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Di Ritaz Good afternoon.
Come on up, Admiral.
Nash: Okay.

Di Rita: | think most of you know Admiral Dave Nash. We were here | think with Admiral Nash
and some others back in | believe January -- | don't know that for sure -- at the beginning of a processin
Irag in which the Project Management Office that Admiral Nash heads up was beginning to do its work
with respect to the appropriated funds that the Congress provided for the rebuilding of Irag. That was at
abeginning of a process or into the early stages of aprocess. Were further along in that process, a
process that will obviously continue for sometime. Admiral Nash happened to be in town, and |
thought it would be useful if he were available -- and he was -- to ask him to come on down and maybe
provide alittle bit more insight into where we stand and take some questions.

So with that, I'll ask Admiral Nash to --

Nash: Thank you. I'd like to take this opportunity to bring you up to date on where we arein
Program Management Office, and specifically in the reconstruction in Iraq that was referenced, the
$18.4 billion that Congressis sending over to the people of Iraq to rebuild the country.

One of the things that we talked about |ast time was that we had some RPFs that were going to be on
the street and contracts would ensue. There were $5 billion worth of contracts that would be processed
through our acquisition approach. 1'm happy to report that those are progressing along very nicely and
an award isimminent on those $5 billion worth of contracts.

We also, in-country, have AID and their Bechtel contract, which we announced last time when | was
homein January. It'sa$1.8 billion contract, and they are hard at work with taskings.

We also have the Army in-country with both of their oil contracts, which we are engaging, as well as

10 contracts -- general contracts that they've put in place for approximately $500 million apiece; once
again, capacity kind of contracts. So we've been using those bridging contracts.

http://www.defenselink.mil/transcri pts/2004/tr20040310-1282.html (1 of 11)4/7/2004 3:39:53 AM

Updated: 10 Mar 2004

NEWS

DoD News
—Advisories
=Contracts
—Live Briefings
—Photos
==Releases
—Slides
—Speeches
—Today in DoD
=—Transcripts

American Forces
News

—Articles
—Radio
—Television
—Special Reports

DoD Search

About News
News Archive
News by E-mail

Other News
Sources


http://www.defenselink.mil/news/dodnews.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/faq/comment.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/home/menu.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/dodnews.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/advisories/
http://www.defenselink.mil/contracts/
http://www.defenselink.mil/briefings/
http://www.defenselink.mil/photos/
http://www.defenselink.mil/releases/
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/#SLIDES
http://www.defenselink.mil/speeches/
http://www.defenselink.mil/today/
http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/
http://www.defenselink.mil/afis/cmd_info.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/afis/cmd_info.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/articles.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/radio/
http://www.defenselink.mil/afis/afrts/video/2minute.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/specials/
http://www.defenselink.mil/search/
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/about.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/archive.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/subscribe.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/other.html
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/other.html

DoD News: Briefing on Contracting Programsin Iraq

I'm happy to report that so far $8 billion has been apportioned, and of that $8 billion we have
approximately $3 billion committed. And so work is moving along very nicely. We do have
construction under way, although we are just beginning. We do have construction under way in the
country. Thereismoreto follow. So I'm very pleased at our progress, and I'm looking forward to
delivering on a promise.

We are also working out the details of how we will interact with the rest of the people on the ground
after 1st July. It'scoming along very nicely. Lots of very healthy conversation in this town about what's
the best way to doit. So I'm very pleased that that's coming together very well also. So I'm very, very
optimistic about the future.

So with that, I'll close and see if there are any questions.

Di Rita: Before we take questions, let me just also identify Mr. Mark Lumer, who has joined us, and
he's available. He's-- aswe've described, | believe, in the past, Admiral Nash is being supported -- his
project management office -- from a structural basis, by the Department of the Army and its acquisition
professionals. And Mr. Lumer isfrom that office and is available, should we need hisimmediate
expertise.

So with that, Pam.

Q: Forgive me, because I've forgotten so much of everything that we've talked about. 1'd just like to
through these numbers again and see if we can put alittle bit more precision on what they are. The $5
billion in contracts that will be awarded imminently -- is that one big contract or isthat a bunch of
smaller contracts? And could you tell us what kinds of tasks will be performed under that?

