
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Brahimi to select agovernment. Dominated by senior faction leaders, it was named
and began work on June 1, 2004. The formal handover ceremony occurred on June
28, 2004. There was a president (Ghazi al-Yawar), and lyad a-Allawi was Prime
Minister, with executive power, heading acabinet of 26 ministers. Six ministerswere
women, and the ethnicity mix was roughly the same asin the IGC. The defense and
interior ministers were Sunnis.

Asof handover, the state of occupation ceased, and aU.S. Ambassador (John
Negroponte) established U.S.-Iraq diplomaticrelationsfor thefirst timesince January
1991. A U.S. embassy formally opened on June 30, 2004; it is staffed with about
1,100 U.S. personnel . Ambassador Zalmay K halilzad was ambassador from July
2005 until April 2007 when Ryan Crocker, formerly Ambassador to Pakistan, took
over the post. The large new embassy complex, with 21 buildings on 104 acres, is
under construction,? although its completion has been delayed due to construction
difficulties. The State Department hasal so had difficulty recruiting for all the official
State Department posts at the Embassy and had threatened to move to directed
assignmentsunlesstherewere sufficient volunteers. (In Recommendations 73-76, the
Iraq Study Group report laysout several initiativesthat could betaken “to ensurethat
[the United States] has personnel withtheright skillsservinginIrag.” In conjunction
with the handover:

¢ Reconstruction management and advising of Iraq’s ministrieswere
taken over by a State Department component called the “Iraq
Reconstruction and Management Office” (IRMO). With the
expiration of that unit’ sauthority in April 2007, it was renamed the
“Irag Transition Assistance Office,” ITAO, headed since June 2007
by Mark Tokola. ITAO is intended to promote the efficiency of
Irag’ sministries and Iraq’ s takeover of management of the projects
built with U.S. reconstruction funds, although Iraq reportedly has
been unable or unwilling to take control of a large percentage of
completed projects, according to press reports in July 2007. The
authority has also expired for a separate DoD “Project Contracting
Office (PCO),” under the Persian Gulf division of the Army Corps
of Engineers. It funded large infrastructure projects such as roads,
power plants, and school renovations.

U.N. Involvement/Coalition Military Mandate/Status of U.S.
Forces/Permanent Basing. The Administration asserts that it has consistently
sought and obtained U.N. and partner country involvement in Irag efforts. U.N.
Security Council Resolution 1483 (May 22, 2003) recognized the CPA as a legd
occupation authority. In an attempt to satisfy the requirements of several nationsfor

2 Chandrasekaran, Rajiv. “Envoy UrgesU.N.-Chosen Iragi Government,” Washington Post,
April 15, 2004.

# See CRS Report RS21867, U.S. Embassy in Irag, by Susan B. Epstein.

% An FY 2005 supplemental appropriations, P.L. 109-13, provided $592 million of $658
million requested to construct a new embassy in Baghdad; an FY2006 supplemental
appropriation (P.L. 109-234) provided $1.327 billion for U.S. embassy operations and
security.
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U.N. backing of the coalition force presence, the United States achieved adoption of
Resolution 1511 (October 16, 2003), authorizing a“ multinational force under unified
[meaning U.S.] command.” Resolution 1546 (June 8, 2004) took U.N. involvement
further by endorsing the U.S. handover of sovereignty, reaffirming the
responsibilities of the interim government, spelling out the duration and legal status
of U.S.-led forces in Irag, and authorizing a coalition component force to protect
U.N. personnel and facilities. Resolution 1546 al so:

e “Authorize[d]” the U.S.-led codlition to contribute to maintaining
security inlrag, aprovisionwidely interpreted asgiving thecoalition
responsibility for security. Iragi forces are “a principa partner” in
the U.S.-led coalition, and the relationship between U.S. and Iraqi
forcesis spelled out in an annexed exchange of |etters between the
United Statesand Irag. The U.S.-led codlition retained the ability to
take and hold prisoners.

e Coalition/U.S Mandate. Stipulated that the coalition’s mandate
would be reviewed “at the request of the government of Irag or
twelve months from the date of this resolution” (or June 8, 2005);
that the mandate would expire when a permanent government is
sworn in at the end of 2005; and that the mandate would be
terminated “if the Iragi government so requests.” Resolution 1637
(November 11, 2005) and Resolution 1723 (November 28, 2006)
each extended the coalition military mandate for an additional year
(now lasting until at least December 31, 2007), unless earlier
“requested by the Iragi government.” The renewal resolutions also
required review of the mandate on June 15, 2006 and June 15, 2007,
respectively. In June 2007, Iraq’ s parliament passed with 144 votes
(inthe 275 seat parliament) a“ non-binding” motion, led by the Sadr
faction, to require the Iragi government to seek parliamentary
approval before asking that the coalition military mandate be
extended. Maliki argued that there is no such requirement because
the mandate represents a Security Council decision, not atreaty or
agreement (which requires two-thirds parliamentary approval), and
the mandate is expected to be extended. The June 2007 interim
Security Council review made no changes.

e On November 26, 2007, President Bush and Prime Minister Maliki
signed an agreement by videoconference under which the U.N.
mandate would, subject to Security Council approval, be renewed
for onemoreyear (until December 31, 2008) and that, by July 2008,
Irag and the U.S. would complete a bilateral agreement that would
govern the U.S. military presencein Iraq for the future and replace
the Security Council mandate. The agreement might determine the
freedom of action for U.S. military forcesin Irag, including rules of
engagement and statusof prisonerstaken. Thelragi government says
this agreement will be submitted for parliamentary approval.
(Section 1314 of P.L. 110-28, the FY 2007 supplemental, says that
the President shall redeploy U.S. forces if asked to officialy by
Iraq’ s government.)
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e Satus of Forces Agreement. Resolution 1546 deferred the issue of
the status of foreign forces (Status of Forces Agreement, SOFA) to
an elected Iragi government. Such an agreement stipulates which
courts and authorities deal with infractions by employees of the
sending country In concert with the November 26, 2007 agreement
mentioned above, U.S. military lawyers will likely work with the
Iragis to agree on a SOFA that would operate under any U.S.-Iraq
bilateral agreement. Major facilities that will likely be affected by
any such agreement include Balad, Tallil, and Al Asad air bases, as
well as the arms depot at Taji; al are being built up with U.S.
military construction fundsin various appropriations. P.L. 109-289
(FY 2007 DoD appropriations) containsaprovision that the Defense
Department not agree to allow U.S. forces in Iraq to be subject to
Iragi law.

