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ABSTRACT
A Brief History
Contractor Support to Operations is not a new concept.  The civilian contractor has been used to support the militaries needs during times of conflict for many years.  There are many examples of contractors being employed by the military over a long spell of history.
In 1791 – HMS NEMESIS, a frigate under the command of Captain Ball, embarked 4 German sugar bakers to “do the drudgery of the ship”, allowing the crew to continue there jobs.
In 1899 3rd King’s Own Hussars employed a civilian boot-maker to repair boots in the field during the Boer War – it was usual at the time for boots to be repaired in the field.
May 1941, HMS PRINCE OF WALES (then new) was still undergoing trials (requiring civilian contractors that designed the ship to be present); however, only she and HMS HOOD were available to intercept the BISMARCK and HMS PRINCE OF WALES was therefore diverted with contractors still on board and who remained on board when she went into action against the BISMARCK.
During the Falklands conflict in 1982 Marconi contractor (David Breen) was on board HMS BRILLIANT throughout the “shooting match”.  Breen was a specialist on the then new SeaWolf Point Defence Missile System.  The ship was ordered to land him in Gibraltar (which they did), but he then re-joined with as many SeaWolf spares as he could carry in Ascension.  Breen re-programmed the SeaWolf software several times throughout the conflict; he voluntarily went up to the top of the main mast to fix the system several times in very bad weather conditions and virtually lived in the Operations Room, and “if it had not been for him (BRILLIANT) would never have taken on a single aircraft”.  Breen was subsequently decorated for his efforts during the conflict. 
All the examples show that there has always been a need for outside help, either to conduct the tasks that don’t require military manpower or those tasks that require the expertise that the military simply cannot provide due to lack of training, skills or knowledge.
Aim of Study
Today the military is structured in a very different way and is always evolving; therefore it must employ civilian contractors in various fields of expertise and at various levels across all three Service in order for it continue as a formidable force.  This assignment will explain the layout and structure of the United Kingdoms armed forces, concentrating on the Army structure during an Operation away form the mainland and how the military employs its contractors and how they will be used as part of the future structure that the government is trying to achieve. 
Postscript

It is important to point out that since this study was conducted, the Government has announced the new structure of the armed forces, which includes a reduction in manpower and the loss of large sections from all three Services.  Although the structure has changed, during the research for this study, information has been drawn from the speculated changes and therefore should not differ much from the new structure of the UK Armed Forces. 
CONTENTS
Declaration











2
Form of Consent










3

Abstract










      4 – 5

Contents











6
Chapter 1 – Introduction
1.1 Government & the Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR)

1.2 Future Structure and Defence Main Effort

1.3 Aim of the Study

1.4 Study Focus

1.5 Methodology
1.6 Benefit 
1.7 Structure

Chapter 2 – Review of Literature
2.1 Doctrine and the Theatre Logistic Laydown

2.2 Combat Service Support (CSS)

2.3 Afghanistan Laydown

2.4 CSO and a brief look to the future

2.5 What is CSO?

2.6 Groups within CSO

2.7 Afghanistan (Op HERRICK)

2.8 How Is CSO Utilised on Op HERRICK?

2.9 Why use Contractors in an Operational Environment

Chapter 3 – Research Methodology

3.1 Approach

3.2 Target Audience 

3.3 Questionnaires  

3.4 Interview

3.5 Data and Results

Chapter 4 – Analysis

4.1 SWOT Analysis

4.2 CSO Questionnaire

4.3 Interviews

Chapter 5 – Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

5.2 Recommendations

List of Tables

Table 1 – SDSR Personnel Transition

Table 2 – Components to Contractor Support on Operations

Table 3 – SWOT Analysis CLP

Table 4 – SWOT Analysis CRM

Table 5 – SWOT Analysis SH

Table 6 – SWOT Analysis ICAT CRW

List of Figures

Figure 1 – Linear Contiguous Battle Space

Figure 2 – Logistic Support Framework

Figure 3 – Non-Linear, Non-Contiguous Battle Space

Figure 4 – The Whole Force Concept Umbrella
References 

List of Appendixes
Appendix 1: Contractor Support to Operations (CSO) Questionnaire (contractor)
Appendix 2: Contractor Support to Operations (CSO) Questionnaire (military)
Appendix 3: CSO Data Capture Sheet (contractors)
Appendix 4: CSO Data Capture Sheet (Military)

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
1.1 Government & the Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR)
The general elections in May 2010 eventually led to a coalition government being formed between the Conservative party and Liberal Democrats.  Soon after the elections the newly appointed government made it clear to the country that in order to avoid economical disaster spending and budget cuts were essential.  Chancellor George Osborne announced his spending review of which many cuts were to be made; the Ministry of Defence (MoD) was given an 8% reduction of its’ budget over four years.  Although the cuts announced for the MoD were less than most departments, it was enough to mean 42,000 service personnel and civil servants would loose their jobs (BBC News, 2010).  It is the announcement of Service job cuts that led to this study.  Although the cuts will still happen this study will give a greater understanding of how the Armed Forces are set to change and how the Armed Forces currently conducts business in relation to this study. 
After the government spending review the SDSR 2010 was announced with two main priorities:  Ensuring the mission in Afghanistan is protected and that we emerge with a coherent Defence capability in 2020.  The review would lead to a reduction in equipment and manpower across all three Services and civilians in Defence over the next five years.  The Armed Forces are set to loose 17,000 personnel and 25,000 civil servants by 2015 in preparation for SDSR 2015; reductions are as follows:
Table 1 – SDSR Personnel Transition
	Ser

(a)
	Service

(b)
	Current

(c)
	Future

(d)
	Reduction

(e)