Nash: Yes, if | can. There are seven of them which are program management support contracts.
They are very small contracts to help us manage the program. And then there are 10 contractsin various
sectors for $5 billion. And -- but once again, let me explain that's capacity, because with each of these
contracts, we will insert projects that will be -- that we will negotiate price on and contractors will
accomplish.

Q: Sothat's 10 general contracts at $500 million each that you've talked about, that the Army hasin
place, or is that something different?

Nash: It's something different. Unfortunately there'salot of similar numbers here. The Army
already hasin place 10 contracts that they were using throughout their theater. That also happensto be
10 contracts with 500 million [dollars] each capacity. Our contracts -- our $5 billion is the total capacity
for --

Q: (Off mike.) -- I'm sorry. That's for construction.

Nash: That'sfor construction and program management. As| say, though, the program management
contracts are very small relative to the construction contracts.

Q: That seven program management, 10 construction.
Nash: Yes.
Q: Okay.

Di Rita: And it'sail, electricity, public works, security, transportation infrastructure. There'sawhole
range of activitiesthat will be addressed by these contracts.

Q: And the $1.8 billion was the award that was made to Bechtel to bridge until these contracts could
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Nash: Yes.

Q: -- could get going.

Nash: Right.

Q: And thetwo ail contracts -- remind us who has --

Nash: Those are Corps of Engineer contracts, and they were announced in the past. |'ve kind of lost
track of time, since I've been out of the country, but they were announced in the past. And those
contractors have mobilized.

Q: You don't remember this-- | mean, there's the one, obvioudly -- (Laughs.) --

Nash: Remember what?

Q: Thetwo companies that have that --

Nash: I'll defer to others. | know that KBR has one, and then Parsons and a partner have the other
one.

Q: All right. And when you spoke of the $8 billion that had been apportioned and $3 billion that had
been committed, where does that -- what are the -- what's that money about?

Nash: Let megiveyou alittle bit of context. There's $18.4 billion, of which six billion --
approximately $6 billion isfor what | call non-construction -- very important, but non-construction. Of
that, approximately -- of that 6 billion, 2 billion is for democracy-building and very, very important
programs that involve -- don't involve the kind of procurement we've been talking about. Then $4
billion for goods and services and training. And then finally you have your 12.4 billion for construction,
which isthe remainder. So hopefully that all adds up to 18.4.

Q: And has -- have any of the $6 billion been put on contract yet?

Nash: Yes. Thereis-- they're-- well, they're moving towards contract. Thereis-- there have been
contracts for the grant and aid kind of work, the democracy-building. There's aso been -- we're moving
very close on contracts for buying goods and services.

Q: But no contracts have been signed yet on that, on --

Nash: No. Theonly contract that was awarded and is under review or has -- decisions have been
made was on something called battalion sets. And it had to do with a company called Nour, | believe.
And those detail s of whatever happened there, 1'd refer you to the Army, because | really have not been
in the day-to-day acquisition.

Di Rita: Yes, maam.

Q: Will the next round of contracts be open to all nations and not just those that supported the U.S.
war effort?

Di Rita: Well, that's -- afinal determination hasn't been made. It'slikely that therelll be far more
countries eligible to participate in this next round. But there have been no final decisions on that.
There's adesire to have more countries involved.

Q: And by that "next time" you mean --
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Di Ritac The next series of contracts that are not affected by thisfirst tranche. And Pam, we were
here in January, where we really specified -- the record is clear, it's available, and it would be best to just
go back because | don't remember exactly how we talked about it. But | do know that we had a series of
contracts that were assigned to countries that had been supporting the coalition, had been -- had forces
in Irag, and there were afew other determinations made. And that held -- that held --

Q: (Off mike.) -- the contracts that we've talked about --

Di Rita: That'sright.

Q: -- and thenit's all the other stuff that --

Di Ritaz And then the remainders, there will be other countries involved in the final determinations
on how that would work, and when we are prepared to announce it hasn't been decided yet.

