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WHAT SIGAR REVIEWED 

The U.S. government initiated efforts to support 
the development of Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry beginning in 2004. As of 
September 30, 2021, the United States had 
spent approximately $962.6 million to fund 
mineral surveys, exploration, regulatory reforms, 
and capacity development.  

SIGAR issued reports in 2015, 2016, and 2018 
highlighting deficiencies in the coordination, 
implementation, and outcomes associated with 
programs implemented by the U.S. Department of 
Defense and the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) to support Afghanistan’s 
extractives sector. Nevertheless, in 2018, USAID 
initiated two new programs intended to continue 
building Afghanistan’s extractives industry, the 
$18.2 million Extractives Technical Assistance 
(ETA) program and the $19.9 million Multi-
Dimensional Economic and Legal Reform 
Assistance (MELRA) program.   

This audit’s objectives were to determine (1) 
whether USAID, the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and the 
U.S. Department of Commerce’s Commercial Law 
Development Program (CLDP) conducted required 
oversight of their extractives industry efforts in 
Afghanistan; and (2) whether the ETA and the 
MELRA programs achieved their goals and 
addressed prior challenges in building capacity in 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry from January 
2018 through September 2021. 

SIGAR announced this audit in July 2021, prior to 
the collapse of the former Afghan government in 
August 2021. Due to the collapse, USAID 
terminated its MELRA agreement with CLDP but 
gave USGS approval to complete ETA program-
related reports. The results of this report are 
relevant for understanding the persistent 
challenges in Afghanistan’s extractives industry 
and why U.S. efforts to develop Afghanistan’s 
mineral resources have not resulted in 
widespread economic benefits. 
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WHAT SIGAR FOUND 

The United States has dedicated funding and implemented 
programs to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry since at 
least 2004. Despite more than 17 years and hundreds of millions of 
dollars spent, U.S. efforts could not overcome numerous challenges, 
and tangible progress was negligible and not sustained. Since 
2015, SIGAR has repeatedly reported on the shortcomings and 
challenges to U.S. efforts in this area. These challenges include (1) 
Afghanistan’s inability to reform mineral policies and regulations, (2) 
frequent turnover of Afghan officials, (3) corruption and artisanal 
and small-scale mining operations, (4) Afghanistan’s suspension 
from the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, (5) lack of 
infrastructure, and (6) insecurity. 

The U.S. government began its most recent efforts to develop 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry in 2018. USAID, USGS, and CLDP 
implemented two programs to build capacity in Afghanistan’s 
extractives industry and help make the former Afghan government 
more self-reliant and attractive to foreign investment. However, 
SIGAR found that U.S. agencies did not perform required oversight 
of the programs and that the programs did not meet their goals due, 
in part, to the same challenges that plagued previous U.S. efforts in 
the sector. First, SIGAR found that the USAID, USGS, and CLDP did 
not conduct required program oversight for ETA and MELRA. 
Specifically, USAID and USGS did not develop a Monitoring, 
Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) plan for the ETA program, including 
performance indicators, as USAID’s Automated Directives System 
(ADS) required. USAID and USGS told us that, instead of establishing 
the required plan, they communicated frequently with each other. 
However, frequent communication does not exempt the agencies, 
particularly USAID, from following its own ADS oversight 
requirements. The failure of USAID and USGS to establish and 
implement an MEL plan prevents retrospective reviews of the ETA 
program’s performance based on formal, complete, and 
standardized information, and limits the understanding of USAID 
and USGS officials’ decision-making processes. 

Although USAID and CLDP developed an MEL plan for the MELRA 
program, the plan did not comply with ADS guidance until October 
2020—more than 2 years into the program—because the associated 
performance indicators were often incomplete, and many did not 
provide the information necessary to accurately measure 
performance. In addition, SIGAR found that CLDP revised the 
performance indicators three times in a 6-month period. The 
frequent revisions limited the ability of CLDP and USAID to assess 
the program’s performance using consistent data. Because the MEL 
plan did not conform with requirements, CLDP and USAID could not 
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determine whether individual program activities were successful and contributed to overall goals or whether the 
MELRA program required adjustments to help ensure its success.  

Additionally, USAID was unable to demonstrate that it reviewed and approved required deliverables for the ETA 
and MELRA programs. Furthermore, USGS and CLDP did not use, and USAID officials did not enforce, the 
requirement that deliverables be uploaded to and reviewed in the Afghan Info System and Training Results and 
Information Network (TraiNet). USAID told SIGAR that it was in constant communication with USGS and CLDP and 
relied on that channel of communication instead of the Afghan Info System or TraiNet. As a result, it was difficult 
for incoming USAID agreement officer representatives to obtain knowledge and ensure continuity of program 
activities during staffing rotations because program information was not centrally stored in the required systems. 
Because USGS and CLDP did not provide reports to USAID through Afghan Info System and TraiNet in accordance 
with USAID guidance, USAID did not have the necessary information to review the program’s performance and 
determine whether it was contributing to the achievement of USAID’s country strategy. 

SIGAR also found that USAID, USGS, and CLDP made progress toward, but did not ultimately achieve all of their 
program goals. Specifically, while the ETA program helped build some technical capacity in Afghanistan’s Ministry 
of Mines and Petroleum (MOMP), the program completed only one of its five program components. Similarly, 
USAID and CLDP’s efforts through the MELRA program did not result in the Afghan government adopting a 
comprehensive set of regulations, procedures, and transactional documents. These efforts were intended to 
incorporate international best practices to ensure open and transparent operations in Afghanistan’s mining sector 
and develop a durable and predictable contracting framework for mining licenses. The Afghan government’s 
failure to implement sufficient legal reforms resulted in a lack of foreign investment in its extractives industry. 

USAID, USGS, and CLDP provided written comments on a draft of this report. These comments are reproduced in 
appendices III, IV, and V, respectively. In response to these comments, SIGAR updated the report, as appropriate. 
USAID stated that it provided thorough oversight over interagency programs, held its partners accountable, and 
emphasized its commitment to conducting required program oversight that complies with USAID policy. USAID 
also noted that it continues to see promise in interagency efforts supporting Afghanistan’s private sector to 
develop mineral resources, given the potential for job creation, wealth, and business generation. USGS claimed in 
its comments that certain criticisms contained in the report’s draft assessment of the ETA program were 
“misleading or incorrect.” Additionally, USGS asserted that, despite not adhering to certain monitoring and 
evaluation requirements, it led a successful program under highly challenging conditions. Finally, USGS claimed 
that Afghanistan realized economic gains from small-scale mining and disagreed with SIGAR’s assessment that 
the MOMP could not sustain the gains USGS attributed to the ETA program. Similarly, CLDP also disputed whether 
the draft report accurately identified deficiencies related to the MELRA program. CLDP asserted that the draft 
report did not recognize the program’s own internal monitoring and evaluation efforts, and misunderstood 
MELRA’s goals. SIGAR disagrees with many of USGS’s and CLDP’s comments and maintains that this report 
provides an accurate account of U.S. oversight over the ETA and MELRA programs and of the performance of 
these programs. SIGAR provides a more detailed response after the respective agency’s comments. 
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The Honorable Dr. Gina M. Raimondo 
Secretary of Commerce 
 
The Honorable Samantha Power 
Administrator, U.S. Agency for International Development 
 
The Honorable Deb Haaland 
Secretary of the Interior  
 
Dr. Dave Applegate 
Director, U.S. Geological Survey 
 
 

This report discusses the results of SIGAR’s audit of programs funded by the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and implemented by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and U.S. Department of 
Commerce’s Commercial Law Development Program (CLDP) to develop and build capacity in Afghanistan’s 
extractives industry. We announced this audit in July 2021, prior to the collapse of the former Afghan 
government in August 2021. Despite the collapse, the results of this report are relevant for understanding 
ongoing issues in Afghanistan’s extractives industry and the reasons for Afghanistan’s continued reliance on 
foreign aid. 

We found that U.S. agencies did not conduct required oversight for either the Extractives Technical Assistance 
(ETA) program or the Multi-Dimensional Economic and Legal Reform Assistance (MELRA) program. In addition, 
we found that USAID, USGS, and CLDP made progress toward, but did not ultimately achieve, the goals for the 
ETA and MELRA programs. We also found that the challenges to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry 
that we first identified in 2015 continued to hinder the efforts of ETA and MELRA. 

Following the August 2021 collapse of the former Afghan government, USAID suspended the ETA and MELRA 
programs. However, in February 2022, USAID approved the ETA program’s continuation, and in March 2022, 
terminated the MELRA program. 

We are not making recommendations because USAID ceased support for Afghanistan’s extractives industry 
following the Afghan government’s collapse in August 2021. However, the findings of this report can inform 
future efforts to develop Afghanistan’s mineral resources for job creation, economic gain, and wealth 
generation. In particular, it underscores how agencies’ claims of programmatic success may be unfounded 
unless they are supported by agencies adhering to established monitoring and evaluation requirements.  

We received written comments on a draft of this report from the Mission Director for USAID’s mission to 
Afghanistan, the U.S. Department of Interior’s USGS Extractives Program Management Team, and the 
Department of Commerce’s CLDP. These comments are reproduced in appendices III, IV, and V, respectively, 
along with our detailed responses, and the report has been updated as appropriate. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

SIGAR conducted this work under the authority of Public Law No. 110‐181, as amended, and the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended; and in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
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The U.S. government estimated the territory of Afghanistan could hold more than $1 trillion worth of mineral 
deposits, which could be used to generate potentially significant revenue for the Afghan government and 
support Afghanistan’s economic development.1 To spur economic growth and improve the ability of the former 
Afghan government to fiscally sustain itself, the U.S. government initiated a series of efforts to support the 
development of Afghanistan’s extractives industry beginning in 2004.2 As of September 30, 2021, the United 
States has spent approximately $962.6 million to fund critical mineral surveys, mineral exploration, regulatory 
reforms, and capacity development for Afghan government entities involved in the extractives industry.3 

We issued reports in 2015, 2016, and 2018, highlighting deficiencies in the coordination, implementation, and 
outcomes associated with programs implemented by the Department of Defense and the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID) to support Afghanistan’s extractives sector.4 Nevertheless, in 2018, USAID 
initiated two new programs, the Extractives Technical Assistance (ETA) program valued at $18.2 million, and the 
Multi-Dimensional Economic and Legal Reform Assistance (MELRA) program, valued at $19.9 million, to 
continue developing Afghanistan’s extractives industry. Those programs supported USAID’s goal of improving 
the former Afghan government’s ability to sustain itself, as outlined in USAID’s Country Development 
Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023.5 

The objectives of this audit were to determine (1) whether USAID, the Department of Interior’s U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS), and the Department of Commerce’s Commercial Law Development Program (CLDP) conducted 
required oversight of their extractives industry efforts in Afghanistan; and (2) whether the ETA and the MELRA 
programs achieved their goals and addressed prior challenges in building capacity in Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry from January 2018 through September 30, 2021.6 Despite the collapse of the former Afghan 
government in August 2021, the results of this report are relevant for understanding ongoing issues in 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry, as well as why the industry was unable to become a significant source of 
revenue for the former Afghan government, and contributed to a continued dependence on foreign assistance. 

To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed federal laws and those portions of USAID’s Automated Directives 
System (ADS) related to our objectives. We obtained and analyzed award documents, performance data, and 
other reports to determine U.S. agencies progress towards achieving the extractives programs goals. We 
interviewed officials from USAID, USGS, CLDP, the prior Afghan Ministry of Mines and Petroleum (MOMP), the 
prior Afghanistan Geological Survey (AGS), the United Kingdom Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office, 
the World Bank, the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, and relevant subcontractors.7 We conducted 

 
1 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries: $488 Million in U.S. Efforts Show Limited Progress Overall and 
Challenges Prevent Further Investment and Growth, SIGAR 16-11-AR, January 11, 2016. 
2 For the purposes of this report, we are defining “extractives industry” as the process of extracting raw materials from the 
earth and processing them for the consumer market. Further, for the purposes of this report, the term “extractives industry” 
is used interchangeably with “extractives sector,” “mining sector,” “mineral industry,” and “mining industry.” 
3 “Minerals” are naturally occurring substances, which may be recovered from land and water, but excludes soil, water, 
liquid hydrocarbons, or natural gas. 
4 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Mineral, Oil, and Gas Industries: Unless U.S. Agencies Act Soon to Sustain Investments Made, $488 
Million in Funding is at Risk, SIGAR 15-55-AR, April 24, 2015; SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries, SIGAR 
16-11-AR, January 11, 2016; SIGAR, Status of U.S. Efforts to Develop Extractive Tenders: $1 25 Million Spent Resulting in 
No Active Contracts, SIGAR 18-58-SP, July 5, 2018. Our previous audits included U.S. efforts to develop Afghanistan’s 
hydrocarbon industry, specifically, the Sheberghan Gas Generation Activity and the Sheberghan Gas Development Project. 
U.S. efforts to develop Afghanistan’s hydrocarbon industry are outside the scope of this audit. 
5 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, updated August 13, 2021, 
https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1871/country-development-cooperation-strategy-afghanistan. 
6 On September 11, 2021, USAID suspended the ETA and MELRA programs due to the collapse of the former Afghan 
government. However, in February 2022, USAID approved the ETA program’s continuation, and in March 2022, terminated 
the MELRA program. 
7 The United Kingdom Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office was formally known as Department for International 
Development. It is the ministerial department tasked with protecting and promoting British interests worldwide. 
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our work in Arlington, Virginia, from July 2021 through January 2022, in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. Appendix I contains a more detailed discussion of our scope and methodology. 