	1
	Army
	102,000
	95,000
	7,000

	2
	Royal Navy (RN)
	35,000
	30,000
	5,000

	3
	Royal Air Force (RAF)
	38,000
	33,000
	5,000

	4
	MOD
	85,000
	60,000
	25,000

	5
	Total
	260,000
	218,000
	42,000


 (SDSR, 2010)
1.2 Future Structure and Defence Main Effort
The restructure that the MOD is working towards is known as Interim Force 2015 (IF 15) and Future Force 2020 (FF 20).  Afghanistan remains the main effort for Defence’ (SDSR 2010).  There are approximately 9500 members of the Armed Forces operating in Afghanistan as part of the UN-mandated, NATO-led mission of 47 nations.  They are there to help deliver a stable Afghanistan able to maintain its own security and to prevent Afghan territory being used by Al Qaeda or other terrorist organisations, before the eventual withdrawal of combat troops in 2014 (SDSR, 2010).
1.3 Aim of the Study
The aim of this study is to determine the effectiveness of Contractors Deployed on Operations (CONDO) in support of the UK Armed Forces.  This study will demonstrate the current doctrine used and how and where Contract Support to Operations (CSO) fits into the bigger picture.  By the end of study you shall have an understanding of UK Armed Forces doctrine and how it differs in the chosen area being explored, how CSO play it’s part and how it is viewed by the soldiers and officers and contractors it is there to support.  The study will also take a brief look at CSO in the future.  The question that will be explored and answered as a result of this study is:  

‘To what extend does Contract Support to Operations work within the UK Armed Forces’?

1.4 Study Focus
In order to produce an accurate study with an end-state it is important to point out the main area being studied.  Throughout the study the main focus will be upon The Army, in particular Combat Service Support (CSS) as this is the area that encompasses CSO.  The study needs to filter information due to restrictions in the word count and the sheer size that would be needed to explore the options of all 3 Services.  There will be references regarding the The Royal Air Force (RAF) and The Royal Navy (RN) from time to time to ensure that all 3 Services are captivated within the MoD remit.  Due to time constraints and the complexity involved in the different types and natures of deployments carried out by the Armed Forces the study will focus on the main effort of defence – Afghanistan, which will ensure the study is both current and up to date.

1.5 Methodology
The study will be devised from factual based reading and research with referencing from Government white papers, UK Armed Forces doctrine and Operational guides and pamphlets.  Due to the nature and business of the study, the author is unable to deploy to location and carry out research during an Operational deployment, as this would have a direct impact on Operational Security.  Therefore all data gathered is as a result of soldiers and officers that were about to deploy or just returning from Operations.  Data research was in the form of interviews, questionnaires and Post Operational Reports (POR) or After Action Reviews (AAR).

1.6 Benefit 
The study may be of importance to serving soldiers as within its aim, the study will produce an understanding as to why there is a need to cut so many jobs and to show that the future set up the Armed Forces are trying to achieve can still function during High Intensity Operations (HIO).  Although the findings will not offer an explanation as to why certain cuts are being made, it will provide a greater level of information as to how the losses will affect the future structure of the Armed Forces and how it will compensate for the shortfalls in manpower.
1.7 Structure 

The study starts with a review of literature in chapter 2.  Chapter 2 will cover the UK Armed Forces doctrine, showing how an Operational deployment should be set up and how it actually is set up.  It will also explore numbers of personnel deployed at the time of the research, showing the military footprint and the civilian contractors deployed, whilst also exploring the roles of the contractor.

Chapter 3 will show the methodology used for the research and how questionnaires and interviews were structured.  Chapter 4 will present the study findings.  Chapter 5 will draw upon the analysis and research to present a conclusion and any possible future study within the area of research. 
Chapter 2 - Review of Literature

2.1 Doctrine and the Theatre Logistic Laydown
This assignment will investigate CSO but in order for us to understand how and why there is a need for CSO we must first know and understand the current structure and doctrine of the British Army.  The Theatre Logistic Laydown model (Linear Contiguous Battle Space) used in this assignment will be based on a Medium Scaled Operation whilst deployed on foreign soil, operating long Lines of Communication (LOC) in the Land environment.
2.2 Combat Service Support (CSS)

In order to take control during a conflict or have success on an operation it requires a robust support network, which must be able to sustain the pace and momentum for the duration it is required.  The UK Armed Forces has the Joint Supply Chain (JSC) to provide such a capability and a key enabler to its success is Combat Service Support (CSS).
CSS Lexicon:

Sustainability – measures the capability and resilience of a force; the ability to maintain the necessary level of fighting power for the duration required (RLC, 2011).
Sustainment – is the business of maintaining a force by enhancing and prolonging its capability and resilience and is fundamental to the fighting power.  Sustainment includes logistic, administration and the organisations and resources required to deliver sustainability (RLC, 2011).
CSS is define as:

“The Support provided to combat forces, primarily in the fields of administration and logistics”.

(AFM, 2005)

Levels of Support
Regiment/Battalion Level (Unit) Support (1st Line) – is that support which is integral to the unit.  Within a unit, support is delivered within a framework of three echelons, F, A and B:

· F Echelon (F Ech).  This is the fighting vehicles element of the unit.  Its CSS resources are in general limited to that which can be carried on the individual vehicle or man

· A Echelon (A Ech).  This holds immediate reserves, held to replenish the F Ech after a phase of combat.  A Ech is often divided into A1 and A2:

· A1 Ech is concerned with immediate replenishment, holding reserves to meet the hour to hour ammunition, fuels and lubricant requirements of the F Ech
· A2 Ech is concerned with reconstituting fighting power and further replenishment, including some limited battlefield repair
· B Echelon (B Ech).  This is the balance of unit level transport with that element of CSS, which is not required at short notice in battle (RLC, 2011)
Formation Level Support (2nd Line) – is generally defined as that element of CSS units integral to the Multi-Role Brigade (MRB) with a LOC of up to 50Kms from the Formation rear boundary to the Echelons (RLC, 2011).
Force and Theatre Support (3rd Line) – covers those CSS resources normally found in Theatre behind the Formation rear boundary.  By default, Theatre level is a joint responsibility (Army, RAF, & RN) and known as the Land Component Support Group (LCSG).  Depending on the nature of the operation and the length of the LOC, the Force level may be split between the Joint and Land environments:
· Joint Force CSS (Theatre Support) – provides CSS at the Point Of Disembarkation (POD) and operates the LOC from the POD to the Joint Supply Area (JSA)
· Land Force CSS – when there is a requirement to interpose a Land Force level between Theatre and Formation a Forward Support Group (FSG) will be created behind the Formation rear boundary, enabling a longer LOC up to 700kms from POD to Formation rear boundary (RLC, 2011)
Base Level Support (4th Line/Home Base) – is generally found behind the POD and is most likely to be found only in the UK (RLC, 2011).
Figure 1 – Linear Contiguous Battle Space
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into the JOA; they may operate beyond the CB as far forward as is feasible and efficient 
and back to depots and industry in the Strategic Base.  



e. Logistic Footprint.  The logistic footprint describes the impact of logistic activity 
in the JOA.  It identifies the utilisation of real estate and the consumption of resources, 
including manpower, equipment, infrastructure, supplies and HNS that logistic activity in 
support of an operation will require.  It also includes those resources that are deployed 
along LOCs where they are required for logistic activity.  