Q: Sowill there be another determination in findings?

Di Rita: Well, as| understand the law, if it is other than full and open, then there hasto be. But at
the moment, there's nobody working on a determination and finding. So -- .

Q: But, wasn't there an announcement that that -- that those contracts would be open to all countries?
Di Rita: | think that's likely to be the case. I'm not sure that it's been announced.
Q: Canadawas --

Di Rita: | mean, | just -- it's a simple matter of I'm not sure that we've made any announcements. |
think that's the way that the -- that the thinking is going.

Q: | thought the program management office made an announcement a couple of weeks ago --
Di Rita: It wouldn't have been their announcement to make.

Nash: No. We-- wedidn't. Not to my knowledge.

Di Rita: Yep.

Q: Can you go over quickly the source selection committee for these contracts: construction,
program management?

Nash: | will refer the details to Mark Lumer, but it's all been source selection, and there have been
several panels. We've probably aggregated over 100 people, acquisition professionals. So it's been a
very -- inmy opinion, it's been areal team effort by the acquisition folks here in Washington to get this
right. So we can't tell you who the names are because that's acquisition sensitive. But the processis just
likeit's described in the federal acquisition regulations.

Q: Arethey al Americans or are they Iragis aswell?

Nash: They're all Americans because they have to have certain qualifications and be a part of the
acquisition professional certified background so that we get the best on the job.

Di Rita: But a sort of maybe related point that you're making is that there's a strong desire that
whoever wins these contracts would employ Iragis. And alot of that's happening. And so the
understanding of competitors that that's a desire, and not only desire, but something that would make a
heck of alot of sense from their own perspectiveis, | think, well understood. And it's a contract
requirement that they employ --

http://www.defenselink.mil/transcri pts/2004/tr20040310-1282.html (4 of 11)4/7/2004 3:39:53 AM



DoD News: Briefing on Contracting Programsin Iraq

Nash: Actually, we've incentivized the contractors to help us build the construction industry in Irag.

Q: When all these contracts are left, how many foreign, non- Iragis do you expect to be working
there? And how many Iragis do you expect them to employ?

Nash: There's been alot of studies and thoughts about how many Iragisit will be. And, you know, |
hesitate to give out any numbers because |I'm sure everybody would remind me later on. But | think
you're going to find that there's going to be alarge portion of those who are interested in working in
construction will employ the Iragis. But we're not only interested in employing the Iragis, but we're
interested in helping the Iragi construction companies get up on their feet because they have some
challenges, like their lack of working capital and lack of modern techniques. So part of the prime
contractor'sjob isto help improve the skills of the Iragi contractors. So | don't have a number for you,
but I'll guarantee you it's going to be sizable.

Q: Areyou al -- been privatizing any of the Iragi state industries?
Nash: No, | amnot. My focusisjust on doing this work, both non-construction and construction.

Di Rita: But to your question about the numbers of Iraqgis, it'sagood question. | don't think -- |
mean, thisis a country that probably has something like 50 percent unemployment, so it would be
difficult to even get to the number of Iragisthat are being employed by these activities, but it'slarge. |
mean, some estimates -- and these are only estimates because the data just are not that sophisticated, the
data-collection capabilities, but it's probably tens of -- probably 50,000 or 60,000 Iragis that the
contractors can attest to. That doesn't even get to, for example -- and thisisn't exactly in the contracting
areafor which Admiral Nash isresponsible, but if you look at what the military commanders are doing,
for example, they're spending ancther tranche of money on construction projects, other types of
humanitarian projectsin their areas, and employing an enormous number of Iragisin doing that. Soit's
an objective that we al have that that be the case. It's difficult to collect the data to determine how
many, but there will be alot more Iragis working as aresult of the $18.6 billion that the United States
has generously contributed to the reconstruction of Irag.

Q: Admiral, you say you're working out details what implementation of these programs will 1ook
like after July 1st. Can you elaborate on that, given that the U.S. doesn't really know what kind of entity
they'll be handing off to on July 1st?

