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Question 1:

The dismantling of USAID has led to a loss of staff expertise, institutional memory, and technical capacity that took decades to build. How does this impact the federal government's ability to design and deliver foreign assistance programs going forward? 

As the administration moves toward a model of direct programmatic engagement with foreign governments through a range of mechanisms and instruments, what should State be doing to ensure it has sufficient technical expertise to develop and execute these programs effectively — and if that capacity does not currently exist, what concrete steps should be taken to rebuild it? 

Response to Question 1: 
With the unparalleled expertise that USAID OIG brings to identifying gaps, recommending solutions, and combatting fraud and corruption in foreign aid, we appreciate Congress’ support to ensure continuity for our independent oversight of humanitarian assistance moved to the Department of State in addition to the remaining operations of USAID.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  See Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2026.
] 

Through our oversight of USAID, USAID OIG repeatedly observed that the lack of a sustainable workforce undermines the effectiveness of humanitarian responses. We’ve found that over-reliance on contractors, short-term and rotational assignments, gaps in key oversight roles, prolonged vacancies, and high turnover resulted in a loss of institutional knowledge and diminished oversight. For example, the workforces of USAID’s Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance and the Office of Transition Initiatives were at one point more than 70 percent and 90 percent personal services contractors and institutional support contractors, respectively. This model provided rapid deployment capabilities but included lengthy hiring processes and high number of vacancies. We reported that USAID responses, such as those in Burma, Ethiopia, and West Africa, consistently had too few designated officials to provide required oversight and administration of humanitarian assistance awards. 
Further, short-term deployments led to high turnover during critical responses. For example, during the Ebola crisis, response team staff rotated out every 7 to 9 weeks, with some positions turning over 6 to 7 times in 1 year. This created knowledge gaps and operational inconsistencies, with one implementer noting that it had to alter its approach 22 times over 8 months to accommodate shifting preferences among the rotating staff. OIG work has identified that adequate staffing and the development of workforce plans tailored to disaster and crisis responses can improve the federal government's ability to design and deliver foreign assistance programs going forward. 
Given USAID’s previous lead role in humanitarian assistance, USAID OIG has been the primary entity conducting oversight of the U.S. government’s responses. We have reported extensively on the challenges that persist in effectively delivering humanitarian assistance and managing risks of fraud, waste, and abuse in crisis environments. Based on our extensive body of independent oversight work, we have identified four key lessons learned that underpin an effective response, regardless of the mechanism or instrument utilized for implementation. Addressing these lessons will better position the U.S. government to increase the effectiveness, efficiency, and impact of future humanitarian assistance responses. 
First, monitoring gaps in unstable and restrictive environments reduced the effectiveness of humanitarian responses. Monitoring approaches—such as conducting site visits, collecting data from implementers, and using third-party monitoring—tailored to unstable and conflict settings help track progress, verify results, and mitigate heightened risks of fraud and diversion. Notably, the individuals hired by USAID to conduct monitoring were typically highly technical experts in their field but often lacked the training or experience needed for effective monitoring and oversight. Planning for third-party monitor support can bolster oversight efforts where U.S. officials cannot directly observe programs due to insecurity or access constraints. 
Second, as identified above, the lack of a sustainable workforce undermines the effectiveness of humanitarian responses.  
Third, poor strategic planning and coordination limit the U.S. government’s ability to adapt to protracted crises. Humanitarian crises are becoming increasingly prolonged, with the average crisis lasting approximately 9 years. Strategic planning and a coordinated approach are needed to transition from providing immediate, lifesaving assistance at the outset of a crisis to addressing long-term, non-emergency needs. For example, in Iraq, up to 3.4 million people were internally displaced due to armed conflict. In response, USAID spent $2.2 billion to provide immediate lifesaving aid. However, as the crisis continued, we found that USAID’s ability to shift its response to address longer-term needs, such as rehabilitation of schools and hospitals, was hindered by poor planning, uncertain funding, and a lack of guidance for coordinating efforts internally and with other stakeholders, such as foreign governments, community leaders, and implementers.
Fourth, gaps in policies and procedures jeopardized the timeliness of humanitarian assistance and increased risks. Policies and procedures support operational efficiency and effectiveness; reduce risks; and help ensure vulnerable populations receive shelter, food, and medicine. These include policies and procedures for initial and ongoing need assessments; fraud risk management that incorporates leading practices; and measures to prevent sexual exploitation and abuse. For example, in Ukraine, USAID did not fully monitor implementers’ measures to protect beneficiaries from sexual exploitation and abuse due to gaps in policy requirements and guidance for these activities.
In addition, key to ensuring continuity of institutional knowledge and expertise is having an experienced office of inspector general with the right people in the right places. For 46 years, we have served as the only OIG solely focused on independent oversight of U.S. foreign assistance.  We understand the projects, places, people, and problems that put taxpayer dollars, as well as beneficiaries, at risk.  To that end, we appreciate the bipartisan support from Congress and this committee for ensuring our continuity.
Question 2:

USAID OIG has historically served as the primary oversight body for global health programming, but the recent signing of G2G MOUs with more than 20 partner countries present distinct accountability challenges that differ fundamentally from traditional implementing partner arrangements. Has OIG conducted — or does it plan to conduct — a formal assessment of the fraud and mismanagement exposure specific to the G2G model? 

And given current staffing levels, does the oversight architecture have the capacity to address those risks across the full program lifecycle? 

At the direction of the America First Global Health Plan, we’re seeing a shift toward direct government-to-government agreements where global health funding is delivered directly to partner governments.

If problems arise under a government-to-government agreement, what tools does the U.S. government have to investigate misuse of funds or enforce accountability?

Response to Question 2: 
USAID OIG has a significant body of work on government-to-government (G2G) assistance. We recently concluded a long-term investigation with the unsealing of an indictment in the District of South Carolina charging two foreign nationals and two companies with conspiring against the United States to illegally divert U.S.-funded global health commodities from a Kenyan government-run corporation, Kenya Medical Supplies Authority (KEMSA), the recipient of a $650 million USAID award. USAID OIG has also previously issued formal assessments of USAID’s approach to G2G assistance, including an audit of the Jordan Cash Transfer program, which at the time was the largest amount of G2G support given to any country. That audit raised the ongoing concern that without full compliance with due diligence requirements at the outset, there is the risk that G2G funds are directed to recipient government financial institutions that cannot handle those funds properly. We are currently conducting research into how USAID’s approach to G2G, including its risk management process, differs from the Department of State’s approach and will share our insights regarding the implementation risks once complete.  
G2G is an iterative process that, like other methods of humanitarian assistance, requires requisite staff with appropriate expertise. USAID OIG has repeatedly identified concerns regarding understaffing at USAID. While we are working with the Department of State to ensure that we have visibility into new programming, currently we are unable to comment on the adequacy of staffing levels at the State Department due to limited access to information. However, informal observations from field personnel, which do not constitute a formal assessment, indicate that there may be a risk that teams are improperly staffed to carry out sufficient management of the MOUs. 
On the investigative side, USAID OIG relies heavily on receiving independent third-party allegations of misconduct involving G2G funds because reporting from recipient governments is limited, if not altogether absent. This highlights a systemic challenge to detecting fraud, waste, and abuse in G2G awards, where the U.S. government has limited independent visibility into host-government systems and operations. More broadly, the U.S. government’s capacity to pursue accountability in G2G awards is constrained by legal, jurisdictional, and diplomatic considerations, including those related to sovereign immunity and applicable international agreements. For example, USAID OIG’s capacity to pursue civil and/or criminal action against KEMSA was limited by the fact that any action against the organization could effectively be a suit by the United States against Kenya. Furthermore, such investigations can be complicated by non-cooperation from host-country law enforcement, as well as restricted access to witnesses, records, and subjects.
These challenges reflect, in part, the U.S. government’s current and evolving capacity constraints in overseeing G2G awards. Unlike traditional assistance mechanisms, such arrangements may not provide enforceable rights of access to the records, personnel, or data necessary to conduct independent audits and investigations or to verify that U.S.-funded commodities and services reach intended beneficiaries.    
Congress and the American people deserve confidence that their taxpayer dollars are protected, and the communities around the world who rely on U.S. assistance deserve the assurance that the support intended for them is not lost to fraud, corruption, or abuse. USAID OIG remains deeply committed to safeguarding U.S. taxpayer dollars and ensuring accountability over foreign assistance, and we appreciate continued congressional support for our independent oversight mission.