e Permanent Basing. Thefacilitiesused by U.S. forcesin Iraq do not
formally constitute “permanent bases,” athough these facilities
conceivably could be made permanent U.S. bases if there were a
U.S.-Iragi agreement to do so. The Defense Appropriation for
FY 2007 (P.L. 109-289); the FY 2007 supplementa (P.L. 110-28);
and the FY2008 Defense Appropriation (P.L. 110-116) contain
provisions prohibiting the establishment or the use of U.S. fundsto
establish permanent military installations or bases in Irag. These
provisionscomport with Recommendation 22 of the December 2006
Iraq Study Group report, which recommends that the President
should state that the United States does not seek permanent military
basesin Iragq. A congressionally mandated commission on the Irag
Security Forces, led by retired General James Jones (“Jones
Commission™) recommendsthat Iragi flagsfly over all installations
in Irag used by U.S. forces. The P.L. 110-28 law —aswell as P.L.
110-116 FY 2008 Defense Appropriation —also says that the United
States shall not control Irag’s oil resources, a statement urged by
Recommendation 23 of the Iraq Study Group report. Another bill,
H.R. 2929 (passed by the House on July 25, 2007), as well as the
conference report on the FY 2008 defense authorization bill (H.R.
1585) forbids the use of appropriated funds to establish permanent
basesin Irag or control Irag’'s ail.

e Oil Revenues. The handover gave Iraq gained control over its oil
revenues and the Development Fund for Iraq (DFI), subject to
monitoring for at least one year (until June 2005) by the U.N.-
mandated International Advisory and Monitoring Board (IAMB).
(Resolution 1723 of November 28, 2006, extends the IAMB
monitoring of the DFI until December 31, 2007, subject toreview by
June 15, 2007. That review made no changes.) The CPA had
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handled the DFI during the occupation period.?* Resolution 1546
gavethelragi government responsibility for closing out the U.N.-run
“oil-for-food program” under which al oil revenues were handled
by a U.N. escrow account; Security Council Resolution 1483 had
ended the “oil for food program” as of November 21, 2003.

Severa Resolutions assign a role for the United Nations in post-Saddam
reconstruction and governance. Resolution 1483 (cited above) provided for a U.N.
special representative to Iraq, and “called on” governments to contribute forces for
stabilization. Resolution 1500 (August 14, 2003) established U.N. Assistance
Mission for Iragq (UNAMI)®. The size of UNAMI in Irag, headed by Swedish
diplomat Staffan de Mistura, exceeds 120 in Iraq (80 in Baghdad, 40 in a newly
opened officeinIrbil, and othersfor ayet-to-be-opened officein Basra), with at | east
an equal number “offshore’” in Jordan. It is focuses on promoting political
reconciliation, election assistance, and monitoring human rights practices and
humanitarian affairs, and is extensively involved in assisting with the constitution
review process discussed further below. U.N. Security Council Resolution, 1770,
adopted August 10, 2007, renewed UNAMI’ smandate for another year, and with an
enhanced responsibility to be lead promoter of political reconciliation in Iraq and
plan anational census. Thiswasin linewith U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki Moon’s
pledges during a visit to Baghdad in March 2007 to expand UNAMI’s presence in
Irag and to take on additional duties to promote political reconciliation. (In
Recommendations 7 and 26 and several others the Iraqg Study Group calls for
increased U.N. participation in promoting reconciliation in Iraqg.)

Elections in 2005
After the handover of sovereignty, the focus was on three votes held in 2005:

e OnJanuary 30, 2005, electionswere held for atransitional National
Assembly, 18 provincial councils, and the Kurdish regiona
assembly. Sunnis, still resentful of the U.S. invasion, mostly
boycotted, and no major Sunni slateswere offered, enablingthe UIA
to win a slim majority (140 of the 275 seats) and to ally with the
Kurds (75 seats) to dominate the national government formed
subsequently as well as the provincial councils.

e Subsequently, aconstitution drafted by acommittee appointed by the
elected government was approved on October 15, 2005. Sunni
opponents achieved atwo-thirds“no” votein two provinces, but not

24 For informati on on that program, see CRS Report RL30472, Irag: Oil-for-Food Program,
[licit Trade, and Investigations, by Christopher Blanchard and Kenneth Katzman.

% |tsmandate has been renewed each year since, most recently by Resol ution 1700 (August
10, 2006).

% For results of the elections and the formation of the government, see CRS Report
RS21968, Iraq: Government Formation and Benchmarks, by Kenneth Katzman. Thisreport
also contains a table with the Administration and GAO assessments of the Iragi
government’ s performance on 18 stipulated “benchmarks’ contained in P.L. 110-28.
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in the three needed to defeat the constitution. The crux of Sunni
opposition was the provision for a weak central government
(“federalism”): it alows groups of provinces to band together to
form autonomous “regions’ with their own regional governments,
internal security forces, and alargerolein controlling revenuesfrom
any new energy discoveries. Sunnis opposed this concept because
their region has thus far lacked significant proven oil reserves and
they depend on the central government for revenues, although some
new substantial oil and gas fields have recently been reported to lie
in Anbar Province. Sunnis views on federalism might now be
shifting, asdiscussed further below. The constitution also contained
an article (137) that promisesaspecial constitutional review, within
aset deadline, intended to mollify Sunnison key contentious points.

e In the December 15, 2005 election for a full four year term
government, some harder line Sunnis, seeking to strengthen their
position to amend the constitution, fielded electoral slates — the
“Consensus Front” and the National Dialogue Front. With the UIA
alone well short of the two-thirds majority needed to unilaterally
form agovernment, Sunnis, the Sadr faction, secular groupings, and
the Kurds demanded Jafari be replaced; they subsequently accepted
Nuri a-Maliki as Prime Minister (April 22, 2006). Maliki won
approval of a cabinet on May 20, 2006 (see table at the end of this
paper on the cabinet composition).

Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki

Bornin 1950in Karbala, hasbelonged to Da waParty since 1968. Fled Iragin 1980 after
Saddam banned the party, initially to Iran, but then to Syriawhen herefused Iran’ sorders
that he join Shiite militia groups fighting Iraq during the Iran-lraq war. Headed Da wa
officesin Syriaand Lebanon and edited Da wa Party newspaper. Advocated aggressive
purge of ex-Baathists as member of the Higher National De-Baathification Commission
after Saddam'’s fall and continues to seek rapid execution of convicted Saddam-era
figures, earning him criticism among Sunnis for sectarian bias. Elected to National
Assembly (UIA list) in January 2005 and chaired its “security committee.” Publicly
supported Hezbollah (which shares a background with Da’ wa Party) during July-August
2006 Israel-Hezbollah conflict, prompting congressional criticism during July 2006 visit
to Washington DC. Has tense relations with 1SCI, whose activists accuse him of
surrounding himself with Da wa members. Prior to 2007, repeatedly shielded Sadr’'s
Mahdi Army militia from U.S. military sweeps, but has now falen out with Sadr.
Following Bush-Maliki meeting in Jordan (November 30, 2006), President Bush
reiterated that Maliki is“theright guy for Iraq” and President Bush reportedly maintains
regular direct contact with him by video-conference.
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Maliki Government, Political Reconciliation, and
“Benchmarks”

Many observersare measuring the effectivenessof U.S. policy by whether or not
it facilitates political reconciliation?” — considered key to the U.S. ability to leave
behind astable Iraqg when it does draw down large numbers of U.S. forcesfrom Irag.
Amid increasing Administration and congressional criticism of Maliki’s failure to
achievesignificant reconciliation, splitswithinthe power structure, both betweenthe
Shiiteand other blocs, and even within the Shiite bl oc, widened during 2007. Several
major political blocs pulled their membersout of the cabinet in 2007, leaving Maliki,
at one point, with 16 out of the 37 total positions vacant held by acting ministers, or
their ministers boycotting the cabinet. The pullout of the UIA bloc by the Fadilah
Party and the Sadr factionin April and September 2007, respectively, left Maliki with
abare mgority support in the COR — about 142 seats in the 275 seat body.

On the other hand, Maliki’ s opponents see that he has not been toppled by the
political turmoil, and now appear more willing now to work with him rather than
undermine him. To date, Administration officials have maintained that the United
States continuesto fully support Maliki and hisgovernment. One positive sign of the
willingness of major factions to try to reconcile was an August 26, 2007 “Unity
Accord” signed by the figures on the presidency council (Talibani and histwo Sunni
and Shiite deputies, Adel Abd al-Mahdi of ISCI and Tariq Al Hashimi of the
Concord Front), the Prime Minister, and KRG president Masoud Barzani. They
pledged to try to resolve differences on releasing (mostly Sunni) detainees, and to
achieve agreement on holding new provincial elections, rehiring former Baathists,
equitable sharing of oil revenue, and providing additional political support for the
Iragi security forces. In late October 2007, Maliki replaced two resigned Sadrist
ministers (Health and Agriculture), winning parliamentary confirmation for
independent Shiite replacements. The Planning Minister, Ali Baban, a Sunni, broke
with his Consensus Front bloc and returned to the cabinet. However, in late
November 2007, the COR refused to confirm two other replacement nominees, for
the Ministry of Justice and of Communications, even though the nominees were
considered independent (Shiite and Sunni, respectively). Currently, hismain partner
isI1SCI, although evenits support for himisin doubt —1SCl viewsMaliki asaDa wa
partisan and harbors ambitions of replacing Maliki with one of its own, particularly
Adel Abd al-Mahdi, who is now a deputy President.

The Kurdsarefully engaged in the political structurein Baghdad; no Kurds are
boycotting either the cabinet or the parliament. However, the Kurds areincreasingly
at odds with the Arab Iragi leaders over the KRG’ s decision to move forward on oil
and gas development dealswith the Kurdish region, in advance of anational oil law.
Irag’s Oil Minister has called the deals — and a separate KRG oil law —illegal. An
even greater potential concern is the constitutionally mandated (Article 140)

27 On January 10, President Bush stated that the surge would givethe Iragi government “the
breathing spaceit needsto make progressin other critical areas, adding that “ most of Iraq’s
Sunni and Shiawant to live together in peace — and reducing the violence in Baghdad will
help make reconciliation possible.” Available at [http://www.whitehouse.gov/news
/rel eases/2007/01/20070110-7.html]
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referendum on whether Tamim (Kirkuk) Province will affiliate formally with the
Kurdistan Regiona Government, a vote that was to take place by December 31,
2007. The Kurds had insisted — to the point of threatening “civil war” — that the
referendum proceed but Shiite and Sunni Arabs, backed by the United States,
apparently persuaded the Kurdsto accept adelay in the referendum until the broader
sectarian conflictsin Irag ease. With little movement evident on the referendum as
of mid-December 2007, the Kurds are said by UNAMI officials as amenable to a
delay until at least May 2008. The Kurds missed a July 31, 2007 deadline to furnish
voter rollsfor the referendum.

Iragi factions have been able to pass legidation on issues where al the
communities agree. The COR has passed over 112 laws since it was established in
early 2006, of which 34 have been vetoed. Among the laws enacted was a measure
regulating Irag’s ail refineries (July 2007). The cabinet approved a draft law on
October 30, 2007 ending aprovision that protects private security contractors— part
of the falout from the September 2007 incident involving Blackwater security
company’s killing of 17 Iragi civilians at Nisoor Square in Baghdad. (This type of
high level contact is suggested by Recommendation 19 of the Iraq Sudy Group
report.)

In the absence of major movement on reconciliation at the national level,
Administration officials say that progressis occurring in reconciliation at the local
level (“bottom-up reconciliation”) and with informa “accommodation” that
accomplishes as much or more than would the stated benchmarks.?® Administration
officias credit the progress to the U.S. “troop surge” and other efforts to engage
disgruntled Sunnis and anti-extremist Shiites, although U.S. commanders say that
lack of more substantial reconciliation could threaten the security gains produced by
the surge. Press reports say the Administration is now stressing accommodation
rather than outright reconciliation, and that the Administration might instead be
satisfied with completion of limited goals such as the passage of a national budget,
passage of the draft De-Baathification reform law (called the Accountability and
Justice Law), and implementing the bilateral U.S.-Iraq military force mandate
discussed above. Examplesof accommodationincludethevisit by senior ISCI |eader
Ammar al-Hakim to Anbar Province to meet with Sunni tribal leaders in October
2007 and the Sadr and ISCI agreement (same month) to try to end internecine
fighting in southern Iraq between their factions. In September 2007, in a gesture
toward attempted reconciliation, Deputy President Tariq al-Hashimi met with Grand
Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, theundisputed Shiitereligiousleader and gained hissupport
for areform plan. At the local level, U.S. officials have succeeded in organizing
meetings between local Shiite and Sunni shelks as part of a “bottom-up”
reconciliation process.