Nash: Well, our work will go on after the 1st of July, and our questions are about who we will work
for and where we will get our directions. So that's clear, that we have to continue because we will not
finish all thiswork by 1 July. So we'rereally talking more about organizationally how well fit in the
future. We will continue to execute our work just like we had planned in the past, but it's just who will
we work for and how will it move forward.

Q: A follow-up onthat. It'sjust -- will any delay in the status of forces agreement have any impact
on your implementation of these programs? Will that set you back in terms of the timeline?

Nash: Not asfar as| know. We are prepared to go. We are already started. We are moving
forward. Obviously anything could happen, but in my opinion we're prepared to move forward and
we're working out some of the final details aswe go through 1 July. And I'll just have somebody
different to report to, possibly.

Di Rita: And two things on your question, which isavalid question. What we're doing is organizing
on how to spend U.S. dollars appropriated by the Congress from the taxpayers of the United States, so
that's not something that's going to change. That will still be controlled, regardless of what the
government entity looks like in Irag. Obviously there will be significant consultation as to priorities,
and that's going to continue. In fact, that will continue -- that's going on now and it will continue with
whatever the transitional government looks like.
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With respect to your question on status of forces, the transitional administrative law gives -- provides
for all of the authority that's going to be needed for the period ahead with respect to how coalition forces
in Irag will do their job as partners with whatever -- as| said, whatever the government structure looks
like after that. So the -- in fact, the transitional administrative law talks about how you'd follow on and
which entities would be responsible for further negotiationsin this area.

But in terms of what -- there isn't going to be any restrictions in the use of -- in how coalition forces
are employed as aresult of the fact that there's no status of forces agreement. And for the most part the
transitional administrative law is explicit on that point and it refers back to the authority already
provided in the United Nations resolutions. So that is an issue that's important, but it has almost ho
bearing on what's actually going to happen in that country on July 1st.

Q: Thismorning General Swannack, the commander of the 82nd Airborne Division, complained
about delays in the awarding of contracts for radios and vehicles and that sort of thing for the security
forces, for the police and the other security forces, and said that he would be recommending to the
commander who replaces him to simply pay for that stuff with Commanders Emergency funds rather
than to wait on this process. Can you explain what the reasons were for those delays?

Nash: General Swannack and I, the last time | went out to see him, which was not too long ago, we
talked about that. And obviously, hisfocusis on outfitting the security forces there, and | support him
wholeheartedly. We just have a process that we have to work our way through because, you know,
we've got to do this correctly in afull and open process. But we are expediting where we can. And |
know he's frustrated because he's thinking that he's been working on thisfor along time. And we're
working together to find solutions, and | think we will.

Di Rita. Andif | could just add. Abizaid was here -- General Abizaid was here last week and talked
about the priority that's been placed on continuing to train the Iragi police, provide the equipment that
they need, the basic level of equipment that they need. It isnot one that necessarily can only be solved
through the contracting process. There are other funds available that could be shifted in the security pot
of money to do that. There'sagreat dea of interest in doing that and it's being addressed with some
dispatch. | didn't see General Swannack's comments, so | wouldn't want to speak to his comments
specificaly.

Q: (Off mike.) -- he said that originally the money for -- or those contracts were promised for
September and they still haven't been awarded.

Di Ritas Asl said, it's not necessarily going to be -- the solution is not necessarily in the way
contracts are issued as much as how money is allocated. And thereis money available to allocate to this
problem and it's being allocated to the problem, and it's a problem that everybody understands needs to
be addressed. But it's a problem that coexists with other issues with respect to the Iraqgi police, the
question of how their leadership and other matters that are just -- there's an enormous amount of good
work going into training the Iragi police and providing the equipment that they need, but to connect it to
acontracting issue, | think, isto not fully understand the scope of activities going on to resolve the
various concerns. And | think Abizaid talked to that to some extent when he was here last week. | don't
want to comment on General Swannack's comments, because | just didn't see them.

Q: Did the battalion sets apply to that?
Di Rita: Let me just take another question back here and we'll get back.

