13 Sep 01

MEMORANDUM FOR:  HQ PACAF 

      130 Douglas St., Suite 120

      Hickam AFB HI 96853-5000

FROM: 3 CONS/LGCA- SSgt Jondreau

10480 22nd Street  

Elmendorf AFB AK 99506-5000

SUBJECT: After Action Report, Istres AB, France   

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

2.  The following is information regarding the contingency itself:

Deployed Location:  Istres France

Deployed CCOs:  SSgt Pamela Jondreau.

Duration of Site Survey:  Unknown

Duration of Deployment:  09 Dec 01 – 17 Mar 01

Contingency Purpose:  In support of Operation Joint Forge

3.  Potential Sources of Supply:  There were plenty of local sources and majority of items were easily obtained.  Most businesses worked independent of each other but were very friendly and easy to work with, all more than willing to do business with the U. S.  Some computer equipment standards were not the same and therefor had to be purchased from U.S. sources.  This made for long delivery times however, with the use of commercial shipping companies and the use of military aircraft majority of the items were received in a reasonable amount of time.  Support was also received from local bases in Italy and Germany for some limited computer equipment, mostly just what they had on hand for cables and tools.

The French air base offered limited support.  Upon my arrival there was no hard copy of any support agreements on file.  I noted that several documents, such as the hanger lease, made reference to support agreements in place.  I spoke with the 16 EABS commander  and 16 AEW in Aviano, Italy and both unaware of any support agreements.  I tried to make contact with the local US consulate in Marseilles, France and then with the US Embassy in Paris, France.  Both failed to return phone calls and e-mails sent by both the 16 EABS commander and myself.  During that time I was speaking to the 16 AEW/JA and briefly mentioned our search for the support agreement documents.  He was able to obtain the documents from USAFE/JAI and forward them to me via E-mail.  There were three separate support agreement dealing with the French and the USAF.  Although each gave their own reference to logistical support for the US there was nothing that pertained specifically to contracting actions except limited support during times of war.  

4.  Problems encountered with the Contracting Process:  The language barrier proved to be almost a non-existent barrier.  There was one full time civilian contracted interpreter whose primary duties were to assist contracting and two military linguists who offered limited support.  Majority of the IMPAC buys were off the shelf and an interpreter was not even required.  The interpreter’s did play a primary role in all service contracts and the lodging BPA’s.  

The interpreter’s were also pivotal in resolving unpaid invoices with DFAS and local contractors.  This was an ongoing problem that unfortunately a 90-day tour could not resolve.  There we invoices that were 5 plus months past due.  My predecessor did not inform me of any problems and it took me about a month to find out about the unpaid bills.  In my dealings with DFAS they didn’t appear to have a set way of processing invoices.  The individual that I dealt with regarding Istres changed at least three times during my tour and there was no continuity from one person to the next, in contracting and in DFAS.  Each person requested different information on the DD 250’s and invoices and it became extremely difficult to keep track of the changes.  Many contractors became frustrated with this and at times refused to continue to perform business with the US if they did not receive payment in 30 days.  In most cases when this threat was made payment was made rather quickly.

One such company was France Telecom.  When I was notified of this problem and did some research and noted that there was no contract in place with France Telecom.  Turns out that 16 EABS/CS had been using a MORD via Aviano for all local, long distance and cellular services.  I spoke with the 16 EABS/FM and 16 AEW/FM as to why we would have a MORD in place for this service for approximately 5 years.  Neither FM could clearly explain the use of a MORD other than its used to set aside funds for something we are not sure how much the cost will be nor why one would be in place for such an extended amount of time.  After some discussion with the 16 EABS/CC and the 16 AEW/JA is was decided to set up two separate contract s with France Telecom, one for cellular services and one for long distance services.  I had the interpreter explain to France Telecom that since they were the only company in France to provide such services that we would like to remedy the situation and if they could agree to give us some extra time we could ensure that they receive payment.  I set up a BPA for cellular services and had payment made by IMPAC.  This would eliminate DFAS from the picture, as far as the contractor was concerned, and ensured that the contractor received payment on time each month.  An additional BPA was in the process of being set up for local and long distance service but was not complete prior to my departure.  16 EABS/FM stated that they would research the past due payments along with 16 EABS/CS.

During my tour an AF audit was conducted on the IMPAC program.  Due to my previous experience as a program coordinator I was able to answer all the questions easily and accurately. The auditor was not well versed in the contracting process nor in IMPAC procedures, I spent a fair amount of time reviewing the IMPAC guidance and FAR regulations with him.  To give you an idea, he didn’t know that contracting could exceed the $2500 limit if the purchase was supported by a written agreement (BPA’s in our case).  And was unaware of the fact that a Contracting Officers warrant could be signed by the home base commander and not the deployed commander, nor what the SAT stood for when referring to the threshold.  Although Aviano was criticized for not conducting an inspection in the past five years, 16 EABS had no findings.

Although the audit went well I thought the IMPAC program was not managed well by previous CCO’s.  I found several purchases that were not logged in properly or ones that were logged but never purchased.  This created problems with reconciling the balance at the end of the month and a lot of time was wasted researching the mistakes.  There was also some delay in receiving the cards in a timely manner.  I had faxed a copy of my IMPAC training prior to my departure so card could be ordered prior to my arrival.  I didn’t receive the cards until almost a month after I arrived on station.  This was a problem because majority of the business is conducted by IMPAC.  We were able to conduct business around this but since most of the funds are allocated to IMPAC several buys were put on hold.  I made sure that my replacement sent her training certificate and her cards were in place prior to my departure.  I spoke with PERSCO to have a line remark that will be added to orders stating that IMPAC training must be done and a copy of the certificate forwarded to Aviano NLt 60 days prior to departure.  This should help elevate the problem in the future.