BACKGROUND 

In 2004, the USGS performed a preliminary assessment of Afghanistan’s natural resources to confirm and 
update Soviet-era extractives deposit data; USGS published its results in 2007. In 2009, USGS began working 
with the Department of Defense’s Task Force for Business and Stability Operations (TFBSO) to increase interest 
in developing Afghanistan’s vast mineral resources, which resulted in an extensively detailed digital database of 
33 high potential areas of interest across Afghanistan that were projected to hold large mineral deposits.8 
These high potential areas of interest included base and precious metals, construction minerals, precious and 
semiprecious stones, and rare-earth elements including strontium, barium, beryllium, niobium, and tantalum, 
with wide-ranging applications for manufacturing mobile phones, laptops, electric vehicles, batteries, precision 
tools, medical equipment, satellites, aircraft, and missiles. In 2010, the U.S. government estimated the total 
value of Afghanistan’s mineral and hydrocarbon deposits at more than $1 trillion. Figure 1 shows USGS’s most 
recent map of the high potential areas of interest in Afghanistan, dated March 2011. 

 
8 TFBSO was a small Department of Defense organization that focused on the development of economic opportunities, 
including private investment, industrial development, banking and financial system development, agriculture diversification 
and revitalization, and energy development. TFBSO ceased operations in Afghanistan in December 2014. 

Map of Afghanistan’s High Potential Areas of Interest, March 2011 

 

Source: SIGAR map based on USGS data. 
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From 2010 and 2014, TFBSO spent approximately $825 million across all of its operations in Afghanistan, with 
$316 million spent on extractives projects, including $33 million to USGS to develop Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry, attract private investment, and create a sustainable Afghan economy.9 TFBSO pursued four program 
areas in Afghanistan’s extractives sector: (1) mineral exploitation including supporting the MOMP in the tender 
process, (2) USGS and AGS mapping Afghanistan’s mineral resources, (3) building relationships between Afghan 
universities and U.S. mineral-focused research universities, and (4) addressing mining in contested areas.10 

After mapping extractive deposits and updating available data, U.S. assistance for Afghanistan’s extractives 
sector primarily focused on increasing the Afghan government’s capacity to develop and oversee the extractives 
industry, including at the MOMP and AGS. The MOMP was responsible for developing Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry through the administration, oversight, and regulation of the exploration, exploitation, and mining of 
minerals, by identifying undeveloped large-scale mining areas, identifying artisanal and small-scale mining 
(ASM) activity, granting mining licenses, reviewing exploration programs and mining proposals, and maintaining 
mining areas’ registers and survey maps. The AGS, a directorate within the MOMP, was responsible for mapping 
and assessing regional mineral resources and developing and maintaining reports from those assessments.  

In 2013, USAID initiated the Mining Investment and Development for Afghanistan Sustainability (MIDAS) 
program, for which it disbursed $34 million by the program’s end in 2017. The goal of the MIDAS program was 
to assist the Afghan government in responsibly developing its extractives industry by (1) collecting $2 billion in 
mining operation royalties, (2) expanding the extractives industry’s skilled workforce, (3) implementing legal and 
regulatory reforms related to the extractives industry, and (4) providing technical assistance to the MOMP. In 
2014, USAID expanded its extractives industry programming when it initiated a $13 million agreement with the 
U.S. Department of Commerce’s CLDP to build MOMP staff capacity and train the MOMP’s legal department to 
implement regulations developed under Afghanistan’s 2014 Minerals Law.11 

In 2018, USAID initiated two new programs to build capacity in Afghanistan’s extractives industry. First, USAID 
began its ETA program, in collaboration with USGS, at an estimated cost of $18.2 million. The ETA program 
consisted of five components, each with its own goals: 

• Component I: The goal of Component I was to build the technical capacity of MOMP and AGS to analyze, 
assess, store data on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits, and to publish that data under the authority of 
the MOMP and AGS. To achieve this goal, the program called for training of MOMP and AGS personnel 
to assess mineral data, mineral deposit types, required infrastructure, and the commodity value of 
various minerals to determine the economic value of Afghanistan’s mineral and gemstone deposits. 

• Component II: The three goals of Component II were to (1) create an online platform for hosting, 
discovering, accessing, and distributing mineral data; (2) build the capacity of MOMP and AGS 
personnel to maintain and further develop the online platform; and (3) “equip the AGS technical staff to 
support the expedited mineral sector development efforts.”12 To achieve these goals, the program 
required ETA personnel to “establish contacts and build relationships to help identify and establish 
responsibilities with necessary individuals and entities within Afghanistan and other entities involved in 
the project.”13 ETA personnel were also required to define and construct necessary web components, 

 
9 SIGAR, DOD Task Force for Business and Stability Operations: $675 Million in Spending Led to Mixed Results, Waste, and 
Unsustained Projects, SIGAR 18-19-AR, January 4, 2018. 
10 Tendering is the process whereby the government invites suppliers to submit bids for public contracts. The government 
provides publicly held data and documentation outlining project criteria and requirements, and the interested suppliers 
prepare documents outlining pricing, schedules, and unique competencies or qualifications, among other things. The 
government evaluates all submitted bids and enters into negotiations with the supplier whose bid is chosen. 
11 The 2014 Minerals Law governed Afghanistan’s mining and extractives sector, including its fiscal regime and mining 
license processes. 
12 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, Participating Agency Program Agreement with USGS, December 28, 2017, p. 7. 
13 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 24. 
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conduct “knowledge transfer of essential data management practices and development of the role and 
responsibilities…in the areas of metadata development, metadata catalog management, and proper 
data management” for MOMP and AGS personnel, and train MOMP and AGS personnel in remote 
sensing and Geographic Information System technology.14  

• Component III: The goal of Component III was to map ASM operations of specific gemstones, minerals, 
and commodities by using satellite or remote sensing imagery and to determine key indicators of ASM 
operations for each mineral type, mapping and monitoring areas identified by the key indicators, and 
compiling a geodatabase of ASM activity by mineral and commodity to estimate the value of the illegal 
activities.15 

• Component IV: The goals of Component IV were to (1) ensure Afghanistan used sustainable mining 
practices to protect water and other environmental resources, and (2) to build the technical capacity of 
the MOMP and AGS in global best practices for mine permitting, development, and closure. To achieve 
these goals, the program called for ETA personnel to train MOMP and AGS officials on the regulatory 
and scientific framework for best mining practices, conducting and establishing pre-mining baseline 
studies, and facilitating educational outreach to universities. 

• Component V: The goal of Component V was to educate the Afghan Ministry of Energy and Water and 
its successor, the National Water Affairs Regulation Authority, to better understand Afghanistan’s water 
resources through the improvement of water supply data monitoring and analysis. This component 
called for mentoring activities, revitalizing the Kabul River stream gaging network, improving modeling 
techniques, using analytics software to enhance water management, and updating the Kabul Basin 
aquifer map. In addition, this component’s completion would have assisted the Afghan government in 
analyzing and presenting water resources data available for extractives-related activities. 

On September 11, 2021, USAID suspended the ETA program because of the Afghan government’s collapse. As 
of September 30, 2021, USAID had obligated about $15 million for the ETA program, $11.9 million of which 
was disbursed. On February 22, 2022, USAID approved USGS’s use of the remaining funds to complete ongoing 
research and publish reports related to rare-earth elements in Afghanistan. USGS officials told us they expect 
these reports to be completed by December 2022.16 

The second program USAID initiated in 2018, in part to bolster Afghanistan’s extractives industry, was the 
MELRA program. USAID worked with CLDP to implement the program at an estimated cost of $19.9 million. The 
MELRA program’s goal was to deliver economic and legal reforms to spur economic growth within Afghanistan. 
The MELRA program contained five components, one of which focused efforts on Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry. Within this component, CLDP sought to achieve legislative and policy reform at the MOMP and AGS, 
primarily by updating Afghanistan’s mineral laws and regulations. As of September 30, 2021, USAID had 
obligated about $15.3 million for the program, of which $10.9 million had been disbursed. USAID suspended 
the MELRA program on September 11, 2021, because of the fall of the Afghan government, and terminated it 
on March 26, 2022. 

Figure 2 shows a timeline of U.S. agency extractives related efforts in Afghanistan. 

 

 
14 Geographic Information System is a computer system that analyzes and displays geographically referenced information. 
Participating Agency Program Agreement between USAID and USGS, pp. 5–6. 
15 ASM mining refers to the illicit or unlicensed mining by individuals, groups, families, or cooperatives with minimal or no 
mechanization. There is limited information on production, revenues, operations, and locations of ASM mining in Afghanistan. 
16 In response to the draft of this report, USGS noted that the delayed restart of the ETA program negatively impacted its 
progress toward the completion of ETA program goals. However, USGS noted that it had been “…making considerable 
progress toward achieving as much of the ETA’s original goals as possible on its original timeline.” 
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Agency Guidance and Award Agreements Require Oversight of Efforts to Develop 
Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry; SIGAR Has Previously Evaluated Many of Those 
Efforts 

U.S. efforts to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry were governed by USAID guidance, as well as the 
award agreements for each effort. Both USAID guidance and the award agreements emphasize the need to 
properly plan, manage, and monitor programs and outcomes. USAID’s ADS provides guidance for the planning, 
delivery, assessment, and adaptation of development programming, and requires oversight of award 
agreements to ensure participating partners make appropriate progress.17 USAID’s “Policy Framework Ending 
the Need for Foreign Assistance” translates the goals outlined in the U.S. government’s “National Security 
Strategy and Joint Strategic Plan” specifically for USAID. Furthermore, USAID’s Country Development 
Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, set forth a high-level goal to “help establish the conditions 
necessary for peace and self-reliance… by focusing on long-term, broad-based development in Afghanistan and 
by transitioning to a more mature relationship” with the Afghan government “to help Afghanistan become a 

 
17 ADS Chapter 201, September 21, 2021; ADS Chapter 306; ADS Chapter 303, Grants and Cooperative Agreements to 
Non-Governmental Organizations. 

Timeline of U.S. Agency Extractive Efforts in Afghanistan 

 

Source: SIGAR analysis of USAID data. 
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more inclusive, economically viable, and self-reliant country with which [the U.S. government] can better partner 
in [its] national security strategy.”18 Lastly, USAID’s individual award agreements outlined key performance 
requirements, including program management, oversight, and reporting.  

In 2015, 2016, and 2018, we reported on the efficacy of TFBSO and USAID efforts to develop Afghanistan’s 
extractives industry. Our 2015 report found that TFBSO and USAID pursued divergent approaches in 
implementing their respective extractives projects, with the U.S. Embassy Kabul doing little to coordinate 
interagency activities.19 Our 2016 report found that MOMP never demonstrated the capacity to manage its 
funding or responsibly address transparency and corruption concerns.20 Our 2018 report found that TFBSO 
and USAID extractives projects produced mixed results and wasted funding assistance due to interagency 
conflict, a lack of a clear mission and strategy, and poor coordination, planning, contracting, and oversight.21 
The 2018 report also found that those programs consistently underestimated their time and cost projections, 
while simultaneously overestimating revenue projections. Another of our 2018 reports found that TFBSO and 
USAID extractives programs did not achieve their goals of developing mineral tenders or generating mining 
royalty revenue.22 

USAID, USGS, AND CLDP DID NOT CONDUCT REQUIRED OVERSIGHT OF THEIR 
EXTRACTIVES PROGRAMS 

For this report, we found that U.S. agencies did not conduct all of the required program oversight for ETA and 
MELRA. Specifically, USAID and USGS did not develop a Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) plan for the 
ETA program, as required by ADS guidance.23 Furthermore, while USAID and CLDP developed an MEL plan for 
the MELRA program in 2018, the plan did not comply with ADS guidance until October 2020, more than 2 years 
after the MELRA program was initiated. Additionally, USAID was unable to demonstrate that it reviewed and 
approved required agreement deliverables for the ETA and MELRA programs, such as monitoring and 
evaluation reports, quarterly reports, and training data, and USGS and CLDP did not use the required data 
management systems, Afghan Info System and Training Results and Information Network (TraiNet), to submit 
the requisite deliverables.24 The inability of USAID, USGS, and CLDP to comply with the required oversight for 
their extractives programs prevented the agencies from being able to conduct timely and comprehensive 
reviews of the ETA and MELRA programs’ performances. 

 
18 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, p. 2. 
19 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Mineral, Oil, and Gas Industries, SIGAR 15-55-AR. 
20 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries, SIGAR 16-11-AR. 
21 SIGAR, DOD Task Force for Business and Stability Operations, SIGAR 18-19-AR. 
22 SIGAR, Status of U.S. Efforts to Develop Extractive Tenders, SIGAR 18-58-SP. In response to a draft of this report, USGS 
noted that after to the publication of our 2018 report, four large-scale mining contracts were awarded. USGS also noted that 
all but one of these contracts were subsequently cancelled. USGS stated that the one remaining contract had proceeded to 
the exploration phase and was still active at the time of the Afghan government’s collapse in August 2021. USGS also noted 
that it can take many years for a large-scale mining contract to proceed from award to operating as a revenue generating 
operation, and stated that even one contract going to the exploration phase was a major achievement.  
23 Monitoring is the ongoing and systematic tracking of data or information relevant to USAID’s activities. Evaluation involves 
collecting and analyzing information to make informed decisions and improve programming to ensure accountability and 
improvement in outcomes. Learning involves the continuous process of analyzing a wide variety of information, including 
evaluation findings and monitoring data. (ADS 201.6.) 
24 Afghan Info System serves as the central repository for all performance implementation and monitoring data and 
administrative activity information. TraiNet is a reporting system for USAID-funded training programs. 
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USAID, USGS, and CLDP Did Not Properly Complete or Use Required MEL Plans to 
Oversee ETA and MELRA 

USAID’s ADS Chapter 201 requires the use of MEL plans to collect and analyze performance indicators, track 
progress towards planned results, make decisions, and inform course corrections, as needed.25 The ADS also 
requires that (1) implementing partners submit an MEL plan to USAID within 90 days of signing an agreement, 
which must be approved and in place before “major implementation activities begin,” and (2) that the plan 
include monitoring processes and at least one relevant performance indicator for each activity, including 
baseline values and annual targets.26 To measure each performance indicator, USAID uses a Performance 
Indicator Reference Sheet, which contains key performance indicator information such as definitions, unit of 
measurement, method of data collection, measuring and reporting frequency, and the rationale for associated 
targets.27 In addition, ADS Chapter 306 requires oversight of assistance agreements, which direct USAID to 
provide the necessary oversight and coordination for programs it finances, including the review of deliverables 
to ensure that implementing partners are making “appropriate progress.”28 

USAID and USGS Did Not Develop an MEL Plan for the ETA program 

USAID and USGS did not develop an MEL plan, as required, for the ETA program. USAID officials told us that 
USAID typically used USGS as a technical advisor, rather than as an implementing partner like it was on the ETA 
program. Further, USAID told us that it held weekly meetings and maintained communication with USGS via e-
mail to discuss the progress of the program. However, that type of engagement between USAID and USGS did 
not exempt the agencies from the oversight requirements of ADS Chapter 201. 

