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By	email	
	
Mr	JF	Sopko	
Special	Inspector	General	for	Afghanistan	Reconstruction	
2530	Crystal	Drive	
Arlington	
VA	22202	 	

7	August	2017	
	
	
Dear	Mr	Sopko	
	
I	 am	 writing	 in	 connection	 with	 Audit	 Report	 17-57,	 published	 in	 July	 2017,	 entitled	
“Afghanistan	National	Defense	and	Security	Forces:	DOD	Spent	$457.7	Million	on	Intelligence	
Capacity-Building	 Programs,	 but	 Impact	 Cannot	 Be	 Fully	 Assessed	 Because	 of	 a	 Lack	 of	
Performance	Metrics.”		We	were	not	offered	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	report	prior	
to	publication,	but	we	have	now	read	and	digested	the	contents.	
	
The	subjective	nature	of	the	report’s	narrative	upon	which	various	negative	and,	in	our	view,	
unsubstantiated	conclusions	were	drawn	 is	a	disappointment.	 	This	 is	compounded	by	the	
apparent	absence	of	reference	to	available	 information	which	would	have	disproved	what	
seems	 to	 have	 been	 a	 deliberate	 decision	 to	 inequitably	 denigrate	 programmatic	
performance.		Notwithstanding,	we	note	that	the	audit	report	does	not	contain	any	explicit	
criticism	of	New	Century,	our	mentors	and	trainers,	or	the	quality	of	the	extensive	package	of	
doctrine,	 courseware	 and	 the	 high	 standards	 of	 the	 training	 we	 provided	 to	 the	 ANDSF	
throughout	delivery	of	the	various	programs	you	reviewed.		
	
In	this	letter	we	comment	upon	the	report’s	contents	pertaining	to	just	the	first	of	the	three	
audit	objectives	stated	on	page	1	therein,	namely:	“…	to	determine	the	extent	to	which	…	NCC	
successfully	 performed	 the	 tasks	 required	 by	 the	 contracts	 and	 developed	 the	 ANDSF	
intelligence	capability.”		It	is	not	for	us	to	comment	on	the	two	other	audit	objectives,	namely:	
compliance	by	the	awarding	Government	agency	with	federal	and	DOD	regulations;	and	the	
extent	to	which	Government	monitored	contract	performance,	as	these	are	matters	outwith	
our	involvement.	
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By	way	of	summary,	amongst	the	points	we	make	in	this	letter	are	that:	
	
1. The	human	intelligence	competencies	of	the	ANDSF	significantly	increased	from	the	zero	

base	that	existed	before	the	Legacy	programs	deployed	to	an	effective	functional	level	by	
the	time	the	effort	was	completed	

2. This	 significant	 improvement	 in	 the	human	 intelligence	competencies	has	been	widely	
acknowledged,	even	including	within	a	2015	SIGAR	report	to	Congress	

3. The	extensive	metrics	generated	by	the	comprehensive	performance	assessment	model	
developed	during	the	delivery	of	the	programs	allowed	for	programmatic	 impact	to	be	
assessed	

4. The	validity	of	the	assessment	model	should	not	be	discounted	because	it	was	operated	
by	the	contractor	as	its	operation	was	appropriately	firewalled	akin	to	that	of	an	internal	
audit	function	

5. Extensive	 empirical	 data	 existed	 in	 the	 form	 of	 operational	 statistics	 which	 can	 be	
considered	to	be	“performance	metrics”,	but	the	audit	report	does	not	refer	to	this	data	

6. Senior	 US	 and	 Afghan	 commanders	 across	 the	 battlespace	 sought	 the	 deployment	 of	
Legacy	in	their	Areas	of	Operation	due	to	awareness	of	its	positive	impact	and	they	also	
universally	commended	its	effectiveness	

7. The	RAND	Corporation	concluded	that	the	programs	in	Afghanistan	had	“accomplished	
much”,	with	the	lead	evaluator	calling	it	“the	gold	standard”	

8. An	independent	audit	undertaken	by	an	international	accounting	firm	into	the	so-called	
“unsupported	 costs”	 concluded	 that	 the	 underlying	 documentation	 existed	 “with	 no	
exceptions.”	

