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Executive Summary 
OpPlan 40104 Withdrawal Financing Options 

.. - .. 
. . . ·~ ·. . 

• NA TO Op Plan 40104 costs in total about $2 billion for all participants. DOD' s role constitutes 
abo.ut 50% of the operation (or $1 billion). With NATO/U.N. assessments, U.S. upfront costs 
could go as high as $1.4 billion. 

• Of the four financing options outlined, the three U .S.-crafted options all have some form of cost 
sharing - either through a combination of NATO and UN assessments or by calling on Allies to 
pay our U.N. assessment for UNPROFOR. Allies and otben in UN unlikely to h& 
umpathdic to U.S. options to assess others (NATO/UN) to pay for U.S. particjpatiop. 
Rapid Reaction Force (R.RF) funding outcome js a new factor; impact of RRF on options neew 
to be assessed. 

• If a funding request to Congress is made, Conuess likely will demand that offsds be 
presentet!. (Oklahoma City requests are offset). There are no known offsets at this time. 

• U.S. costs are largdy Defense O&M expenditures. Costs are estimated to occur both in FY 95 
and FY 96; as time passes, more costS will· shift to FY 96. Funding can be obtained; 

• for FY 95, by requesting an offset supplemental appropriations or by absorbing within 
existing resources (both very difficult in last quarter of FY 95); 

• for FY 96, through adjustments within FY 96 appropriations bills now pending in 
Congress. A Presidential decision to shift funds (offsets) would be required. 

• Option I (HYBRID) is most financially advantageous to U.S. It shares costs between NATO 
Allies (including U.S.), which bear 2/3rds of costs, and other U.N. members, which bear I/3rd 
of costs. The NATO costs are funded by levying NATO infrastructure/admin cost sharing on 
its members (heretofore never done for operations). U.S. and others reimbursed largely by 
other NA TO allies. The net U.S. cost after reimbursements is $3 30 million. 

• Option JI (NATO minus UNPROFOR) is the next most financially advantageous to U.S. It 
.splits costs between those units original~y in UNPROFOR (U.N. pays these) and those NATO 
forces involved in withdrawal (NATO pays through its infrastructure/admin cost sharing 
formula). U.S. and others reimbw-sed for participating through NATO assessments. Net U.S. 
cost is $430 million. 

• Option III (Allies Preferred Option) costs U.S. the most and NATO Allies pay significantly 
less than wider other options. Most of withdrawal costs are funded either by U .N. assessments 
or by NATO participating countries with the U.S. paying most of its own way. Utilizes 
existing struclures (U.N. assessments and NATO infrastructure/admin cost sharing). U.S. is 
reimbursed very little (only $160 million out of $1 billion). Net U.S. cost is $1,020 million. 

• Option IV (Pay Your Own WayNoluntary Fund) would require all participating nations to 
pay their own national costs (U.S.-= $1 billion). There would be an ·agreement that others 
(NATO/other U.N.) would pay U.S. assessments to the UN for the cost ofUNPROFOR 
including arrears. Net U.S. cost is $1,010 million. 
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FINANCING WITHDRAW AL ONLY IN THE FOR.M:ER YUGOSLAVIA 
June 16, 1995 

Dack.ground 

,\ 

The United States has agreed in principle to participate in a NATO-led withdrawal from 
Bosnia should that be necessary. The cost of a withdrawal operation would be approximately $1.95 
billion, with DOD paying roughly $1.0 billion (51%) in FY 1995 dollars for its prominent role in 
the operation. There has been considerable discussion both ~thin the Administration and with 
NA TO allies on financing arrangements for such an operation. Due to required planning, forward 
movement of the operation, and the long lead times to gain approval in NATO and the U.N. for a 
funding mechanism and budget authorization, timely action is required to ensure an approved 
funding mechanism that benefits the United States is in place. This paper discusses options for 
funding these costs, with varying results for net U.S. costs, once the U.S. has been reimbursed. The 
effoct of the new Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) on these options, including costs and viability of 
options, has not been assessed pending resolution of the funding/operational questions ofRRF. 

Cost Qption~ 

The financing options are described on the following pages in terms of both gross U.S. costs 
(paid up front), net U.S. costs (after reimbursements from either NATO or U.N.), and the estimated 
supplemental request to Congress that would be needed. (See Table 1 attached for a detailed break­
out of the costs for each of the options.) A total of nine options (including five analyzed by.NA.TO) 
for paying FY 1995 Bosnia costs were considered. However, only four options, representative of 
major funding approaches and resulting in lower net U.S. costs, are evaluated in this paper. The 
four options considered are: 

' . • 
Hybrid (NATO/non-NATO U.N. Cost Sharing). This is a U.S. originated option which 
would have to be introduced at NATO and the UN. The option shares costs .between the 
U.S., NATO allies, and other U.N. member states and would have the least net cost to the 
United States. 

• NATO minus UNPROFOR. This option is a U.S. government proposed variant of one 
originated by NATO. It would fulld UNPROFOR through the U .N. budget during 
withdrawal, with NATO paying for all remaining costs, including transportation, of the 
additional forces required for withdrawal. 

• Allies Preferred Optioo (Enhanced UNPROFOR & U.N. Share). This is the option 
. preferred by our 15 NATO allies. NATO would only fund common costs of HQ and some 

comma/engineering. The U.N. would pay most of the infttheater costs, which would be 
funded through U.N. assessments. Participating troop countries would pay the majority of 
their own cosl..s. 

1 
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Pay-Your~Own-Way/Voluntary Contribution Fund. DOD would pay its $1.0 billion 
estimated share of the withdrawal operation without any reimbursements. State Department 
FY 1995 assessed U.N. peacekeeping costs for Bosnia (approximately $500 million) would°', 
be paid by other nations to a U.N. voluntary contribution fund. 

Financing Budget CQsts 

Regardless ufwhich option is chosen, the Administration will be·required to present a 
request to Congress that identifies how the withdrawal plan will be paid for whlle remaining within 
budget ceilings. At present, Defense Comptroller has ·estimated DOD costs by fiscal year~ 

· assuming a six month operation starting July l. FY 1995 costs are estimated at $530 million and 
FY 1996 costs are estimated at $470 million. This does not include any possible NATO assessment 
(which could add up to an additional $420 million) . 

. There are no known offsets to cover these COstS in FY 95 or in FY 96. A Presidential 
decision would be required to identify the necessary offsets. Offsets required for FY 1995 would 
be exceedingly difficult as we are entering the fourth quarter and most FY 1995 appropriations have 
already been spent. Final resolution of the FY 1995 supplemental/rescission bill, which the 
President vetoed, is also a factor. 

For any proposal presented to the Hill, Congress likely will also want to know the nature of 
the reimbursement arrangements (from either NA TO or the UN) to insure that if it credits 
reimbursements against the budgetary costs, there is a reasonable chance that these reimbursements 
will be made as projected. Given past experience, should there be any costs incurred in FY 95, 
reimbursements would only be made after FY 95 has ended, 

I. Hybrid (NATO/non-NATO I).N. Cost Sharine) Option 

U,S, Gross Cost: $1.330 m, Net Cost: $3~0 m, Supplemental Request: $1.33Q m_ 

Description: A contract would be negotiated between NATO and the U.N. whereby NATO, in . 
charge of all forces, provides all withdrawal services and initially pays for them. In return, the U.N. 
would assess other non-NATO nations to help pay for NATO withdrawal costs. 

