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MILITARY OPERATIONS

High-Level DOD Action Needed to
Address Long-standing Problems with
Management and Oversight of
Contractors Supporting Deployed Forces

What GAO Found

DOD continues to face long-standing problems that hinder its management
and oversight of contractors at deployed locations. DOD has taken some
steps to improve its guidance on the use of contractors to support deployed
forces, addressing some of the problems GAO has raised since the mid-
1990s. However, while the Office of the Secretary of Defense is responsible
for monitoring and managing the implementation of this guidance, it has not
allocated the organizational resources and accountability to focus on issues
regarding contractor support to deployed forces. Also, while DOD’s new
guidance is a noteworthy step, a number of problems we have previously
reported on continue to pose difficulties for military personnel in deployed
locations. For example:

¢« DOD continues to have limited visibility over contractors because
information on the number of contractors at deployed locations or the
services they provide is not aggregated by any organization within DOD
or its components. As a result, senior leaders and military commanders
cannot develop a complete picture of the extent to which they rely on
contractors to support their operations. For example, when Multi-
National Force-Iraq began to develop a base consolidation plan, officials
were unable to determine how many contractors were deployed to bases
in Iraq. They therefore ran the risk of over-building or under-building the
capacity of the consolidated bases.

e DOD continues to not have adequate contractor oversight personnel at
deployed locations, precluding its ability to obtain reasonable assurance
that contractors are meeting contract requirements efficiently and
effectively at each location where work is being performed. While a lack
of adequate contract oversight personnel is a DOD-wide problem,
lacking adequate personnel in more demanding contracting
environments in deployed locations presents unique difficulties.

¢ Despite facing many of the same difficulties managing and overseeing
contractors in Iraq that it faced in previous military operations, we found
no organization within DOD or its components responsible for
developing procedures to systematically collect and share its
institutional knowledge using contractors to support deployed forces. As
a result, as new units deploy to Iraq, they run the risk of repeating past
mistakes and being unable to build on the efficiencies others have
developed during past operations that involved contractor support.

e Military personnel continue to receive limited or no training on the use
of contractors as part of their pre-deployment training or professional
military education. The lack of training hinders the ability of military
commanders to adequately plan for the use of contractor support and
inhibits the ability of contract oversight personnel to manage and
oversee contractors in deployed locations. Despite DOD’s concurrence
with our previous recommendations to improve such training, we found
no standard to ensure information about contractor support is
incorporated in pre-deployment training.
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The U.S. military has long used contractors to provide supplies and
services to deployed U.S. forces. However, the scale of contractor support
the Department of Defense (DOD) relies on today in locations such as Iraq
and elsewhere throughout Southwest Asia has increased considerably
from what DOD relied on during previous military operations, such as
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm and in the Balkans. Moreover,
DOD'’s reliance on contractors continues to grow. The Army alone
estimates that almost 60,000 contractor employees currently support
ongoing military operations in Southwest Asia. By way of contrast, an
estimated 9,200 contractor personnel supported military operations in the
1991 Gulf War.' Similarly, the spending on contractors supporting
deployed forces is significant. For example, spending on DOD'’s single
largest contract supporting U.S. forces in Southwest Asia—the Army’s
Logistics Civil Augmentation Program (LOGCAP)—was about $15.4 billion
between 2001 and 2004.” Today, contractors provide deployed U.S. forces
with communication services; interpreters who accompany military
patrols; base operations support (e.g., food and housing); weapons
systems maintenance; intelligence analysis; and a variety of other support.
Many of these contractors live and work side by side with their military
counterparts and share many of the same risks and hardships.

Since 1997, we have reported on DOD’s management and training
shortcomings related to its use of contractor support to deployed forces.?
In June 2003, we issued our first comprehensive review of DOD’s
management and oversight of contractor support to deployed forces,

"Estimated figures are used because neither DOD nor the services have a single point that
collects information on contracts that support deployed forces.