	
Significant	improvement	

Whilst	New	Century	 is	 not	 in	 a	 position	 to	 know	what	 data	 and	 information	 the	 auditors	
reviewed	in	order	to	form	their	opinion,	it	is	evident	from	the	absence	of	any	foundational	
narrative	on	the	pre-existing	 level	of	 intelligence	capability	within	 the	ANDSF,	prior	 to	 the	
program’s	commencement	in	2010,	that	no	baseline	values	were	established	to	quantitatively	
benchmark	performance	and	achievements.		Without	these	values	it	is	not	possible	for	the	
audit	assessment	to	present	any	objective	statement	concerning	the	success	or	otherwise	of	
the	programs	or	quantifiably	assess	any	change	in	intelligence	capability	within	the	ANDSF.	
	
RAND,	whose	reports	into	the	programs	under	review	are	quoted	in	your	findings,	observed	
in	 2008	 “The	 ANP	 was	 corrupt	 and	 often	 unable	 to	 perform	 basic	 patrolling,	 conduct	
counterinsurgency	operations	….	US	officials	argued	even	in	2008	that	security	concerns	in	
the	south	and	east	precluded	the	deployment	of	mentoring	teams	to	rural	areas.”		In	other	
words,	there	was	no	indigenous	intelligence	capability	at	that	time.	
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Seven	years	later,	in	your	report	to	Congress	of	January	2015,	you	state	that	the	MOD	and	
MOI	intelligence	capabilities	were	rated	as	high	and	‘partially	capable’.	
	
Clearly,	there	occurred	a	significant	advancement	in	the	intelligence	capabilities	of	the	ANDSF	
between	2008	 and	2014,	 taking	 them	 from	a	 zero	 competency	 level	 at	 the	outset	 of	 this	
timeframe	through	to	an	effective	set	of	capabilities	in	2014,	as	set	out	in	your	own	reporting	
in	 2015.	 	 During	 this	 six-year	 timeframe	 the	 Legacy	 contracts	 were	 the	 primary	 human	
intelligence	capacity-building	programs.		Therefore,	the	conclusion	in	your	audit	report	that	
you	 have	 been	 unable	 to	 fully	 assess	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 programs	 would	 appear	 to	 be	
contradicted	by	your	own	2015	report	to	Congress	which	noted	the	much	improved	state	of	
the	MOD	and	MOI	intelligence	capabilities.	
	
Quantifiable	performance	measures	

The	Legacy	programs	 incorporated	a	sophisticated	compliance	model	 (later	enhanced	to	a	
more	comprehensive	performance	and	standards	model),	managed	by	a	dedicated	team	of	
performance	and	compliance	evaluation	officers	(being	themselves	intelligence	officers	but	
typically	 with	 management	 experience),	 and	 an	 integrated,	 structured	 and	 formal	
performance	reporting	system	for	the	benefit	of	those	tasked	with	oversight	of	the	contracts.		
Your	audit	report	derides	this	model	because	it	was	designed	and	operated	by	the	contractor,	
claiming	 it	 is	 not	 “independent.”	 	 However,	 whilst	 New	 Century	 did	 indeed	 design	 the	
compliance	model,	 the	 enhanced	 performance	 assessment	 version	was	 developed	 at	 the	
behest	of	the	Government	program	managers	and	it	was	constructed	in	consultation	with	the	
COR.		Furthermore,	prior	to	its	implementation	a	two-day	conference	was	held,	attended	by	
all	USG	stakeholders,	to	review	and	approve	each	metric.	
	
The	 operation	 of	 the	 performance	 assessment	 system	mirrored	 that	 of	 an	 internal	 audit	
function	found	within	large	corporations	and	was	designed	to	both	maintain	an	optimal	level	
of	execution	whilst	ensuring	that	the	programs	delivered	consistently	across,	at	their	peak,	in	
excess	of	100	 locations,	using	 the	extensive	written	Legacy	doctrine	 (a	 feature	 that	 is	not	
acknowledged	in	your	report).		We	find	it	peculiar	that	an	audit	organization	should	criticize	
rather	 than	 commend	 the	 integration	 of	 an	 audit-related	 function.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	
performance	 evaluation	 function	 was	 frequently	 praised	 by	 recipients	 of	 its	 outputs,	
commenting	that	it	would	have	been	a	welcome	addition	to	other	programs	to	enhance	their	
quantitative	performance	evaluation.	
	