Most internal problems were fixed with customer training.  A local IMPAC request form was used and was very simple to complete.  AF Form 9’s were used for all other purchases along with very simple statements of work.  I developed a customer guide on the contracting procedures in France for IMPAC and small dollar service agreements.  I also established a power point presentation for BPA training so that mass training could be conducted for each new rotation of personnel.  Previous CCOs appeared to just brief individually although I could not confirm this as there was no continuity records.  

Upon my arrival I reviewed what appeared to be a continuity book.  This book had not been updated in several years, as the IMPAC and Appendix CC regulations had been out of date for several years now.  This had caused my predecessor to make an illegal IMPAC purchased because of the out of date regulations.  The vendor listing was not current, the list of contracts was not up to date, no copies of support agreements, no customer training guides or handouts, lessons learned or meeting notes.  I proceeded to up date the book as time permitted and materials became available and made sure to inform my replacement to ensure that this process continues.

The currency rate remained very stable for IMPAC purchases.  We were able to forecast our approximate spending in US dollars and then balance out at the end of each billing period.  The exchange rate for French Franks and Euros set by DFAS was used for all other contracts and this did not fluctuate. Due to the mandatory use of the Euro by DFAS all contracts except those paid by IMPAC had to show the value in US dollars, French Franks and Euros.

5.  Local Transportation, Billeting, and Communication Resource Availability:  Vehicles were leased on a BPA from three different car rental companies.  Contracting was provided with a small van.  Although everyone, including the commanders was required to share a vehicle, contracting did not have to share due to our varied work schedule and nature of use of the vehicle.  Due to the smaller size of vehicles in France the van was acceptable although, at times a larger vehicle was required.  Trucks were rented on a case by case basis, the frequency did not mandate a constant need for a vehicle on hand.

Billeting rooms were reserved at about 10 different hotels in the local area.  Contracting was located with in 15 minutes of the base and the facilities were suitable.  All hotel contractors were very happy to serve the “Americans” and were more than hospitable.  Communications were satisfactory.  Limited commercial local and long distance lines were available but were usually not busy.  There were very limited DSN lines available and the 16 EABS/CC had limited use of all but one line to the operations flight and commanders.  This made making official business DSN calls very difficult.  I spoke with the 16 EABS/CC and 16 EABS/CS about this and was told make commercial long distance calls.  I did not find this solution cost effective but complied with the decision.  Although this was time consuming it was only a temporary delay to the contracting process.

The work environment was satisfactory.  Everyone deployed to Istres worked out an extremely large hanger (this could house approximately 10 or more KC-135 at one time).  At one end of the hanger were offices where most support functions operated.  Contracting shared an office space with the admin support for the commanders.  This office was directly next to the 16 EABS/CC, for whom you also directly worked.  The area did not leave a lot of working space, nor room for contracting customers.  There was only one additional chair and no space to conduct any business other than a small desk.  Being co-located with admin took up additional time as we were constantly expected to answer questions and answer their phones.  I suggested moving the office, as there was plenty of space and communications support, but was told no. 

Although it is usually recommended that contracting work directly for the commander I believe that we were at a disadvantage in this situation.  Contracting was not kept abreast of a lot of changes/events because the commander would fail to brief me on things.  Although I attended weekly staff meetings there were other decisions made outside of these meetings more often than not I found out changes in events by word of mouth.  I feel it would benefit the contracting office as a whole to be relocated to a different office with more space and privacy and work directly for the logistics flight chief. 

6.  Special personnel requirements:  I had an extremely difficult time obtaining my civilian clothing allowance.  Due to the fact that we were not allowed to wear our uniform off base, I spent majority of my time in civilian clothing.  The line remark was left off my orders and although previous people received the allowance it became an issue during my tour.  It was not until about 4 months after my tour was over that I finally receive the approval for the allowance.  During a meeting with PERSCO all line remarks were reviewed.  Initially the 16 EABS/CC refused to add that remark to contracting.  Only after PERSCO pointed out that previous personnel had the approval did he agree, but this change didn’t effect my tour.  Afterwards it was brought to my attention that contracting had too many remarks and they would not all fit.  I reviewed the list with PERSCO trying to consolidate some of the remarks.  After consulting with the 16 EABS/CC it was decided to have the remarks require a level II, SSgt, with IMPAC training, warrant and civilian clothes allowance.  I do not know if or when these changes would take effect.  I was a little surprised that I was able to make a decision as to what the remarks should read as I could of easily swayed the opinion to have the slot downgraded to a level I with a three skill level.  My orders requested at least 8 years experience and although I fell short of that requirement by more than a year I felt I was able to perform all work adequately.  I do not feel that someone with less then 6 –8 years experience would be able to complete the job no matter what level of training they hold.  It will take a well-rounded person who understands BPA’s and IMPAC very well to do an adequate job.  As a SSgt I ran into a few people who did not want to listen to what I had to say but the commander backed me 100% and made that clear to anyone who questioned my authority as a CCO.

7. Overall, this was a very good learning experience.  It was great having the opportunity to deploy in a contingency situation and would welcome the opportunity again.  If anyone has any questions or needs further information please contact SSgt Pamela Jondreau at DSN 317-552-2237.

PAMELA J JONDREAU, SSgt, USAF

Contingency Contracting Officer