USGS officials stated they did not develop an MEL plan because USAID did not inform them of the requirement 
to develop an MEL plan and stated that they used quarterly reports as the primary method to report on ETA 
progress. USAID and USGS also told us that they were in frequent communication, held weekly meetings, and 
routinely discussed the progress of the ETA program. 

We found that USGS quarterly reports did not contain any performance indicators or data to track progress 
towards planned results, make decisions, and inform course corrections. Moreover, the type of engagement 
between USAID and USGS does not absolve the agencies from the requirement to adhere to the ADS. The 
failure of USAID and USGS to establish and implement an MEL plan may hinder retrospective reviews of 
programming performance based on formal, complete, and standardized information, insights into how and why 
those indicators were modified, and an understanding of USAID and USGS officials’ decision-making processes, 
which would be useful when making programming decisions for similar programs in the future.29 

USAID and CLDP Utilized Non-Compliant MEL Plans for the Majority of the MELRA Program 
ADS 201 requires that MEL plans include performance indicator data. Additionally, the ADS provides further 
guidance on those performance indicators and their associated data in its Performance Indicator Reference 

 
25 ADS 201.3.1.2 and 201.3.4.10. 
26 An activity is a component of a program that contributes to the program’s overall purpose. Each activity has performance 
indicators, which are the basis for observing progress and measuring actual results compared to expected results. A 
performance indicator includes a baseline value, the value prior to a program’s implementation, and a target value, the 
planned level of result to be achieved within a specific timeframe with a given level of resources. An example of an ETA 
activity included training AGS personnel to manage and maintain the digital archives of extractives resources. An example of 
a MELRA activity included improving contract administration capacity at the MOMP. See, ADS 201.3.4.10. 
27 USAID Performance Indicator Reference Sheet Guidance & Template, a Mandatory Reference for ADS Chapter 201. 
28 ADS 306.2 and 306.3.2.21. 
29 In response to a draft of this report, USGS asserted that a lack of an MEL plan did not prevent USAID and USGS from 
accurately measuring ETA program outcomes because USGS updated USAID on ETA’s progress. However, such updates did 
not relieve USGS and USAID from their obligation to develop an MEL plan. 
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Sheet.30 The Performance Indicator Reference Sheet lists 16 requirements to which implementing partners 
must adhere when reporting their performance indicator data, including defining each performance indicator, 
its unit of measure, its targets and rationale for those targets, data collection methods, measuring and 
reporting frequency, and methods to ensure data quality and consistency. We determined that MELRA’s MEL 
plans did not comply with ADS Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requirements until October 2020, more 
than 2 years after the MELRA program was initiated, because the associated performance indicators were often 
incomplete and many did not provide the information necessary to accurately measure performance. In fact, we 
determined that CLDP did not complete the 16 Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requirements 56 
percent of the time. CLDP officials stated that they relied on USAID to ensure their MEL plans and Performance 
Indicator Reference Sheet requirements complied with USAID’s guidance. However, CLDP’s reliance on USAID 
does not exempt it from USAID’s MEL plan requirements.  

In response to the draft of this report, CLDP agreed that MELRA’s initial MEL plan did not comply with ADS 
requirements. CLDP stated that it created its own internal oversight plan in 2018, which it referred to as a 
“Mining Logic Model” because it recognized that MELRA’s initial MEL plan was deficient.31 CLDP stated that it 
utilized this logic model from early 2018 until it was incorporated as a part of an updated MEL plan in October 
2020. Additionally, although both USAID and CLDP provided us copies of the October 2020 MEL plan, these 
MEL plans differed, further indicating the existence of discrepancies and inconsistencies surrounding MELRA’s 
monitoring and document retention. Although we requested it, CLDP did not provide us with its 2018 logic 
model. Appendix II provides a summary of CLDP’s reporting of MELRA’s performance indicator data in its 
quarterly reports. 

Our analysis of MELRA’s MEL plans determined that although CLDP revised the performance indicators on three 
occasions during our audit, no single performance indicator was present in all three of the revisions. We found 
that only one performance indicator was the same between the first two versions of the MEL plan, and that two 
performance indicators were the same between the second and third versions of the MEL plan. Furthermore, 
USAID’s Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requires that “changes to an indicator that substantively effect 
indicator reference information must be documented and justified.”32 The MELRA MEL plan only documented 
the reasoning for 3 of the 14 performance indicator changes that occurred during the period covered by our 
audit. This lack of documentation prevented us from tracking the program’s performance in a consistent 
manner and could also hinder an official not associated with the program from tracking the program’s 
performance during a retrospective review. The July 2020 MEL plan had only one performance indicator after 
CLDP removed one other performance indicator from the prior version. The next MEL plan, dated October 2020, 
had a total of 13 performance indicators after CLDP added 12 new performance indicators to the prior version. 
Finally, the following MEL plan, dated January 2021, had a total of 2 performance indicators after CLDP 
removed 11 performance indicators from the October 2020 version. When asked about the frequent MEL plan 
changes in a short period of time, CLDP told us it revised MELRA’s performance indicators because CLDP hired 
a full-time MEL specialist to initiate an organization-wide review of all CLDP MEL plans.33 The extensive and 
frequent revisions to the performance indicators in MELRA’s MEL plans limits the ability to assess the 
program’s performance over time because of a lack of consistent data. 

 
30 ADS 201.3.5.6. 
31 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that it relied on its logic model instead of MELRA’s official MEL plan. 
CLDP also claimed that its logic model was well developed and was better aligned to the MELRA program than the official 
MEL plan. CLDP did not provide us with its logic model, so we could not verify its claims. 
32 USAID, Performance Indicator Reference Sheet Guidance & Template, p. 5. 
33 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that its logic model included performance indicators not included in 
MELRA’s MEL plans, including custom performance indicators developed by CLDP that it used for the duration of the MELRA 
program. CLDP did not provide us with its logic model, so we could not verify its claims. Additionally, CLDP noted that it is 
normal to change performance indicators during a program’s life, and that any changes it made to performance indicators 
were to better track program performance. 
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USAID and CLDP confirmed that MELRA’s initial MEL plan was deficient, yet it remained the official monitoring 
plan for the first 2 years of the program. Although CLDP created its own logic model instead of addressing the 
deficiencies of the official MEL plan, CLDP did not provide a copy of that logic model to USAID to include in its 
official record keeping system until it was included as an updated MEL plan in October 2020. Although CLDP 
tracked its performance with its logic model, this model was not the approved MEL plan and was not stored 
within USAID’s official record keeping system, the Afghan Info System. Lastly, the extensive and frequent 
revisions to the performance indicators in MELRA’s subsequent MEL plans limits the ability to assess the 
program’s performance over time because of a lack of consistent data. Consequently, any analysis of MELRA 
program success, or the USAID and CLDP decision making process must rely on an MEL plan that both USAID 
and CLDP acknowledge as deficient. 

In the absence of a consistent MEL plan and performance indicators, USAID and CLDP officials told us that they 
relied on quarterly reports, held weekly meetings, and maintained communication via e-mail to discuss the 
progress of the MELRA program. However, that type of engagement does not excuse the agencies from the 
requirement to meet the oversight requirements of ADS Chapter 201.  

USAID, USGS, and CLDP Did Not Use Required Information Systems and USAID 
Could Not Show That It Reviewed Deliverables 

USAID guidance requires implementing partners to submit required deliverables to USAID through the Afghan 
Info System for USAID officials to verify the accuracy of those deliverables and demonstrate that they verified 
the accuracy of those deliverables.34 Furthermore, the ETA and MELRA agreements required USGS and CLDP to 
submit required deliverables, such as monitoring and evaluation reports and quarterly reports through Afghan 
Info System and USGS’s training data through TraiNet, no later than 45 days after the end of each quarter.  

We determined that USGS did not upload any of the required deliverables into the Afghan Info System or 
TraiNet, and that USAID contracting officials did not enforce those requirements. USGS confirmed that it did not 
use the Afghan Info System or TraiNet because the agency was unaware of the systems or the requirement to 
use them for data submissions. USGS officials stated that instead, they directly submitted required deliverables 
to the USAID contracting official.35 USAID did not upload any of the required deliverables USGS sent to them or 
provide evidence it reviewed the deliverables.  

Similarly, we determined that CLDP and USAID did not input any of the MELRA quarterly reports into the Afghan 
Info System, as required by a Mission Order.36 CLDP officials stated they did not use the Afghan Info System, 
and USAID contracting officials neither enforced the requirement nor documented their review of CLDP’s 
deliverables. CLDP officials told us that they had an understanding with USAID contracting officials that CLDP 
would provide the contracting officials with their deliverables and the contracting official would then upload 
them into any required systems. We found that USAID had all of CLDP’s deliverables and provided them to us 
when asked. However, we found no evidence of any such agreement, and neither CLDP’s deliverables nor 
USAID’s review of them were present in the Afghan Info System. CLDP confirmed that it did not use TraiNet 
because it was unaware of the system or the requirement to use it for data submissions. USAID told us it was in 
constant communication with CLDP and thus, relied on that channel of communication instead of the Afghan 
Info System.37 However, as mentioned above, this type of engagement between the two agencies does not 

 
34 ADS 201.3.4.10 and 201.6. 
35 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that it submitted quarterly reports timely to the USAID contracting official. 
USGS also noted that USAID told them that USAID was uploading those reports into the required document retention system.  
36 USAID Mission Order 201.05, Mission Order on Performance Monitoring, May 3, 2019. 
37 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that it had multiple forms of formal engagement with USAID officials, 
including weekly meetings, to keep them informed on the MELRA program and seek USAID’s input.  
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absolve USAID or CLDP from the oversight requirements of ADS Chapter 201, and their lack of adherence to 
ADS 201 hinders a retrospective and comprehensive evaluation of the MELRA program’s performance.  

As a result of the U.S. agencies’ failure to use the Afghan Info System and TraiNet, we found that it may have 
been difficult for incoming USAID agreement officer representatives to obtain knowledge and continuity of 
program activities during cyclical rotations. USGS and CLDP officials stated that they briefed incoming USAID 
officials on the status and progress of the ETA and MELRA programs.38 However, USAID did not retain USGS’s 
and CLDP’s reports in the Afghan Info System and TraiNet in accordance with USAID policies. As a result, USAID 
did not have the institutional information available to assess the long-term effects of its extractive sector 
programming.  

Submitting and maintaining required deliverables, such as program MEL plans, quarterly reports, and training 
data, in the required information systems is critical for understanding a program’s performance and any issues 
surrounding its implementation and for future programming in the same sector. Agreement officers, auditors, 
and other government officials need access to complete, accurate, and timely records, which document such 
items such as the program’s performance and the reasoning behind key decision-making processes. 
Additionally, agencies are required to keep records of their activities, in part to protect the legal and financial 
rights of the government and persons affected by the government’s activities. To help ensure compliance with 
these regulations and principles, USAID established internal controls to ensure that award files are complete 
and accurate.39 In response to our May 2022 audit of USAID’s termination of reconstruction awards in 
Afghanistan, which found lapses in document retention, USAID issued an administrative notice reminding 
contracting officers and their representatives of the regulations requiring document retention and the 
importance of adhering to those regulations.40 

ETA AND MELRA PROGRAMS MADE PROGRESS, BUT DID NOT ACHIEVE ALL OF 
ITS PROGRAM GOALS AND DID NOT ADDRESS PRIOR CHALLENGES IN 
AFGHANISTAN’S EXTRACTIVES INDUSTRY  

USAID, USGS, and CLDP made progress toward, but did not achieve, most of the ETA and MELRA program goals. 
Furthermore, the challenges USAID encountered when implementing its previous efforts to develop 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry continued to hinder the implementation and outcomes of ETA and MELRA. 
These challenges, combined with limitations caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and the collapse of the former 
Afghan government in August 2021, delayed the development of Afghanistan’s extractives industry.  