Q The$4 hillion that's being withheld, what sector is that money coming out of that's being kept
until after the hand-off? And can you explain why that's being held off until after the hand-off?

Nash: | think "withheld" might not be the right word. | think we've not decided what we're going to
do with that. And maybe that's withheld -- (Laughs.) --
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Di Rita: Well, and we talked about it when we were here in January, too. Remember that this money
was appropriated sometime in October or November. Then on November 15th, there was a decision,
mutually agreed between the United States -- or the coalition -- the Coalition Provisional Authority and
the Governing Council that there would be this roadmap to transition to sovereignty. Well, that then
forces us to go back and say, if on June 30th something's going to happen -- in this case it's going to be
the transition of sovereignty -- we should think through, going past that date, do we want to have
alocated al of that money right off the bat? And then the priorities could be -- need to be under
continuous review, will be under continuous review, and now we've got a situation where we have
transferred sovereignty and the new governing entity in Iraq may have a set of priorities that haven't --
that need to be readdressed. So the idea of wanting to kind of meter the money out in away that
reflected the reality of what's going on in Irag, which included by November 15th this transition.

So that was the decision. There was an enormous amount of discussion on it. | would refer you to
the transcript of the session we held down here in January where we talked specifically about why that
decision had been made. And it was -- I've just given you the thumbnail, but essentialy it was the
November 15th agreement came in and everybody thought, wouldn't it be best to kind of preserve
obligating against a certain amount of money because thisis going to -- we're going to need to evaluate
these priorities pretty regularly over time.

Q: | have afurther question about what sectors that had been held out of because there was a CPA
official at avendor conference who gave an answer to that. But I'm curious asto what the --

Nash: Well, what we did when we put this program together to have a programisthat it was -- all of
the money was allocated that we have. And by the way, the World Bank saysit's going to take $55
billion to rebuild the infrastructure of Irag, so there are plenty of uses for the money. And asLarry said,
my experience in program management, you adapt as you go forward. Y ou don't just stick with a solid
list. The particular projects that was allocated against was water and electricity, but there's already lots
of money going towards water and electricity. So we -- you know, we'll reeval uate as we continue to go.

Q: General -- excuse me, Admiral, one of the things General Swannack talked about -- he said part
of the bottleneck in getting the supplies that he wanted was ongoing investigations of some of the
contractors who were supposed to be doing this. Do you know who he's talking about, what contractors
he's talking about?

Nash: Well, | didn't see hisarticleand | don't know. | don't know if anybody can --
Q: Itwasn't an article. Thisis General Swannack talking this morning.
Di Rita: Let me give you sort of aprinciple --

Q: (Off mike.) -- ongoing investigations that do apply to what generalsin the field want. Y ou must
know about that.

Di Rita: Let mejust -- there'salot of pots of money that can address alot of the needsin Irag.
There's the Direct Fund for Irag, whichis-- | think it's called Direct Fund for -- DFI -- which is money
that's obtained from Iragi sources of funds around the world, money that we find. There's donor money
from other countries. There are these appropriated funds. There are funds that have been provided to
military commanders that we call the Commanders Emergency Response Program funds.

Individual commanders aren't necessarily going to know the various sources of funds that can be
applied to aproblem. They have all been very effective at using those funds available to them to apply
to the problem, and in this case it's the Commanders Emergency Response Program funds, the CERP
funds. But for an individual commander to be able to determine -- and I'll get to what you say he said,
but he knows what he has control of. He has control of CERP, the C-E-R-P money. He probably
wishes he had control of these other funds, but those funds are managed in away that's required by
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either statute here in the United States or agreements with other countries, et cetera, agreements with the
Governing Council. In the case of the Direct Fund for Irag, we consult with them.

So the CPA, Ambassador Bremer, General Abizaid to some significant extent are constantly taking a
look at the sources of funds available and the nature of the problems that need attention, and trying to
determine what's the best way to allocate resources. And it's -- you get an important but fairly sort of
focused view of aprablem by just -- by one commander's concerns.