Iraqi Pledges and Status of Accomplishment. A more limited U.S.
push for reconciliation, if continued, would represent a departure from the previous
demands that the Iragis enact a series of mgjor laws and complete other moves

2 July 12 report [http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/irag/2007/Final BenchmarkReport.pdf] .
September 14 report [http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/rel eases/2007/09/20070914. pdf].
GAO report [http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d071230t.pdf].
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designated as “benchmarks’ of progress. The FY 2007 Supplementa Appropriation
Act (P.L. 110-28) conditioned the release of some funds for Irag operations upon
achievement of 18 stated benchmarks, and required the Administration to report on
progresshby July 15 and September 15, 2007. A presidential waiver to permit theflow
of fundsis provided for and has been exercised. The July 15 report was released on
July 12, 2007, and assessed that Iragq’ s government had made satisfactory progress
on eight benchmarks, unsatisfactory progress on another eight, and had mixed
success on two others.?® The September 15 report (issued September 14) said
satisfactory progress had been made on one additional political benchmark — De-
Baathification reform — and part of another benchmark — agreement on the
authorities of the provinces — as well as some additional progress on two of the
security benchmarks. A National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) whose key judgments
were released in August 2007, and the mandated (also in P.L. 110-28) GAO report
released September 4, 2007, corroborated that there had not been substantia
movement on the most significant political reconciliation benchmarks. P.L. 110-28
mandated a separate assessment of the Iragi security forces (ISF) by an outside
commission (headed by ret. Gen James Jones) discussed later.

Theinformation below isintended to analyze Iragi reconciliation, as compared
towhat Iragi leaderspledged in August 2006. Theinformation below doesnot strictly
correspond to the 18 benchmarksof P.L. 110-28. A chart onthethose 18 benchmarks
and the Administration and GAO assessments, along with devel opments subsequent
to these reports, is contained in CRS Report RS21968.

(1) By September 2006, formation of a committee to review the constitution
under the special amendment process (Article 137); approval of alaw to implement
formation of regions, approval of an investment law; and approval of a law
establishing the Independent High Electoral Commission (IHEC). The investment
law was adopted in October 2006. The regions law was adopted October 12, 2006,
although, to mollify Sunni opposition who fear formation of alarge Shiiteregionin
as many as nine provinces of southern Irag, major factions agreed to delay the
formation of new regions for 18 months. The IHEC law was passed on January 23,
2007, and the nine election commissioners have been appointed. (The July 12 and
September 14 Administration reports assessed progress on the regions law as
satisfactory; the GAO report assessed it as* mixed.)

The constitution review committee (CRC), chaired by Humam al-Hammoudi,
a senior 1SCI leader, delivered some of its long-expected recommendations for
constitutional amendmentsinlateMay 2007, but | eft many sensitiveissues, including
the distribution of oil revenue, to be decided by “the political leadership in the
country, to settle them for the interest of the nation and to guarantee rights to all
parties.” The CRC was expected to release areport with final recommendations on
theseand other sensitiveissues, but factionsreportedly remain divided over the same
fundamental questions that divided Iraq’'s communities when the permanent
constitution was passed in October 2005 — primarily, how much power individual
regionswill have versusthe powers of the central government. Sunni representatives
reportedly seek to alter the constitution so asto require or facilitate the appointment

2 Available at [http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/irag/2007/Final BenchmarkReport. pdf]
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of aSunni Arab as president. Also at issueis Kirkuk referendum. (The July 12 and
September 14 Administration reports assessed progress on this as satisfactory, but
the GAO says the benchmark had not been met.)

(2) By October 2006, approval of a provincial election law (which would
presumably lead to more Sunnis on provincial councils); and approval of a new oil
law. No concrete agreement on aprovincial election law has been evident to date, in
spite of the August 26 Unity Accord that said that an understanding had been
reached. Theterm of the existing councilsexpiresin January 2009. Some Shiitesand
Kurds have opposed early provincial elections because they would presumably lose
seats on these bodies when Sunni candidates participate. There have been two
readings in the COR on a draft law specifying the precise powers of the provincial
councils, but the draft law has not passed to date. (The Administration reports give
Iraq a mixed assessment on the provincial power s/election benchmarks, reflecting
movement on some aspects of the issue and continuing stalemate on other aspects.)

On the oil laws, beginning in mid-2006, a three member Oil and Energy
Committee working under the auspices of the Iragi cabinet prepared draft
hydrocarbon framework legislation to regulate Iragq’ s oil and gas sector. A political
negotiating committee subsequently edited their draft. Following approval by the
negotiating committee, Irag’ sCouncil of Ministers(cabinet) approved adraft version
of the hydrocarbon framework law in February 2007. Subsequent negotiationsamong
Iragi leaders sought to clarify the responsibilities of federal and regional authorities
as well as contracting procedures for oil fields. A related draft revenue law would
empower the federal government to collect oil and gas revenue, and reserve 17% of
oil revenues for distribution to the Kurdish regional government. On July 3, 2007,
Maliki announced that the cabinet had approved afinal version of theframework law
and had forwarded the bill to the COR for consideration. The cabinet’s “ Shura
(consultative) Council” reportedly amended the bill to ensure their consistency with
provisions of the Iragi constitution but Kurdish officials protested the changes and
withdrew their support. According to a New York Times report of September 13,
2007, the agreements reached on the framework law have unraveled as the Kurds
have passed their own oil law in July 2007 and have since signed at |east fifteen ail
and gas development agreements with foreign partners. The Kurdish deals were
strongly criticized by the Arab members of the COR in the November 29 session of
the COR, with some saying the deals would set a precedent for other deals to be
signed by sub-national groups or areas of Iragq without central government approval.
(The Administration reportsrate Iraq as unsatisfactory on the oil law benchmarks.)

(3) By November 2006, approval of a new de-Baathification law and approval
of a flag and national anthem law. The August 26, 2007 Unity Accord included an
agreement to moveforward on adraft de-Baathification law that will allow ex-Baath
party members to stand as candidates in future elections and to serve in some
government posts from which they are currently excluded. On September 3, 2007
Maliki said a draft (Accountability and Justice Law) had been forwarded to the
parliament. The law has had two readings in the COR but the COR has apparently
deadlocked over Shiite and Kurdish assertions that it could alow ex-Baathists to
eventually achieve high positionsin government. The Administration saysthere has
been progress even without the law —on April 7, 2007, Maliki ordered pensions be
given to senior officers in the Saddam-era military and permission for return to
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service of lower ranking soldiers, adecree affecting 45,000 persons. Members of the
SupremeNational De-Baathification Commission, led by Ahmad Chal abi, expressed
opposition to aprevious draft reform law agreed to in late March 2007 by President
Talabani and Prime Minister Maliki. Chalabi and his allies cited Ayatollah Sistani
asasupporter of their view, although his position was not made clear. There hasbeen
no further progress on the flag or national anthem issues. (The September 14
Administration report, in contrast to the July 12 report, assesses progress on De-
Baathification reform as satisfactory. The GAO report said it is unmet.)