Financing Me~hani~m: The U.N. would establish a separate fund to receive contributions; this 
fund would help pay for withdrawal. The U.N. would then assess all its non-NATO member states 
for their nonnal share (approx. 32%, or $620 million) of the $1.95 billion withdrawal operation. 
These assessments would be used by the U.N. to fund the costs of withdrawing non-NATO' 
UNPROFOR forces to their home countries as well as U.N. administrative and support costs 
estimated at $200 million. Any remaining funds (approx, $420 million) would be given to NATO 
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to reimburse NATO members' costs. NATO would pay the remaining 68% of the $1.95 billion 
withdrawal cost (i.e. roughly $1,330 million) by assessing each of its members for their share based .. 
on NATO administrative cost assessed rates. 

U.S. Gross Costs: DOD would incur up front roughly $1.0 billion in costs for withdrawal. It . 
would also pay up front approximately $320 million in new NATO assessments (i.e. 24% of $1,330 
million). The State Department would incur a nominal, new U.N. assessment of roughly $10 · 
million to cover UNPROFOR soldier and equipment deployment flights to Germany. 

Reimbursements: The U.N. would reimburse NATO with the resources remaining in the 
contribution fund. In twn, NATO would have to reimburse its member states out of the U.N. 
reimbursement as well as out of its own assessments. However, NA TO does not currently have any 
reimbursement mechanism, and some argue the likelihood ofNA TO reimbursement is uncertain. 
DOD would expect to be reimbursed its entire initial cost of operations (i.e. deployment and 
logistics costs of $1.0 billion incurred before the U.N. or NATO has raised funds from its · 
assessments) from these resources. 

Supplemental Request: The new supplemental request to Congress would be $1,330 million. 
DOD's share would be $1,320 million ($1,00.0 million withdrawal+ $320 million NATO 
Assessment). State Department's share would be $10 million. The supplemental request wouid·in 
principle be offset by later reimbursements (approximately $1.0 billion). Any reimbursements 
would be deposited with Treasury. If offset by reimbursements;· the net supplemental request would 
equal $330 million. 

Advantaies 
Lowest net U.S. cost; U.S. taxpayer pays less than in other options; 

•• Congress lik.c:ly to be more·receptive to lower costs. 
• Requires fewer offsets for supplemental request. 
• Spreads some burden of withdrawal costs to non-NATO U.N. members providing greater 

equity between U.S., other NAT9, and other U.N. members. 

Disadv"ntail~ 
• Might be difficult to gain agreement from the U.N. and NATO to implement for several 

reasons: 
1. U.N. asked to pay for part ofNATO's costs but has no command over forces since 

this is a NATO "rescue" ofU.N. peacekeepers. 
2. Dual funding mechanisms between U.N. and NATO have never been used before. 

Would require a level of cooperation and coordination between U.N. and NATO that 
has never been attempted. Process to reach agreement likely to be time conswning 
and difficult with certain NATO allies. 

3. NATO allies costs greater than in other options (increases NATO assessment). 
4. Russians and others may balk at underwriting NATO through U.N. assessments. 

• Significant senior ~te House and policy official involvement would likely be required to 
secure NATO allies and U.N. agreement. 
Reimbursements from NA TO may be vecy slow or may not be made. 
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. · .. II. ISATO Mipus VNPROFOR Option 

U.S Gross Cost: $1.430 m. Net Cost: $430 m. Supplemental Reqyest: $1.430 m. 

Description: NATq would provide and pay all costs for the new troops and equipment needed 
for withdrawal. 'The ·u.N. would retain budgetary control over all UNPROFOR forces, including 

, tllose of NATO member states, for the six month period they are being drawn down. 

Financing Mechanism: nie U.N. would fund all costs (approximately $210 million) incurred 
by uNPROFOR forces (e.g. logistics) during withdrawal. It would do so partially out of its 
current UNPROFOR budget. For the remainder, the U.N. would assess its member states to 
redeploy UNPROFOR troops and equipment back to their home countries. NA TO would fund 
the costs (e.g. deployment/ redeployment. basic logistics) of all forces us~d for withdrawal that 
were not originally in UNPROFOR. It would do so by assessing NATO member states for their 
share of the operation, which is anticipated to total approximately $1, 7 40 million. 

U.S. Gross Costs: DOD would pay up front roughly $1.0 billion for withdrawal. It would also 
pay up front approximately $420 million in new NATO assessments (i.e. 24% of $1,740 million) 
as part of its share to cover all NA TO costs. The State Department would incur a nominal, new 
U .N. assessment of roughly $10 million to cover UNPROFOR soldier and equipment 
deployment flights Lo O~nnany. 

Reimbursements: There would be no reimbursements from the U.N. NATO would reimburse 
its member states out of its own assessments. However, NATO does not currently have any 
reimbursement mechanism and some argue the likelihood of NATO reimbursement is uncertain. 
Nonetheless, DOD would expect to be reimbursed its entire initial cost of operations (approx. , 
$1.0 billion). 

Supplemental Request: The new supplemental request to Congress would be $1,430 miUion. 
DOD's share would be $1,420 million ($1,000 million withdrawal + $420 million NATO 
Assessment). State's share would be $10 million. The supplemental request might be offset by 
reimbursements (approx. $1.0 billion). Any reimbursements would be deposited with Treasury. 
If fully offset by reimbursements, the net supplemental request would equal $430 million. 

Advantaies 
• Fairly simple division ofresponsibility'between U.N. and NATU. 
• A lower net cost for the U .s: (though higher than the Hybrid Option). 
• NA TO allies might accept this option as a fall back from its preferred option. 

Pi,jjajvagtay.cs 

-- However, NAlU allies might not agree to NATO paying transportation costs, 
preferring instead that nations pay their own transport costs. 

• Higher net U.S. costs than Hybrid option. 
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U.S. share of NATO assessment would increase if any NATO nation makes a polit~cal 
decision to opt out of participating in withdrawaI, since assessment shares are based upon 
the number of nations participating in operations. 
Reimbursements from NATO would require new financial procedures to be created and 
may be very slow or may not be made. 

III. Allies Pre[erred Option (Enhanced UNPROFQR & U.N. Share) 
, I 

U.S. Gross Cost: $1.180 m. Net Cost: $1.020 m. Supplementa} ReQuest: $1.180 m. 

Description: This is the preferred option of our 15 NATO allies because it places as much of the 
withdrawal costs as possible on the U.N. and U.S. (as opposed to NATO) budgets. The U.N. 
would fund some of the withdrawal costs ofNATO. Specifically, it would maintain control of 
all UNPROFOR forces (as in NATO minus U.N. Option above) and it would fund the basic 
logistics costs of all troops (NATO and UNPROFOR) on the ground in Bosnia. Nations sending 
troops for the withdrawal operation would pay the majority of costs (e.g. deployment I 
redeployment, logistics outside of Bosnia, et al.). NATO would fund only the common costs of 
headquarters and communications I engineetjpg requirements. 

Financing Mechanism: The U.N. would increase the size of the UNPROFOR budget by the 
equivalent of 6,000 additional troops that had been authorized in the original mandate (although 
no troops would actually be added to UNPROFOR). The U.N. would use the increased funds to 
pay partially the costs incurred by UNPROfOR forces during withdrawal (as in NATO Minus 
U.N. Option above). It would also assess its member states for the costs of providing logistics to 
the withdrawal force in Bosnia. The participating nations would pay those costs not covered by 
the U .N. or NA TO (for common costs of approx. $110 million) .out of their own treaswies. 
NATO would assess its member states to cover its common costs. 

U.S. Gross Costs: DOD would pay up front roughly $1.0 billion for withdrawal. It would also 
pay up front approximately $30 million in new NA TO assessments for common costs. The State 
Department would incur a new U .N. assessment of approximately $1 SO million. These costs 
total $1,180 million. 

Reimbursements: Both the U.N. and NATO would owe.DOD reimbursements totaling 
approximately $160 million. 