In	addition,	a	range	of	valid	empirical	data	was	available	to	assist	your	investigators	make	a	
balanced	judgment	of	the	effective	performance	of	the	programs	in	building	the	intelligence	
capacity	of	 the	ANDSF.	 	 For	 example,	 data	on	 counterinsurgency	 successes	by	 the	ANDSF	
based	 on	 intelligence-led	 operations	 provides	 overwhelming	 evidence	 of	 the	 impact	 and	
performance	of	the	program	in	building	capacity.		Had	the	auditors	conducted	a	review	of	this	
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material	 then	 the	 report	 would	 have	 referenced	 data	 that	 showed,	 for	 example,	 the	
significant	number	of	Afghan	Intelligence	Reports	(AIRs)	produced	as	a	result	of	the	program	
(from	a	zero	start	point);	the	number	of	insurgents	captured	based	on	intelligence	collection	
from	 units	 being	 mentored	 by	 Legacy	 (we	 understand	 that	 there	 were	 over	 200	 arrests	
between	 January	 2010	 and	 May	 2012	 alone),	 and	 the	 number	 of	 intelligence-led	 police	
operations	 conducted	 by	 the	 Network	 Targeting	 Exploitation	 Center	 (NTEC),	 all	 as	 a	
consequence	of	mentoring	delivered	by	NCC	SMEs.	
	
Training	records		

The	report	makes	the	observation	that	“…	NCC	did	not	retain	complete	training	records	…”	
and	 implies	that	this	hampered	the	auditors’	ability	to	evaluate	programmatic	effect.	 	The	
statement	is	incorrect.		Although	there	was	no	contractual	requirement	to	maintain	student	
or	mentee	records,	following	realization	by	NCC’s	Subject	Matter	Experts	at	the	outset	of	their	
work	 that	 historical	 training	 records	were	 either	 non-existent	 or	 incomplete,	 and	 that	 no	
centralized	database	to	record	which	members	of	the	ANDSF	had	received	prior	training	and	
the	 courses	 they	 had	 attended	 existed,	 it	 was	 decided	 to	 design	 and	 introduce	 a	
comprehensive	 computerized	 database	 of	 student	 records.	 	 These	 records	 incorporated	
details	 on	 every	 student,	 including	 name,	 rank,	 personnel	 number,	 courses	 attended	 and	
hours	 of	 training.	 	 NC	 furnished	 this	 quite	 unique	 and	 extensive	 database	 to	 the	 SIGAR	
auditors	at	their	request	during	the	course	of	their	investigatory	work.		
	
Demand-led	

An	 impartial	 observer	 reading	 the	 SIGAR’s	 audit	 report	 would	 conclude	 that	 the	 Legacy	
programs	 did	 not	meet	 expectations.	 	What	 the	 observer	 will	 not	 realize	 from	 the	 audit	
report’s	content	is	that	the	requirement	for	the	provision	of	the	Legacy	doctrine,	training	and	
mentoring	of	nascent	 intelligence	officers	 in	 the	ANDSF	stemmed	 from	an	unprecedented	
number	 of	 demand	 signals	 generated	 across	 the	 battlespace	 by	 senior	 US	 commanders.		
These	are	a	selection	of	excerpts	from	various	memorandum	pertaining	to	the	capability:	
	
• General	 Stan	McChrystal,	 Commander	 ISAF:	 “The	 effects	 of	 the	 LEGACY	 approach	 are	

potentially	game-changing	in	Afghanistan”	…	“To	that	end,	I	have	immediate	operational	
requirements	for	further	development	of	LEGACY	…”.	

• Major-General	 John	 Campbell,	 Commander,	 RC-East	 (later	 COMISAF):	 “The	 LEGACY	
program	has	demonstrated	the	potential	to	rapidly	increase	the	capacity	and	capability	of	
host-nation	security	forces	…”.	

• Major-General	 John	 Toolan,	 Commander,	 RC-South-West:	 “The	 Legacy	 program	
possesses	an	unequalled	ability	to	enable	the	ANSF	police	and	military	intelligence	forces	
to	penetrate	insurgent	and	criminal	networks.”	

• Major-General	James	Mallory,	Deputy-Commander,	NTM-A/CSTC-A:	“Legacy	continues	to	
demonstrate	the	ability	to	rapidly	develop	security	force	intelligence	capability.”	
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In	the	words	of	one	US	Government	official	familiar	with	the	Legacy	programs:	“It	has	been	
identified	as	a	critical	need	by	so	many	stars	[General	Officers]	it	would	make	your	head	spin.”	
	