*Established in 1985, LOGCAP is an Army program that preplans for the use of global
corporate resources to support worldwide contingency operations. In the event that U.S.
forces deploy, contractor support is then available to a military commander as an option.

3See the end of this report for a list of prior GAO reports and testimonies on the use of
contractors to support deployed U.S. forces.
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focusing our efforts in the Balkans and Southwest Asia.’ We reported that
(1) DOD used contractors for a wide range of services; (2) DOD and the
services had not identified essential services provided by contractors or
developed backup plans for those services; and (3) guidance and contract
language and oversight varied within DOD and the services, creating
challenges that might hinder the efficient use of contractors. We made
several recommendations to the Secretary of Defense to improve DOD’s
guidance, training, and contractor visibility at all levels of command,
recommendations that DOD broadly agreed with. Moreover, we have
established that clear policies, procedures, criteria, and management
oversight are needed to help agencies use resources effectively and
efficiently to meet organizational and program objectives.” However, our
audit work on related subjects since 2003 indicated that DOD continued to
face difficulties regarding its use of contractors to support deployed
forces.

Because of continued congressional interest in DOD’s use of contractors
to support deployed forces, we prepared this report under the Comptroller
General’s statutory authority to conduct evaluations on his own initiative.
Specifically, our objective was to determine the extent to which DOD has
improved its management and oversight of contractors supporting
deployed forces since our last comprehensive review of this issue in 2003.
We focused our efforts in Iraq and elsewhere in Southwest Asia.

To address our objective, we met with and obtained documentation from
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff, and service
headquarters officials to review changes to key DOD and service guidance
and obtain a comprehensive understanding of their efforts in addressing
the issues raised in our 2003 report. We visited select DOD components
based on their responsibilities for contract management, such as the
Defense Contract Management Agency, and various service commands in
the United States, including the Army Materiel Command, to discuss their
roles in managing and overseeing contractors in deployed locations. We
also interviewed staff officers from six combat units that had been

‘See GAO, Military Operations: Contractors Provide Vital Services to Deployed Forces
but Are Not Adequately Addressed in DOD Plans, GAO-03-695 (Washington, D.C.: June 24,
2003).

’See GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government,

GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1 (Washington, D.C.: November 1999) and Internal Control
Management and Evaluation Tool, GAO-01-1008G (Washington, D.C.: August 2001).
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Results in Brief

deployed to Iraq between 2003 and 2006 to discuss their experiences with
contractors at deployed locations. We traveled to Iraq and Kuwait to meet
with deployed combat units, installation commanders, headquarters
personnel, and other military personnel responsible for contracting and
contract management at deployed locations. In addition, we met with 26
U.S. and foreign contractors providing a variety of services to DOD at
deployed locations to discuss their perspectives on contracting and
contract management issues. We conducted our review from August 2005
through October 2006 in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Details on our scope and methodology are contained in
appendix I.

Although DOD has taken action to improve its guidance on the use of
contractors to support deployed forces since our 2003 report, a number of
long-standing problems continue to hinder DOD’s management and
oversight of contractors at deployed locations. Steps DOD has taken
include amending its acquisition regulations to add standardized
deployment language for contracts that may require contractors to
accompany U.S. forces deployed outside the United States and, in October
2005, issuing the first DOD-wide instruction on the use of contractors to
support deployed forces, which addresses some of the problems we have
previously raised. However, we have concerns that DOD components are
not implementing this instruction. For example, while the instruction
assigns responsibility for monitoring and managing its implementation to
the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics and
Materiel Readiness, there is no focal point within this office responsible
for issues regarding contractor support to deployed forces. According to
officials within the office, given the multiple issues they are responsible
for, implementing the instruction or taking other steps to improve DOD’s
management and oversight of contractors supporting deployed forces is a
lower priority. Ultimately, while DOD’s new guidance is a good first step
towards improving the department’s management and oversight of
contractors, the department continues to face problems, including:

Limited visibility over contractors and contractor activity: While DOD
policy since 1990 has recognized the importance of having visibility over
the number of contractors providing essential services to U.S. forces and
the services they provide, DOD continues to lack the capability to provide
senior leaders and military commanders with information on the totality of
contractor support to deployed forces. Having this information is
important in order for military commanders to incorporate contractor
support into their planning efforts. For example, senior military
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commanders in Iraq told us that when they began to develop a base
consolidation plan for Iraq they had no source to draw upon to determine
how many contractor employees were located on each installation. As a
result, they ran the risk of overbuilding or underbuilding the capacity of
the consolidated bases. Similarly, commanders need visibility over the
number of contractor employees residing on an installation in order to
make informed decisions regarding base operations support (e.g., food
and housing) and force protection. Having limited visibility can also
unnecessarily increase contracting costs to the government. For example,
according to an Army Materiel Command official, the Army estimates that
because of their limited visibility over contractors at deployed locations
and the government services they are entitled to, about $43 million is lost
every year on free meals being provided to contractor employees who are
also receiving a per diem allowance for food. DOD’s October 2005
instruction requires the department to maintain by-name accountability of
contractors deploying with the force. The Army has taken steps to develop
a database that could provide this accountability for all DOD components
and help military commanders incorporate contractor support into their
planning efforts. However, at the time of our review, this database was still
in development, and officials involved with this effort told us that greater
involvement by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, which is
responsible for designating a database to provide this accountability, will
be needed to direct all DOD components to use this database and resolve
some additional institutional obstacles.

Lack of adequate contract oversight personnel: Although having the right
people with the right skills to oversee contractor performance is critical to
ensure the efficient and effective use of contractors, most contract
oversight personnel we met with told us DOD does not have adequate
personnel at deployed locations. Having too few contract oversight
personnel precludes DOD from being able to obtain reasonable assurance
that contractors are meeting their contract requirements at every location
where the work is being performed. For example, a Defense Contract
Management Agency official responsible for overseeing portions of the
Army’s LOGCAP contract at 27 installations in Iraq told us he was unable
to visit all of these locations during his 6-month tour in Iraq. As a result, he
could not effectively monitor the contractor’s performance at those sites.
As we have previously reported, when contract oversight personnel are
able to review the types and levels of services provided by contractors for
both economy and efficiency, savings can be realized. Without adequate
contract oversight personnel, DOD is at risk of being unable to identify
and correct poor contractor performance in a timely manner. Prior GAO
reports make clear that having too few contract oversight personnel is a
DOD-wide problem affecting the department’s management and oversight
of contractors both in the United States and at deployed locations.
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However, the more demanding contracting environment at deployed
locations creates unique difficulties for contract oversight personnel.
Limited collection and sharing of institutional knowledge: DOD has made
few efforts to leverage its institutional knowledge and experiences using
contractors to support deployed forces, despite facing many of the same
difficulties managing contractors in Iraq that it faced in previous military
operations. As early as 1997, we recommended that DOD incorporate
lessons learned from previous and ongoing operations into its planning
and preparation for the use of contractor support to deployed forces.
However, we found no organization within DOD or its components
responsible for developing procedures to capture lessons learned on the
use of contractor support at deployed locations. Our review of lessons
learned that were collected by DOD components, as well as discussions
with DOD officials and military units deployed to Iraq, found that lessons
learned on the use of contractor support at deployed locations were not
routinely gathered and shared. For example, we found that a guidebook on
the use of a logistical support contract almost identical to LOGCAP, which
was developed by U.S. Army, Europe for the Balkans, was not made
available to military commanders in Iraq until 2006. As a result,
commanders in Iraq were unable to take advantage of an important tool to
increase their familiarity with LOGCAP and build on efficiencies the Army
had previously identified.