2. Support to the Land Component.  Support to the Land Component will be provided 
differently according to the nature of the deployment.  Three possibilities might be: 



a. Linear Contiguous Battlespace – Case 1.  The distance between the Joint 
Support Area (JSA) and the forward units is of the order of 750 km and the LOC runs 
through uncontested, or relatively uncontested, space.  Both Force and Formation level 
log units, with intermediate stock-holding capability are required due to the distance 
involved. 



 



Note: Land Force level log units may be provided by the Non-Regular Deployable 
Component (NRDC) under the Total Support Force (TSF) concept. 



b. Linear Contiguous Battlespace – Case 2.  When the distance between the JSA 
and the forward units is of the order of 200 km the Land Force Level is superfluous in 
logistic terms and the requirement for Force-level stock-holding and transport and supply 
functions disappears.  In the limit, as the LOC becomes shorter and shorter the 
Formation level merges into the Unit level and the Unit rear boundary butts up against 
the Joint Force (Theatre) forward boundary removing the need for Formation level 
logistics with the units supplied direct from the JSA. 
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(RLC, 2011)
CSS Functional Groupings

CSS encompasses 6 main functional groups:

· Medical Support – Casualty evacuation, treatment and management.  Health defence against any environmental hazards such as pollution, poor sanitation and climatic extremes

· Provost Support – Crime prevention, evidence handling and law and order.  Prisoner of War handling

· Personnel Support – Reinforcements, Prisoner of War handling, legal matters, casualty reporting, finance and repatriation of the dead

· Logistic Support – Supply, distribution, transport and movements, catering, postal services and pioneer services

· Engineer Logistic Support – Providing and maintaining Infrastructure i.e. Supply route and bridges, camps, sanitation, water supply, geographical mapping and demolition
· Civilian Resources – Civil Military Cooperation (CIMIC), Non Government Organisations (NGOs), Host Nation Support (HNS) and CONDO

(AFM, 2005) 

Logistic Support Framework – operates from Strategic Base (SB) forward to Front Line Fighting Echelons (FE) and includes the JSC, the Coupling Bridge (CB), a theoretical area linking the UK (4th Line) to the JOA (3rd – 1st Line) as shown below:
Figure 2 – Logistic Support Framework
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a. Strategic Base.  The SB consists of military assets, industrial capacity and 
civilian contractors.  Military assets may be owned by any of the 3 Services or DE&S.  
The military logistics system is made up of static depots, repair workshops, naval bases, 
garrisons and airfields.   



b. Joint Support Chain.  The JSC is the network of nodes comprising resources, 
activities and distribution options that focuses on the rapid flow of materiel, services and 
information between the Strategic Base and deployed FE in order to generate, sustain 
and redeploy operational capability.  It operates in both forward and reverse directions 
from the factory through base depots across the CB and as far forward as the receiving 
unit location.  



c. Coupling Bridge.  The CB describes the sequence of activities through which 
FE, equipment and materiel are delivered from the Strategic Base to the JOA and 
returned in accordance with the Joint Force Commander’s priorities.  It involves all the 
strategic assets, infrastructure and facilities required.   



d. Strategic Lines of Communication.  Strategic LOC are the designated routes 
and associated C2 nodes that support the deployment, sustainment and redeployment  
of FE.  LOC operate in both directions and are used to move personnel, equipment and 
materiel into and out of the JOA.  This includes the roulement of personnel, returning 
casualties for treatment and unserviceable stocks for replacement or refurbishment back 
in the Strategic Base.  Strategic LOC are Joint and operate as one of the CB activities 
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SB – consists of military assets, industrial capacity and civilian contractors.  Military assets may be owned by any of the 3 Services or Defence Equipment and Support (DE&S), the organisation responsible for running the JSC.  The military logistic system is made up of static depots, repair workshops, naval bases, garrisons and airfields (RLC, 2011).

JSC – is a network of nodes comprising resources, activities and distribution options that focus on the rapid flow of materiel, services and information between SB and deployed FE in order generate, sustain and redeploy operational capability.  It operates in both forward and reverse directions from factory through base depots across the CB and as forward as the end user (unit) requires it (RLC, 2011).

CB – describes the sequence of activities through which FE, equipment and materiel are delivered from the SB to the Joint Operating Area (JOA) and returned in accordance to Joint Force Commands (JFC) priorities.  It involves strategic assets, infrastructure and facilities (RLC, 2011).
LOC – are the designed routes and command and control (C2) nodes the support the deployment, sustainment and redeployment of FE.  LOC operate in both directions and are used to move personnel, equipment and materiel into and out of the JOA.  This includes the roulement of personnel, returning casualties for treatment and unserviceable stocks for replacement or refurbishment back at SB.  LOC are joint Service and operate as one of the CB activities into the JOA; they operate beyond the CB as far forward as is feasible and efficient and back to depots and industry in the SB (RLC, 2011).