(4) By December 2006, approval of laws to curb militias and to offer amnesty
to insurgent supporters. Little progressis evident to date on enacting formal lawson
these issues— the July 12 and September 14, 2007 progress reports say that the pre-
requisitesfor theselawsare not in place, given the security environment —but Maliki
is trying to address both issues administratively. On November 11, 2007, Maliki
outlined an amnesty plan that would cover persons who had cooperated with
insurgent groups but had not committed “major “crimes, but those found guilty of
murder or terrorism would not be released. On militias, observers say that because
much of Iragqremainsinsecure, militiasareunwilling to disarm. Otherssay the Shiite-
led government fears that Sunnis are plotting to return to power and that offering
amnesty to Sunni insurgent supporters would only accel erate that process. The June
2007 Measuring Stability report said Maliki had verbally committed to a militia
demobilization program, and an executive director of the program was named on
May 12, 2007, but committee members have not yet been appointed and the
demobilization work plan has not been drafted.

(5) By January 2007, compl etion of the constitutional review process. Asnoted
above, the consgtitution review committee has not completed drafting proposed
amendments to date.

(6) By February 2007, the formation of independent commissions to oversee
governance. No progress has been reported to date. (This is not one of the formal
benchmarks stipulated by P.L. 110-28.)

(7) By March 2007, holding of a referendum on the constitutional amendments.
Seeno. 5.

(8) By April 2007, Iragi assumption of control of itsmilitary. Six of theten Iragi
Army divisions are now under Iragi control. This is not one of the P.L. 110-28
benchmarks.

(9) By June 2007, the holding of provincial elections. As noted above, the
relevant laws for these el ections have not been drafted.

(10) By September 2007, Iragi security control of all 18 provinces. Iraq Security
Forces now have security control for nine provinces: Muthanna, Dhi Qar, Najaf,
Maysan, Karbala, Irbil, Sulaymaniyah, Dohuk (thelatter three are Kurdish provinces
turned over May 30, 2007), and, most recently, Basra (turned over on December 16,
2007 by Britain). (Not one of the P.L. 110-28 benchmarks.)
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(11) By December 2007, Iraqgi security self-reliance. No firm estimates are
available on when Iragi security forces would be able to secure Iraq by themselves.
President Talabani putsthat timeframeat the end of 2008, but few U.S. commanders
say the ISF would be ready to secure Irag alone before 2009, at the earliest. (Not one
of the P.L. 110-28 benchmarks.)

Other of the eighteen benchmarksmentionedinP.L. 110-28— such asapplying
law even-handedly among all sects, reducing sectarian violence, and increasing the
number of Iragi security forces able to operate independently — are security-related
and are discussed in the sections below.

Regional and International Diplomatic Efforts to Promote Iraq
Stability. Thelragi government hasreceived some diplomatic support, even though
most of its neighbors, except Iran, resent the Shiite and Kurdish domination of the
regime. There are about 50 foreign missionsin Irag, including most European and
Arab countries. Jordan has appointed an ambassador and Kuwait has pledged to do
s0. Iran upgraded its representation to Ambassador in May 2006. Saudi Arabia,
which considers the Shiite dominated government in Baghdad an affront to what it
sees as rightful Sunni pre-eminence, told visiting Secretary of State Rice in August
2007 that the Kingdom will consider opening an embassy in Irag, and it has begun
steps to implement that pledge. On the other hand, some countries, such as Portugal
inMarch 2007, have closed their embassi es because of security concerns. Therewere
attackson diplomatsfrom Bahrain, Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, and Russiain 2005 and
2006; Poland’ sambassador waswounded in an attack in central Baghdad on October
3, 2007.

TheUnited Stateshastried to build regional support for Irag through an ongoing
“Expanded Ministerial Conferenceof Iraq’ sNeighbors’ process, consisting of Iraq’s
neighbors, the United States, all the Gulf monarchy states, Egypt, and the permanent
members of the United Nations Security Council). Thefirst meeting wasin Baghdad
on March 10, 2007. Iran and Syria attended, as did the United States. A follow-on
meeting in Egypt was held May 3 and 4, 2007, in concert with additional pledges of
aid for Irag under an “International Compact for Iraq”, and agreement to establish
regional working groups on Iraq’ s security, fuel supplies, and Iragi refugees. Those
groups have each had several meetings. The latest ministerial meeting was held in
Istanbul on November 2, 2007, but that meeting was reportedly dominated by the
crisis between Turkey and Irag over safe haven for the Turkish Kurdish opposition
PKK (Kurdistan Workers Party), which is discussed further below. The November
meeting did agree to create an institutional support mechanism for the process,
possibly run by UNAMI. Thenext regional meetingwill be heldin Kuwait. Bilateral
U.S.-Iran meetings on Iraq are discussed | ater.

Human Rights and Rule of Law. The State Department’ sreport on human
rights for 2006, released March 6, 2007, appears to blame much of the human
suffering in Irag on the overall security environment and not on the Maliki
government. It says that “widespread violence seriously compromised the
government’ s ability to protect human rights.” U.S. officialssay Iragisarefreer than
a any time in the past 30 years, with a free press and the ability to organize
politically. A State Department report to Congress details how the FY2004
supplemental appropriation (P.L. 108-106) “Irag Relief and Reconstruction Fund”
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(IRRF) has been spent for programs on thisissue (* 2207 Report”). These programs
are run by the State Department Bureau of International Narcotics and Law
Enforcement Affairs (State/INL), USAID, and State Department Bureau of
Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor (DRL):

e About $1.014 billionfrom the IRRF wasfor “ Democracy Building,”
including programs to empower women and promote their
involvement in Iragi politics, as well as programs to promote
independent media. In addition to the IRRF funds, the FY 2006
regular foreign aid appropriations (conference report on P.L. 109-
102) incorporated a Senate amendment (S, Amdt. 1299) providing
$28 million each to the International Republican Institute and the
National Democratic Institute for Iraq democracy promotion. An
FY2006 supplemental appropriation (P.L. 109-234) provided
another $50 millionin ESF for Irag democracy promotion, allocated
to various organizations performing democracy work there (U.S.
Institute of Peace, National Democratic Institute, International
Republican Institute, National Endowment for Democracy, and
others). An FY2007 supplemental appropriation (P.L. 110-28)
provided $250 million in additional “democracy funding;”

e About $71 million for related “Rule of Law” programs;

e About $159 million to build and secure courts and train lega
personnel, including several projects that attempt to increase the
transparency of the justice system, computerize Iragi lega
documents, trainjudgesand lawyers, devel op variousaspectsof law,
such as commercial laws, promote legal reform;

e About $128 million for “Investigations of Crimes Against
Humanity,” primarily former regime abuses;

e $10 million for U.S. Institute of Peace democracy/civil society/
conflict resolution activities,

e $10 million for the Iragi Property Claims Commission (which is
evaluating Kurdish claimsto property taken from Kurds, mainly in
Kirkuk, during Saddam’ s regime); and

e $15 million to promote human rights and human rights education
centers.