Now, here'swhat General Swannack | think is talking about. We'rein awar, we'rein agloba war on
terror. We have -- many of the restrictions on how money is appropriated and spent are based on rules
and statutes that have developed over a course of time that was not a period of war. So we've got a
certain disconnect between the need to spend money quickly now, and we've got certain funds available
to do that -- the CERP is a pot of money that's got fewer restrictions, relatively speaking, attached to it.
It is certainly understandable that a military commander who just knows if he had $10 million he can
address some issues, isn't going to necessarily be the one who's patient enough to sort through all the
peacetime restrictions on the use of funds. That's somebody else's job; people are doing that. These
restrictions are real, they were put in place for avery good reason. But they're restrictions that bear
some scrutiny now that we're trying to address a problem that isreal time; and it's not only areal-time
problem, it's a real-time problem where people are being killed.

So that's the tension, that's the balance. And it's appropriate to raise the questions. | can't speak to a
specific contract that General Swannack is particularly concerned about. But | can tell you that the
people who are responsible, who have that more -- who have that broader view of how this money is
allocated and what those restrictions are, are working through the problem in avery aggressive way --
Ambassador Bremer, General Abizaid, General Sanchez. It iswhat I've described. We have alot of
restrictions on the way some money can be spent, fewer restrictions on the way other money can be
spent, and we're trying our best to kind of make those determinations al the time.

And | would just say that probably hundreds of millions of dollars have already been spent by the
military commanders through the Commanders Emergency Response Fund. | don't -- | would be careful
with that number; it's a very large number in the tens of millions for sure, to address concerns, issues,
priorities that they identify because they're out there in the regions. But that's just one pot of money.

Q: Admiral, will you be investigating this particular instance? | mean --
Di Rita: | don't -- I'm not --

Q: -- because there's a company that everybody knows about that is being investigated. |sthat part
of the problem?

Di Ritaz Well, | didn't see hiscomments. | have not seen his comments. | wish that | could answer
your question directly. I'm just telling you as a basic statement, that will not -- that has not -- | can
amost say with certainty that if someinvestigation is going to hamper General Swannack from
performing his military functions, then there will be another set of funds that could be made available, if
in fact that's amilitary function that he has. That's the point I'm trying to make is that that kind of
balancing goes on al thetime. And it's difficult for acommander to see that there's a whole range of
activities that could answer his concerns. He just knows he has these concerns. And General Abizaid
wants to address them, the CPA wantsto addressthem. | just -- | don't know specifically what contract
he's referring to, and therefore which contractor he may be of concern with. There are --

Q: Specifically contracts for radios, vehicles, body armor to stand up the local Iragi security forces.
| mean, he saysit's just not happening.

Di Rita: Yeah, | don't have -- | don't -- that's not one of our --

(To Adm. Nash.) Do you have any insight into it?
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Nash: Thisisn't the Nour contract, isit?
Staff(?): Isit the Nour contract?
Q: I'mnot --

Di Ritaz We can -- we'll get -- if it'sthe Nour contract, we'll get you the information on it. There was
acontract that was -- that the Army determined on the basis of some -- against some of these
administrative requirements that may not have been done properly, so they've gone back to re-look at
that. That may be the contract you'rereferringto. Andif it is, we can get you ALL the information
about that, and we will.

Q: Wadll, there are no investigations on the Nour contract.

Di Rita: Yeah, it'snot an investigation, it was just -- the contract didn't satisfy certain requirements,
as| understand it, and it had to be -- it's going to be reissued, re-bid pretty quickly, as| understand it.
But well get you the details, if that's the contract. And | guess what we heed to do isgo look at
Swannack's remarks, and if that's the contract to which he's referring, we'll get you all the information
we can on that particular contract.

Q: That award has been withdrawn, the award to --

Di Ritac Terminated, yeah, | think isthe term. That was done | think last week. The Army
announced that.

Q: Admiral, do you have -- thisis on the sameissue. Do you have -- do you fedl like you have
enough manpower to be awarding these contracts? Because one of the issues, | understand, in the Nour
contract was there's concerns about -- there's alimited number of contract officers and PMOs and they
are under combat conditions and 14 hoursaday. So my question to you is do you have enough
manpower to be addressing the timeliness issue?