Limited or no information on contractor support in pre-deployment
training: We have pointed out the need for better pre-deployment training
of military commanders and contract oversight personnel on the use of
contractor support in several of our earlier reports, and DOD has agreed
with our recommendations addressing this need. However, we found little
evidence that improvements have been made to include more information
on the use of contractors in pre-deployment training. Several military
commanders told us they were unaware of the types of services they
would be relying on until after they deployed to Iraq. As a result, they were
unable to adequately plan for the use of contractor support. Similarly,
several commanders of combat units told us that their pre-deployment
training did not provide them with information on the extent to which they
would have to provide personnel to escort contractor personnel. As a
result, these commanders could not incorporate this requirement into
their planning efforts and were surprised by the substantial portion of
their personnel they were required to allocate as escorts; personnel they
had expected to be available to perform other functions. Limited or no pre-
deployment training on the use of contractor support can also lead to
confusion regarding roles and responsibilities military commanders have
in overseeing contractors at a deployed location. We found several
instances where military commanders attempted to direct or ran the risk
of directing a contractor to perform work outside the scope of the

Page 5 GAO-07-145 Military Operations



Background

contract, despite the fact commanders are not authorized to do so, which
can result in increased costs to the government. In addition, limited or no
information on the use of contractors in pre-deployment training can
inhibit the ability of contract oversight personnel to execute their
responsibilities. For example, the contracting officer’s representative for a
linguist support contract told us his pre-deployment training did not
adequately prepare him for his responsibilities to review invoices
submitted by the contractor. We found no DOD or service guidance,
policy, or doctrine establishing standards to ensure that military units
incorporate information about contractor support to deployed forces in
their pre-deployment training. Nevertheless, several officials told us that
DOD and its components need to include information on contractor
support into their pre-deployment training, including mission rehearsal
exercises, and that the use of contractors at deployed locations should
also be integrated into professional military education.

GAO is recommending that the Secretary of Defense appoint a focal point
within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics, at a sufficiently senior level and with the
appropriate resources, dedicated to leading DOD’s efforts to improve
contract management and oversight at deployed locations. The entity that
functions as this focal point would be responsible for, among other things,
improving visibility over contractor support at deployed locations and
developing standards to improve the pre-deployment training of military
commanders and contract oversight personnel on issues related to
contractor support to deployed forces.

In written comments on a draft of this report, DOD concurred with our
recommendation. DOD stated in their comments that they had created the
office of the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Program
Support) on October 1, 2006 to serve as the office of primary responsibility
for issues related to contractor support. However, it is not clear that this
office would serve as the focal point dedicated to leading DOD’s efforts to
improve contract management and oversight. DOD also provided several
technical comments that we considered and incorporated where
appropriate.

Since the early 1990s, DOD has increasingly relied on contractors to meet
many of its logistical and operational support needs during combat
operations, peacekeeping missions, and humanitarian assistance missions,
ranging from Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm and operations in the
Balkans (e.g., Bosnia and Kosovo) to Afghanistan and Iraq. Factors that
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have contributed to this increase include reductions in the size of the
military, an increase in the number of operations and missions
undertaken, and DOD’s use of increasingly sophisticated weapons
systems. Depending on the service being provided by contractors,
contractor employees may be U.S. citizens, host country nationals,’ or
third country nationals.” Contracts supporting weapons systems, for
example, often restrict employment to U.S. citizens, while contracts
providing base operations support frequently employ host country or third
country nationals.

Contracts supporting deployed forces typically fall into three broad
categories—theater support, external support, and systems support.
Theater support contracts are normally awarded by contracting agencies
associated with the regional combatant command, for example, the U.S.
Central Command or service component commands, such as the U.S.
Army Central Command, or by contracting offices at deployed locations
such as in Iraq. Contracts can be for recurring services—such as
equipment rental or repair, minor construction, security, and intelligence
services—or for the one-time delivery of goods and services at the
deployed location. External support contracts are awarded by commands
external to the combatant command or component commands, such as the
Defense Logistics Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Under
external support contracts, contractors are generally expected to provide
services at the deployed location. LOGCAP is an example of an external
support contract. Finally, systems support contracts provide logistics
support to maintain and operate weapons and other systems. These types
of contracts are most often awarded by the commands responsible for
building and buying the weapons or other systems.