Some additional ESF funds have been used for activities to empower local
governments, including (1) the* Community Action Program” (CAP) through which
local reconstruction projects are voted on by village and town representatives. About
1,800 community associations have been established thus far; (2) Provincial
Reconstruction Development Committees (PRDCs) to empower local governments
to decide on reconstruction priorities; and (3) Provincia Reconstruction Teams
(PRTs), local enclavesto provide secure conditions for reconstruction, as discussed
in the section on security, below. The conference report on an FY 2006 supplemental
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appropriation (P.L. 109-234) designated $50 million in ESF for Irag to be used to
keep the CAP operating. That level of aid continued in FY 2007 under provisions of
a continuing resolution (P.L. 109-383).

Economic Reconstruction and U.S. Assistance

The Administration asserts that economic reconstruction will contribute to
stability, although some aspects of that effort appear to be faltering. Asdiscussedin
quarterly reports by the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR),
the difficult security environment has slowed reconstruction.® (In Recommendation
64, the Iraq Sudy Group says that U.S. economic assistance to Iraq should be
increased to $5 billion per year rather than be “permitted to decline.”
Recommendation 67 callson the President to appoint a Senior Advisor for Economic
Reconstruction in Irag, a recommendation that was largely fulfilled with the
February 2007 appointment of Timothy Carney as Coordinator for Economic
Trangition in Irag.) For more detail, see CRS Report RL31833, Iraq: Recent
Devel opments in Reconstruction Assistance, by Curt Tarnoff.

A total of about $43 billion has been appropriated for reconstruction funding
(including security forces), of which $20.917 billion has been appropriated for the
IRRFintwo supplemental appropriations: FY 2003 supplemental, P.L. 108-11, which
appropriated about $2.5 billion; and the FY 2004 supplemental appropriations, P.L.
108-106, which provided about $18.42 billion. Of the IRRF funds, about $20.05
billion has been obligated, and, of that, about $18.8 billion has been disbursed.
According to State Department reports, the sector allocations for the IRRF are as
follows:

e $5.03 hillion for Security and Law Enforcement;

$1.315 hillion for Justice, Public Safety, Infrastructure, and Civil

Society (some funds from this category discussed above);

$1.014 billion for Democracy (as discussed above);

$4.22 billion for Electricity Sector;

$1.724 billion for Qil Infrastructure;

$2.131 billion for Water Resources and Sanitation;

$469 million for Transportation and Communications;

$333.7 million for Roads, Bridges, and Construction;

$746 million for Health Care;

$805 millionfor Private Sector Devel opment (includes$352 million

for debt relief for Irag);

e $410 million for Education, Refugees, Human Rights, Democracy,
and Governance (includes $99 million for education); and

e $213 million for USAID administrative expenses.

% The defense authorization bill for FY2007 (P.L. 109-364) set October 1, 2007, for
termination of oversight by the SIGIR. However, P.L. 109-440 extends that term until 10
months after 80% of the IRRF have been expended but includes FY 2006 reconstruction
fundsfor Iraq in the definition of the IRRF. The SIGIR’s mandate is therefore expected to
extend until some time in 2008.
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FY2006 Supplemental/FY2007/FY2008. Inreconstruction funding beyond
the IRRF:

— TheFY 2006 supplemental appropriation (P.L. 109-234) provided $1.485 billion
for Iraq reconstruction.

— The regular FY 2007 appropriation (P.L. 109-383, as amended) provided: $123
million in ESF for Iraq reconstruction, and $20 million for counter-narcotics. The
FY 2007 supplemental, P.L. 110-28 provides: $3.842 billion for the security forces;
$1.574 hillion in ESF; $50 million in aDoD “Iraq Freedom Fund”; $250 millionin
a“democracy fund;” $150 millionfor counter-narcotics; and $456.4 millionin CERP
funds (includes for Afghanistan aswell). These are close to requested amounts. The
July 12, 2007 progress report indicated that the President would exercise waiver
authority to provide FY 2007 ESF even though progresson someof the* benchmarks”
was judged unsatisfactory.

— TheFY 2007 Defense Appropriation (P.L. 109-289) provided another $1.7 billion
for the Iragi security forces (discussed further below) and $500 million in additional
fundsfor the Commanders Emergency Response Program (CERP) under whichU.S.
military can expend fundsfor small construction projectsintended to build good will
with the Iragi population.

— For FY 2008 (regular and supplemental), the Administration, as of October 31,
2007, has requested $3 billion for the Iragi security forces (supplemental request);
about $1.3 billion for reconstruction; and about $1 billion in CERP funds (DOD
funds). The House version (H.R. 2764) of the FY2008 regular foreign aid
appropriation did not providetherequested amount for operationsand reconstruction;
the Senate version did not directly address the request.

Irag provides some additional funds for reconstruction. In 2006 the Iragi
government allocated $2 billion in Iragi revenues for development activities. Iraq's
2007 budget, adopted February 8, 2007, allocated $10.5 billion in unspent funds for
reconstruction under President Bush’'s January 10, 2007 plan, discussed below.
Another approximately $9 billion isto be allocated in the Iragi budget plan (not yet
enacted) for 2008. In September 2007, the Maliki government distributed over $120
million to Anbar Province, amid discussion that the provinces are more effectivein
making use of national funds than is Baghdad.