Nash: Wéll, two things. Oneisthat the Army is doing the contracting, and they have people on the
ground, and we're collaborating with them. And in my particular case we do have enough people on the
ground. We're doing contract management, program management and financial management, and we're
moving forward. And so, we have enough -- we have enough person power there to help us.

Di Ritar There'sa-- there's --

Q: Arethe announcements being done by the Army?

Di Rita: Yeah, thisis-- thisisahig re-spec operation. It's realy being done out of this department.

Q: Okay.

Di Rita: Yeah. That's -- so that's the real troops on the ground that the admiral has, are the people
here that do thisfor aliving.

Q: Sothese guysover at PMO in Baghdad are mostly doing after-award contract management?
Nash: We are doing some -- we are doing some pre-award in terms of helping putting packages
together, because we're on the ground there with the generals and all to try to make sure we've got the

right requirements.

And | wanted to make one point Larry was talking about. What the military commanders need are
my highest priority. I've kind of been in that environment before. And so, we are going to make sure

http://www.defenselink.mil/transcri pts/2004/tr20040310-1282.html (9 of 11)4/7/2004 3:39:53 AM



DoD News: Briefing on Contracting Programsin Iraq

that they get -- that they get taken care of. And -- but we do have enough people. We are going -- the
ideawas always to do only in Iraq what had to be donein Irag, because it's a hard -- it's not a benign
environment, as you may -- if you will, and to do back here in the United States what we could, where
we could have top-notch professionals who are used to working with this kind of thing.

Di Rita: | think we maybe have time for a couple more today --

Q: Isthe Nour contract the same thing as the battalion sets contract?

Di Rita: Itis.

Q: Okay. So the battalion sets contract that was put on was rescinded last week.

Nash: Wéll, it was terminated.

Di Rita: Butif I'm not mistaken, was that -- that was for the new Iragi army. Isthat --

Q: (Off mike.)

Di Rita: So that's -- so again, I'm not --

Q: (Off mike.)

Di Rita: | didn't see General Swannack's comments, but I'm not sure -- if it was comments having to
do with the police, that's not the contract in -- that may bein hismind. But we'll get you the information
we have on this particular contract, and we'll take alook and see if there's any further sort of elucidation
we can do on what General Swannack's particular concerns are.

Q: Canwetalk alittle bit more about the --

Di Ritac Thismay haveto be the last question. And since you've had one, let me just make sure
there isn't somebody who hasn't had one. And if not, you've got it.

Q: -- the PMOs and the SPMOs? And what's the policy behind these? I've heard from folks who
were concerned about whether or not we're turning over some government oversight functionsto --
we're contracting contractors to monitor contracts, potentially.

Nash: We're not doing that --
Q: Canyou tak alittle about that?

Nash: Yeah. The people that work with me that are employees of the federal government, both
military and civilian, like me, are -- we are acting as the owner, and therefore we have the fiduciary
responsibility to make decisions. But you can bring in contractors who can help you do what needs to
be done. And we're not looking for abody shop. We're looking for them to bring their technical
capabilities on how you manage large programs, because this, you know, unless I'm wrong, is one of the
largest programs that's been managed in along time. So I'm -- we're bringing in help. We know what
needs to be done, but we're bringing in help to get it done. So that's what the program management
contracts are about.

The contracts with the construction contractors are between the U.S. government and the contractor,
that individual contractor, not through some other entity, because that was one of the original things, one
of the original premises that we wanted to use when we set everything up. And we want the United
States government and people like me to be held accountable for what happens.

Q: So these imminent contracts are going to be the PMO and SPMO ones or the construction ones?

http://www.defenselink.mil/transcri pts/2004/tr20040310-1282.html (10 of 11)4/7/2004 3:39:53 AM



DoD News: Briefing on Contracting Programsin Iraq

Nash: I'm told that both will occur over the near term. So everything is moving along very nicely on
schedule, and the awards should start -- be coming -- should be announced here soon.

Di Rita: Thank you very much, folks.
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