USAID and USGS Did Not Complete Four of the Five ETA Components  

USAID’s “Policy Framework Ending the Need for Foreign Assistance” called for increased self-reliance for 
Afghanistan, and stated that USAID should use proven assistance tools to “help reform-minded partners reach 
the point where they can tap into private-enterprise solutions.”41 According to the framework, “Countries that 
have increased self-reliance have built human and institutional capacity across the economy, civil society, the 
government, and the population.”42 Furthermore, USAID’s Country Development Cooperation Strategy for 

 
38 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that it provided half- or full-day briefings with the most “direct and 
comprehensive knowledge” on Afghanistan’s extractives environment. Likewise, CLDP noted that it “thoroughly [briefed]” 
incoming USAID officials on MELRA’s progress and CLDP’s institutional knowledge. 
39 ADS 502.1 and 502.3. 
40 SIGAR, Contracting in Afghanistan: USAID Did Not Complete or Did Not Maintain Required Documentation for 8 of its 11 
Terminated Awards, SIGAR-22-21-AR, May 9, 2022.  
41 USAID, “Policy Framework for Ending the Need for Foreign Assistance Summary,” 2019, p. 4. 
42 USAID, “Policy Framework for Ending the Need for Foreign Assistance Summary,” 2019, p. 5. 
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Afghanistan requires USAID programs to develop a “transition plan” in support of building self-reliance and 
transitioning to a traditional bilateral relationship.43 The strategy also recognized that Afghanistan needed to 
grow its legitimate economy. Therefore, USAID intended to assist the Afghan government by generating jobs and 
increasing government revenues through the extractives industry.44 The ETA program’s goals were to build 
capacity within the MOMP to provide reliable data, expert technical advice, and oversight of the extractives 
industry, including ASM throughout Afghanistan. The ETA program, implemented between January 2018 and 
September 2021, included five programming components to achieve its overall goals. 

USGS reported that while it made progress toward developing technical capacity at the MOMP, the ETA program 
did not achieve its goal of developing MOMP’s technical capacity to administer Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry. Further, when asked whether the Afghan government had the capacity to sustain achievements 
realized by ETA, USGS reported that the Afghan government was not self-sufficient.45  

After accounting for the cessation of ETA programming after the collapse of the Afghan government, we 
analyzed the quarterly reports that USAID and USGS provided and determined that the goals of only one of the 
five ETA components was achieved, as of September 2021. The following represents our finding for each ETA 
component. 

Component I: Although USGS made progress toward meeting Component I’s goal, it did not achieve it.46 
Component I’s goal was to build the technical capacity of the MOMP and AGS in order to “normalize the storage, 
analysis, and assessment of Afghanistan’s mineral deposits and release of that data under MOMP/AGS 
auspices.”47 USGS did conduct numerous capacity building activities with MOMP and AGS personnel. While 
USGS told us that the Afghan government had some capacity to analyze its extractives industry, it could not 
demonstrate that the MOMP had the capacity to “normalize the storage, analysis, and assessment of 
Afghanistan's mineral deposits and release of that data under MOMP/AGS auspices.”48 USGS also said that the 
Afghan government provided USGS with incomplete or inaccurate data, preventing it from compiling, analyzing, 
and assessing the mining datasets. Moreover, USGS said that it relied on the “suboptimal” practices of using 
past production statistics, the extrapolation of partial data, and levels of employment at various mines to create 
the necessary data.49 However, Component I’s goal required USGS to assist the MOMP in building its technical 
capacity to compile, analyze, assess, store, and publish data on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits. USGS’s 
comments demonstrate that the MOMP did not have the technical capacity to “normalize the storage, analysis, 
and assessment of Afghanistan’s mineral deposits and release of that data under MOMP/AGS auspices.”50 

 
43 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, p. 22. 
44 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, p. 21. 
45 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that it believes certain criticisms contained in our draft assessment of 
whether the ETA program achieved its goals were “misleading or incorrect.” USGS noted that the ETA program was a 5-year 
program with most of the program’s scientific reports to be completed in the fifth year. USGS noted that it is currently 
attempting to finish those reports by December 2022 but said that USAID’s suspension of the program as a result of the 
collapse of the Afghan government and USAID’s elimination of funding for ETA’s fifth year, has made it challenging to 
complete ETA’s goals by the scheduled timeline.  
46 In response to a draft of this report, USGS disagreed that the goals of this component were not met, noting that the data 
USGS collected and processed was used by the MOMP to issue hundreds of small-scale mining contracts, demonstrating the 
MOMP had built capacity. 
47 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 3. 
48 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 3. 
49 USGS also noted that the results of its work will be published in a report that features detailed maps and an 
accompanying GIS database and is the most comprehensive report to date on Afghanistan’s gemstone resources and the 
state of its extractives industry. This report is currently undergoing USGS review and was not published at the time of our 
report’s publication.  
50 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 3. 
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Component II-A: Although USGS made progress toward meeting Component II-A’s goal, it did not achieve it.51 
The goal of Component II-A was to provide the MOMP and AGS with an online platform for hosting, accessing, 
and distributing data. USGS reported that the AGS could not obtain the resources necessary to acquire a cloud 
hosting service, which caused significant obstacles and delays.52 Although we acknowledge that USGS made 
progress toward achieving this goal, without the plan’s approval from the MOMP Minister, the plan was not 
implemented and no online platform was created. We also acknowledge that obtaining this approval was 
outside of USGS’s control. 

Component II-B: While USGS made progress toward meeting Component II-B’s goal, it did not achieve it.53 The 
goal of Component II-B was to build the capacity for the MOMP and AGS to “support the expedited mineral 
sector development efforts” through the generation of field maps, collection and digitization of mineral sample 
data, and remote sensing data analysis.54 Although USGS reported that it assisted AGS staff in the compilation 
of data packages, it also told us that the Afghan government did not appear to be self-sufficient. USGS noted 
that the MOMP issued small-scale mining contracts, demonstrating USGS’s success in capacity building. 
However, none of USGS’s required documents demonstrated that its efforts led to the issuance of those small-
scale mining contracts. Furthermore, USGS had no MEL plan with accompanying performance indicators, nor 
did any of its required documents define or measure the issuance of small-scale mining contracts as a way to 
measure Component II-A’s success. USGS documents showed that the MOMP and AGS did not have the 
capacity to generate field maps, collect and digitize mineral sample data, or perform remote sensing data 
analysis.  

Component III: USGS achieved Component III’s goal to map, monitor, or assess ASM activities.55 In June 2021, 
USGS collaborated with the World Bank’s Delve initiative to release a report on Afghanistan’s ASM sector. The 
report provides up-to-date information about Afghanistan’s ASM operations, key minerals, mineral governance 
framework, ASM formalization efforts, and obstacles limiting progress on the country’s ASM sector. 

Component IV: While USGS made progress meeting Component IV’s goal, it did not achieve it.56 The goal of 
Component IV was to (1) ensure Afghanistan used sustainable mining practices to protect water and other 
environmental resources, and (2) build the technical capacity of the MOMP and AGS in global best practices for 
mine permitting, development, and closure by training Afghan officials. ETA’s agreement defined the 
achievement of these goals as MOMP and AGS personnel having a scientific knowledge base and expertise in 
several scientific disciplines to work competently and effectively in global best practices among developed 
countries for mine permitting, development, and closure.57 To achieve these goals, the ETA program was to train 
MOMP and AGS officials on the regulatory and scientific framework for best mining practices, conducting and 

 
51 In response to a draft of this report, USGS said that had secured the necessary support to achieve this goal from donors 
and the Afghan government but noted that it could not get the MOMP Minister to sign the plan agreement prior to the fall of 
the Afghan government. In its comments, USGS noted that the failure to achieve this goal was outside of USGS’s control and 
“reflects an example where a high-level Afghan official was hesitant to act to the detriment of the MOMP’s operational ability.”  
52 Cloud computing is the on-demand availability of computer system resources, especially data storage and computing 
power, without direct active management by the user. 
53 In response to a draft of this report, USGS disagreed that the goals of this component were not met. In its response, USGS 
noted that the MOMP actively issued small-scale mining contracts, which demonstrates USGS’s success in capacity building 
and fulfilling USAID’s priority of focusing on small-scale mining contracts to quickly generate revenue for the former Afghan 
government. 
54 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 7. 
55 In response to a draft of this report, USGS disagreed that the goals of this component were not met. In its response, USGS 
noted that it successfully mapped ASM operations using high-resolution satellite imagery to collect the data as it would be 
dangerous for individuals to collect this information on the ground. USGS also said that it retains a comprehensive database 
of Afghanistan’s ASM operations, and that information is of high value to the U.S. government. 
56 In response to a draft of this report, USGS disagreed that the goals of this component were not met. In its response, USGS 
noted that it conducted considerable training, which increased MOMP and AGS skill sets, and that AGS scientists collected 
baseline data on five areas of interests, marking the first time that baseline data was collected at mining sites.  
57 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 13. 
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establishing pre-mining baseline studies, and facilitating educational outreach to universities. We acknowledge 
that USGS provided training to MOMP and AGS personnel. However, USAID and USGS did not have performance 
indicators nor a systematic method of measuring their progress toward the achievement of this goal. In 
response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that MOMP personnel completed five environment baseline 
studies; however, since USGS did not develop an MEL plan which would have defined the measures of success, 
it is unknown whether performing baseline studies was a measure of success. Furthermore, an aspect of 
Component IV’s goal was to facilitate educational outreach to universities, with the purpose of adding courses in 
environmental sciences to their curricula over the long term. Our analysis of USGS deliverables found that USGS 
ceased reporting on educational outreach in April 2019 and never reported that this task was achieved. 

Component V: While USGS made progress toward meeting Component V’s goal, it did not achieve it.58 The goal 
of Component V was to assist the Ministry of Energy and Water and its successor, the National Water Affairs 
Regulation Authority, in monitoring and analyzing Afghanistan’s water resources in order to inform decision 
making regarding the design of water infrastructure, improve the quality and quantity of drinking water, and 
ensure compliance with Afghanistan’s groundwater protection regulations by providing training on streamflow 
monitoring techniques. USGS told us training efforts increased the capability of National Water Affairs 
Regulation Authority personnel to conduct these activities, but also acknowledged that they “still have limited 
data analyses [sic] skills.”59 Additionally, USGS told us that while National Water Affairs Regulation Authority 
“…personnel have shown progression in most aspects pertaining to surface water hydrology, leading to 
advancements in their stream gaging network,” USGS recognized that “personnel tasked with maintaining and 
operating Afghanistan’s stream gaging network are still noticeably [and] severely in need of further guidance 
pertaining to all aspects of surface water hydrology….”60 USGS told us that insecurity limited the training of 
National Water Affairs Regulation Authority officials.  

In September 2021, USAID suspended all programming activities related to the ETA program. However, in 
February 2022, USAID approved USGS to complete reports on key minerals as requested by U.S. agencies and 
the National Security Council. USGS officials told us that they anticipate those reports will be completed by 
December 2022. 

Given that only one of the components of ETA achieved its goals, the Afghan government did not acquire the 
necessary technical capacity to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry and adequately manage its water 
resources.61 Further, as stated above, USGS noted that the MOMP is unable to sustain the progress made 
under ETA. For example, trained MOMP and AGS officials, fearing for their safety, attempted to leave 
Afghanistan after the government’s collapse, which contributed to the inability of MOMP and AGS to manage the 
country’s extractives industry.62 Further, due to Afghanistan’s political instability, there has been a significant 
reduction in international investment in Afghanistan’s extractives industry. USGS officials stated that no major 
multi-national mining company would risk developing a large mine in Afghanistan. USGS said that this lack of 
reputable investment, coupled with the lack of technical knowledge within the MOMP and AGS, means that the 
development of Afghanistan’s extractives resources will be vulnerable to exploitation, the Afghan people will be 
minimally compensated, and development will result in adverse environmental impacts. Lastly, the Afghan 

 
58 In response to a draft of this report, USGS disagreed that the goals of this component were not met, noting it started 
stream gaging training, but that the COVID-19 pandemic and insecurity in Afghanistan impacted those trainings. USGS also 
said that it can take many years of training and mentoring to go from a low level of competency to being competent. 
59 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 9. 
60 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 6. Hydrology is the science that studies the occurrence, distribution, 
movement, and properties of water and its relationship with the environment. 
61 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that it does not agree with the assessment that none of the components 
of ETA achieved all of their goals. Furthermore, USGS noted that Afghanistan is facing many challenges that limit its ability to 
develop the extractives sector including conflict, corruption, and poverty. 
62 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that since it has been one of the more successful agencies in assisting 
Afghanistan, and because of the prominence of USGS efforts, many of the skilled scientists and officials connected with 
USGS efforts are rightly concerned about Taliban threats.  
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National Water Affairs Regulation Authority’s lack of hydrologic knowledge affects Afghanistan’s water use and 
management.63 Ineffective water management, in turn, has significant impacts on mining operations, as water 
is necessary to prevent hazards, manage dust production, process, cool, and transport minerals and 
gemstones, maintaining equipment, and meet human consumption and sanitation needs within mines. 

The MELRA Program Did Not Meet All of Its Goals 

MELRA’s extractives sector goal was to “improve the MOMP’s contract administration capacity of the MOMP.” 
The program sought to achieve this by “collaborating with the MOMP to develop a durable and predictable 
contracting framework for mining licenses” through the adoption of the regulations, procedures, and 
transactional documents necessary to realize the vision of Developing Afghanistan’s natural resources for the 
benefit of the nation and its citizens.”64 However, CLDP’s efforts in Afghanistan’s extractives industry did not 
produce or result in MOMP adopting a comprehensive set of regulations, procedures, and transactional 
documents. Similarly, MELRA did not result in the development of a durable and predictable contracting 
framework for mining licenses. Thus, CLDP did not achieve the goal of MELRA’s extractives-related component. 
While the MELRA program’s extractives-related component included a goal to develop a durable and predictable 
contracting framework for mining licenses, CLDP officials told us that to achieve this goal, they developed an 
internal “Mining Logic Model” for the MELRA program. According to the CLDP officials, this model contained four 
additional goals related to the program’s extractives components: 

1. Improving mining legal and regulatory framework 
2. Administering mining regime effectively, consistently, competently, fairly, and transparently 
3. Promoting international best practices, complying with international standards, and implementing and 

enforcing international agreements 
4. Boosting international trade and competitiveness 

However, CLDP was only initially tracking these goals internally, and they were not formalized until October 
2020, when they were added into the approved MEL plan.  