The individual services and a wide array of DOD and non-DOD agencies
can award contracts to support deployed forces.® Within a service or
agency, numerous contracting officers, with varying degrees of knowledge

SA host country national is an employee of a contractor who is a citizen of the country
where the work is being performed.

"A third country national is an employee of a contractor who is neither a citizen of the
United States nor the host country.

8For example, in 2003 DOD relied on a Department of the Interior contracting office that
specializes in awarding and administering contracts for other agencies to obtain
contractor-provided intelligence-related services quickly to support U.S. forces in Iraq. See
GAO, Interagency Contracting: Problems with DOD’s and Interior’s Orders to Support
Military Operations, GAO-05-201 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 29, 2005).
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about how contractors and the military operate in deployed locations, can
award contracts that support deployed forces. According to DOD
estimates, in 2005 several hundred contractor firms provided U.S. forces
with a wide range of services at deployed locations. Figure 1 illustrates the
broad array of contractor services being provided in Iraq and the DOD
agency that awarded each contract.

Figure 1: Contracts for Select Services in Iraq Are Awarded by Many Different DOD Agencies

Base operations support
Kellogg. Brown and Root
Awarded by Army Field
Support Command, lllinois

e

Stryker vehicle maintenance
General Dynamics Land Systems
Awarded by Army Tank-automotive
and Armaments Command, Michigan

N

Unmanned aerial vehicle support
Boeing 1

Awarded by Marine Corps Systems | ~ =~ =
Command, Virginia

Linguist support services

Titan Linguist Operations Technical Support

Force protection security systems

Northrop Grumman Mission Systems Mine-clearing equipment maintenance
Awarded by Air Force Electronic Systems ManTech International

Center, Massachusetts Awarded by Army Communications
Electronics Command, New Jersey

Network engineering and
technical support

CACI. Inc.

Awarded by Joint Contracting
Command Irag/Afghanistan, Irag

Awarded by Army Intelligence and 97 T T T e e e e e oL

Security Command, Virginia

Construction servicess
Readiness Management Support
Awarded by Air Force Civil Engineering
Support Agency, Florida

Sources: GAO, DOD and Map Resources.

The customer (e.g., a military unit) for these contractor-provided services
is responsible for identifying and validating requirements to be addressed
by the contractor as well as evaluating the contractor’s performance and
ensuring that contractor-provided services are used in an economical and
efficient manner. In addition, DOD has established specific policies on
how contracts, including those that support deployed forces, should be
administered and managed. Oversight of contracts ultimately rests with
the contracting officer who has the responsibility for ensuring that
contractors meet the requirements set forth in the contract. However,
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most contracting officers are not located at the deployed location. As a
result, contracting officers appoint contract oversight personnel who
represent the contracting officer at the deployed location and are
responsible for monitoring contractor performance. How contracts and
contractors are monitored at a deployed location is largely a function of
the size and scope of the contract. Contracting officers for large-scale and
high-value contracts such as LOGCAP have opted to have personnel from
the Defense Contract Management Agency monitor a contractor’s
performance and management systems to ensure that the cost, product
performance, and delivery schedules comply with the terms and
conditions of the contract. Defense Contract Management Agency officials
delegate daily oversight responsibilities to individuals drawn from units
receiving support from these contractors to act as contracting officer’s
representatives for specific services being provided. For smaller contracts,
contracting officers usually directly appoint contracting officer’s
representatives or contracting officer’s technical representatives to
monitor contractor performance at the deployed location. These
individuals are typically drawn from units receiving contractor-provided
services, are not normally contracting specialists, and serve as contract
monitors as an additional duty. They cannot direct the contractor by
making commitments or changes that affect price, quality, quantity,
delivery, or other terms and conditions of the contract. Instead, they act as
the eyes and ears of the contracting officer and serve as the liaison
between the contractor and the contracting officer. Table 1 provides
additional information on the contract management roles and
responsibilities of key DOD personnel.
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While DOD Has Made
Some Noteworthy
Improvements, Long-
standing Problems
Continue to Hinder
DOD’s Management
and Oversight of
Contractors at
Deployed Locations

_______________________________________________________________________________________|]
Table 1: Key Contract Management Roles and Responsibilities

Customers: Contracting officer:

* Develop requirements. * Interpret the contract.