The	 demand	 signals	 are	 not	 restricted	 to	 just	 senior	 US	 military	 personnel.	 	 The	 Afghan	
recipients	of	the	training	and	mentoring	had	observations	of	their	own.		Below	is	a	statement	
issued	 by	 Colonel	 Hayatullah,	 the	 Afghan	 National	 Intelligence	 Training	 Center	 (ANITC)	
Commandant,	as	a	case	in	point:	“The	Legacy	Program	is	not	only	helping	the	Afghan	students	
but	the	Afghan	Nation.		In	all	my	35	years	in	the	DI	this	is	one	of	the	best	programs	I	have	seen	
and	I	want	the	training	to	remain	long	after	the	Legacy	program	is	gone.”	
	
Colonel	 Hayatullah’s	 US	 counterpart,	 Colonel	 Chester,	 the	 	 CSTC-A	 MOI	 Divisional	 Chief	
responsible	 for	 training	activities	at	 the	ANITC,	observed,	 “Legacy	 instructors	are	 the	best	
Coalition	instructors	in	Afghanistan,	you	will	not	find	better	anywhere.”	
	
In	 addition,	 the	 CAAT	 (Counterinsurgency	 Advisory	 and	 Assistance	 Teams),	 reporting	 to	
COMISAF,	observed	in	an	inspection	report	of	the	program	in	RC-South:	“This	is	one	of	the	
best	observed	programs	providing	tangible	capability	to	ANSF	forces.”	
	
Wider	recognition	

There	are	also	the	observations	published	by	the	US	Congress	(to	which	SIGAR	reports)	House	
Armed	Services	Committee	in	consecutive	National	Defense	Authorizations	Acts	(2011	and	
2012).	 	 To	 quote	 from	 these:	 “Proven	 to	 be	 immediately	 effective	 in	 disrupting	 terrorist	
network	 activities,	 saving	 lives,	 and	 building	 a	 leave-behind	 indigenous	 capability,	 Legacy	
successes	have	been	documented	and	validated	in	an	independent	Department	of	Defense	
commissioned	study.”;	and	“The	[House	Armed	Services]	committee	directs	the	Secretary	of	
Defense	to	conduct	an	assessment	of	…	options	for	an	appropriate	management	structure	
within	the	Department	to	institutionalize	and	sustain	the	capabilities	that	Legacy	…	provides.”	
	
Then	 there	 is	 the	 Department	 of	 Defense	 December	 2015	 report	 to	 Congress	 entitled	
“Enhancing	Security	and	Stability	in	Afghanistan”	which	observes,	“The	Directorate	of	Police	
Intelligence	[mentored	by	New	Century	under	the	Legacy	and	ASOM	programs]	has	become	
increasingly	 capable	 at	 providing	 quality	 analysis	 and	 targeting	 information	 by	 relying	 on	
human	intelligence	and	its	most	mature	 intelligence	capability,	the	Network	Targeting	and	
Exploitation	Center	(NTEC).”	
	
Perhaps	one	of	the	most	enduring	validations	of	the	positive	impact	and	success	of	the	Legacy	
programs	in	Afghanistan	is	the	publication	in	late	2012	by	the	US	Marine	Corps	Intelligence	
Department	 of	 a	 50-page	 Concept	 of	Operations	 (CONOPS)	 for	 an	 Exportable	 Intelligence	
Capability	(EIC).		Chapter	1	of	this	document	is	entitled	“The	Exportable	Intelligence	Capability	
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–	A	Global	Capability”	and	observes	that	the	EIC	is	“designed	to	build	intelligence	capability	in	
partner	nations	by	the	US	Government.”		Chapter	2	of	the	document	states	that,	“…	analyses	
[by]	RAND	in	both	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	confirmed	the	effectiveness	of	the	EIC	in	transforming	
intelligence	 capability	 within	 a	 host	 organization.”	 	 The	 EIC	 –	 the	 exportable	 intelligence	
model	provided	by	the	US	to	partner	nations	–	is	none	other	than	the	Legacy	model.	
	