While CLDP worked toward these goals, its efforts were not always successful. For example, according to USAID 
and CLDP, the agencies provided comments to MOMP on drafts of the 2018 Minerals Law, the 2019 Mining 
Regulations, the Model Concession Agreement, the 2020 draft Hydrocarbons Regulation, and MOMP’s Mining 
Industry Roadmap.65 However, a June 2020 memorandum from USAID to the Administrative Office of the 
President of Afghanistan stated that the MOMP faced numerous obstacles to achieving the necessary legal and 
regulatory reforms to ensure open and transparent operations in Afghanistan’s mining sector, including ignoring 
the recommendations from the U.S. and donor community.66 Specifically, the memo stated, “The U.S. 
Government and the donor community also provided extensive comments on the Regulations and the Model 
Mining Concession, but these comments were not incorporated into subsequent drafts.”67 The memo 
concluded that a “sound legal framework needs to be developed with the input from the international donor 
community and the private sector,” and recommended that the MOMP revise “…the Minerals Law in line with 
recommendations proposed by CLDP and other donors…”68 This memorandum supported USAID’s assertion 

 
63 In response to a draft of this report, USGS noted that while the National Water Affairs Regulation Authority has limited 
skills and expertise, Afghanistan’s recent water scarcity and flash floods are a product of climate change, not a lack of 
infrastructure.  
64 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00001, agreement with CLDP, pp. 19, 29–30. 
65 The Model Concession Agreement was an integral part of the legal framework created by the 2018 Minerals Law, and its 
intended use was for awarding mineral exploration licenses after a competitive tender process. 
66 USAID, memorandum to the Administrative Office of the President of Afghanistan on the role of the MOMP and the 
management of Afghanistan’s mineral resources, June 5, 2020. 
67 USAID, memorandum … [on] the management of Afghanistan’s mineral resources, June 5, 2020, pp. 1–2. 
68 USAID memorandum … [on] the management of Afghanistan’s mineral resources, June 5, 2020, p. 4. 
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that Afghanistan’s 2018 Mineral Law was only implemented, enforced, and complied with when it served select 
Afghan government officials’ political and economic interests.69 

Furthermore, corruption and political infighting within the former Afghan government created difficulties in 
gaining a consensus on which legal reforms to accept. Specifically, USAID and CLDP told us that some members 
of the Afghan Parliament’s political and economic self-interest from their stakes in illegal ASM operations 
prevented the Afghan Parliament from passing extractives-related legislation, which necessitated the passage 
of Afghan Presidential decrees to progress extractives-related legislation. USAID officials also told us that 
Afghan stakeholders were interested in investing in Afghanistan’s extractives industry but were cautious about 
the level of corruption within the sector. An MOMP analysis found that over 60 percent of Afghan Members of 
Parliament had beneficial interest in an Afghan mining operation. According to USAID officials, this made it very 
difficult for the Afghan government to make any changes to existing laws because Parliament would not pass 
any revisions to extractives legislation. CLDP and USAID also told us that members of Parliament benefitted 
from illegal mining and sought to prevent reforms affecting their ill-gotten gains. CLDP officials commented that 
it was common practice for laws in Afghanistan to be approved by presidential decree, and that there was a 
general perception within the Presidential Palace that Parliament was motivated by special interests. 

We determined that CLDP did not facilitate the sustained formation of “an enabling policy environment for the 
extractives industry” due to the corruption within the Afghan Parliament and the lack of legislative reform.70 
Furthermore, USAID did not “strengthen Afghanistan’s policy and investment infrastructure to capture revenue 
from extractives,” in accordance with the Country Development Cooperation Strategy.71 Our determination is 
supported by an April 2019 USAID memorandum to other international donors, which stated, “It will not serve 
us, the broader donor community, and most importantly the Afghan people well if we again compromise to a 
watered down Law in which we believe neither regional or international investors will have confidence.”72 
Although some of CLDP’s comments on Afghan law, regulations, and other documents provided to the Afghan 
government were accepted by it, most were largely ignored.73 

We also determined that CLDP did not achieve MELRA’s goal of improving contract administration at the 
MOMP.74 Although CLDP trained the MOMP on contract administration, its quarterly reports did not state 
whether MELRA demonstrated progress in achieving that goal. Further, CLDP told us that most of MELRA’s 
progress was made in improving MOMP’s regulatory reform, not in contract administration.  

USAID and CLDP determined that the Afghan government’s failure to make sufficient legal reforms to attract 
foreign investors, contributed to the Afghan government remaining reliant on international assistance. 

 
69 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that it and other U.S. agencies and international donors provided MOMP 
with edits to its Mineral Law. CLDP stated that its objective was to improve, not perfect, Afghanistan’s Mineral Law, and 
since improvements were made to the Mineral Law, CLDP contends it met its objective. Additionally, CLDP noted that 
Afghanistan’s tax, labor, customs, and environmental laws also affect foreign investment, and that reforms to those laws are 
also needed to attract foreign investment. 
70 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, p. 22. In response to a draft of this 
report, CLDP stated that it did support efforts to enhance the enabling policy environment by helping to (1) pass the 
improved amended mining law and regulations, (2) improve the legal and technical capacity of the MOMP staff, (3) get 
Afghanistan reinstated to the Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative, and (4) facilitate other international best practices.  
71 USAID, Country Development Cooperation Strategy for Afghanistan, 2019–2023, p. 22. 
72 USAID, “Donors Memo: Combined Observations and Recommendations on Mining Regulations,” April 2019, p. 1. 
73 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that legislative reforms took place although Afghanistan’s Minerals Law 
was not perfect. CLDP also noted that since Afghanistan’s Mineral Law was passed by a Presidential decree, the corruption 
within Parliament would not have been a factor. Lastly, CLDP stated that it helped improve the “enabling Policy 
environment,” and on that basis, CLDP claims to have met its objective. 
74 In response to a draft of this report, CLDP noted that it, USGS, and a U.S. university developed a long-term legal and 
technical course to build MOMP’s capacity in contract administration. CLDP claimed that MOMP personnel assessments 
demonstrated increased capacity to administer contracts and an understanding of technical and legal topics. CLDP asserted 
that the MOMP personnel’s improvement in contract administration demonstrates CLDP achieved its objective. 
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Despite U.S. Efforts, Prior Challenges to Developing Afghanistan’s Extractives 
Industry Continued to Hinder Program Implementation 

The United States has been working to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry since at least 2004. Despite 
more than 17 years and hundreds of millions of dollars spent, U.S. efforts could not overcome numerous 
challenges and made minimal progress that could be not sustained. Since 2015, when we began reporting on 
U.S. efforts to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry, we have repeatedly documented the challenges U.S. 
efforts encountered. Regardless of the restrictions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and collapse of the 
former Afghan government in August 2021, these same challenges continued to hinder the implementation of 
the ETA and MELRA programs. The challenges included (1) Afghanistan’s inability to reform mineral policies and 
regulations, (2) frequent turnover of Afghan officials, (3) corruption and ASM operations, (4) Afghanistan’s 
suspension from the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, (5) a lack of infrastructure, and (6) insecurity. 

Inability to Reform of Mineral Policies and Regulations: The Afghan government’s inability, or refusal, to reform 
its mineral policies and regulations was a critical challenge and prevented the meaningful development of the 
country’s extractives industry. Since 2005, Afghanistan has changed its principal mineral policies and 
regulations four times, with the 2018 Minerals Law and the 2019 Mining Regulations as the most recent 
iterations. USAID and CLDP officials said that Afghanistan’s minerals policies and regulations were frequently 
changed, unnecessarily complex and burdensome, and that the Afghan government lacked the political will to 
address those complexities and burdens. This is not a new development. A German Agency for International 
Cooperation report on the 2014 version of the Minerals Law, produced by a subject matter expert, stated that 
the 2014 Minerals Law would not attract foreign investment due to potential investors’ negative perception of 
the Afghan government’s exploration and exploitation licensing process. This perception did not change with the 
2018 version of the Minerals Law. In April 2018, we reported that amending mining laws to make them more 
business-friendly and resistant to corruption was a source of contention between the MOMP, Afghan 
Parliament, and executive offices.75 Furthermore, in June 2020, CLDP reported that the 2018 Minerals Law 
reduced investors’ confidence because of its tendering process, which removed MOMP’s authority to issue 
mining licenses and created an 18-step process that required the approval of various Afghan government 
institutions. The U.S. government and international donors alerted the Afghan government of their concerns and 
suggested revisions to the law, but the Afghan government largely ignored those suggestions. We have 
previously reported on the lack of a sound, stable legal framework for Afghanistan’s extractives sector, which 
continued to impede the implementation of the ETA and MELRA programs.76 

Frequent Turnover of Afghan Officials: Afghan institutions experienced frequent turnover in ministerial 
leadership positions and personnel, many of whom the international community trained. CLDP officials told us 
that constant turnover in MOMP’s leadership slowed progress in Afghanistan’s extractives industry as constant 
changes in direction left the ministry without a way to build and maintain capacity. Regular turnover within the 
Afghan government hindered the ETA and MELRA programs and represents an ongoing challenge within 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry.  

Corruption and ASM Operations: Although Afghanistan’s mineral wealth could generate significant revenues and 
grow its economy, legitimate mining never meaningfully materialized, and ASM mining proliferated and 
continued as a key driver of instability. The illegal extraction of minerals prevented the national government from 
receiving royalty income from those mines. Further, ASM operations drove insecurity by funding and 
strengthening local warlords and the Taliban, fueling conflict and a wider insurgency. We have long documented 
the negative impacts of corruption and ASM operations on Afghanistan’s extractives industry. In 2015 and 2016, 

 
75 SIGAR, Private Sector Development and Economic Growth: Lessons from the U.S. Experience in Afghanistan, SIGAR-18-
38-LL, April 2018. 
76 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Mineral, Oil, and Gas Industries, SIGAR 15-55-AR; SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals 
Industries, SIGAR 16-11-AR; SIGAR, Private Sector Development and Economic Growth, SIGAR-18-38-LL; SIGAR, Status of 
U.S. Efforts to Develop Extractive Tenders, SIGAR 18-58-SP. 
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we reported that Afghan agencies did not demonstrate the capacity to address anti-corruption concerns, and we 
specifically identified unregistered and illegal ASM operations as a continued source of civil strife, unrealized 
government revenues, and loss of economic output.77 Additionally, in January 2016, we reported that political 
elites, warlords, military personnel, and the police controlled many mining operations, and in April 2018, we 
reported that the Afghan government estimated that it lost $300 million in revenues annually from illegal 
mining.78 Corruption and ASM operations have historically Afghanistan from realizing the full potential of its 
extractives industry, and continued to hinder the implementation of ETA and MELRA programs. 

Suspension from the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative: USAID funded Afghanistan’s involvement in 
the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, which is a voluntary, global partnership between governments, 
extractive-industry companies, and global civil society organizations to promote the transparent and 
accountable management of oil, gas, and mineral resources. However, corruption and a lack of transparency in 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry contributed to the country’s suspension from the Initiative. The Initiative’s 
research found that member countries have increased inflows of foreign direct investment, as investors saw the 
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative commitment as an indication of the country’s willingness to reform 
and promote transparency and accountability in the extractives sector. Afghanistan’s implementation of the 
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative standards had the potential to curb ASM activities, establish and 
maintain an up-to-date mining inventory, and increase Afghanistan’s revenue. Afghanistan became an 
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative member in February 2010, but in January 2019, the Initiative 
suspended Afghanistan as an implementing member because of poor performance. Due to CLDP’s assistance, 
the Initiative lifted Afghanistan’s suspension in October 2020. However, as of February 2022, the Initiative 
again listed Afghanistan as a “suspended” country on the Afghanistan Extractives Industries Transparency 
Initiative’s website because of political instability, effectively undoing CLDP’s efforts. Afghanistan’s frequently 
changing membership status in the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative was a focus of the MELRA 
program and was a constant challenge for the country’s extractives industry in attracting foreign investment. 

Lack of Infrastructure: Afghanistan’s extractives industry lacked the necessary transportation, power, and water 
infrastructure. In January 2016, we reported that Afghanistan’s road and rail networks were generally 
insufficient to support the needs of a robust extractives industry, as many roads were impassible by motor 
vehicles and only half were serviceable throughout the year. This made it difficult to move necessary equipment 
to mining sites, which are often located in remote areas. Additionally, we reported that Afghanistan’s rail 
network was virtually nonexistent, and that the few existing lines were incompatible with each other and could 
not contribute to international trade. Rail networks are particularly important for Afghanistan’s iron and copper 
commodities, as low-value minerals generally require transport by rail or port to be economically feasible.79 A 
lack of extractives infrastructure continued to present a challenge during the course of the ETA and MELRA 
programs. An ETA subcontractor told us that when mining companies seek to invest in other countries, they 
consider the risks associated with a lack of extractives-related infrastructure. However, the subcontractor stated 
that Afghanistan’s extractives industry does not have any sort of infrastructure, railway network, or water 
treatment system. A lack of infrastructure continued to impact the development of U.S. efforts to develop 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry. 

Insecurity: Insecurity, an issue that we documented in previous reports, remained an issue throughout the 
implementation of the ETA and MELRA programs. According to an ETA subcontractor, foreign direct investment 
in Afghanistan’s extractives industry has been limited due to insecurity (as well as the other factors described 
herein). In January 2016, we reported that many mineral- and hydrocarbon-rich areas in Afghanistan were 
located in remote areas outside of government control, rendering them dangerous to exploration and 

 
77 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Mineral, Oil, and Gas Industries, SIGAR 15-55-AR; SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals 
Industries, SIGAR 16-11-AR. 
78 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries, SIGAR 16-11-AR; SIGAR, Private Sector Development and 
Economic Growth, SIGAR 18-38-LL. 
79 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries, SIGAR 16-11-AR. 
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development. Additionally, we reported that other areas were contaminated by landmines and unexploded 
ordinance that required clearance before they were suitable for exploration.80 Insecurity continued to impede 
the implementation of ETA, as USGS reported that planned field work under the program was canceled due to 
security concerns.  