Supplemental Request: The new supplemental request to Congress would be $1,180 million. 
DOD's share would be $1,030 million ($1,000 million withdrawal+ $30 NATO Assessments). 
State Department's share would be $150. The supplemental request might be offset by 
reimbursements (approx. $160 million). Any reimbursements would be deposited with Treasury. 
If offset by reimbursements, the net supplemental request would equal $1,020 million. 
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Advaotage.l . 
• NATO allies strongly support: they pay much lower U.N. assessments than NATO 

assessments -- e.g. for U.K., U.N. assessment is 3 times lower than for NATO). 
• Obviates the need for agreement on a NATO assessments and reimbursement mechanism. 

Di sadvantaies 
• Highest net U.S. costs (more than double the other options) of al.most all options. 
• U.S. pays disproportionately vis-a-vis other NATO allies because of the sizeable U.S. 

role in the withdrawal. 
• 
• 

Congress likely to balk at this arrangement. 
Requires large offsets (around $1 billion) in agency budgets, displacing other high 
priority programs. 

- Offsets may not be available this late in the fiscal year. 

IV. Pay-Your·Own-WayNoluntary Contribution Fund Option 

U.S. Gross Cost: $1.010 m. Net Cost $1.010 m. Supplemental Reguest: $1.010 m. 

.. . 
Description: Each nation would pay its own costs in executing the withdrawal operation. 
NATO member troops currently in UNPROFOR would revert back to their respective nations' 
militaries. Non-NATO members of UNPROFOR would remain under UNPROFOR while heing 
drawn down. 

Financing Mechanism: Each nation would pay its own costs from its own treasury. The U.N. 
would cover the costs of extracting non-NATO UNPROFOR troops from within the existing 
UNPROFOR budget Because the U.S. would be paying the majority of withdrawal costs (i.e. 
$1.0 of $1.95 billion) while representing just over one third of all forces in theater (including 
UNPROFOR troops being withdrawn), our NATO allies and others (Japan, Saudi Arabia, et al.) 
would agree to pay $500 million (or more depending upon Rapid Reaction Force funding 
outcome) to a special U.N. voluntary fund. This fund would be used to pay the FY 1995 State 
Department U.N. assessment arrearages for UNPROF9R. As a practical matter, this option 
shifts the burden of U.S. international peacekeeping obligations in Bosnia from the State 
Department budget to the Defense budget.· This occurs because DOD bears costs, that otherwise 
would be reimbursed, to permit the U.S. to solicit funds to cover the existing UNPROFOR 
assessment. 

U.S. Gross Costs: DOD would pay up front roughly $1.0 billion for withdrawal. State would 
have a small $10 million cost for· UN assessments. 

Reimbursements: There would be none. 

Supplemental Request: The new supplemental request to Congress for DOD's costs would be 
$1 billion (gross and net). State would have a small $10 million cost for UN assessments. 
There would be no offseting reimbursements. 

6 



f>,dvanta&cs 
Wouh.1 eliminate U.S. UNPROFOR arrears. 

• Helps maintain U.N. solvency. 

Qi ~advantage.§ 
• Would have significantly higher U.S. net costs because there would be no 

reimbursements to the U.S. 
• Would be di(ficult to sell to the Congress, since U.S. covers the majority of the costs of 

the withdfawal effort. 
• The othc_r countries would have to commit in advance to paying certain amounts to the 

U.N. fund to insure that commitments exist to cover the $500+ million. Thls would 
require active solicitation of funds along the Desert Stonn model. Most other countries 
are not likely to make contributions. 

• Would be strongly resisted by DoD and most likely Congress as an attempt, albeit 
indirect, to cover U.N. assessments in the DoD budget by precluding a supplemental 
request for State to pay its U.N. assessment arrearages. 

• Some believe this raises questions ofH.R. 7 'crediting' for U.N. assessments that the 
Administration opposed. 

7 

,\ 



16-Jun-95 
Table 1: Financing Options for WIT.HDRAWAL Only from Bosnia 

($ in Millions: Assumes Full Reimbursement from NATO and/or U.N.) 
:\ 

' 

Hybrid NATO-UN Allies Prefer Pay Own Way 
Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 1 

1,950 ,,950 1,950 1,950 

0 

1,010 

zl 



Table 2: Total FY 1995 Potential Supplemental Requests to Congress 
· ($ in Millions) 

,\ 

_O__._p_ti_o_n_1_ ... Opti_~-~-2 Op~~on 3 Option 4 
Hybrid NATO-UN Allies Prefer Pay Own Way 

New Request to Congress 1,330 1,430 
I 

1,180 1,010 

Reimbursments to the Treasury 1,000 1,000 160 0 

Net U.S. Supplemental 330 430 1,020 , ,010 
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DOD/OSD 

ISSUE PAPER 

Issue: . This paper provides a rough order of magnitude assessment 
of the current US9 support provided to the UN in support .of UNSCRs 
in the Former-Yugoslavia. In addition.. we provide a brief 
assessment. of the potential. impact of USG support for the Rapid 
Reaction Force authorized by the UN Security Council ?u 16 June. 

DOD OUTLAYS (Reimbursed . & Non·reimbursed). 

This section outlines the cost of USG contributions to the operation of 
UNPROFOR and associated UN Security Council Resolutions governing 
the operations in and around tbe fonncr-Yugoslavia. In general, the 
US pays approxima1:ely $300 million* per year in support of the 
operations ($297 million in FY 94.. $317 million in FY 9S based on FY 
94 level of operations, and $363 million in FY 96 based upon. current 
FY 95 outlays). Reimburseme~~. for these costs is negligible, SI .0 
million in FY 94. The cost of the USG's 30.4% peacekeeping 
assessment for support of UNPROFOR must be added· to this figure for 
a comprehensive cost acco~nting. Cost of UNPROFOR in FY 94 was 
$1.6 billion resulting in a US assessment of approximately $530 
million. Total cost is therefore estimated to be ~847 million for FY 95. 

• This figure of $300 million for USG support includes our participation in DENY FLIGHT, 
SHARP GUARD, humanitarian airlift, ABLE SENTRY and PROVIDE PROMISE FORWARD. . . 

DOD IMPACT 

For FY 95 any significant increase in the costs of. US operations in the 
f onner-Yugoslavia as a result of our support for the RRF would . 
require either a supplemental or reprogramming. In the current 
political atmosphere. it is highly anlikely we could obtain any 
supplemental that would not require offsets. Limited assistance to 
the RRF in FY 95 could probably be absorbed in cUrTent O&M levels_ 

There are no funds in the FY 96 budget for UNPROFOR operations. 
SECDEF has stated that any additional O&M funds prov idcd by 
Congress would be used to pay for contingency operations. Baseline 
contingency operation costs for .FY 96 are Sl.2 billion. Any 
significant additional costs for the RRF or 40104 would require a 
supplemental or reprogramming. Again it is highly unlikely we 
could obtain any supplemental funding that did not require offsets. 

,\ 
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DF.PA.B.'.IMENT OF SIATE 

ALLIED NON-ASSESSED· COSTS.: FOR UNPROFoR 

1994 vnreimbursed Expenditures for Peacekeeping-rela~ea 
Activities in the Former Republic of Yugoslavia, Data were 

·provided by contributing nations and may' not reflect the same 
as5umptions or accountin9 mathods. 

