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MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AMC

FROM: SSGT DAVID E. DORNBURGH


1419 MENOHER DRIVE


ANDREWS AFB, MD 20762

SUBJECT: After Action Report, Deployment in Support of Operation Joint Forge,

12 Mar 00 – 15 Jun 00.

1.
This after action report is prepared IAW AFFARS Appendix CC, paragraph CC-502-4a(3).

2.
The following is information regarding the contingency itself:


Deployed Location: Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina.


Duration of Deployment: 12 Mar 00 – 15 Jun 00.

Contingency Purpose: In support of Operation JOINT FORGE.  Provided contracting support to NATO forces and those of 38 SFOR Troop contributing nations throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Croatia.  This operation was in the sustainment phase of deployment.

3.
Potential Sources of Supply:

a. Host Nation Support: Three national entities exist in the area of responsibility; Bosnian Federation, Republic of Srpska, and Croatia. However, it was difficult to impose compliance among the three entities despite having many agreements in existence.  Several Memorandums of Understanding were created during this deployment, but it is unlikely support will be any different, since there is no way to enforce compliance.

b. United States Embassy: Located in Sarajevo at the Residency Compound.  Support was not required due to the operation being in the sustainment mode.  The embassy was only a few minutes drive from our office, and phone lines were usually in operation, so support could have been sought if needed.

c. Servicing United States Military Installations: There are numerous NATO and National Support Element compounds located within the area of responsibility.

d. Problems encountered with the Contracting Process:

1. United State’s rules and Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) did not apply.  All NATO procurement guidance was contained within 40 pages of the Allied Countries Europe (ACE) directive 60-70.  Learning a new contracting system with different rules took some getting used to.  There was ample room for interpretation, which leads to some initial problems for a contracting officer used to the U.S system.  The official title for a NATO Contracting Officer is Purchasing and Contracting (P & C) Officer.  This deployment did provide a great contingency environment, however if someone new to contacting were deployed here, they would have to keep in mind that business is done much differently here, than compared to United States.

2. Obtaining passes for contractors to enter installations was not a problem.

3. Customers usually provided adequate item descriptions for low-dollar purchase orders. However, there were numerous difficulties in obtaining complete Statements of Work when large dollar services or open-ended contracts needed to be awarded.  Part of the problem could be attributed to the language barrier resulting from the multi-national nature of the operation.  Plus, the other nations were not familiar with the way NATO did contracting business.  A majority of the errors decreased as Theater Allied Contracting Office (TACO) continued to educate the customers on the procurement process.

4. Funds were obtained from many sources. NATO P & C Officers obligated the NATO funds as well as funds from other nations.  Donated funds were more than likely to be used for that nation’s special projects such as de-mining operations and national intelligence centers.

5. The currency rate fluctuated quite often; therefore the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) issued exchange rates every other week.  Depending on where the contractor was located, different currencies were used and it was a great benefit to have an updated exchange rate.  The contract was not always awarded in the currency from which the contractor was located, a lot depended on where the contractor was getting their supplies.

6. Contracting was also responsible for the issuance and control of customs and tax free forms.  Although three people were assigned as customs and administrative clerks, this area often had a major impact in the delay of receiving goods, often paralyzing contracting.  The biggest issue was ensuring compliance by customers when dealing with 38 represented nations and border crossing into an unstable nation.

7. No IMPAC Card or Budget Office Cash account existed. This complicated purchases when we could not find a local company and had to use the Internet as a source for purchases.  Checks or purchases orders were not accepted in all cases.  This was resolved through advanced payments, but this procedure took up a lot of valuable time, and delayed getting the item to the customer.  For in country purchase orders and contracts the contractor could receive cash payment rather than EFT, this was simpler because the contractor could easily visit the budget office.

8. Low dollar purchases presented another problem. Because no IMPAC purchase procedures existed, all purchase requests had to be made through normal procedures, and the issuing of a purchase order.  There have been discussions to open a cash account at the budget office where customers can receive the low-dollar funds to go and purchase the items themselves on the local economy.  This will be advantageous to TACO by reducing their time spent on small dollar purchases.

9. Warrant Levels for the P & C Officers were to low. Other than the Chief, TACO, all others are warranted at level D or $124,250.00.  Contingency contracting officers are issued at a minimum warrants of $200,000.00.  This also ties into another problem of awarding contracts, anything above $19,500.00 had to be awarded using formal contracting procedures for NATO.  The combination of these two often lead to long delays in awarding the simplest of purchase orders.  Something needs to be worked out at a higher level, when U.S. CCO’s are assigned to these positions. Unlike most other nations (they don’t have contracting officers) we are trained for this type of operation and don’t need our hands tied.

e. Local Transportation, Billeting, and Communication Resource Availability:  Services were already in place using such instruments as open-end contracts and basic ordering agreements. Phone services were complex and often down.  The Government controlled the phone companies and rather than use minutes to determine phone use for invoicing, they used pulses.  Pulses were rather hard to define and different pulse rates were used based on the distance made by each phone call.  U.S. personnel were not allowed to use most public transportation, the exception was taxicabs.  Most units had their own assigned vehicles; TACO itself had four assigned vehicles.

1. There was one all-encompassing Base Support and Operation (BOS) contract with a Contractor for Camp Ilidza.  With the closing of Camp Ilidza and the movement of SFOR personnel to Camp Butmir, a similar arrangement for base support was being sought.  The entire SFOR Troop population should be accommodated at Camp Butmir by Sept 2000.