Logistic Footprint – describes the impact of the logistic activity in the JOA.  It identifies the utilisation of real estate and the consumption of resources, including manpower, equipment, infrastructure and supplies that logistic activity in support of an operation will require.  It also includes those logistic capabilities that are deployed along LOCs where they are required for logistic activity (RLC, 2011). 
As you can see, CSS covers the vast majority of support to any Operation and the list it is far from exhaustive.  CSO is directly linked within CSS due to the nature of support offered (AFM, 2005).  As well as all military support to the deployed force all civilian contractors are deployed, returned, redeployed and supported through the JSC.  Although the Theatre Logistic Laydown model is designed to operate with no or little civilian involvement it is clear to see that in todays military there is just not enough manpower or assets to fulfil the operational commitments, hence the growing need for contract support to operations.  CSO provides the much needed support and expertise where the military lack it and in doing so it frees up the very overstretched military manpower, which allows them to push further forward and support the FE in their combat rolls rather than carrying out rear operations.
2.3 Afghanistan Laydown

The Theatre Logistic Laydown model is not followed in Afghanistan due to the nature of the conflict and the lay of the ground.  Afghanistan is a landlocked country meaning that in order for personnel, equipment and materiel to get to the JOA they must transit via the CB.  All critical and sensitive equipment and supplies travel by air, flown direct or via a Forward Mounting Base (FMB) such as Cyprus.  Equipment and supplies that are of a non-essential nature are sent by sea via Pakistan or again a FMB and then on long road moves into Afghanistan through treacherous and hostile territories and routes or by rail over the northern transit rail routes. 
The British deployment to Afghanistan is known as Op HERRICK and has been on going for approximately 10 years.  Instead of the Theatre Logistic Laydown model Op HERRICK uses a Hub and Spoke model to conduct its operations known as the Afghanistan Laydown (Non-Linear, Non-Contiguous Battle Space).  This means that the whole force is concentrated in one area and small pockets are deployed forward up to 100kms on a 360% Battlefield as there is no visible frontline.  The Hub in this case is a Main Operating Base (MOB) Camp Bastion, where the majority of contractors are employed and administered and the Spokes are Forward Operating Bases (FOB).  Although the models are different the same principles apply.
Figure 3 – Non-Linear, Non-Contiguous Battle Space 
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(RLC, 2011)
Currently the Armed Forces have minimal outside support when operating forward of the MOBs.  The FEs normally deploy as a Battle Group (BG) meaning they take their own integral Combat Support (CS – Artillery and Engineers) and CSS to ensure they can be self sufficient of the MOBs (OP Insights, 2011).  By deploying with CS and CSS it helps to bolster their effectiveness providing extra support allowing the CS and CSS Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to assist in planning and offer professional opinion and also carry equipment and spares to sustain the BG.  In normal circumstances CSO would not be deployed forward due to the dangers and risks attached to both civilian and soldiers lives, however we are seeing an increased number of cases where contractors have been deployed forward.  This is due to the Area of Operations (AOs) being made safer places to operate and in some cases due to lack of soldier expertise on the ground.
Once the FEs deploy forward of the MOBs they occupy FOBs.  FOBs act as a forward node (a mini Formation Support), which encompasses CS and CSS for the force allowing them to dominate and command more ground.  FOBs draw all their resources from MOBs but may have some contract support (limited) and may employ some local nationals.  Further a field troops reduce in numbers and occupy many small Patrol Bases (PBs), which satellite around the FOBs and urban areas offering early protection to settlements.  PBs are so remote and dangerous that no outside help is available, they have to rely on the basics they carry and what is resupplied from the FOBs.

CSO is the title given to those civilians employed on operations and they are vital the success of Op HERRICK and will become an important major player for all future operations.
2.4 CSO and a brief look to the future
CSO has been utilised by the Armed Forces as far back as history can tell us, during every conflict past and present civilians whether UK national, host nation or other nationalities have been employed by the deployed force/government to assist in its’ cause.  Now in the age of IF 15 and FF 20 CSO will become part of what is known as Interim Total Support Force (TSF) Direction.  

Interim TSF Direction draws its authority from Defence Strategic Direction (DSD) 2011.  DSD allows Top Level Budgets (TLBs) to implement the TSF concept to industry.  It provides the authority, TSF intent and the guiding principles.  It also provides an explanation of the factors to be considered when seeking to employ TSF before identifying in Defence Capability Framework (DCF) terms within the parameters of TSF.  TSF represents a significant cultural shift to the way that the MoD delivers Defence Support to the UK Armed Forces, which moves away from predominantly military solutions.  TLBs are to embrace this cultural shift and identify where the principles of TSF offer opportunities to provide high assurance to deliver Defence Support in a more efficient way (Interim TSF Direction, 2011).    

Definition of Whole Force Concept (WFC)

“A balanced, resilient and fully integrated force structure, comprising Regular and Reserve Service Personnel, contractors and civilians, optimised to deliver the people component of operational capability, at declared readiness and defined risk, in the most cost effective and affordable manner”.
(Interim TSF Direction, 2011)

TSF is but one of the eight pillars to WFC and CSO falls into that pillar.  WFC is in effect a force inclusive of all elements, military and civilian needed to fight and sustain an operation anywhere in the world, ready to deploy at little notice to move (Interim TSF Direction, 2011).  WFC and TSF is very much encompassed within the governments plan to restructure the UKs Armed Forces, which will be delivered as a result of IF 15 and FF 20.  Civilians and Military personnel will work hand in hand from the start of an operation rather than adding contract expertise later on in the operation, it will be delivered from the beginning and included in the planning, training and operational cycle. 
Figure 4 – The Whole Force Concept Umbrella
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(Interim TSF Direction, 2011)
2.5 What is CSO?
The use of CSO is regularly referenced in the MoD’s Strategic Guidance, Concept and Doctrine Publications.  The use and importance of CSO has increased over time and CSO is an enduring element of today’s operations (JSP 567, 2009).  This reliance on CSO will increase as a result of the future needs of the MoD due to budget cuts and the restructure of the Armed Forces.
A range of specialist civilian skills are available from within the Civil Service, but a broader range can be accessed on a contractual basis through industry providers.  CONDO has been used on all major overseas operations since its inception in 2003.  Historically, the majority of support provided was logistics-related, consisting mainly of life support services and manufacturers’ equipment support.  Specific tasks have included: infrastructure build & property management, Urgent Operational Requirement (UOR) embodiment, distribution and the delivery of the food supply chain.  More recently, greater use across a wider spectrum of military tasks has taken place including aerial surveillance and the provision of communications support.  This broadening has introduced more contractors into the operational space, with Sponsored Reserves (SR) and Private Military & Security Companies (PMSC) joining the traditional CONDO groups (which include UK, Third Country, Regional and Local contractors).  A new over-arching term for their use in an Operational Area (OA), has resulted in - CSO.  CSO policy applies to prime contractors and their sub-contractors engaged directly in support of MoD contracts, but do not extend to their suppliers.  The breadth of the functions now covered by CSO is illustrated below:
Table 2 – Components to Contractor Support on Operations