The Netb.erlands 

Operation Sharp Guard-: $14.6 million 

l'0TbL; $14.6 mtllion 

France 

VN~RO~OR: $430 million 

UAV* overfli9hts: $79.3 million 

UAV from Istrana $20.a million 

EC.MM $1.4 million 

IOTAL: $531.S million~* 

Britain 

tJNPROFOR $203.8 million 

Operation Deny Flight $41.2 million 

Operation Sharp Guard $3.1 million 

Carrier Group $31 million 

ECMM $5 million 

ICFY Borae·r Mission S~62 million 

Sanctions Assistance Mission $.5 million 

**Total 4eported contributions during 1994 were $843.3 million, 
less $96 million in reimbursements from the UN; reimbursement 
figures were not broken out by operation. 



DEF AB.ll!Elfl." OF S'IA'IE 

~~timate~ of UNfRQFOR Reimburs~ments Eai:.tl~ 
(Dollars in Millions) 

~r~od lQLl/94 - . .l.l.'.31/9S 

Military Per~onn~l and 
Contin9ent Owned Eqpmt 

UN 
:;rot al 

454.8 

European 
Sha..r!! 

259.2 

UK/French 
SM.ll 

95.5 

Basis ~or calculations: European forces amount to 57 percent 
of .UNPROFOR total and UK/French forces amount to ~l percent. 

S6urce: "Financing of United ~ations Protection Force," 
A/49/540 Add. i (3 May l995), 

.\ 
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Amount u, s . owes a~ Wi 11 Owe for jJNPROLQ.~ 
(Dollat~ in Millions) 

FX 1995 Cat 39.4 percent ral;jil 
. 

Current Bills Outstanding (Covers up to · 
June 30, 1995} 

Expected Additional Bill before ~xpansion 
for July 1 to September· 30, 1995 

Total Owed before €xpansion 

$396 

$123 

$519 

Amount we Can Pay After October !. 1995 (at i!S percent~ ... r.~.te.) 

Total ftom FY 1995 at 25 percent rate $427 

Expansion of UNPROFOR - Six Months Costs 

At 30.4 percent rate 
$414 million x 30.4\ 

At .25 percent rate 
$il4 million x 25 % 

$126' 

$103 

NOTE:: Although the United States pays at· a rate of .30.4 percent 
and will unilaterally reduce the payment to a 25 percent rate 
as of October l, 1995, the UN will continue to bill the U.S. at 
a 31.2 percent rate and will consider the difference an 
arrearage. 



JUN-16-95 FRI 15:57 P.02 
Dcpart~ent of State 

Impact or Funa1ng crisis on UN Ability to Operate 

The Rapid Reaction Force has brought to a head the 
peacekeeping funding problem. Even without this additional 
strain on UN budgets, we were concerned about the potential for 
UN insolvency by next summer. Adding more than $800 million to 
the UN tab would make a financi~l crisis more likely. 

The danger will he most acute next summer# .but there is 
some chance of a financial crisis in October when the UN 
regular budget will be $170 million overdrawn. ~n overdraft of 
about $50 million in Octooer is normal, and usually covered by 
borrowing from peacekeeping until we pay our assessment. This 
year our non-payment of peacekeeping assessments may leave the 
PK account too poor to cover the UN's cash flow needs. 

l! the RRP is deployed as a UN funded operation, ~ith the 
UN providin9 the lift and accommodations, but not reimbursing 
troop cont~ibutors or governments, we would estimate a UN out 
of pocket cost of about $180. million for the first six months 
without the standby French force and about $230 million if it 
deploys. While this cash flow requirement would greatly 
increase the risk of an early insolvency~ our best guess is 
that UN peacekeeping would still be able to operate into 1996. 
This does not take into account the unknown cost of other 
ongoing deployments undertaken by the UN to bring UNPROFOR up 
to its authorized troop strength. 

The UN owes commercial creditors and governments about 
$1 billion for services and supplies and.governments about $700 
million for troop reimbursements and equipment depreciation. 
When 1995 equipment depreciation costs are added in early 1996 
the total owed for peacekeeping will jump to about $2.5 billion. 

The UN stays afloat by paying its most urgent bills first, 
and letting qovernments wait for reimbursement. In the past 
most ON peacekeepinq debts were to member states. An increased 
reliance on more cost-effective commercial contractors and a 
debt overhang that will exceed $2.5 billion dollars in early 
1996 has left the UN vulnerable to a "run on the bank scenarioH 
if cash flows dries up. If that h~ppens, all operations, 
including those in the Middle East and Cyprus, could be 
affected. Some troops could be stranded in the field. 

Last fall we receiyed $1.2 billion in supplemental and 
FY-95 money for peacekeeping. Our remittances to the UN were 
used to make long-overdue payments to troop contributing 
countries. Prior to our payment several countries had 
threatened to withdraw their troops from existing operation5. 
This problem will likely resurface in the fall. 

Although it is not an imminent p~oblem, we could loose our 
vote in the General Assembly if our arrears reach the amount of 
our a3sessments for the preceding two years. 
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Peacekeeping Funding Crisis - Congressional Strategy 

By ~he end cf FY-95 we will owe the UN $670 million for 
peacekeeping; more if the RRF is an assessed operation. 

state has 1eq~este~ $445 million for peacekeeping in FY-96. 
This included only $211 million for UNPROFOR; enough for six 
months. DoD requested $65 million to pay for UNMIH (Haiti) and 
UNPREDEP (Macedonia); they will not get this money. we have no 
money budgeted for MINURSO (Western Sahara), which was to hav~ 
ended in FY-95. By the end of FY-96 we may owe the UN more than 
$1 billion for peacekeeping. 

T~ere is bipartisan concern, approaching outrage, on the 
Hill about our willingness to incur large obligations for 
peacekeeping without adequate consultation. The Gilman, 
Livingston, Rogers letter, the notification provisions of the FY 
94-95 S~ste authorization bill, and the peacekeeping provisions 
of HR 7, s 5 and this years funding legislation for State 
clearly demonstrate congress's ire. 

our re~uest ~his year fot a $672 million emergency 
supplemental for peacekeeping was rejected. At typical 150 
account foreign aid outlay rates it would require several 
billion dollars in prog(am cuts to offset this request. 

we tried last year to establish a contingency fund for 
peacekeeping to get around problems created by not knowing when 
the budgets are submitted what crises will occur.· Congress was 
not rec9ptive. 

Recently, however, Rogers, Oomenici, Kassebaum, Hamilton and 
a few others have signaled that they might be open to discussing 
the funding problem. Any solution would.require clo5er 
consultations with Congress on peacekeeping. 

Monthly briefings have informed staff, but there is a need 
for face to face exchartg~s between senior Administration 
officials and key Members of Congress. 

The PeaceKeeping Core Group has endorsed a State proposal to 
of fee Congress regular consultations between senior 
Admini~tration officials and key Congressional leaders in 
exchange for the creation of an ERMA. like contingency fund for 
peacekeeping. 

Our first opportunity for such consultation may come next 
week. Unfortunately, it will involve MINURSO (Western Sahara), 
an operation viewed by many on the Hill as fundamentally flawed 
and by some as a prime example of UN mismanagement. Congress 
even passed a tecision ·of MINURSO's temaining FY-95 funds, but 
the President vetoed the bill. Since it was due to close in 
1995 we have no money budget for FY-96. If we extend MINURSO 
without adequate consultation with Congress and a plan for how 
we will pay, we can expect a ·Congressional reaction similar to 
that we saw last week. 

·.~ 

We will also need to explain our decision on fundin~ the RRF. 

~'[> 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

June 12, 1995 

l\tlEl\10R ... L\J."\IDUM TO: THE DEPUTIES COlVIlvIITTEE 

FROM: The Peacekeeping Core Group 

S1JBJECT: Paying for E:iqJanded UN Operations in Bosnia 

The PCG proposes the following policy on the issue of the funding the expansion of 
1.JN operations in Bosnia: 

1. The US will support the e},.i>ansion of UN forces in and around Bosnia by 
approximately 10,000 forces. which will be under UN command and for which costs 
will be assessed as a UN operation. 