* Write statements of work. * Obligate the government for work under the
contract.

* Obtain funding.

* Provide contracting officer’s
representatives to monitor contract

* Delegate contract management
responsibilities to deployed personnel who
monitor contractor performance.

performance.
* Ensure that the contractor corrects cited
deficiencies.
Defense Contract Management Contracting officer’s representative:
Agency:

* Provide daily contract oversight.
* Appoint contracting officer’s
representatives for LOGCAP.

* Review and approve purchase ]
requisitions. ¢ Evaluate technical performance.

* Evaluate quality assurance.
* Monitor contract performance.

* Monitor government property.
 Evaluate quality assurance.

* Monitor contract performance.
 Evaluate technical performance.

Source: GAO analysis of DOD data.

A number of long-standing problems continue to hinder DOD’s
management and oversight of contractors at deployed locations. Although
DOD has issued departmentwide guidance on the use of contractors to
support deployed forces and some DOD components have taken some
actions to improve management and oversight of contractors, there is no
DOD-wide effort in place to resolve these long-standing problems. These
problems include a lack of visibility over the totality of contractor support
at deployed locations; a lack of adequate contract oversight personnel; the
failure to collect and share institutional knowledge on the use of
contractors at deployed locations; and limited or no training of military
personnel on the use of contractors as part of their pre-deployment
training or professional military education.
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DOD Has Taken Some
Noteworthy Steps to
Improve Its Policy and
Guidance on the Use of
Contractors to Support
Deployed Forces, but Lack
of High-Level Action
Hinders Implementation

In June 2003, we recommended that DOD take steps to improve its
guidance on the use of contractors to support deployed U.S. forces. Our
report noted the lack of standardized deployment language in contracts
that support or may support deployed U.S. forces. Since then, in June
2005, DOD amended its acquisition regulations, the Defense Federal
Acquisition Regulation Supplement, by providing DOD-wide policy and a
contract clause to address situations that may require contractors to
accompany U.S. forces deployed outside the United States. Our 2003
report also noted a lack of DOD-wide guidance regarding DOD’s use of
and responsibilities to contractors supporting deployed forces. Since then,
DOD has taken steps to improve its guidance by issuing the first DOD-wide
instruction on contractor support to deployed forces.’ Specifically, in
October 2005, DOD issued DOD Instruction 3020.41, entitled Contractor
Personnel Authorized to Accompany the U.S. Armed Forces, which states,
among other things, that it is DOD policy to

coordinate any proposed contractor logistic support arrangements that
may affect Combatant Commanders’ operational plans and operations
orders with the affected geographic Combatant Commands,

ensure contracts clearly and accurately specify the terms and conditions
under which the contractor is to perform and describe the specific support
relationship between the contractor and DOD, and

maintain by-name accountability of contractors deploying with the force
and contract capability information in a joint database."

DOD Instruction 3020.41 provides guidance on a wide range of contractor
support issues. For example, the instruction provides guidance on when
contractors can be used to provide security for DOD assets, when medical
support can be provided to contractors, and commanders’ responsibilities
for providing force protection and security to contractors. In addition, the
instruction references a number of existing policies and guidance that may
affect DOD’s responsibilities to contractors supporting U.S. forces at a
deployed location. However, the instruction does not address a number of

*Department of Defense Instruction 3020.41, Contractor Personnel Authorized to
Accompany the U.S. Armed Forces (Oct. 3, 2005).