The	SIGAR	report’s	conclusion	that	the	Legacy	programs’	 impact	“cannot	be	fully	assessed	
because	of	a	lack	of	performance	metrics”	would	seem	to	be	contradicted	by	all	the	above.		
We	 would	 argue	 that	 a	 perfect	 set	 of	 independent	 performance	 metrics	 is	 not	 the	 only	
method	by	which	 the	 impact	 of	 the	programs	 could	be	 assessed	 and	 that	 the	 (extensive)	
performance	metrics	and	operational	data	that	was	available	to	the	auditors	were	adequately	
supplemented	by	 the	 views	of	 those	who	have	been	exposed	 to	or	 employed	 the	 Legacy	
model	in	an	operational	setting	and	who	were	unanimous	in	making	it	clear	that	the	programs	
have	had	significantly	positive	effect.			
	
What	else	did	RAND	say?	

Much	 has	 been	made	 in	 the	 audit	 report	 of	 RAND	 Corporation’s	 supposed	misgivings	 of	
programmatic	 effect.	 	We	 are	 of	 the	 view	 that	 the	 audit	 findings	 have	 rather	 selectively	
harvested	the	content	of	RAND’s	numerous	and	detailed	assessments	to	suggest	a	negative,	
as	opposed	to	a	balanced,	view.		Therefore,	to	offset	this,	below	are	some	quotes	extracted	
from	RAND’s	studies	speaking	quite	resoundingly	to	the	programs’	success:	
	
• Project	 evaluation	 report	 (re	 Iraq),	 October	 2008:	 “The	 level	 of	 success	 achieved	 has	

exceeded	what	experienced	observers	expected.”	
• Project	 evaluation	 report,	 August	 2010:	 “Intelligence	 is	 being	 collected	 routinely	 and	

processed	in	a	way	that	leads	to	operational	success.		Bearing	in	mind	that	Afghanistan	is	
now	the	equivalent	of	a	developing	country	that	has	been	wracked	by	war,	 insurgency	
and	 violent	 sectarian	 conflict,	 the	 progress	 that	 has	 occurred	 in	 [Legacy]	 has	 been	
remarkable.”	

• Project	evaluation	report,	July	2013:	“In	three	years,	the	Legacy	program	has	significantly	
expanded	the	capacity	of	the	MoI	to	collect,	analyze	and	exploit	intelligence.”	

• Project	evaluation	report,	July	2013:	“The	Legacy	program	offers	a	coherent	approach	to	
HUMINT	 operations	 and	 the	 integration	 of	 military	 and	 police	 intelligence	 activities.”		
Also:	“Overall,	the	Legacy	Afghanistan	program	had	accomplished	much.”	

• Executive	summary	of	RAND’s	various	analyses	of	the	Legacy	programs,	2014:	“Although	
operational	impact	is	harder	to	measure,	evidence	suggests	that	intelligence	produced	by	
Legacy	methods	has	played	a	significant	role	in	facilitating	counter-insurgency	operations	
in	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	…”	
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Dr	Jim	Bruce,	the	Senior	Political	Scientist	at	RAND	who	oversaw	the	monitoring	of	the	Legacy	
programs,	observed	in	October	2011	at	a	US	Government	conference	in	Washington	DC:	“The	
Legacy	program	is	the	gold	standard	for	intelligence-led	military	operations	…	Legacy	as	part	
of	a	COIN	strategy	is	a	no	brainer	….	This	is	no	longer	a	good	idea;	this	is	a	good	program.”	
	
There	are	no	“unsupported	costs”	

Although	unrelated	to	the	stated	audit	objective	of	assessing	impact,	the	report	repeats	the	
conclusions	of	a	2015	SIGAR	audit	of	a	specific	Legacy	contract	(Legacy-East)	that	the	prime	
contractor	to	whom	we	were	subcontracted	and	to	whom	we	billed	our	costs	“did	not	have	
the	supporting	documentation	for	NCC’s	costs,	preventing	our	auditors	 from	performing	a	
complete	 review	 of	 subcontractor	 invoice	 costs,	 leading	 us	 to	 question	 more	 than	 $134	
million	 in	 unsupported	 costs.”	 	 This	 statement	 caused	 consternation	 amongst	 other	 New	
Century	clients	such	that	we	were	obliged	to	prove	its	inaccuracy,	which	we	did.		With	respect	
to	the	SIGAR,	repeating	a	false	allegation	does	not	make	it	true:	it	is	as	inaccurate	now	as	it	
was	when	the	claim	was	first	made.		The	following	paragraphs	explain	this	statement.	
	