2. Toward that end, the US will support a Security Council resolution to 
increase the ceiling of the peacekeeping force as necessary (the ceiling needs to be 
increased by 6000. to permit an adddition to the force of 10,000). 

3. The US will assist the expanded force by providing lift, equipment and 
support for that equipment, on a reimbursable basis with the UN. The US will also 
provide intelligence and close air support on· a non-reimbursable basis. 

4. The assessed cost to the US of the expanded UN force will be assumed by 
the State Department (150 account CIPA funds). Although the cost for the 
e::'l..i>anded UN force is not certain yet, it may exceed $150 million per year above 
the cost of the previously existing force. There are currently no.funds in FY95 of 
FY96 to cover this expense. State will, however, consult with Congress about ways 
in which to appropriate such funds. 
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REPORT TO.CONGRESS OF POSSIBLE PROVISION OF ASSISTANCE 

TO THE UNITED NATIONS IN SUPPORT.OF A PEACEKEEPING OPERATION 

Pursuant to section 407(a)(S) of the Foreign- Relations 
\uthorization Act, Fiscal Year 1994-1995, P.L.-103-236, this 
:eport provides notification of the possibility that the United 
itates may provide assistance. to the United Nations in support 
>f its peacekeeping operations in the former Yugoslavia. 

As was briefed to certain members and staff on March 20 and 
\pril 21, the Administration has authorized the prepositioning 
.n Croatia of 20 U.S. military communicators as part of a NATO 
1roup of 80 persons. Our senior military commanders 
:ecomrnended this action as· an essential step to ensure that a 
:ommunications network is~-~i.n place to support NATO should a 
tecision be made to assist in the withdrawal of the United 
lations Protection Force (UNPROFOR}·£rom· Bosnia. The 
1epartment of Defense has informed us that the cost of 
ustaining these 20 communicators and associated equipment in 
:roatia for a~period of six months will not exceed one million 
:ollars. The cost of this prepositioning did not, therefore, 
1ass the formal notification threshold. Th~_u.s. expense for 
.his deployment will be borne by the Department of pefense. 

NATO planning also calls for a follow-on precautionary 
repositioning in Croatia of about lJ,.500 communicators and 
upport staff, o:f whi·:ch· it is anticipated the U.S. would 
rovide approximat~ly 460 persons. The purpose of this step is 
o complete t:he p,repar.ations for the communications network 
egun by the ~arller groui of 80 persons, to be ready to be 
sed should the decision· be made for NATO assistance in th 
ithdrawal of UNPROFOR. ; e are scussing with our NATO allies 
-ow the fulJ1o4_cost of the· predeployment is~tto be shared. We are 
ot seeking .. reimbursement. We anticipate. that the costs to the 
. s. government will exceed the notification threshold of $3 
illion. · 

These precautionary steps do not represent any change in 
he U.S. position-that UNPROFOR should remain in Bosnia. 
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cudent planning to ensure the efficient and safe withdrawal of 
~PROFOR, it necessary, can help convince troop contributo~s to 
~intain their commitment to UNPROFOR. NATO':.~°""""\ 0-(Alt,auJ:.., aolv1"4.1"j ~ 
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I shall provide notification in a subsequent message of 
:her possible· U.S. steps to provide assistance to UN 
?acekeeping operations in the former Yugoslavia, in light of 
~cent developments. 
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REPORT TO CONGRESS OF POSSIBLE PROVISION OF ASSISTANCE 

'I'O THE UNITED NATIONS IN SUPPORT OF.A PEACEKEEPING OPERATION 

Pursuant to section 407 of ._the :.E.or:eign Relations 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1994-liiS, P.L. 103-236, this 
report provides notification of the possibility that the United 
States may provide assistance to the United Nations to support 
peacekeeping operations in the former Yugoslavia. This could 
include assistance in connection with either a withdrawal of UN 
related personnel from Bosnia, or an emergency extraction of 
UNPROFOR units from positions which have become untenable to 
positions elsewhere in the former Yugoslavia which are safe, or 
the establishment of a rapid reaction force. 

The Administrati~n has previou~ly discussed possible 
assistance to UNPROFOR wi~h·certain members and staff of the 
designated Congressional·comniittees in phone calls on March 20, 
April 21, and May 29. Staff were also~briefed on March 31 and 
Mernber.s on May 19 and May 2 6. On JttRe io, we?°ubmi t t&& a ~c..'.C:­
notif,j;cation with respect to prepositioning of communicators · 
and suppo_rt staff in Croatia as a precautionary step· in case 
withdrawal became necessary. 

NATO planning for a possible withdrawal ~~ UNPRO~OR calls 
in addition. for early action invo.lving traini·ng and exercises, 
preparations f.or a -possible deployment of NATO forces, and 
acquisiti.on -oL~communications equipment that would be NATO 
owned, buti~hich could be used in a possible evacuation of UN 
forces. We c-a·re discussing w.ith our NATO allies how the full 
cost df the pred~ployrnent is to be shared. We are not seeking 
reimbursement. we.anticipate that the costs to the U.S. 
government will exceed the notification threshold of $3 million. 

As was made clear iri the briefings on May 19 and 26, and in 
the statement released after the May 29 meeting of the Contact 
Group, the Administration strongly supports UNPROFOR's 
continued operation in Bosnia. No .final decision has been made 
on U.S. participation in a withdrawal, beyond the initial 
deployment of 20 personnel. The President informed our Allies 
last December, however, that the U.S. is prepared, in 
principle, to commit U.S. ground forces to a NATO operation to 
assist UN Peace Forces to withdraw from the former Yugoslavia 
if the UN decides that it can no longer perform its mission and 
requests NATO's help in withdrawing, and. if the North Atlantic 
Council approves acting on the UN request. This action would 
also extend to helping in an emergency extraction of UN Peace 
Forces from positions which have become unten~ble to positions 
of safety within the former Yugoslavia. 
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Should an UNPROFOR withdrawal~Q~ partial withdrawal be 
necessary, a deployment i-n··whi·ch·th_e_U.S. would provide a 
substantial number of troops and· other assistance could be 
authorized. We are. discussing with our NATO allies how this 
cost would be shared. We are alsb discussing within the 
Administration how the U.S. will fund its share of the 
operation. 

We have also joined the Contact Group call for· ~ reinforced 
UNPROFOR. While we do not contemplate any new U.S. role in 
UNPROFOR, we might join and assist in a NATO effort, if 
requested, to.make·UNPROFOR more robust and more defensible. 

Our allies in NATO, and in particular France and Britain, 
which alreadr have troops· on the ground in Bosnia and some of 
whose peacekeeping force~ have been taken hostage by the 
B.o.sni an Serbs, have proposed the creation of a rapid react ion 

·-~o~ce that would protect and support the peacekeepers. At this 
time, it is contemplated that the force would be authorized as 
part of UNPROFOR by the Sscurity:Council·in a resolution. The 
U.S. is prepared to provide ap,p.r.~opriate assistance and support s~taf' 
for such a force. This could· :logically,-. .include, for example, / 

jt>ou"d 
close .... air support to asrsist·. in=- the defense of the force; fot>c~J 
transfer·: or loan of equi·.pment, including attack helicopters_, 
rad~ar.s; ·communications gear and night vision equipment; airlift 
supp_o-r:.t to move forces and equipment to the theater of 
pper:a:t-ion ;. and prov is ion of inte 11 igence to lo ca 1 commanders. 
The. modalities for creating and deploying s~ch a force are at a 
formative stage, and we are now discussing this matter within 
NATO and bilaterally. At thi'S time, until we have determined 
the precise elements of the support and the terms on which it 
would be :provided, a reliable estimate of its cost is not 
available. 