2. Cellular phone were in wide spread use amongst SFOR Troops.  Existing contracts were used to provide this service or each nation used their own money to purchase local service.

f. Adequacy of Facilities: The TACO office was located at Tito Barracks. Tito Barracks was approximately a 15-20 minute walk to downtown Sarajevo and 15-20 minute drive from both Camp Butmir and Camp Ilidza. Before the war, Tito Barracks was a military installation for the Sarajevo valley.  During the war it was destroyed and an Italian Construction Brigade along with SFOR have made about a ¼ of the buildings inhabitable.  Within weeks after my departure from the region, the TACO office will be moving to Camp Butmir.  The Italian Army Brigade, Turkish Army Battalion, and a Mine Ordnance Team will be the only remaining units at Tito Barracks.  In our facility only the first floor was usable for a living and working area.  The second floor had some slight damage from shelling, this area was used by TACO and the Warehouse personnel next door to store material in, and with a little work it could have been upgraded.  The third floor was badly damaged by shelling; the roof was not in good condition and when it rained it often leaked all the way down to the first floor. The first floor also doubled as the Military personnel living area.  Everyone had their own room and the TACO conference room doubled as our day room. It was equipped with television, satellite service, and VCR. There was also a refrigerator and microwave.  Next door in the warehouse we had access to Kitchen facilities and workout equipment. Along with the warehouse personnel, we were able to put in a weekly food order. All in all, TACO was a self-sufficient unit.

g. Deployed Commander Support: Contracting was designated as the Theater Allied Contracting Office (TACO) since all the regional offices were closed.  TACO fell under/worked with the Theater Head of Contracts (THOC), who was under the command of CJ-8, head of budget and finance.  Command support was adequate and TACO usually received what was needed from command.

h. Specific Problems at Location: NATO contracting is vastly different from standard Air Force contingency contracting.  There is very little of what we practice during exercises that apply in this environment. Although there are NATO regulations in existence, deviations from those regulations were often applied.  The intention here is not to say the system is bad, but to say it is not what is outlined in Appendix CC. One of the things that can fray the nerves is trying to apply standards and guidelines to improve the process.  There were many contracts in place that TACO or previous contracting personnel had nothing to do with.  This lead to SFOR writing an SOP for contracting, that would apply to all. TACO can teach the other nations about the acquisition process.  This should help to take customers mind set from that of build–up phase of the contingency operation to one of sustainment, where guidelines at set and adhered to.

1. National PX: Concessionaire contracts were used for national exchanges, such as Italy, Germany, Norway, French, and Netherlands, a standard SOW was for all, with a part of their profits going into to the MWA fund, they also paid a monthly fee for utilities.  When these contracts were original set up there was no standardization, smaller business were paying more for utilities and MWA fees than larger business. After nearly a month of discussions, it was decided that the monthly contribution fees would be based on square meters of the facility.

2. Land Leases: There were several contracts for property and home leases due to expanded operations and the housing of intelligence personnel.  Despite previous suggestions from contracting officers deployed here in regards to more SFOR property management oversight, there is still a continuous problems with such things as vandalism, landlord/tenant disagreements, and security problems. 

3. De-Mining Operation Support: TACO supported de-mining operations by procuring de-mining machines, metal detectors, body armor, de-mining personnel, and dog teams. However, it is estimated it will take many years to de-mine the entire valley. During my 90-day tenure, 10 mines were found at Camp Butmir by contractors excavating land to begin construction projects.  It can neither be confirmed nor denied that current buildings at Camp Butmir were built over mines that were not detected.  Also, three children, two boys age 10 and one girl age 7, lost their lives on one of the mountain slopes.  The basic rule of thumb is; only walk on hardened surfaces.

i. Engineering Workload: Despite information that the previously named RACO was to receive responsibility for all engineering workload in the theater, TACO has yet to take on all responsibility for such contracts.  In the IFOR days before TACO, the Engineering Support Service (ESS) group was the predominate support for engineering services, they designed awarded and administrated the contracts.  TACO was not involved anywhere in this process. Through a contracting officer assigned to SHAPE in Brussels, Belgium most of the construction projects for Camp Butmir fell under ESS.  An audit was conducted on this organization while I was in theater.  The outcome was that this organization will be brought under the control of SFOR or disbanded.

j. Force Protection: Depending on what force protection rules were in effect, TACO operations could be severely limited.  Several times during my stay the Americans went to a heightened state of alert.  During these times we were restricted to camp, unless we were on official business, had to travel in pairs, and carried our weapons, with clips inserted. 

k. PERSCO: The lack of good communication between PERSCO in Germany, and PERSCO in theater often lead to missing the pickup of incoming personnel.  The best way to find out about replacements and when they were arriving was to contact them personally. This was fine until they arrived in Germany and had limited means of communication.

4.
Recommendations: NATO regulations and procedures weren’t flexible enough in a contingency environment to do the job without having an impact on contract award times.  The lack of some sort of credit card buying vehicle lead to a large amount of time being devoted to doing purchase orders for what we in the states would buy with the IMPAC card, by the end user without contracting involvement.  No contracting contingency equipment needs to be taken to theater, however a laptop is handy.  Not being able to wear civilian clothing down town when doing business or off duty was starting to wear on the local civilian population.  This policy was only in place for the Sarajevo valley, when TDY to Croatia the wearing of military uniform is strictly forbidden.  There are no gender restrictions for this location vendors will work with anyone.

5.
If you have any question, please feel free to call me at DSN: 858-1903.








DAVID E. DORNBURGH, SSgt, USAF








SFOR Purchasing & Contracting Officer
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