The	original	claim	that	costs	were	“unsupported”	was	made	by	Crowe	Horwath,	being	the	
audit	firm	appointed	by	SIGAR	to	examine	the	costs	in	the	prime	contractor’s	books.		During	
the	 course	 of	 their	 work	 they	 learned	 that	 the	 extensive	 documentation	 underlying	 the	
$130m	of	costs	billed	by	NCC	under	Legacy-E	were	not	held	at	the	prime’s	offices	in	Arlington,	
VA,	but	at	our	offices,	in	the	UK.		This	is	hardly	unusual	as,	for	example,	one	would	not	expect	
the	 accounting	 records	 for	 Rolls-Royce	 relating	 to	 the	 manufacture	 of	 a	 jet	 engine	 for	
attachment	to	a	Boeing	787	to	be	held	at	Boeing’s	offices.	
	
Crowe	Horwath	had	planned	to	conduct	their	audit	in	the	US	and	when	they	realized	that	the	
only	option	available	 to	 inspect	 the	 tens	of	 thousands	of	 supporting	documents	 for	NCC’s	
costs	was	through	a	team	in	the	UK	they	declared	that	they	had	insufficient	funds	allocated	
by	the	SIGAR	to	do	so	and	ended	their	work.		They	then	issued	a	report	to	you	which	said	that	
they	were	“not	able	to	determine	if	the	costs	claimed	were	incurred	…”		They	did	not	report	
that	 they	 were	 invited	 by	 both	 the	 prime	 and	 ourselves	 to	 physically	 inspect	 the	
documentation	underpinning	every	single	item	of	expense	at	our	offices	and	declined	to	do	
so.	
	
It	is	not	fair	or	equitable	to	publish	a	report	saying	that	an	entire	cost	base	is	questioned	but	
not	clarifying	this	to	say	that	this	is	because	the	auditors	chose	to	not	inspect	the	relevant	
records.	 	The	documentation	existed	but	 the	auditors	did	not	review	 it	–	 they	were	never	
“prevented”	from	doing	so	as	was	claimed	in	the	audit	report	(except	as	a	result	of	not	having	
a	sufficient	budget	provided	by	the	SIGAR	to	undertake	this	work	in	the	UK).	
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To	counter	the	 incomplete	nature	of	Crowe	Horwath’s	audit	and	to	correct	 the	record	for	
both	yourselves	and	for	others	who	had	expressed	concern	relating	to	the	above,	NCC,	at	our	
own	cost,	retained	the	services	of	another	international	accounting	firm,	BDO,	to	conduct	a	
thorough,	independent	review	of	the	documentation	underlying	the	$130m	we	had	invoiced	
to	the	prime	contractor.		They	reported:	“Our	audit	has	concluded	that	the	costs	reviewed	in	
our	sample	…	were	 incurred	by	New	Century	and	verified	to	supporting	documentation	…	
with	 no	 exceptions.”	 	 In	 other	 words,	 appropriate	 documentation	 existed	 for	 the	 entire	
$130m	as	billed	by	New	Century.	
	
Our	Counsel	presented	a	copy	of	BDO’s	report	to	you	on	19	June	2015.		They	did	not	receive	
a	response,	and	neither	the	existence	or	conclusions	of	BDO’s	audit	are	acknowledged	in	your	
current	audit	report.		An	impartial	observer	might	presume	that	the	absence	of	any	reference	
to	the	BDO	report	 is	because	 its	 findings	preclude	the	opportunity	to	repeat	 in	your	audit	
report	 that	 a	 sizeable	 sum	 (of	 $134m)	 was	 “unsupported”	 by	 documentation.	 	 BDO’s	
independent	audit	findings	discredited	this	claim,	but	it	has	still	found	its	way	into	your	latest	
report.	
	
A	sound	success	story	

With	respect,	we	regret	the	general	negative	tone	of	the	wording	in	your	report,	and	the	way	
it	has	portrayed	both	New	Century	and	the	highly	professional	US	Government	entities	who	
have	managed	programmatic	delivery,	such	as	ARL	and	CTTSO.		This	has	led	to	sensationalized	
press	comment	labeling	the	programs	a	“failure”	when	these	programs	are	regarded	by	all	
exposed	to	them	in	an	operational	setting	as	hugely	successful	and	a	sound	investment	by	the	
US	Government.	
	