The Administration intends to continue to consult with the 
Congress on assistanc;:e to UN peacekeeping efforts in the former 
Yugoslavia. As the situation develops, we will provide the 
Congress with more detailed information about U.S. assistance 
and support through consultations and the monthly reports 
submitted under section 407. 

George F. Ward, Jr. 
Acting Assistant Secretary 
International Organization Affairs 



uv11 1 1-o>J ..in I g • \)\) P.02 

RlW 

~· 07.JIU\·95 
0-11~6UP A37'8 
INHOU&el'Oll iUMMARY 

j).'f,, I -s-"h. U.$. ContltbuliGr11 lbr ln'*'laliGml PUCllllcaepl"" Al:1ivi6ea 
(OQlt.B "1 Tfl~) 

FY1i8D 
0$ntrlbWQn liD t99'4 1tts 1995 ill.5.llllla..U 8&.1dget 
UNF~1:9lon Actual Eslimat.o 11 8upplvrnantsl RlKoelv1d (P1ld) 11tt11111oi 

UNDOF 8~8 U,511f G,1194 (ft,H• 1,184 
Golan Hel9111a 

.U,1150 44."7;7 20,486 (20,411G S8,898 UNIFIL 
l.etlMon 

UNIKOM 3,:141 UH 1,085 ~.42& 

'~"' UNA\IEM II Ht.273 110.168 11,8'70 (0.970 112.072 
N!golt 

MINUR30 17.810 t0.000 
Silarl 

ONtw.l a.u .. :i,a~:i 
El 81lvlldar 

UNTAO ;111,1 ... •,SO! 
Clnlbodia 

UNPflOf'OR <159,722 165,141 506,04.9 388,170 211,403 
YugoataYll 

UNOSO~ll uo.w 
Son'4\Da 

18,937 1511,000 IM,00.C 

OHUMOZ t1D,72• 24,Mt 10,ne (10,7711 
MazM11!14ue 

UNFICYP 4,700 2.931 (2.931 S,718 Q/prul 
UNMIH 4M 56.1'7 "40,1158 (25.•33 lici1J 
UNOMIO UM •.•26 S,g71 CU71 5,:!10 Georp 

n.eo1 UNl'IMIR 1.107 45,2M Q.c,an "47.250 Rwal'tldl 
UNOMU" 32,174 

Rlllil\da 
UNMOT l,St4 sea 1,386 llJDdf.lan 
UN CM IL 

Libcrll 
12..2..51 U,ooo :i,21• ~,274 to.ooo 

SubCOlal 1,060,710 610.212 672,0DO 1142,.204 (1oe,eo1 <Mli.000 
AnoAMfOP~ 20,8"2 :23,a11a 
To~ 1,071,00) US,304 172.000 S42,.2Ci4 (109,551 4411,000 

llilOTE: tlll'IQl~I &180,074mlUfQr199"4 01JlMandi11g bilb. 
21 NIWI bills 11'1 FY 1996. 