“DOD Instruction 3020.41 requires the department to maintain by-name accountability of
contractors deploying with the force, who are defined as systems support and external
support contractors, and associated subcontractors, specifically authorized in their
contract to deploy to support U.S. forces. At the time of our review, DOD was in the
process of clarifying whether additional contractor personnel should be included in the
joint database.
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problems we have raised in previous reports. For example, although the
instruction addresses the need for visibility over contractors, it does not
address the need to provide adequate contract oversight personnel, to
collect and share institutional knowledge on the use of contractors at
deployed locations, or to provide pre-deployment training on the use of
contractor support.

While issuance of DOD Instruction 3020.41 represents a noteworthy
improvement to DOD’s guidance on the use of contractor support to
deployed forces, we found little evidence that DOD components are
implementing the guidance. Moreover, Congress has concerns over
implementation of the instruction as evidenced by a provision in the
Conference Report accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2007 requiring the Secretary of Defense to submit to
Congress a report on the department’s efforts to implement the
instruction." DOD Instruction 3020.41 assigns responsibility for
monitoring and managing the implementation of the instruction to the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness
(within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics). However, the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense for Logistics and Material Readiness is responsible for several
policy areas including supply chain management and transportation
policy. A number of assistant deputy under secretaries serve as functional
experts responsible for these areas. For example, the Assistant Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (Transportation Policy) serves as the principal
advisor for establishing policies and providing guidance to DOD
components for efficient and effective use of DOD and commercial
transportation resources. However, no similar individual is responsible
primarily for issues regarding contractor support to deployed forces,
including implementation of the instruction. According to senior officials
within the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics
and Material Readiness, given the multiple issues the office is responsible
for, addressing contractor support to deployed forces issues is a lower
priority.

Consequently, at the time of our review we found that few measures had
been taken by the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Logistics and Material Readiness to ensure that DOD components were

"National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 109-702, p.
243 (Sept. 29, 2006).
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complying with DOD Instruction 3020.41. For example, a senior official
with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence told us
that the office was not aware of its responsibility under the instruction to
develop and implement, as required, procedures for counterintelligence
and security screenings of contractors, until our inquiry regarding their
compliance with that requirement. Similarly, a senior Joint Staff official
involved in the issuance of DOD Instruction 3020.41 expressed concerns
that only some of the senior officials who needed to know about the
instruction had been made aware that it was issued.

Instead, we found that working groups of subject matter experts within
the Joint Staff and the services have begun to address the instruction’s
requirements. For example, in May 2006 a working group began to draft a
new joint publication that provides guidance on meeting the requirements
of DOD Instruction 3020.41, as well as addresses other contractor support
issues. As another example, beginning in April 2006 the Joint Staff
Directorate of Logistics organized a joint contingency contract
management working group consisting of representatives from each of the
military services, the Joint Staff, and various DOD components that meets
periodically to discuss issues related to implementing the instruction’s
requirement to maintain by-name accountability of contractor personnel
supporting deployed forces. However, joint contingency contract
management working group officials told us they have no formal charter
designating their responsibilities and that they therefore lack the authority
to direct DOD components to implement the instruction’s requirements.

Working group officials told us they are limited in how much they can
accomplish without more direct involvement by senior officials within the
Joint Staff and the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics. For example, they told us that they
will likely need someone at the general officer level to act as an advocate
for their ongoing efforts to implement the instruction’s requirements and
address other contractor support issues. Moreover, a number of senior
officials, including a general officer responsible for logistics for Multi-
National Force-Iraq and a senior official from the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, told us
that a focused effort within the Office of the Secretary of Defense is
needed to coordinate efforts to improve DOD’s management and oversight
of contractors supporting deployed forces.

We have previously reported on the benefits of establishing a single point

of focus at a sufficiently senior level to coordinate and integrate various
DOD efforts to address concerns with antiterrorism and the
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transformation of military capabilities.” For example, DOD recognized the
need for a single DOD entity to implement and improve the department’s
antiterrorism guidance. In 1996, following the Khobar Towers bombing,
the Downing task force investigated the incident and made
recommendations on how to prevent or minimize the damage of future
atta