Oil Revenues. Theoil industry isthedriver of Iraq’ seconomy, and rebuilding
thisindustry has received substantial U.S. and Iraqgi attention, as encapsulated in the
U.S. push for the Iragi political structure to pass the draft oil laws. Before the war,
it was widely asserted by Administration officials that Irag’'s vast oil reserves,
believed second only to those of Saudi Arabia, would fund much, if not all,
reconstruction costs. The oil industry infrastructure suffered little damage during the
U.S.-led invasion (only about nine oil wells were set on fire), but it has become a
target of insurgentsand smugglers. Insurgents have focused their attacks on pipelines
in northern Iraq that feed the Irag-Turkey oil pipeline that is loaded at Turkey’s
Mediterranean port of Ceyhan. (Iraq’ stotal pipelinesystemisover 4,300 mileslong.)
The U.S. military reported in aJune 2007 “Measuring Stability” report that elements
of the protection forces for the oil sector (Strategic Infrastructure Battalions and
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Facilities Protection Service for the Oil Ministry) are suspected of complicity for
smuggling as much as 70% of the output of the Baiji refinery, cost Irag as much as
$2 billion in revenue per year. The northern export route is operating, although it is
only exporting about 320,000 barrels per day, about half its pre-war capacity. On the
other hand, high world oil prices have, to some extent, compensated for the output
shortfall. The Iragi government needs to import refined gasoline because it lacks
sufficient refining capacity. A GAO report released August 2, 2007 said that
inadequate metering, reinjection, corruption, theft, and sabotage, saysthat Iraq’ s ail
production might be 100,000 - 300,000 barrels per day lower than the figures shown
below, taken from State Department report. (Steps to correct some of these
deficienciesinthe oil sector are suggested in Recommendations 62 of the Iraq Study
Group report.)

A related issue is long-term development of Irag's oil industry and which
foreign energy firms, if any, might receive preference for contractsto explorelraq’s
vast reserves. Some are concerned that the draft oil law, if implemented, will favor
U.S. firms because the draft does not give preference to development contracts
signed during the Saddam era, such asthose signed with Russian and Chinesefirms.
South Koreaand Iraq signed a preliminary agreement on April 12, 2007, toinvest in
Irag’s industrial reconstruction and, potentially, its energy sector as well. Poland
reportedly is negotiating with Irag for possible investmentsin Irag’ s energy sector.

Asnoted above, even beforeanational oil law hasbeen enacted, someinvestors
began entering Iraq’s energy market, primarily in the Kurdish north, as noted in
several sectionsabove. Thusfar, such investmentsare by: Norway’ sDNO, Turkey's
Genel; Canada s Western Zagros; Turkish-American PetPrime; and Turkey/U.S.’s
A and T Energy; Hunt Oil, and DanaGas (UAE). Sincethe passage of aKRG oail law
in July 2007, another fifteen deals have been signed, on a production sharing basis.
However, the Kurds are constrained in their export routes, dependent on the Iraqgi
national pipeline network and on cooperation from Turkey, which is declining
because of the heightened tensions between Turkey and Iraq's Kurds over the
safehaven for the PKK. The produced oil from some of these projects will, at least
initially, be trucked out. (In Recommendation 63, the Iraq Study Group says the
United States should encourage investment in Irag's oil sector and assist in
eliminating contracting corruption in that sector.)
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Table 2. Selected Key Indicators

Oil
Oil Oil
Oil Oil Exports Oil Oil Revenue
Qil Production Production | Exports (pre- Revenue | Revenue | (2007 to
(weekly avg.) (pre-war) war) (2005) (2006) date)
2.45 million
$23.5 $31.3 $35.5
barrels per day 2.5mbd 1.86 mbd | 2.2 mbhd billion billion billion
(mbd)
Electricity
Baghdad
Pre-War L oad Current (hrs. per
Served (MWh) | Load Served day) National Average (hrs. per day)
102,000 102,000 8.7 11.7 (11.0 one year ago)
Notes: Power shortages caused lack of water in several Baghdad districts in August 2007 due to
lack of pumping and purification capability.

Note: Figuresin the table are provided by the State Department “Iraq Weekly Status Report” dated
December 12, 2007. Oil export revenueis net of a 5% deduction for reparations to the victims of the
1990 Iragi invasion and occupation of Kuwait, as provided for in U.N. Security Council Resolution
1483 (May 22, 2003). That 5% deduction is paid into a U.N. escrow account controlled by the U.N.
Compensation Commission to pay judgments awarded.

Lifting U.S. Sanctions. In an effort to encourage private U.S. investment in
Iraq, the Bush Administration haslifted nearly all U.S. sanctions on Irag, beginning
with Presidential Determinations issued under authorities provided by P.L. 108-7
(FY 2003 appropriations) and P.L. 108-11 (FY 2003 supplemental).

e OnJuly 30, 2004, President Bush issued an Executive Order ending
a trade and investment ban imposed on Iragq by Executive Order
12722 (August 2, 1990) and 12724 (August 9, 1990), and reinforced
by the Irag Sanctions Act of 1990 (Section 586 of P.L. 101-513,
November 5, 1990 (following the August 2, 1990 invasion of
Kuwait.) The order did not unblock Iragi assets frozen at that time.

e On September 8, 2004, the President designated Iraq a beneficiary
of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), enabling Iraq
products to be imported to the United States duty-free.

e On September 24, 2004, Iraq wasremoved fromthe U.S. list of state
sponsors of terrorism under Section 6(j) of the Export
Administration Act (P.L. 96-72). Iraq isthus no longer barred from
receivingU.S. foreignassistance, U.S. votesinfavor of international
loans, and sal esof armsand rel ated equipment and services. Exports
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of dua useitems (items that can have military applications) are no
longer subject to strict licensing procedures.®

e The FY2005 supplemental (P.L. 109-13) removed Irag from a
named list of countries for which the United States is required to
withhold a proportionate share of its voluntary contributions to
international organizations for programs in those countries.

Debt Relief/WTO Membership/IMF. The Administration is attempting to
persuade other countries to forgive Irag’'s debt, built up during Saddam’s regime,
with mixed success. The debt is estimated to total about $116 hillion, not including
reparations dating to the first Persian Gulf war. In 2004, the “Paris Club” of 19
industrialized nations agreed to cancel about 80% of the $39 billion Irag owesthem.
The Persian Gulf states that supported Iraq during the Iran-Irag war have resisted
writing off Irag’ sapproximately $50 billion in debt to those countries (Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, United Arab Emirates, and Qatar). In mid-April 2007, Saudi Arabia agreed
to write off 80% of the $15 billion Irag owesit, but no new debt relief commitments
by the UAE ($4 billionin Iraq debt) or Kuwait ($15 billion) werereported at the May
3-4, 2007, meetings on Irag in Egypt. On December 17, 2004, the United States
signed an agreement with Irag writing off 100% of Iraq’s $4.1 billion debt to the
United States; that debt consisted of principa and interest from about $2 billion in
defaults on Iragi agricultural credits from the 1980s. On December 15, 2007, Irag
clerared itsdebtsto the International Monetary Fund (IMF) by repaying $470 million
earlier than required. On December 13, 2004, the World Trade Organization (WTO)
agreed to begin accession talks with Irag.