	Contractor Support to Operations
	Logistic Services
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Logistical Support

	
	Distribution
	

	
	Supply
	

	
	Movements
	

	
	Medical
	

	
	Equipment Support
	

	
	Infrastructure Support
	

	
	Personnel Services
	

	
	PMSC
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2.6 Groups within CSO

Sponsored Reserves (SR) – remain employees of the contractor but agree to become special members of the Reserve Forces throughout their contract with the MoD.  Liabilities are wholly specific to each individual contract and are dealt with on a case by case basis.  Following acceptance into the Reserves, these individuals are legally obliged to undertake pre-deployment training (PDT) and can be called upon to provide the contracted service in uniform and under military command.  The contractor is responsible for employing enough employees with SR status to meet MoD’s requirements.  Self employed personnel and crown servants can be SRs.  Whilst SRs receive annual military training in line with the contract agreement, they are unlikely to have the same levels of training as other mobilised Reservists.  While SRs are mobilised and undertake appropriate PDT, this would not enable them to undertake more complex military tasks outside their core role. 

Contractors on Deployed Operations (CONDO) – are civilian personnel accompanying the force and comprise of UK nationals, Third Country Nationals (TCN) and locally employed civilian (LEC) labour, drawn from the country in which the MoD is operating.

Private Military and Security Companies (PMSC)
 – are companies authorised by the MoD to provide force protection, Intelligence Surveillance Target Acquisition and Recognisance (ISTAR) or communications support to contractor personnel deployed to an OA.

CSO is very much part of the IF 15 and FF 20 structure however it is already in place.  CSO links in with the development of WFC and in particular TSF.  The development of TSF allows contractors to integrate at SB, Permanent Joint Operating Bases (PJOBs), on operations and in training.  This is much broader than current CSO.  On current Ops Permanent Joint Headquarters (PJHQ) are responsible for the control of all deployed contractors and civilians through CONDO.
2.7 Afghanistan (Op HERRICK)

In the early stages of Op HERRICK and during the initial set up of Camp Bastion there was little outside support less that of the local nationals and of course the multitude of other nations that were and are still involved in the operation so it was predominately a military operation.  Over the years of the operation Camp Bastion has grown substantially to the approximate size of Reading and it provides infrastructure and facilities to thousands of service personnel from multi national forces and their appointed contractors.  There is no way the UK Armed Forces could sustain such a development on its own and each nation involved has the same issue.  In order to support such a development on the UKs part numerous contractors have been assigned to assist.  
UK forces are deployed across a number of provinces in Afghanistan but they are predominantly stationed in Helmand province operating out of a series of MOBs, FOBs and PBs.  Camp Bastion and some FOBs are the locations for all CONDO to carry out CSO and develop and maintain infrastructure.  Headquarters Task Force Helmand (HQTFH) is separate to Camp Bastion but again has various elements of CONDO to carry out CSO and develop and maintain infrastructure.  Camp Bastion is the main hub for all the support needed by British troops.   
2.8 How Is CSO Utilised on Op HERRICK?
On 25th June 2012 during Op HERRICK it was assessed by PJHQ that there were 6,034 contractors of various capabilities deployed in Afghanistan at various locations as CONDO in CSO rolls (PJHQ, 2012).  The contractors are devised from:

· UK Nationals – 14%
· Third Country Nationals (TCN) – 50%  
· Locally Recruited Workers (LRW) – 36%

(PJHQ, 2012)

Also on 25the June 2012 PJHQ assessed that there were 78 contracts in place in and around Afghanistan currently set up for CSO, which cover the following areas (PJHQ, 2012):

· Infrastructure Support – Build and maintain accommodation, medical facilities, offices, warehouses, airfields, roads and transport links, sewage plants, water treatment facilities (bottled water), workshops, refuge and incinerator facilities, feeding facilities, detention facilities etc.
· Satellite/Communication Support – PMSC – Provide and maintain satellite and communication equipment 
· Surveillance Support – PMSC – Provide, maintain and support the Force ISTAR assets
· International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) Contracted Air Transport (ICAT), Contractor Rotary Wing (CRW)
· Local National (Jingly) Truck - Contractor Road Move (CRM) (non-sensitive equipment and materiel due to the time taken to deliver)
· Soft Facilities Management Assistance Contract (SOFTMAC) – Caterers, Laundry services, Supply and warehouse operators, drivers (buses, tankers, trucks, forklift, crane etc), refuge disposal, hygiene and cleaning services, delivery, water treatment, fuel operators, air-conditioning and heating

· Equipment Support – Maintenance of the vehicle fleet (support and fighting vehicles), technical support

· Medical – Doctors, Dentists, Radiologist, Surgeons, Nurses etc.
· Heavy Equipment Lift – SRs (fast tracks)
(Op Insights, 2012 & PJHQ, 2012)

2.9 Why use Contractors in an Operational Environment
As well as serious risk to life for CONDO and military personnel during operations CONDO bring a vast array of skills and expertise that the military simply does not have or have the time to train the soldiers in the required skills needed.  This in some cases is due to the rapid pace in which technology advances; for example a new piece of communications equipment is brought in to service to meet the Urgent Operational Requirements (UOR) – the manufacturer of the equipment would deploy experts in this field to support and maintain it whilst it is in service or until sufficient time has passed to train service personnel in the specialist area.  This of course would have to be carried out under current CONDO policy.

CONDO policy states that in order for contractors to be deployed the capabilities provided must be attractive or profitable for the contractor and military yet demonstrate value for money for the MoD.  CONDO must attend PDT and where possible be factored into the planning stages of any operation or exercise where they are required.  Integration at the earliest opportunity is key to the success of the desired outcome (DEFSTAD, 2010).
What can a Contractor do that a Soldier cannot?

Contractors can be employed from within the host nation, which gives the contractor an advantage with regards to understanding the local language and culture.  Soldiers deploy for 6 month periods on average meaning few can understand and mater the languages needed regardless of training prior to deployment.  LRWs can source materials form their local economy far quicker than importing, again as they know how business is conducted in their country, of course there are experts employed within contract management in the MoD, however they will not have the local knowledge to assist them.