CONCLUSION 

Afghanistan’s extractives industry has never achieved its potential, despite years of U.S. development efforts. 
The U.S. government spent nearly $1 billion to fund critical mineral surveys, mineral exploration, regulatory 
reforms, and capacity development for the former Afghan government. U.S. efforts in Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry presented one of the greatest opportunities for the Afghan government to generate royalty income, 
grow its economy, and provide meaningful employment. Nonetheless, multiple factors hindered Afghanistan’s 
ability to successfully develop its extractives industry. For example, corruption persisted throughout U.S. efforts 
to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry and political elites, warlords, military personnel, and the police 
controlled many mining operations—the former Afghan government estimated that it lost $300 million in 
revenues annually from illegal mining. Further, illegitimate and unregulated mining was a key driver of instability 
because it provided significant revenue to insurgents. Afghanistan’s extractives industry challenges, along with 
the COVID-19 pandemic, the collapse of the former Afghan government, and the lack of accountability and 
oversight, impeded sustainable progress in the development of the country’s extractives industry.  

While U.S. efforts led to significant information and data collected on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits, the 
collapse of the former Afghan government negated all other progress made. USAID has chosen to continue its 
support programs to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry, despite the failure of prior USAID and 
Department of Defense programs to achieve their intended outcomes or address obstacles to success. The ETA 
and MELRA programs resulted in similarly marginal and unsustainable outcomes in building capacity within the 
MOMP to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry and reforming Afghanistan’s extractives laws to better 
attract foreign investment. Given the former Afghan government’s collapse, it is unclear how the United States 
will participate in future efforts to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We received written comments from USAID, USGS, and CLDP in response to a draft of this report, which we 
reproduced in appendices III, IV, and V, respectively. In response to these comments, we updated the report, as 
appropriate, and included our responses to the agencies’ comments in their respective appendices. 

In its response, USAID stated that it provided thorough oversight over interagency programs and held its 
partners accountable. In addition, USAID noted that it modified programming activities as political, security, and 
economic conditions changed in Afghanistan, and it continues to see promise in interagency efforts to support 
Afghanistan’s private sector in exploiting mineral resources for job creation, wealth, and business generation. 
Furthermore, USAID emphasized its commitment to conducting required program oversight, including the use of 
the MEL plans that comply with USAID policy.  

In its response, USGS identified five criticisms of the ETA program contained in our draft report that USGS 
believed were “misleading or incorrect.”81 First, USGS states that it mapped Afghanistan’s mineral deposits in 
greater detail than any other country in the region, which resulted in 350 technical reports that are of benefit to 
Afghanistan and the United States. Second, USGS said its programming contributed significantly to increasing 
the skillset of MOMP and AGS personnel, who started with “zero capabilities,” and that many of the MOMP and 

 
80 SIGAR, Afghanistan’s Oil, Gas, and Minerals Industries, SIGAR-16-11-AR. 
81 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 1. 
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AGS personnel are still working for their respective agencies after the fall of the former Afghan government. 
Third, USGS asserts that its programming was successful and highlights the MOMP issuing hundreds of small-
scale mining contracts and one large-scale mining contract as being the direct result of its programming efforts. 
USGS noted that the small-scale mining contracts generated short-term revenues for the former Afghan 
government and that large-scale mining contracts are not usually expected to rapidly generate revenue because 
it takes about 5 to 10 years for such large contracts to generate revenue. Fourth, USGS contends that its MOMP 
and AGS personnel capacity building activities are being sustained after the collapse of the former Afghan 
government, noting that “a skilled workforce of Afghan geoscientists” continue to operate in Afghanistan.82 
Fifth, USGS noted that the continuity of the management team who oversaw USGS’s efforts in Afghanistan since 
2004 allowed the agency to successfully implement its programming, retain institutional knowledge, and brief 
U.S. agency officials at all levels of government.  

Regarding USGS’s first assertion, we recognize that USGS mapped Afghanistan’s mineral deposits in great 
detail and acknowledge that sharing and reporting that data was beneficial to the Afghan and U.S. 
governments. We also acknowledge that USGS conducted training intended to enable MOMP and AGS 
personnel to perform such tasks. However, the goal of the ETA program was for USGS to build the capacity of 
the MOMP and AGS personnel to compile, assess, analyze, and report on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits. 
Instead, USGS itself performed the compilation, assessment, and data analysis, and then prepared the 
subsequent reports. By USGS’s own account, MOMP and AGS personnel provided USGS with “incomplete, 
inaccurate, or unavailable [no] data in many cases,” which required USGS to use various other data collection 
methods to compensate for MOMP’s failures.83 USGS’s successful completion of its own tasks is important. 
However, it did not achieve its primary goal which was having the MOMP and AGS perform these tasks.   

Regarding its second assertion, we recognize that USGS trained MOMP, AGS, and other Afghan personnel under 
difficult circumstances. We also acknowledge that Afghan personnel benefited from USGS’s training efforts in 
improving their skillsets. However, as we discuss in the report, ETA’s goals required that USGS build capacity so 
Afghan institutions could perform necessary tasks themselves. USGS reported that MOMP and AGS personnel 
were not self-sufficient, and ETA’s program deliverables noted that the MOMP and AGS did not have the 
capacity to generate field maps, collect and digitize mineral sample data, or perform remote sensing data 
analysis. Furthermore, USGS’s assessment of the Afghan National Water Affairs Regulation Authority personnel 
concluded that they “still have limited data analyses [sic] skills.”84 Additionally, although USGS told us that 
while National Water Affairs Regulation Authority “…personnel have shown progression in most aspects 
pertaining to surface water hydrology, leading to advancements in their stream gaging network,” the agency 
also acknowledged that “personnel tasked with maintaining and operating Afghanistan’s stream gaging network 
are still noticeably [and] severely in need of further guidance pertaining to all aspects of surface water 
hydrology….”85 Finally, USGS conceded in its own assessments that MOMP, AGS, and other Afghan personnel 
did not have the capacity to carry out the required tasks and USGS had to perform ETA’s tasks themselves, 
underscoring that USGS’s capacity building efforts were not successful. 

Regarding USGS’s third assertion, we acknowledge that the U.S. sought to build Afghanistan’s ability to utilize 
its mineral deposits for job creation and wealth generation. We also acknowledge that the MOMP issued 
hundreds of small-scale mining and multiple large-scale mining contracts. However, all but one large-scale 
mining contract was canceled by the MOMP or foreign investors, and the one remaining large-scale mining 
contract was issued prior to the ETA program. Additionally, USGS did not develop an MEL plan to define metrics 
for ETA’s success. While we acknowledge USGS’s efforts in training the MOMP and that the MOMP’s ability to 
issue small-scale mining contracts demonstrates a level of capacity, that metric may not be the basis to 

 
82 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 1. 
83 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 7. 
84 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 9. 
85 USGS response to SIGAR, October 21, 2022, p. 6. 
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determine whether USGS implemented the ETA program successfully. While small-scale mining contracts 
undoubtedly generated revenue for the Afghan government, they did not generate sufficient revenue that 
allowed for significant economic growth and wealth generation for Afghanistan. 

Regarding USGS’s fourth assertion, we took USGS’s comment into consideration and updated the report to 
remove the statement that high employee turn-over within the MOMP and the collapse of the Afghan 
government prevented the MOMP from sustaining progress made under the ETA program. 

Regarding USGS’s fifth assertion, we acknowledge and commend USGS for the continuity of its teams who 
oversaw programming in Afghanistan. We also commend USGS’s efforts to retain institutional knowledge and 
its ability to brief U.S. officials at all levels of government. However, USAID’s failure to develop a compliant MEL 
plan and retain ETA’s other program deliverables in a document retention system in collaboration with USGS, 
hinders a retrospective review of the ETA program by anyone who was not affiliated with the program. Without 
such documentation, institutional knowledge of programming decisions and results could be lost. 

In CLDP’s response to a draft of this report, it stated that our two criticisms of the MELRA program are 
inaccurate. CLDP asserted that despite not adhering to all required technical guidance, MELRA was a 
successful program that met its goals. First, although CLDP acknowledged that it utilized a non-compliant MEL 
plan, it asserted that it was nonetheless able to oversee and measure MELRA’s performance. CLDP stated that 
in order to compensate for the “deficient MEL plan” created in September 2018, it developed and utilized an 
internal “Mining Logic Model.” CLDP stated that its logic model measured and collected data on the MELRA 
program using standard and custom performance indicators aligned with the MELRA’s goals, and that CLDP 
used the performance indicators throughout the MELRA program, allowing the agency to track MELRA’s 
performance over time. Second, CLDP asserted that our report misunderstood and confused the goals of the 
MELRA program and their relationship between the inter-agency agreement and the MEL plan, and that CLDP 
achieved MELRA’s goals. CLDP stated that it achieved its goals, for example, because Afghanistan’s Minerals 
Law was amended, and MOMP contract administration capacity improved because MOMP personnel developed 
an increased understanding of technical and legal topics, and were able to understand and analyze the new 
Minerals Law. We considered CLDP’s comments and updated the report, as appropriate. 

Regarding CLDP’s first assertation, we acknowledge that CLDP developed and utilized an internal “Mining Logic 
Model” from the onset of the program in September 2018. We commend CLDP for developing standard and 
custom indicators to measure MELRA’s progress and adjusting those performance indicators as necessary. We 
also recognize that CLDP frequently updated USAID on MELRA’s progress. However, CLDP and USAID 
acknowledged that the MELRA program had a “deficient MEL plan” during the first 2 years of programming. 
CLDP’s decision to develop and rely on its logic model and to frequently engage with USAID in other ways did 
not excuse CLDP from its responsibility to develop a compliant MEL plan.  

Furthermore, despite requests throughout our audit of the MELRA program, CLDP did not provide us with its 
logic model, nor was it stored in USAID’s document retention system. By not providing its logic model, CLDP was 
unable to offer evidence that it was monitoring and measuring MELRA’s performance. While we commend 
CLDP’s efforts in passing on institutional knowledge to incoming contracting officials through its briefings, CLDP 
should have retained that institutional knowledge within USAID’s document retention system instead of 
believing CLDP’s staff in Afghanistan “presumably” did so. CLDP properly storing its deliverables within the 
document retention system ensures that MELRA’s background, programming decisions, and other institutional 
knowledge are accessible to incoming contracting officers or other officials. Without such documentation, 
institutional knowledge of programming decisions and results could be lost. 

Regarding CLDP’s second assertion, we acknowledge that CLDP told us that its logic model contained goals 
which differed from those within the inter-agency agreement. We also acknowledge that CLDP and USAID told 
us that some of CLDP’s comments were incorporated into Afghanistan’s new Minerals Law, and that it 
conducted training with MOMP personnel, which improved their skillsets. However, CLDP did not achieve its 
goals for two reasons. First, according to USAID and CLDP, MELRA’s improvements to Afghanistan’s Minerals 
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Law were insufficient and lacked the necessary reform for Afghanistan to attract foreign investment to develop 
Afghanistan’s resources. Second, CLDP’s contract administration capacity building efforts did not result in the 
MOMP developing the capacity to administer contracts that would “realize the vision of developing 
Afghanistan’s natural resources.”86 CLDP’s quarterly reports did not state whether MELRA’s training 
demonstrated progress in achieving the goal of improved contract administration. When asked about progress 
toward this goal, CLDP told us that most of MELRA’s progress was in MOMP regulatory reform and not in 
contract administration. MOMP regulatory reform merely shows improvement in the rules that MOMP was 
supposed to follow and is not evidence of actual improvements in contract administration by the MOMP.  

  

 
86 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00001, agreement with CLDP, p. 29. 
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APPENDIX I -  SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

This report discusses the results of our audit of programs in Afghanistan’s extractives industry funded by the 
U.S. Agency for International Developments (USAID). USAID collaborated with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
and the Commercial Law Development Program (CLDP) to implement the programs and provide technical 
assistance and assist in regulatory reforms at the Afghanistan Ministry of Mines and Petroleum (MOMP) and the 
Afghan Geological Survey (AGS). Our objectives were to determine whether (1) USAID, USGS, and CLDP 
conducted required oversight of their extractives industry efforts in Afghanistan; and (2) the Extractives 
Technical Assistance (ETA) and Multi-Dimensional Economic Legal Reform Assistance (MELRA) programs 
achieved their goals and addressed prior challenges in building capacity in Afghanistan’s extractives industry 
from January 2018 through September 2021. 

To achieve our objectives, we reviewed federal laws, policies, procedures, and other documentation that 
governs assistance to Afghanistan’s extractives industry. For example, we reviewed the Foreign Aid 
Transparency and Accountability Act of 2016, USAID “Policy Framework for Ending the Need for Foreign 
Assistance,” and USAID Automated Directives System. Additionally, we reviewed the ETA and MELRA 
agreements, quarterly performance reports, and Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) plans to identify 
additional oversight and performance requirements. such as performance indicators and targets.   

For both objectives, we interviewed officials from USAID, USGS, CLDP, the prior MOMP, the prior AGS, Foreign 
Commonwealth and Development Office, World Bank, the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, and 
relevant subcontractors. 

For the purpose of these audit objectives, we did not rely on computer-processed data, nor did we assess 
internal controls. 