We	have	always	striven	to	deliver	a	valuable	and	cost-effective	service	 in	support	of	what	
have	been	(and	continues	to	be)	very	challenging	missions.		We	are	fully	aware	that	if	we	do	
not	 consistently	 deliver	 tangible,	 positive	 results	 then	 our	 services	 will	 no	 longer	 be	 in	
demand.		We	are	proud	that	the	majority	of	our	work	comes	from	second	and	subsequent	
contracts	with	the	same	clients,	so	we	are	reassured	that	what	we	offer	is	valued,	relevant	
and	effective.	
	
Our	personnel	had	deployed	in	support	of	Coalition	Forces	in	Afghanistan	in	a	very	challenging	
and	hostile	environment,	initially	to	a	province	where	some	other	contractors	would	not	even	
deploy	due	to	the	 level	of	threat.	 	We	are	disappointed	that	the	audit	report	has	failed	to	
acknowledge	the	dedication,	professionalism	and	commitment	of	the	mentors	and	trainers	
who	delivered	the	programs;	or	recognize	that	 in	their	delivery	one	of	our	personnel,	Ken	
McGonigle,	paid	the	ultimate	sacrifice	whilst	preventing	an	RPG	attack	on	an	Osprey	aircraft	
carrying	Vice-Admiral	 Robert	Harward	 and	his	 staff.	 	 Despite	 being	 a	 contractor,	 Ken	was	
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decorated	by	the	US	Government	for	his	bravery	and	was	posthumously	awarded	the	Queen’s	
Gallantry	Medal	in	the	United	Kingdom.	
	
As	referred	to	earlier,	one	of	the	objectives	of	the	audit	was	to	determine	the	extent	to	which	
New	Century	successfully	performed	the	tasks	required	by	the	contracts	and	developed	the	
ANDSF	intelligence	capability.		We	do	not	consider	that	the	report	has	answered	this	question,	
namely,	 did	 New	 Century	 successfully	 perform	 the	 tasks	 it	 was	 given,	 claiming	 that	 the	
absence	of	performance	metrics	inhibited	the	capacity	to	draw	a	conclusion.		The	undeniable	
fact	 is	 that,	 based	 upon	 demand	 for	 the	 programs	 stemming	 from	 multiple	 battlefield	
consumers,	coupled	with	the	plethora	of	operational	data	Legacy	and	ASOM	produced,	the	
answer	to	the	question	is	a	resounding	‘yes’:	NCC	did	indeed	develop	an	intelligence	model	
which	 was	 proven	 to	 be	 both	 successful	 and	 effective.	 	 In	 sum,	 the	 R&D	 nature	 of	 the	
programs	bore	fruit,	delivering	an	impressive,	positive	outcome.			
	
The	enduring	proof	of	this	is	that	the	core	(Legacy)	model	and	various	derivatives	arising	out	
of	it	are	currently	being	utilized	by	the	DoD	across	a	number	of	countries,	methodically	and	
quantifiably	 enhancing	 partner	 nations’	 capacity	 and	 producing	 consistently	 successful	
results.		Recent	DoD	reports	arising	out	of	inspection	visits	to	other	Legacy-related	training	
programs	robustly	affirm	this.	
	
In	 respect	 of	 determining	 if	 New	 Century	 successfully	 developed	 the	 ANDSF	 intelligence	
capability,	the	answer	to	this	is	also	‘yes’.		Whilst	the	SIGAR	has,	in	our	view,	unfairly	sought	
to	understate	the	impact,	the	evidence,	both	in	training	and	operational	outcomes,	has	been	
to	 the	 contrary.	 	 This	 positive	 conclusion	 has	 been	 widely	 supported	 by	 operational	
commanders	 in	theatre,	as	demonstrated	by	the	extensive	range	of	plaudits	the	programs	
have	received	from	senior	US,	Coalition	Forces	and	host	nation	sources.	
	
We	remain	committed	to	delivering	significantly	material	and	measurable	effect	for	and	on	
behalf	of	our	clients	and	we	look	forward	to	receiving	any	comments	the	SIGAR	might	wish	to	
make	on	the	above.	
	
Yours	sincerely	

	
Michael	Grunberg	
Chief	Executive	Officer	
michael.grunberg@newcentcorp.com	
for	New	Century	Consulting	Ltd	