Each contract set up employs experts of all trades and skill sets meaning that they can facilitate the needs of the Armed Forces in MOBs and some FOBs allowing the military aspect of the operation or exercise to continue on task, advancing and securing ground and locations further forward or in the operating environment.

The majority of contract expertise needed is in infrastructure, ISTAR and communications as these are key to enabling an occupying force.  Many of these contracts are UK led teams and have been used to great effect on previous operations and exercises, however although UK lead the vast majority of the workforce will locally employed labour (Op HERRICK 15, 2012).

Contractors are not just meeting the demands of the MOBs and FOBs.  There is an increasing number of contractors from host nations carrying out the supply element of current operations.  They run the risky business of delivering supplies from Pakistan through to Afghanistan, something that cannot be conducted by the military due to diplomatic clearance being denied in neighbouring countries (Op Insights, 2012).

TCN are conducting CRW moves to and from FOBs proving supplies of a non-sensitive or mission critical nature.  This of course takes the pressure off the military supply chain and allows for Support Helicopters (SH) and Combat Logistic Patrols (CPLs) to focus on delivering mission critical and secret equipment and spares (Op Insights, 2012).  Fixed wing contracts from TCN are also conducting long haul flights carrying equipment and spares from all over the world into Afghanistan, again allowing the RAF to concentrate its efforts on mission critical and secret equipment and spares and of course the flow of personnel in and out of theatre (occasionally contracted).
Chapter 3 – Research Methodology
3.1 Approach
In order to produce an accurate and as up to date as possible study a number a research methods were used.  In the early stages of research it was clear to see that complications would arise regarding sourcing information direct from an operational environment due to the author not being authorised to travel to the OA and Operational Security (OPSEC), however this did not prevent questionnaires being submitted to troops and contractors prior to and on return from operations and the same can be said for a number of interviews that were conducted.

The main source of research for this study has been from factual based research using many military publications, pamphlets, doctrine and models, web and library searches not only to understand the subject being explored but also to enable accurate detail and referencing.  
The author can also draw from his own previous personal experiences and knowledge of the subject as he himself has completed 2 operational tours of Afghanistan, 2 operational tours of the Balkans, numerous exercises all of which have involved the use of CONDO in support of CSO.  The author is also currently preparing to deploy to Afghanistan for a third tour of duty, which has added value to this study.

In order to capture the correct audience, questionnaires were sent to serving soldiers and officers as well as contractors at higher and lower levels of employment allowing the study to captivate varied opinions from all levels of the military and CONDO.  No questionnaires were sent to TCNs or LRWs due to the author not being able to deploy or validate answers.  However opinion has been captured on TCNs and LRWs through all of the research methods.  
3.2 Target Audience 
The aim of this study is to explore how CSO works in the military environment and whether it has a place in the future of the Armed Forces.  In conducting the study it has become apparent that the area being explored offers information on the future structure of the Armed Forces, which in turn means that this study will be of interest to serving soldiers as it will explain in broad principal the scope and intent of what the Government and the MoD are working to achieve.  It will not however provide an explanation as to why certain redundancies are taking place.

3.3 Questionnaires  

The questionnaires were designed to provide answers concerning how CSO works within the Armed Forces environment.  Two questionnaires were eventually developed, one for the military point of view and one for the contractor point of view to enable the study to explore both sides of the opinion.

Ten questions were developed with the two desired audiences in mind and were tested on military personnel and contractors based in the UK to allow the author to gauge whether the question sets were sufficient enough for the study analysis.  Test questionnaires have no input to the study outcome.

 “The more structured a question, the easier it will be to analyse”

(Bell, 2006)
Problems occurred when issuing questionnaires to personnel deploying on operations as it became apparent that due to the nature of the deployments and time spent away few people were interested in participating in the questionnaires and interviews and also people seemed to lack knowledge of the subject.

On return from operations the wider knowledge of the subject became more apparent and people had the time and interest to participate in the study, therefore all data captured is as a result of post operational input.  In total 50 questionnaires were produced to both audiences with only 37 military responses and 26 CONDO responses, therefore only the first 25 questionnaires from each audience have been analysed to allow for a fair comparison.  20 interviews were also conducted after one operational deployment.

3.4 Interview
The same question sets were also used to form the bases for interviews.  This allowed for those undertaking the questionnaires to offer further discussion points by elaborating and adding value to the overall aim of this study.  Quotations will be used as part of the analysis to this study.
3.5 Data and Results

The data captured from the questionnaires has been scrutinised and analysed then laid out in graphical formats to make the results easy to read and understand for the intended audience.  Information gained from interview will be highlighted, using quotations from some of the interviews to assist in producing a better understanding of the work carried out within CSO.  It is important to point out at this stage that to conduct interviews with CONDO proved to be difficult without being deployed to the AO, therefore a number of interviews were carried out whilst contractors were taking rest and recuperation leave in the UK.  Unfortunately the author did not mange to interview the desired amount of CONDO meaning that the majority of interviewed personnel were military.  It should also be pointed out that, those who provided answers to questionnaires were not interviewed and vice versa.  A copy of the questionnaires can be found at appendix 1.  
Chapter 4 – Analysis
4.1 SWOT Analysis

SWOT Analysis was conducted on some key areas of CSO to identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to CONDO and military personnel deployed in various roles outside of MOBs.  The analysis was to compare the civilian contractor role to that of its military counter part in order to prove how CSO can work on operations in some circumstances.
“The point being that from building a road to the management of complex technologies such as UAVs, contractors can generally (Force Protection notwithstanding) provide niche capability outside of the direct fire zone, and through relevant global (and frequent) experiences do it better than military personnel, who could be ‘trained’, but due to limited training budgets and other commitments, are not as ‘expert’.”