We conducted our audit work in Arlington, Virginia, from July 2021 to January 2022, in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit 
to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based 
on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. SIGAR performed this audit under the authority of Public Law No. 
110-181, as amended, and the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended.  
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APPENDIX II -  MULTI-DIMENSIONAL ECONOMIC LEGAL REFORM ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) uses a Performance Indicator Reference Sheet to define 
indicators for its activities and ensure their data quality and consistency. According to USAID policy, a 
Performance Indicator Reference Sheet is required for all USAID program performance indicators and must be 
completed within 3 months of the initiation of data collection.87 The Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 
contains 16 requirements for data reported on key indicators, including the definition, unit of measurement, 
method of data collection, reporting frequency, and the changes to each key indicator.  

Table 2 includes information on use of the Performance Indicator Reference Sheet for all Multi-Dimensional 
Economic Legal Reform Assistance (MELRA) program performance indicators between January 2018 and 
September 2021.88 We did not assess the use of the Performance Indicator Reference Sheet throughout the 
Extractives Technical Assistance (ETA) program because it lacked a Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) 
Plan, or its accompanying performance indicators for the ETA program, as required. 

Table 1 - MELRA’s Performance Indicators, January 2018–September 2021 

No. MELRA Performance Indicator from 
Quarterly Report 

Period 
Active 

# of 
Quarters 

Active 

# of 
Performance 

Indicator 
Reference 

Sheet 
Requirements 

Throughout 
Duration of the 

Activity* 

# of 
Performance 

Indicator 
Reference 

Sheet 
Requirements 

Met 

% of 
Performance 

Indicator 
Reference 

Sheet 
Requirements 

Met 

  Yes No  

1 

Assisting the Afghan Ministry of Mines 
and Petroleum on revising Minerals Law, 
drafting implementing regulations, and 
drafting model mineral development 
contract 

April 
2018–June 

2020 
9 144 18 126 12.5% 

2 

Number of hours of training completed by 
Afghans participating in any CLDP 
programs, trainings, or workshops under 
extractives component 

April 
2018–

December 
2020 

11 176 66 110 37.5% 

3 

Number of milestones reached towards 
the Extractive Industries Transparency 
Initiative Board’s decision to reinstate 
Afghanistan as an Implementing Member  

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

 
87 USAID Automated Directives System Chapter 201, Section 201.3.5.6, p. 93, September 21, 2021. 
88 The U.S. Department of Commerce’s Commercial Law Development Program (CLDP) noted that it did not follow the 
Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requirements, but those requirements were USAID’s, not CLDP’s, and that its failure 
to meet technical requirements does not reflect its accomplishments with the MELRA program. However, any 
accomplishments CLDP claims the MELRA program made does not exempt it from following USAID guidance. 



 

 

SIGAR 23-10-AR/Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry Page 24 

4 

Number of Multi-Stakeholder Group staff 
who demonstrate increased knowledge 
of Extractive Industries Transparency 
Initiative standards and best practices in 
implementation 

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 7 9 43.8% 

5 
Number of Extractive Industries 
Transparency Initiative workshops  

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

6 
Number of meetings held between an 
Afghan private sector company and a 
foreign entity 

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

7 
Number of Afghan private sector 
companies who meet with a foreign 
entity 

October 
2020–June 

2021 
3 48 48 0 100.0% 

8 
Number of deal documents signed 
between an Afghan private sector 
company and a foreign entity 

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 16 0 100.0% 

9 
Number of Afghan private sector 
companies trained in best practices 

October 
2020–June 

2021 
3 48 48 0 100.0% 

10 

Number of actions on current or 
proposed laws, regulations, model forms, 
and policies toward an investor-friendly 
and sustainable mining legal regime, in 
each stage of development (milestone) 

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

11 

Mining course participants’ measured 
understanding of legal principles, 
international best practices, and 
technical issues  

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

12 
Number of trainings conducted by mining 
course participants 

October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

13 Number of small-scale licenses issued 
October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

14 Number of large-scale licenses issued 
October–
December 

2020 
1 16 6 10 37.5% 

 Totals    576 251 325 43.6% 

Source: SIGAR analysis of CLDP MEL plans. 

*This number is determined by 16 Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requirements multiplied by the number of 
quarters during which the activity operated. 
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APPENDIX III -  COMMENTS FROM THE U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
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APPENDIX IV -  COMMENTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, U.S. 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
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SIGAR’s Response to Comments from the Department of Interior U.S. Geological Survey 
 

SIGAR Comment 1: We agree with U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) assessment that Afghanistan poses a 
challenging environment for implementing programming; this report discusses some of those challenges. We 
also agree with USGS’s assessment that it did not implement the Extractives Technical Assistance (ETA) 
program in compliance with U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) guidance. However, we disagree 
with USGS’s assessment that our report mischaracterizes the ETA program. While we acknowledge that USGS 
mapped Afghanistan’s mineral deposits, this task was meant not to be performed by USGS. Instead, one of the 
ETA program’s goals was for USGS to build the technical capacity of the Afghan Ministry of Mines and Petroleum 
(MOMP) and the Afghanistan Geological Survey (AGS) to analyze, assess, store data on Afghanistan’s mineral 
deposits, and to publish that data under the authority of the MOMP and AGS. Additionally, while we 
acknowledge that USGS performed capacity building activities, they were unsuccessful in building the capability 
of the MOMP to “normalize the storage, analysis, and assessment of Afghanistan's mineral deposits and 
release of that data under MOMP/AGS auspices.”89 We considered USGS’s responses to our draft and 
Statement of Facts, and updated the report, as appropriate, based on the available evidence. 

SIGAR Comment 2: We agree with USGS that one of USAID’s goals was for Afghanistan’s extractives industry to 
generate revenue for the former government of Afghanistan; however, not one of the ETA program’s component 
goals, as articulated by the ETA agreement, set specific goals related to revenue generation. Instead, the ETA 
program goals focused on building the MOMP’s capacity. Moreover, none of the documents provided by USGS 
support the conclusion that any of the ETA efforts led to the development of small-scale mine contracts and 
generation of short-term revenue for the Afghan government, as they did not identify them as a metric of 
success. This lack of documentary evidence underscores the issues we identified in our report, namely that 
USGS had no Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) plan, nor accompanying metrics for measuring 
performance. In other words, because USGS did not follow the established ADS requirements related to 
monitoring and evaluation of programs, its claims of program success are unsupported.  

SIGAR Comment 3: We updated the last sentence of the highlighted summary to state more clearly that the 
U.S.’s efforts to develop Afghanistan’s extractives industry have not resulted in widespread economic benefits. 
We agree that the development of a large-scale extractives site can take years to produce royalties for the 
Afghan government. However, the U.S. has been assisting in the development of Afghanistan’s extractives 
industry for at least 13 years, and USGS acknowledges that only one large-scale mine was in an active 
exploration phase at the time of the Afghan government’s collapse in 2021. Furthermore, the fact that some 
large-scale tenders were issued in 2018, after the publication of a separate SIGAR report on the Afghan 
extractives industry, does not invalidate the findings of that prior report. 

SIGAR Comment 4: We updated our report to state that most the technical teams remain intact but note that 
employee turnover and the fall of the former Afghan government were contributing factors, though not the sole 
factor, in the MOMP’s inability to sustain ETA’s programming results. 

SIGAR Comment 5: We acknowledge and commend USGS’s Afghanistan team for its continuity throughout 
USGS’s programming activities between 2004 and 2021, and agree that the continuity could have been a 
contributing factor to any successes of USGS efforts.  

SIGAR Comment 6: We considered USGS’s response to our draft report and updated our report accordingly by 
noting the amount of funding USGS received from the Department of Defense’s Task Force for Business and 
Stability Operations. 

 
89 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 3. 
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SIGAR Comment 7: We considered USGS’s response to our draft report and updated our report accordingly by 
noting the impact the changed timelines had on the efficacy of ETA’s efforts. 

SIGAR Comment 8: As noted in SIGAR Comment 3, SIGAR’s 2018 report on the status of extractives contracts in 
Afghanistan remains accurate based on information available at the time that report was published. Any 
contracts issued after that report and prior to the start of ETA were outside the scope of this audit.  

SIGAR Comment 9: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed the statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 10: We acknowledge that USAID and USGS were in regular communication with one another 
and that USGS routinely updated USAID on ETA’s progress. However, this type of communication did not relieve 
USAID and USGS from the requirement that they develop an MEL plan in compliance with USAID guidance. 
Furthermore, USAID guidance requires key award documents, including MEL plans and their accompanying 
data, to be stored within USAID’s official record retention system, which allows officials not associated with the 
ETA program to perform a review of the program’s performance.  

SIGAR Comment 11: We acknowledge that USGS sent its quarterly reports directly to USAID; however, those 
reports were not uploaded into USAID’s records retention system. USAID guidance requires key award 
documents, including MEL plans and their accompanying data, to be stored within USAID’s official record 
retention system, which allows officials not associated with the ETA program to perform a review of the 
program’s performance. USGS’s communication with USAID did not alleviate it of these requirements. 

SIGAR Comment 12: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 13: We acknowledge that USGS was in regular contact with USAID officials, including providing 
incoming contract officers briefings; however, USAID guidance requires key award documents, including MEL 
plans and their accompanying data, to be stored within USAID’s official record retention system, which allows 
officials not associated with the ETA program to perform a review of the program’s performance. USGS’s regular 
communication with USAID did not alleviate it of these requirements. 

SIGAR Comment 14: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 15: We acknowledge that USGS believes that certain criticisms contained in our draft 
assessment of whether the ETA program achieved its goals were “misleading or incorrect.” We considered 
USGS’s response to our Statement of Facts and updated our report to state that the ETA program met one of its 
five goals and made progress toward other goals.  

SIGAR Comment 16: We acknowledge USGS’s efforts to compile, analyze, and assess information concerning 
Afghanistan’s mineral deposits and to produce a comprehensive report. We also acknowledge that USGS 
provided training to MOMP personnel to do those same tasks with the goal to “normalize the storage, analysis, 
and assessment of Afghanistan's mineral deposits and release of that data under MOMP/AGS auspices.”90 
However, Component I’s goal required USGS to build the MOMP’s technical capacity to do those tasks, not for 
USGS to do them itself. USGS’s comments acknowledge that MOMP lacked the capacity to do those tasks as 
the MOMP provided USGS with “‘incomplete, inaccurate, or unavailable [no] data’ in many cases,” which 
required USGS to use various other data collection methods to compensate for MOMP’s failure. Additionally, 
without USGS performing those tasks itself, the report on Afghanistan’s mineral deposits and extractives sector 
could not have been prepared. USGS’s comment confirms our determination that it did not achieve the 
component’s goal of building MOMP’s capacity to do those tasks. As a result, we maintain that the goals of 
Component I were not fully met.  

SIGAR Comment 17: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and updated it to reflect USGS’s efforts 
toward the completion of Component II-A. We acknowledge that USGS made great strides in developing a plan 
to implement the online platform. However, because the MOMP Minister did not approve the plan, it was never 

 
90 USAID, Award No. 72030618T00002, agreement with USGS, p. 3. 
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implemented, and the online platform was not created. We also acknowledge that obtaining the Minister’s 
approval was outside of USGS’s control. 

SIGAR Comment 18: While we are encouraged that MOMP issued small-scale mining contracts, which 
demonstrated USAID’s priority of focusing on small-scale mining contracts to quickly generate revenue for the 
former Afghan government. However, we disagree with USGS’s assessment that our report is incorrect. The goal 
of Component II-B was to build the MOMP capacity to support mineral sector development efforts through the 
generation of field maps, collection and digitization of mineral sample data, and remote sensing data analysis. 
We considered USGS’s response to our draft report and removed the statement regarding high employee 
turnover from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 19: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and updated the report to note that USGS 
achieved Component III’s goal. 

SIGAR Comment 20: We acknowledge that USGS provided training to MOMP personnel and that their skill sets 
benefited from USGS’s training. Furthermore, we commend the training efforts of USGS personnel, which took 
place in a challenging environment. However, USAID and USGS developed no metrics to determine whether 
performing baseline studies at areas of interest was the measure of the component’s success in building 
capacity in global best practices for sustainable mining, mine permitting, development, and closure. 
Additionally, the component required USGS to perform educational outreach to local universities. Our review of 
USGS’s quarterly reports noted that it stopped reporting on the metric in April 2019 and did not state that it met 
this goal prior to April 2019. As such, we maintain that USGS did not provide evidence showing that the goals of 
Component IV were met. 

SIGAR Comment 21: We acknowledge that USGS provided training to the Afghan Ministry of Energy and Water. 
The personnel and associated skill set of the ministry’s successor, the National Water Affairs Regulation 
Authority, also benefited from USGS’s training, which took place in a challenging environment. However, by 
USGS’s own account, personnel from the Ministry of Energy and Water and the National Water Affairs 
Regulations Authority did not develop the necessary skill sets to efficiently monitor and analyze its water 
resources. We updated the report to provide further support that Ministry of Energy and Water and National 
Water Affairs Regulation Authority staff needed a significant amount of additional training and mentoring. As 
such, we maintain that the goals of Component V were not fully met. 

SIGAR Comment 22: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report.  

SIGAR Comment 23: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 24: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 25: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 26: We considered USGS’s response to our draft and removed that statement from our report. 

SIGAR Comment 27: We considered USGS’s response to our Statement of Facts and updated the report to 
reflect USGS’s efforts toward Afghanistan’s extractives industry. 
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APPENDIX V -  COMMENTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
COMMERCIAL LAW DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
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SIGAR’s Response to Comments from the Department of Commerce Commercial Law Development Program 
 

SIGAR Comment 1: We acknowledge that the Commercial Law Development Program (CLDP) developed an 
internal “Mining Logic Model” that functioned as an unofficial Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) plan 
for the Multi-Dimensional Economic and Legal Reform Assistance (MELRA) program. We also acknowledge that 
CLDP told us that its logic model had additional performance indicators that were not included in the official 
MEL plan, so it could better track MELRA’s performance. However, we disagree with CLDP’s assessment that 
our report mischaracterizes its oversight of the MELRA program. As we address in our comments below, CLDP’s 
logic model was not the official MEL plan of the MELRA program, and its logic model was not uploaded into the 
U.S. Agency for International Development’s (USAID) document retention system. Additionally, CLDP did not 
present us with a copy of the internal logic model during the course of this audit. When considering CLDP’s 
responses to our draft report, we updated the report, as appropriate, based on the available evidence.  