b~ It« Qtt,sr l/JA. r-'1 .. "' /~ ~ "s-/ft1/ftdAJ 

fon,. /lrirj ...J.. · ~lt<-t4 OJJI#-. 
~~~ 

I~ Wl'-1- ~or 

Br. ""~'.6 



JUN-11-95 SAT 8:55 

Amgunt u.s. owes and Will_Q~e tor UNPRQJ:'OR 
(Dollor# in Millions) 

current BLlls outstandin~ (Covers up to 
June 30, 1995) $J96 

~xpected Additional Bill before Bxpartsion 
for July l to September lO, 1995 $123 

Total owed before Expansion $519 ---

P. 03 

Amount we can Pay Aftet...s;w.t.o.b.e.~ 1. 1995 Cat 2:$ percent. r.a..t..e.) 

Total t'om ~x 1995 at ZS percent rate $4a7 

i~aQns~n of UUPBQfOR - Six Months Costa 

At 30.~ ~ercent tate 
$414 million x 30,4\ 

At 2S percent rate 
$414 million z 25 \ 

---

$126 

$103 

NOTE: Although the UniteO States pays at a rate of 30.4 percent 
an4 will unilaterally re~uce the payment to a 25 percent rate 
as of October 1, 1995, the UN will continue to bill the u.s. at 
e Jl.2 percent ~ate 8nd will consider the difference an 
arrear;a~e. 



JUN-lf-9~ SAT a:sa 
-· .. ... --·. -- --,_......._... .. 

EstimoJ;e;, of Q~fRQFOR Reimtmrsement5 Eax;ned 
(Dollars in Millton2} 

P.04 

• 
~g4 10/J,.l94 - 3/.lJ.L.iS. 

UN 
Iota'l 

European 
Sha.r.e 

UK/French 
SA.u.e 

Military Personnel and 
Contin~ent Owned Eqpmt 454.8 259.2 95.5 

Basis for calculations: European forces amount to S7 percent 
of UN~ROPOR total end UK/French forces amount to 21 percent. 

Source: ~Financing of United Nations Protection Force," 
A/49/540 Add. 2 (3 May 1995), 



USG Funding/Assistance for the Former Yugoslavia 
International Affairs Budget (FL.rd.ion 150} 

$in Millions 

FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 
Budget .Account Actual Estimate Request 

Contrib. for Intl. Peacekeeping (C,PA-assessed) 
UNPROFOR 459.7 153.7 \1 

Peacekeeping Operations (PKO - volunta1Y) 
Sanctions Asst Monitors (Serbia) 11.2 17.0 
WM Crimes Tribw-aal 3.0 

Humanitarian Assistance: 
Disaster Assistance 30.6 40.0 12 

Food Aid (PL 480 Tdle II) 95] 58.0 
Migration & Refugees (MRA} 85.4 61.9 

Support for Eastern European 
Demoaacies (SEED) 43.3 59.6 
Food Aid (PL 480 Title I - Croatia) 10.0 0.0 

Economic Support Ftrds (Macedonia) 5.0 0.0 

TOTAL, FUNCTION 150 7439 ~ 

~1 Supplemental request of $506 milloo ror UNPROfOR not approprialed b1 Corgress. 
'2 $14.8 milfion in disaster as&lstance speii as of 6115195. 
\3 Eslimates or allocations are not made in adwnce of fiscal Yeel for emagency programs. 
\4 Oulay rate for Israel ESF equals 100%. 

211.4 

23.0 

NIAil 
N/Ar.s 

54.1 

114.9 
0.0 

0.0 

~ 

E 

~ . 
6116/95 -

( 
( 

~ --
c 
( 
( 

Outlay 
Ham 

100% 

69% 

25% 
64% 
75% 

5% 
57% 

25% /4 

.• .;.; 



JUN-17-95 SAT 8:57 P.06 

1994 Unreimbursed Expenditures for Peacekeeping-rel~te~ 
Activities in the Former Republic of Yugoslavia. Data were 
provide4 by contributinq nations and may not reflect the same 
assumptions or accounting methoas. 

The netherlands 

operation Sharp Guard: $14.6 million 

TOIAL; $1~.~ millign 

UNPROFOR~ $430 million 

UAV• overflights: $79.3 million 

UAV from Istrana $20.6 million 

ECMM $1.4 million 

TOTAL; '5~J...i..5 million~• 

BritaiD 

UNPROYOR $203.B million 

Operation Deny Flight $41.2 million 

Operation Sharp Guard $3.1 million 

carriet Group $31 million 

ECMM SS million 

lCFY Bor~er Mission $,62 million 

Sanctions Assistance Mission ·s.s million 

TQTAL; $28i_a22 million 

••Total report9d contributions during 1~94 were $843.$ million, 
less $96 million in reimbursements .from the UN; reimbursement 
figures were not broken out by operation. 

A glosssfy of operations is shown on the next page. 



r, U/ 

PRY: Former Republic of Yugoslgvia 

Sharp Guard; WEU & NATO-enforced blockade of FRY por~s on the 
Adriatic sea (1993-pre~ent) 

SCMl'I: European community Monitoring Mission, monitoring in the 1 

FRY (1992-present) 

Deny Fl1ght: NATO-enforce4 "no-fly" zone ove:t Bosnia 
(195»3-preaent) 

UNPROFOR: United Nations Protection Force (in FRY & FYRO~, 
1992-present) 

ICl'Y &order Mission: International Conference on For~er 
Yuqoslavia mission to monitor closure of the 
Serbia-Montenegro/Bosnia-Herzegovina border (1994-present) 

sanctions Assistance Mission: OSCE Sanctions Assistance 
Mission (SAMCOMM) to monitor sanctions along the Danube River 
in the FRY (1993-95) 
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United States Department of Slate 

Wasliinpn, D.C. 20520 

NON~REIMBURSED,CONTR.lbUI.lQNS TO UN PEACEKEEPING 

Inti:od.uction 

The attached matrix shows contributions reported by twelve 
countries, includin9 the United States, 'to peacekeeping 
activities conducted in accordance with United Nations security 
Council resolutions. The matrix intends to provide a 
•snapshot• of calendar year 1994. 

The c~iteria used in compiling this matrix were: (I) that the 
funds spent were not part of a country's regular or 
paacekeeping assessments for the UN: (2) that calculations of 
funds contributed used an •incremental• cost-basis (meaning the 
cost over and above what the country would have paid to 
maintain its troops/equipment had they riot participated in an 
cperation); and (3) that the operation(s) suppo~ted related 
directly to UN Security Council-authorized peacekeeping. 

The 11st does not reflect contributions which were more 
humanitarian than peacekeep~ng in nature. Contributions for 
CIVPOL, demining, infrastructure rebuilding, economic 
assi5tan~e and other activities not directly related to 
peacekeeping are not shown in this matri~. 

Each cuuntry prov1de0 this cost date in its own format, e.g. 
ezpenditures over a two-year period, expenditures durin9 a 
partieular fiscal year, etc. Thus the figures shown are, in 
some cases, our eztrapolations for calendar year 1994. There 
may also be unrecognized differences among countries' 
accounting methods or definitions of terms such as 
•incrementa~N that could slew thair figures. 

A 9lossary is provided at the back of this document to assist 
readers with unfamiliar acronyms and operations. 

Otf ice ot Peecekeapin9 an~ 
Humanitarian Operation~, 

Bureau of Inte~national 
otgen1zetions Affairs 

Apr11 11, 1995 



CQ•sax 

IOlf=!!!D(BQ!!S!D CanZJIWTJ()l!S m mr P!!GJFPRD!G 
(for llA3:Q Count:rie• plus Japan, Austz:alia) 

Costs ab.own are est:imatea or ·~Qa}Js for fiaciLl or ca1endar year 1994. 
ALL AH:XJll'1'S AU 3HOlilf nl U.S. DOLLARS. 

Ogeqtigp pr 
Pm:aJse 

Haiti 
(peacekeapiag') 

... eeet; 

1. 25 mil Ji on 

1.1. m..llion 

Bejn'eee a.....,gt; 

None 

VN»lll\ 1 • 6 mi 11.ion None 
(ai.d.i.ft and trdning, Mil.lwi. l>attal ioa) 

pt ffea crce 

6. B roi 11 ioa 

1.25 million 

l..1 mill.ion 

1-6 mi.11ion 

r.be lfetllerl..ancb 
rraq 36.3 mi..ll.ion None 36.3 ail..li.on 
Deny Flight 

!"RY 1 t. 6 ai.llion Hone u . 6 ail.l.i.oo. 
Sbaq> GuA.rd 

10, 750, 000. 

S0,900,.000. 

c 
c 



O)DJ:lm 

Fr•""'8 

Costs shown A.Ee estimate~ or .ctuala £or fiscai or calendar year 1994. 
ALL l.MOlJftS ARE SBCliftl' I1f 1'.S. DOLLABS. 

'111!1:;1 ilt i Dll m; 
Ppg>we 

llDIURSO 363,000 

ONZP'IL 21 million 

OllXKalf S .3 million 

UNTSO 1 million 

UBCHIG 34,000 

UNPl(W!'Ok 430 mill.ion 

~ 1.3 million 

ONOSAL ·sas,ooo 

Ob~ervers 3.7 •jllion. 
(in tn.am»1, MIM111'.SO r Ulft'SO) 

Iraq Bl million 
Southern Watch 

1bfaD.da 195 ai.lllon 
Operation rurquoiae 