Security Challenges and Responses

Since the fall of Saddam Hussein, the United States has employed a multi-
faceted approach to stabilizing Irag, but in late 2006 the effort was determined by the
Administration to be faltering. The Irag Study Group said in its December 6, 2006,
report that the “ situation in Iraq is grave and deteriorating.” ** President Bush, in his
January 10, 2007, speech on Irag, said, “The situation in Iraq is unacceptabl e to the
American peopleand it isunacceptableto me.” Thedeterioration was, at |east partly,
the result of continuing sectarian violence superimposed on a tenacious Sunni-led
insurgency, and prompted the strategy revision announced in January 2007.

3 A May 7, 2003, Executive Order l€ft in place the provisions of the Iran-Irag Arms Non-
Proliferation Act (P.L. 102-484); that act imposes sanctions on personsor governmentsthat
export technol ogy that would contributeto any Iragi advanced conventional arms capability
or weapons of mass destruction programs.

%2 For more information, see CRS Report RL33376, Iraq’'s Debt Relief: Procedure and
Potential Implications for International Debt Relief, by Martin A. Weiss.

¥ Seep. xiii of the Executive Summary of the Iraq Study Group Report. December 6, 2006.
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U.S. military headquartersin Baghdad (Combined Joint Task Force-7, CITF-7)
isamulti-national headquarters“Multinational Force-Irag, MNF-I,” headed by Gen.
David Petraeus, who previously led U.S. troops in the Mosul area and the training
and equipping program for thelragi Security Forces (1SF). The head of Multinational
Corps-lragqisLt. Gen. Ray Odierno.

Sunni Arab-Led Insurgency

The duration and intensity of a Sunni Arab-led insurgency defied many
expectations, probably because, in the view of many experts, it has been supported
by much of the Iragi Sunni population that feels humiliated at being ruled by the
Shiites and their Kurdish partners. Some Sunni insurgents have sought to return the
Baath Party to power, while want to restore Sunni control more generally. The
insurgent groups are believed to be loosely coordinated within cities and provinces.

At its height, the Sunni insurgency did not derail the political transition,* but
it caused high ratesof U.S. casualties and sectarian violence to the point where there
was substantial debatein the United States over continuing the U.S. commitment in
Irag. Sunni insurgent groups have conducted numerous complex and coordinated
attacks on police stations and other fixed positions, suicide attacks on markets
frequented by Shiites, and occasional mass kidnappings. Since January 2007,
insurgent groups have, on about ten occasions, exploded chlorine trucks to cause
widespread civilianinjury or panic. Targets of insurgent grenades, IEDs (improvised
explosivedevices), mortars, and direct weaponsfireareU.S. forcesand Iraqi officials
and security forces, aswell as Iragi civilians of rival sects, Iragis working for U.S.
authorities, foreign contractors and aid workers, oil export and gasoline distribution
facilities, and water, power, and other facilities. A growing trend in 2007 has been
attacks on bridges, particularly those connecting regions of differing sectarian
domination. Some Sunni insurgents have been able to choke off power suppliesto
starve rival communities of power, for example in northern Diyala Province. An
April 12, 2007, bombing of the Iragi parliament, coming amid increasing mortar
attacks on the heavily fortified International Zone, demonstrate the ability of the
insurgency to operate in Baghdad.

Prior to 2007, whole Sunni-dominated neighborhoods of Baghdad, including
Amiriya, Adhamiya, Fadhil, Jihad, Amal, and Dora (once a mostly Christian
neighborhood) were serving as Sunni insurgent bases. Sunni insurgents also made
substantial inroadsinto themixed province of Diyala, pushing out Shiiteinhabitants.
In some of these districts, particularly Amiriyah, Sunni Iragi insurgent groups have
cooperated with U.S. forcesto expel most AQ-1 fighters.

TheU.N. Security Council hasadopted the U.S. interpretation of theinsurgency
in Resolution 1618 (August 4, 2005), condemning the “terrorist attacks that have
taken place in Irag,” including attacks on Iragi election workers and foreign

3 For further information, see Baram, Amatzia. “Who Are the Insurgents?” U.S. Ingtitute
of Peace, Special Report 134, April 2005; and Eisenstadt, Michael and Jeffrey White.
“Assessing Irag's Sunni Arab Insurgency.” Washington Institute for Near East Policy,
Policy Focus No. 50, December 2005.
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diplomatsin Irag. The FY 2006 supplemental (P.L. 109-234) provided $1.3 million
in Treasury Department funds to disrupt insurgent financing.

2007 Trends and Al Qaedain Iraqg. U.S. officialssay that amajor trend has
emerged in 2007, which began even beforethe U.S. “troop surge” reached full effect
inJuly 2007. Somelragi Sunnishaveturned against the mostly foreign-composed Al
Qaeda Irag (AQ-1) —which has been a key component of the insurgency — because
of its commission of some atrocities and abuses — such as killings of those who
want to cooperate with the Iragi government, forced marriages, and attempts to
impose strict Islamic law. AQ-I was founded by Abu Musab al-Zargawi, who was
killed in aJune 7, 2006, U.S. airstrike. AQ-1 has been aU.S. focus from very early
oninthewar because, accordingto U.S. commandersin April 2007, itisresponsible
for about 90% of the suicide bombings against both combatant and civilian targets.
AQ-1 has aways been considered by Iragis as an “unnatural” component of the
insurgency becauseit is composed of non-Iragiswith different traditions and whose
goals are more worldwide jihadist than Irag-specific.®® The Sunni Iragi turn against
AQ-I was begun in Anbar Province by Sunni tribes belonging to the “ Awakening”
or “Salvation Council” movement who sought to limit AQ-I's influence — and
perhaps bolster their own strength against Iragq’ s dominant Shiites— by cooperating
with U.S. counter-insurgency efforts. The Anbar Salvation Council has apparently
survived the September 13, 2007, assassination of its key founder, Shaykh Abd al-
Sattar a-Rishawi; that movement is now headed by his brother, Ahmad, in
partnership with Anbar Governor Mamoun Rashid al-Alwani.

Inthe course of thetroop surgeto date, U.S. commanders have taken advantage
of thistrend by turning over informal security responsibility to the former militants
in exchange for their cooperation and an end to their anti-U.S. operations. U.S.
commanders also are giving funds to and sharing information with the Sunni
insurgents — a strategy that is controversial because of the potential of the Sunni
Iragis to later resume fighting U.S. forces and Iragi Shiites. U.S. officials say no
weapons have been given to these groups. The strategy is reported to have led to
increa