SIGAR Comment 2: We considered CLDP’s response to our draft and updated our report accordingly by ensuring 
CLDP’s responses to the statement of facts were included in the report as appropriate.  

SIGAR Comment 3: We acknowledge CLDP developed its own internal “Mineral Logic Model;” however, CLDP is 
conflating its logic model with MELRA’s MEL plan, which is different. CLDP and USAID created an MEL plan at 
MELRA’s inception in 2018, with both agencies acknowledging it was deficient and in place for MELRA’s first 2 
years of programming. To compensate for the deficient MEL plan, CLDP created its own logic model, also in 
2018. We acknowledge that CLDP created and utilized its logic model, that it had additional performance 
indicators that were not found in the official MEL plan, and that the logic model captured additional data on the 
MELRA program that the MEL plan did not. However, instead of updating the non-compliant MEL plan, CLDP 
chose to develop and utilize a logic model. Had CLDP chosen to update MELRA’s MEL plan, it would have 
complied with USAID guidance and alleviated the confusion between MELRA’s MEL plan and CLDP’s logic 
model. Additionally, CLDP did not store its logic model in USAID’s document retention system, nor did it provide 
it to us during the audit to verify CLDP’s claims. Without CLDP’s logic model stored within MELRA’s official files, 
its information and data will not be retained by USAID. We considered CLDP’s response to our draft and 
updated it accordingly. 

SIGAR Comment 4: We agree with CLDP that a program’s performance indicators should be updated to better 
track program results; however, frequently updating performance indicators makes it difficult to track program 
results over time. Our analysis showed that no single performance indicator was present in all three MEL plans. 
The first and second MEL plans only shared one of the same performance indicators, a standard indicator, from 
a total of two indicators. The second and third MEL plans only shared two of the same performance indicators, 
both custom indicators, from a total of 13 indicators. CLDP acknowledges that it significantly changed the 
performance indicators within the official MEL plans three times during the audit scope. USAID guidance notes 
that “operating units.” such as CLDP, “…should be cautious about frequent and significant changes when 
updating MEL plans, as it makes it difficult to measure a program’s performance over the course of the 
program’s lifecycle.”91 Furthermore, USAID’s Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requires that “changes to 
an indicator that substantively affect indicator reference information must be documented and justified.”92 
MELRA’s MEL plan only documented why USAID and CLDP changed the performance indicators, as USAID 
guidance requires, for 3 of the 14 unique indicators present during the scope of our audit, creating additional 
difficulties in tracking the MELRA program’s performance. We acknowledge that performance indicators are 

 
91 USAID, Automated Directives System (ADS) Chapter 201, Section 201.3.5.6(C), According to that ADS section, “An 
operating unit is defined as, “An organizational unit that is responsible for implementing a foreign assistance program for 
one or more elements of the Department of State’s Foreign Assistance Framework. The definition includes all U.S. 
Government Departments and Agencies that are implementing any funding from the relevant foreign assistance accounts 
(the 150 accounts).” 
92 USAID, Performance Indicator Reference Sheet Guidance & Template, p. 5. 
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changed, or are revised, during a program’s lifecycle. We also acknowledge that CLDP told us its logic model 
had performance indicators that were utilized throughout MELRA’s programming, although CLDP did not provide 
it to us during the audit to verify its claims. Additionally, the logic model was not MELRA’s official MEL plan, nor 
was it or its associated data uploaded into USAID’s document retention system as required by USAID guidance. 
Without CLDP’s logic model stored within MELRA’s official files, its information and data will not be retained by 
USAID for future use. 

SIGAR Comment 5: As previously mentioned, CLDP’s logic model was not the official MEL plan for MELRA, nor 
was it stored in USAID’s document retention system. When we evaluated MELRA’s program performance, we 
relied upon the official MEL plans and their associated performance indicators because that was the 
information provided in response to our request for information. In response to CLDP’s comments, we updated 
the report with clarifying language to articulate why inconsistent performance indicators make it difficult to 
assess a program’s performance over time and added specific examples below of how inconsistencies in 
MELRA’s performance indicators undercut claims of program success. 

The changing performance indicators meant that the CLDP could not adequately show how MELRA’s program 
performance improved or declined across time. For example, only one of MELRA’s standard indicators, 
“Assisting MOMP on revising Minerals Law, drafting implementing regulations, and drafting model mineral 
development contract,” was used by CLDP from April 2018 to June 2020. While the use of this indicator 
remained consistent for that period, CLDP did not consistently report on the indicator’s results in its monitoring 
and evaluation reports, making it difficult to track the MELRA program’s progress. Furthermore, in July 2020, 
this indicator was removed from all subsequent versions of the MEL plans without any documented justification 
for doing so in accordance with USAID’s Performance Indicator Reference Sheet requirements. In another 
example, the performance indicator, “# [sic] of actions on current or proposed laws, regulations, model forms 
and policies towards an investor-friendly and sustainable mining legal regime, in each stage of development” 
was included only in the October 2020 MEL plan. CLDP did not include that indicator’s results before removing 
it from the next MEL plan, again without the required documented justification, in January 2021.  

Lastly, we agree with CLDP that the inter-agency agreement calls for the consistent review of performance 
indicators. Further, we acknowledge that USAID guidance allows for changes in performance indicators. 
However, USAID guidance also notes “operating units,” such as CLDP, “…should be cautious about changing 
performance indicators because it compromises the comparability of performance data over time.”93 USAID 
guidance also requires the Performance Indicator Reference Sheets to document approval for changes to 
performance indicators, the reason for the change, and the final values for the old performance indicators. 
CLDP did not consistently document this information. As a consequence, there is no evidence as to why CLDP 
changed the MELRA performance indicators and no evidence to substantiate CLDP’s claim that the frequent 
changes to the program’s performance indicators were evidence of “learning.” 

SIGAR Comment 6: We considered CLDP’s response to our draft and updated our report accordingly. However, 
our report’s finding is accurate in that no amount or type of communication excuse USAID and CLDP from not 
following the oversight requirements of ADS Chapter 201. 

SIGAR Comment 7: We acknowledge that CLDP stated it provided annual and quarterly reports to USAID. We 
also acknowledge CLDP’s claim to have briefed incoming USAID officers on the implementation progress of 
MELRA. However, these actions do not relieve CLDP’s of USAID’s requirement to utilize the Afghan Info and 
TraiNet systems as intended. In fact, a 2015 USAID Office of Inspector General report described Afghan Info as 
“the central repository for monitoring data and the principal mechanism for project managers to examine and 
analyze them.”94 Contracting officers, auditors, and other government officials need access to complete and 
accurate records to ensure continuity of operation, in addition to other oversight activities. CLDP acknowledges 

 
93 ADS 201.3.5.6(C). 
94 USAID Office of Inspector General, Audit of USAID/Afghanistan’s Strategy for Monitoring and Evaluating Programs 
Throughout Afghanistan, Audit Report No. F-306-16-001-P, December 10, 2015, p. 5. 
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that it did not enter information into USAID’s document retention system. Although CLDP did complete certain 
required reports and may have provided them to incoming USAID agreement officer representatives, rotating 
USAID officials rely on documentation stored in USAID’s document retention system to obtain knowledge and 
ensure the continuity of a program. CLDP’s provision of documents to incoming USAID officials does not relieve 
it from complying with USAID’s document retention requirements. As CLDP noted, USAID officers rotated 
frequently, further emphasizing the importance of program documents being stored in USAID’s document 
retention system. 

SIGAR Comment 8: We considered CLDP’s response to our draft and updated our report accordingly by more 
clearly stating CLDP’s goals for the MELRA program. 

SIGAR Comment 9: We considered CLDP’s response to our draft and updated our report accordingly by more 
clearly tying CLDP’s internal logic model to the interagency agreement with USAID. 

SIGAR Comment 10: We acknowledge that the new minerals law contained improvements from the previous 
iteration.  

However, according to USAID and CLDP, MELRA’s improvements to Afghanistan’s Minerals Law were 
insufficient and lacked the necessary reform for Afghanistan to attract foreign investment to develop 
Afghanistan’s resources. Further, CLDP’s quarterly reports did not state whether MELRA’s training 
demonstrated progress in achieving the goal of improved contract administration. When we asked CLDP about 
its progress towards this goal, it stated that most of MELRA’s progress was in MOMP regulatory reform. But 
MOMP regulatory reform merely shows improvement in the rules that MOMP was supposed to follow and is not 
evidence of actual improvements in contract administration by the MOMP. 

In responding to CLDP’s comments to our draft, we removed a quote from a USAID memorandum indicating 
that Afghanistan’s foreign investment and tax, labor, customs, and environmental laws were not conducive to 
attracting foreign investment, as these laws were not applicable to the goals of MELRA’s mining component. 
Finally, we added clarifying language regarding the linkage of political corruption to contract administration 
capacity. Specifically, USAID officials told us there was foreign investors were interested in investing in 
Afghanistan’s extractives industry, but investors were cautious due to the high level of corruption. For instance, 
an MOMP analysis found that over 60 percent of Afghan Members of Parliament had beneficial interest in an 
Afghan mining operation and benefitted from illegal mining, and thus sought to prevent reforms affecting their 
ill-gotten gains. USAID and CLDP told us this corruption within Parliament made it very difficult for the Afghan 
government to make any changes to existing laws because Parliament would not pass any revisions. 

SIGAR Comment 11: CLDP acknowledges that it did not follow USAID guidance and that neither it nor USAID 
worked together to ensure CLDP’s work met the USAID requirements. As our previous comments and report 
note, CLDP and USAID are required to follow USAID guidance, and any accomplishments CLDP may have 
obtained does not relieve it from following USAID guidance.  
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Obtaining Copies of SIGAR 
Reports and Testimonies 

 

To Report Fraud, Waste, and 
Abuse in Afghanistan 

Reconstruction Programs 
 

Public Affairs 
 

SIGAR’s Mission 
 

The mission of the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan 
Reconstruction (SIGAR) is to enhance oversight of programs for the 
reconstruction of Afghanistan by conducting independent and 
objective audits, inspections, and investigations on the use of 
taxpayer dollars and related funds. SIGAR works to provide accurate 
and balanced information, evaluations, analysis, and 
recommendations to help the U.S. Congress, U.S. agencies, and 
other decision-makers to make informed oversight, policy, and 
funding decisions to:  

• improve effectiveness of the overall reconstruction 
strategy and its component programs;  

• improve management and accountability over funds 
administered by U.S. and Afghan agencies and their 
contractors;  

• improve contracting and contract management 
processes;  

• prevent fraud, waste, and abuse; and  

• advance U.S. interests in reconstructing Afghanistan.  
 

To obtain copies of SIGAR documents at no cost, go to SIGAR’s Web 
site (www.sigar.mil). SIGAR posts all publicly released reports, 
testimonies, and correspondence on its Web site.  

 

 
 

To help prevent fraud, waste, and abuse by reporting allegations of 
fraud, waste, abuse, mismanagement, and reprisal, contact SIGAR’s 
hotline:   

• Web: www.sigar.mil/fraud  

• Email: sigar.pentagon.inv.mbx.hotline@mail.mil  
• Phone International: +1-866-329-8893  
• Phone DSN International: 312-664-0378  

• U.S. fax: +1-703-601-4065  

 
 

 
Public Affairs Officer 

• Phone: 703-545-5974 

• Email: sigar.pentagon.ccr.mbx.public-affairs@mail.mil 
• Mail: SIGAR Public Affairs 

2530 Crystal Drive 
Arlington, VA 22202 


	Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry: U.S. Programs Did Not Achieve Their Goals and Afghanistan Did Not Realize Widespread Economic Benefits from Its Mineral Resources
	Title
	Background
	Agency Guidance and Award Agreements Require Oversight of Efforts to Develop Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry; SIGAR Has Previously Evaluated Many of Those Efforts

	USAID, USGS, and CLDP Did Not Conduct Required Oversight Of their Extractives Programs
	USAID, USGS, and CLDP Did Not Properly Complete or Use Required MEL Plans to Oversee ETA and MELRA
	USAID and USGS Did Not Develop an MEL Plan for the ETA program
	USAID and CLDP Utilized Non-Compliant MEL Plans for the Majority of the MELRA Program

	USAID, USGS, and CLDP Did Not Use Required Information Systems and USAID Could Not Show That It Reviewed Deliverables

	ETA and MELRA Programs Made Progress, But Did Not Achieve All of Its Program Goals and Did Not Address Prior Challenges in Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry
	USAID and USGS Did Not Complete Four of the Five ETA Components
	The MELRA Program Did Not Meet All of Its Goals
	Despite U.S. Efforts, Prior Challenges to Developing Afghanistan’s Extractives Industry Continued to Hinder Program Implementation

	Conclusion
	Agency comments
	Appendix I -  Scope and Methodology
	Appendix II -  Multi-Dimensional Economic Legal Reform Assistance Program Performance Indicators
	Appendix III -  Comments from the U.S. Agency for International Development
	Appendix IV -  Comments from the Department of Interior, U.S. Geological Survey
	SIGAR’s Response to Comments from the Department of Interior U.S. Geological Survey

	Appendix V -  Comments from the Department of Commerce, Commercial Law Development Program
	SIGAR’s Response to Comments from the Department of Commerce Commercial Law Development Program

	Appendix VI -  Acknowledgments