(Haywood, 2012)
Areas analysed using SWOT were:

· CLP v CRM

· SH v ICAT (CRW)

Table 3 – SWOT Analysis CLP
	Strengths

· Huge Military presence

· Force Protection is integral to block against attack

· One objective
	Weaknesses

· Slow and cumbersome

· Huge target

· Expensive

· Attracts attention easily

· Used as a last resort

· Mission essential equipment and spares

	Opportunities

· Gain local trust

· Gather intelligence

· Requirement for new routes (hearts and minds projects)
	Threats

· Weak against IED

· Negative Influence to population


Table 4 – SWOT Analysis CRM
	Strengths
· Political profile of contractors is less provocative than military Forces

· The cost of Force Protection can be reduced 
	Weaknesses

· Without the official cover of an Military Order contractors can be disrupted as part of political posturing and costs can be uncertain
· Corrupt payments to criminal patronage networks is possible

	Opportunities

· If well-managed, contractors can support the whole range of campaign objectives, through smart management of their local staff and local government representatives
	Threats

· Even resilient contractors can buckle to the pressure of persistent attacks
· Poor information-sharing can provoke contractors to withdraw support prematurely


Lessons that can be identified from a contract being set up and managed properly can produce amazing results and carry out a lot of the business that normally requires planning, time and military manpower.  By conducting a CLP you cannot avoid an aggressive stance and can provoke an enemy reaction, where as using a civilian contractor there is no political issue and so long as the equipment being carried is of a non-sensitive nature it can be delivered with little risk and under reasonable reliability.  The risk however of enemy action means the consequences can be devastating hence the need for CLPs for all mission critical and secret equipment and spares.
Table 5 – SWOT Analysis SH
	Strengths

· Huge Military presence

· Force Protection is integral to block against attack

· One objective

· Fast resupply

· Casualty extraction
	Weaknesses

· Limited load capacity

· Vulnerable to ground to air attack

· Expensive

· Attracts attention easily

· Less load capacity due to climate change

· Mission essential equipment and spares

· Limited time on ground

· Limited distance

	Opportunities

· Rapid resupply

· Gather intelligence

· Birds eye view of ground
	Threats

· Weak against small arms fired and RPG

· Negative Influence to population


Table 6 – SWOT Analysis ICAT CRW
	Strengths

· Huge load capacity

· One objective

· Fast resupply

· Operate in most climates

· Cheaper than SH
	Weaknesses

· Can be unreliable pilots

· Vulnerable to ground to air attack

· Attracts attention easily

· Non-sensitive equipment and spares

· Limited time on ground

	Opportunities

· Rapid resupply

· Trust in TCN

· Save on SH

· Less expence
	Threats

· Weak against small arms fired and RPG

· Possible break down of contract

· Pilots open to corruption

· Pilot not arriving on time


Although CRW is used to great effect there are sometime reliability problems and pilots do not always stick to flight schedules, which can cause serious issues in the planning cycle for operations.  SH is still the fastest and safest means of resupply but is very expensive and is only used on a critical need bases to allow it to remain on standby for casualty evacuation missions.  Mission critical and secret equipment and spares must also be carried by SH for political and OPSEC reasons.
4.2 CSO Questionnaire
Question 1(Military) – What is your understanding of CSO?
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As you can see from the bar chart above, a good proportion of military personnel have a good level of understanding of CSO.  The higher understanding seems to be from the Officers and Senior Non Commissioned Officers and generally those employed in the headquarters and rear operations i.e. those employed in MOBs.
Question 1 (Contractor) – What is your current understanding of CSO?
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The table above demonstrates the level of understanding of CONDO in CSO roles and as you can see it shows a high level of understanding due to the fact these are the contractors carrying out the job roles in theatre.
Question 2 (Military) – How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?
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The chart above shows that the military attitude towards CONDO in CSO is generally appreciated, however it should be pointed out that the negative responses are from Officers and Soldiers employed in remote locations where little or no CSO is employed and the positive response is from those Officers and Soldiers employed in MOBs where CSO operates at its’ fullest.

Question 2 (Contractor) – How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?
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The chart above shows that CONDO believes that they provide a very good level of CSO.  The negative response is from a contractor working in a FOB.
Question 3 (Military) – Could you manage your job without CSO?
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The graph shows that general opinion is that without CSO the military could carry out their jobs.  It should be pointed out that this questioned turned out to be an ambiguous question, as you will see from the interview answers.
Question 3 (Contractor) – Could the military manage without CSO?
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The graph shows that the general attitude of CONDO is that the military could not manage without CSO.  Again though it should be pointed out that this was an ambiguous question, as you will see from the interview answers. 
Question 4 (Military) – Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?
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General opinion is that having CSO to conduct many of the roles normally provided by the military allows the military to carry out its’ fighting role and support the elements in far isolated OAs.

Question 4 (Contractor) – Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue its’ fighting role?
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CONDO believe that without CSO the military could not carry out its’ fighting role.  However this question does contain a second order analysis when put to interview.
Question 5 (Military) – Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?
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It is clear to see from the bar chart above that military personnel consider, that without CSO it would be detrimental to the effects of the military and that it could most likely not carry our its role.
Question 5 (Contractor) – Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?
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Again it is clear to see from the bar chart above that CONDO believes the military could not operate without CSO.  In this area both the military and CONDO agree that CSO is vital to the needs of the military in today operating environment.
4.3 Interviews

The same questionnaires were used as question sets to form the bases of interviews and interviews were conducted covering the full spectrum of military personnel and CONDO.  So the interviews encompass the view of Officers, Non Commissioned Officers, Soldiers and Contractors (higher and lower levels).  The author has chosen to use information provided only in some of the questions to demonstrate the difference of opinion between military personnel and CONDO.
Question 2 (Military) – How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?
“It is hard for me to comment, because if I was to provide an answer from the questionnaire I would have to choose the option of Very Poor, however this is due to the nature of the deployment my troops and I were on.  We were operating out of a PB and we had no CSO imbedded in our location.  When the troops had the opportunity to return to the FOB or MOB for a moment of respite then it was a different story all together, the facilities and services provided were amazing or was this just due to us having such basic facilities for so long?”
(Hendry, 2012)

Question 3 (Military) – Could the military manage without CSO?
“Of course the military could manage without CSO, the problem we face is that of sustainment.  Without CSO, who would carry out the rear operations?  Where would the expertise regarding all of our technology come from?  We haven’t the time nor resources to train military personnel, to the required standards, to become SMEs is such equipment.  There are some jobs within the military that a civilian just cannot do!” 
(Green, 2012)
Question 3 (Contractor) – Could the military manage without CSO?
“Yes the military could manage without some aspects of CSO as they normally do on the initial set up of an operation, but they would struggle to continue their progress.  CSO can provide very niche capabilities in which the military would take and age to train.  We also have the added advantage of being able to employ locals to carry out the, lets say the less skilled work, which a soldier would have to carry out for themselves”.  