Somalia 2. B million 
Restore llope 

FRr 79.3 million 
UAV* overflight~ 

rRY 20. B million 
UAV from Istrana 

FRY 1 . 4 aillion 
EOM 

pnjphpr.....,g. 
&pa OJI. 
:l.;f aqy 

See below 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

!H> mi 11 i o-n 

Di.ffere;gce 

See be.low 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

" 

• 

• 

• 

,. 

• 

• 

147,502,0QO. 

I 
a: 
t.:1 

u. 
:i: 



CQllXU 

Co11t• shown •re eati.Datea or actuals £or fiscal or caleiidar year 1994. 

Operpt jOll Ar 
Plu;pOllB 

tJJlP'ICl:P 

ALL l.NX1W'l"S All& SBOVIR IB ti. S. DOLLARS. 

6.5 rnillioa. 

pctMµrr qt 
fggm. tJRg 
U'&qy 

ft.5 w!Jlion 

Plaa small (lmder 100,DOO) contributions ta other PKOa. 

Peacekeeping 110. S mil.lion 1fi • 8 .m.f...lllOG 93. 7 million 

UBPROl"OR b.ti.s-
tance ~ rand 330,000 !lone 330,.000 

ONOM'.)Z 10, 2 raj 1 l j OD Bone 10. 2 ail lion 

~ l,.1 million lloce 1 . l mi.ll..ion 
(11ecurity f~ OlrZAC petrsmmel) 

tJNAMilt 3 llillion lif'QDe 3 million 

c. .. c 
::; 

.. .. -
CJ 
<.: 

Ci 
:i -
0 

(J 
Cl 

6,500,GOO. 

!ll, '700, 000. 
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Corts .shown are eetimatea oc ilctua1.s :for fiscal or calendar year 1994. 
ALL AH'.)OllTS Al\£ SHOllll D' U. S • DOLLARS. 

Operation or 
Ppreoae 

nr 41.2 .U..Uon. 
hny rligbt 

P'U' 3. l million 
Sharp Gc~d 

Fl.Y 31 •i JJ ion 
Carriei; Group 

ray s mil.l.i.on 
!CM( 

FRY 620,000 
:IaY Border Mission 

FllY 500,000 
SanctiOIUI A.s•iatance Hi.:saicn 

4f • 2 mi l 1 j on 

Iraq 18.3 IZ'illion 
Soutbe.Dl Kat.cb. 

'Bnjp1pg=rfP'¥¢ 
:hom mr. 
u BllJ' 

None 

Bone 

!lone 

Kone 

If one 

None 

Hone 

lfone 

Mone 

20).8 milliOD 

411. 2 tdllion 

3 . l mi.l.l..iom 

31 mill.ion 

5 &ill.ion 

620,000 

500,000 

Cf. 2 ail lion 

18 • .3 mill.ion 

34..7,720,C>OO. 

c... 
c: 
:z 

I 

-.. 
I 

cc 
(.J" 

er. 
::0 

a:: 
c: 
Cl 



U.S. 

:Xtal:J' 

Costs 8hOWD are eatimates Dr acl:aala for f'ucal Dr cal.end.u: year 199~. 
&LL AH:>t1HrS All.B SHOii& IR U.S. DOLI.AaS. 

Ogeyetjnn or 
Pm.poae 

!"Rr 

Bai.ti. - ..... 
Haiti. - Sa net.ions 

Sgmalia 

.Iraq 
Southorn Watch 

289 mill.ion 

1.96 - 8 lftil..llon 

65.8 mill.ion 

528 19j 11 j OD. 

333 aillion. 

UHOsa-1/0JllI"l'A!" I t53 million 
o~z 
( CODtril:nlti..ona above a.saea ame.nta) 

6. 6 aillion 

ftoimtmrn......rt 
ftm mr. 
i,£ Mr 

Mone 

Hone 

.None 

Noae 

Bono 

None 

2 B 9 lai..l.l..:i.oe 

19ti.8 IDil.l.icm 

65 • 8 ail.lion 

528 million 

333 rt\illlon 

1,,4-12. 600, 000. 

ii 53 ai.l.li.oa 

6.6 million 

45.9.,. 600 .. 000. 

AI>lln"IOHA.r. SUHO.RT, ROT QUANTI:PI:BD: .USB ~ lTALLUI AIRP:tEI.l>S Df SUPPORT OF UHPRO!'O!l; 
:ImERD:ICTION ms IN THE ADaIAl'I:c sr.a; OSB O!' ITAi IM BASES ll PISA AND BRIHDlS1 nr St}Pl'Ol\.'1' 
OF P.!.AC.!KEseDIG Of BRA~IOHS. 

c:..... 
~ , I --.I 

I 
CD 
<Tl 

Cll 

~ 

co 
0 
0 
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Coats shown are estimatas or actual• for fiscal or c~1endar year ~994. ·. 
ALL A¥>t>DJS All S.llONH DI O.S. DOLLARS. 

,..pt.i,gp m; 
Puzeowe 

lhw•uut 

P8.Y 5 • 8 aillion 
DX Moftitori.D9 lltiaa~cm 

nr 2. 6 .Ullon 
nu/Danube Operation 

FU 1. 2 m:U.Uoa 
Sanctiona Aaai.atance Missions 

P'IU' 364,000 
ICP'Y Border Mission 

rar 36. 2 a.ill ion 
Shaz:p Guard 

OHPRO!OR. ll. t million 
BqUipment 

15,5 million 

Bejmlzpre=ept 
frtw JJR, 
i.f am 

None 

Booe 

Hone 

Ilona 

2 million 

"* Hot inc1udi.ng costs fer MXI' participation. ' 

S. 8 mil.Ii.on 

2. 6 ail.lion 

1.2 ..UUon 

364,000 

36 .2 mill.ioa 

1.1. il million 

13.5 nil.l..iOJl 

!fot;a,l 

57, 56-t., 000. 

:13,500,000. 



mM'* 

Canarbi 

Coat• shown·~ eat.inates or &etual.11 fo::: fi.scal or cale~ year 199t. 

Qll•r•tism n 
PJIQP3o 

UHPROl(ll\ 

rRY 
Sba.Ep Guard 

1JR>OF 

UlfTSO 

UllAMIR 

UllITA!' 

UH!'Z:Cn> 

O!RJMOZ 

MIHU1tSO 

ALL AU:>OlftS ME S HQllDI' IH 11. S. DOLLAlUi • 

99 .1 million 

6.5 mill.ion 

3. 4 nil Hon 

536,000 

18. 2 Billion 

8 • 5 mill.ion 

] . 1 :ailJ.iOJ:l 

179,.000 

179,000 

Bejplzgr...,e111; 
fqa. JDI. 
if agy 

44.2 r&1...ll..ioa 

Hone 

2.8 million 

Ilona 

17 . ., mil.l.iOll 

Hone 

893,000 

Mone 

179,00Q 

54. 9 ai1lion 

6.5 aillloa 

600,000 

536,00D 

500,000 

B.5 11.i.llion 

207,000 

119,GOO 

Bone 

(NOTS: $71,922.000 is tmclwsive of all Ull assesBIQent.s; amount• spent reflect on.ly ill.c:gaantal. coats. 
Wi tional ly, Canack pa.rti cipated ln or other'IP'is a • uppo.cted t!>-e foll.ow i.ng ope :rati.oa.s : ECHM {FIU") , 
DElflC 1'LIGll'1' (FJa), OBSCXIM, lJllllCLll{. In the•e ~ration.s, Canada either incurs:&d no inCl:lmantal. 
costs 0.1: co.rt.a we%'e met. bf tm reimlb11raement.111. 
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(l 
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GLOSSAla": 
llOll-BBIHIJYRSEQ PE.ACEICKEPJNQ COBTBlBQTIONS MA'll\lJ 

FRY: Former Republic of .Yugoslavia 

rYl\OK; ~ormer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

Sharp Guar~: WEU & NATO-enforced blockade of FRY ports on the 
Adriatic~e~ (1993-present) 

8CMM: European Community Monitoring Mission, monitoring in the 
FRY (1992-present) 

UHAMia: un1ted Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda 
(1993-present) 

DeDr Flight: NATO-enforced •no-fly" zone over Bosnia 
(1993-present) 

MINURSO: United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western 
Sahara (1991-present) 

OllIFIL; united Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (1978-present} 

URIKOM: United Nations Iraq-Kuwait Observation Mission 
(1991-present) 

utnliO: United Nations Treaty Supervi3ion Operation (Jerusalem, 
1948-present) 

UNOMIG: United Nations Observer Mission in Geor.oia 
(1993-present) 

URPROFOR; United Nations Protection Poree (in FRY & FYROM, 
1992-pre••nt) 

UNMZH: United Nations Mission in Haiti (1995-present) 

ONUSAla: united Nations Observer Mission in El Salvador 
(1991-present) 

Southern Watch: u.s. mllitary-enfo~ced "no-fly- zone in 
southern Iraq (1992-present) 

Operat~OD ~rquo!se: French-led multinational coalition force 
to safeguard civilians in southwest Rwanda an~ eastern Zaire 
(1994) 

Reutora Hope: U.S. military relief mission in Somalia (1992-93) 

UBFICYP: united Nations Force in Cyprus (1964-present) 

ONUMOZ: unitea Nations Operation in Mozambique (1992-94) 

URTAC: United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia 
(1992-1993) 
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XCl'T DOrder Mission: International Conference on Former 
Yugoslavia mission to monitor closure of the 
Serbia-Montenegro/Bosnia-Herzegovina border (1994-present) 

r, HJ 

!Dm": Multinational Force, U.S.-leO coalition force in Hait! 
(1994-5)~ 

UHXTA!': United Nations Interim Task Force (Somalia, 1992-93) 

UR Mcinitor1ng Hiaslon: part of UNPROFOR (see above) 

'HEU/Danube Operation: OSCE Sanctions Assistance Mission 
(SAMCOMM) to monitor sanctions along the Danube River in the 
FRY (1993-95) 

UBDOP: United Nations Observer Force on the Golan Heights 
( 19·74-prasent) 

utt5COM: united Nations Special Commission, monitorin9 Iraqi 
compliance with UN Security Council resolutions reqarding 
weapons of msss destruction (1991-present) 

Dxatte4~IO/PHOiGStettenbauer 
04/ll/95 SEVNPKO 1998 
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