(Burke, 2012)
Question 4 (Military) – does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role? 

“Without doubt, my men can concentrate on the mission and not worry about the infrastructure or supply chain, as they know someone is doing it for them.  Having civilians assisting our efforts allows for more boots on the ground”.
(Greenhalgh, 2012)

Question 4 (Contractor) – does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?

“I manage contract road moves in and around Afghanistan and it is my belief that we provide a service in which the military appreciate.  Our convoys allow for the military to conduct road moves in the more isolated and dangerous areas as they have the means to protect themselves.  It can get a bit hairy at times which means we may loose the odd load or suffer casualties but it is not as risky at the what the military boys do further up country.  Hats off to them I say”.
(Miligan 2012) 

As you can see after comparing the findings from the questionnaires and the interview process there are some similarities in opinion, especially from some of the interviews conducted.  There is a mutual respect by both parties for each other’s contribution to Op HERRICK.  In the interview process each question provided a difference of opinion however in most respects the military needs CSO but CSO does not necessarily need the military, that said CSO could not operate without the security and protection of military might.
Although the questionnaires managed to provide answers and data, without interviews the author would not be able to formulate a conclusion due to the nature of some questions.  After sending out the questionnaires it was clear to see from the answers that some of the questions were ambiguous and needed the interviews to elaborate.  In doing so this helped the author gain a greater understanding of the subject to form his conclusion.
Chapter 5 Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion
Through out this study, one underlining point appears to be obvious and that is that the military cannot operate without CSO.  Although in the early stages of an operation or conflict the military will take the lead, as it is important to secure the AO to allow civilians to operate in a safer environment.  In some cases CONDO will deploy with the military in the initial stages of an operation to provide CSO and expertise in certain areas that the military simple do not have and cannot provide.

Both CONDO and the military generally agree that CSO is a must, although there is a difference in opinion on the level of CSO required.  It is agreed that the military could carry out the majority of its’ task/missions with out CSO, however it would not be able to sustain itself for very long without CSO.  CONDO argument is that they could replace the majority of military trades and support the operation with whatever assets or resources required, however they would not be able to operate without the vital security and protection provided by the military, which of course includes that of the RN and RAF when operating at sea or by air.  At sea the RN would carry out supply LOCs and protect water ways and boundaries and by air the RAF would carry out supply LOCs and air security.  By employing CONDO in CSO roles allows, military personnel to carry out their primary role as fighting troops regardless of their trade background.  CSO is a very important part of modern warfare and whether military or CONDO it is important to build a relationship between the two organisations in order for CSO to be a success.

As the study has explained, the UK government is in the process of restructuring the Armed Forces making considerable cuts across all three Services and aiming to create what is known as FF 20.  Large numbers of troops from the Army, RN and RAF will loose their jobs leaving large gaps in the capabilities of the Armed Forces.  When these gaps appear Officers and Soldiers are left with no option but to take on double the responsibility and man-hours due to the fact that although the cuts are taking place the forces restructure is a thing of the future, however once deployed on operations CSO is in place to assist and allow military personnel to focus on the mission they face.

CSO is very much a part of day to day business whilst deployed on operation in todays environment, however with the idea of FF 20 comes WFC, which is working towards a better capability provided by all parties concerned.  WFC encompasses TSF, which is the element of any deployment containing CSO.  The idea of TSF is to be able to integrate the civilian contract at the point of PDT prior to an operation commencing and then remaining in place until the operation is complete or there is no further need for the contractor.  TSF also strives to have contracts in place, ready to be called upon to deploy at short notice, meaning that they will be factored into the planning elements of all future operations.  WFC and TSF will form the bases of FF 20 and will cover the shortfall in troop numbers and tradesmen.

5.2 Recommendations
Whether it is wanted by the military or not, it is important that military personnel at all levels embrace the fact that change is coming and that they get used to the idea of civilians being employed in their area of expertise over a far greater spectrum than previous years have shown.  As TSF moves forward and takes shape the relationship between the military and contractor will be of upmost importance if TSF and CSO is to succeed.

In order for CSO to be a success the military needs to develop it s’ contract management teams and embed CSO at the earliest opportunity.  Training the military in how to handle and manage civilians whilst under the employment of the MoD is vital.  The military must learn to understand CSO and what services can be offered and used.  It is important that the military understand the way civilians conduct their business and allow time for different practices, at the same time civilians will need to understand the importance and speed in which the military operate and be able to provide the service that the contract is in place for.  Contractors need to be able to provide what is needed, when it is needed under the added pressure of military demands as missions and lives will depend upon the direct action of the service they are there to provide.

It is unfortunate that redundancies are necessary, however those that remain in service during the restructure of the Armed Forces and after FF 20 is complete must realise that wherever there are military personnel operating they will have a civilian counter part close by.  It will take time for attitudes to adjust and practices on both sides to develop but in time WFC, TSF and CSO could be a force to be reckoned with.
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Appendix 1: Contractor Support to Operations (CSO) Questionnaire (contractor)
1.
What is your understanding of current CSO?


a.
Fully understand


b.
Good understanding


c.
Poor understanding


d.
No understanding

2.
How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?


a.
Excellent


b.
Good


c.
Poor


d.
Very poor

3.
Could the military manage without CSO?


a.
Yes


b.
A little


c.
Possibly


d.
No

4.
Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?


a.
Definitely


b.
The majority of times


c.
In some cases


d.
Occasionally

5.
Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?


a.
Major impact


b.
Minor impact


c.
No impact

Appendix 2: Contractor Support to Operations (CSO) Questionnaire (military)

1.
What is your understanding of current CSO?


a.
Fully understand


b.
Good understanding


c.
Poor understanding


d.
No understanding

2.
How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?


a.
Excellent


b.
Good


c.
Poor


d.
Very poor

3.
Could you manage your job without CSO?


a.
Yes


b.
A little


c.
Possibly


d.
No

4.
Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?


a.
Definitely


b.
The majority of times


c.
In some cases


d.
Occasionally

5.
Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?


a.
Major impact


b.
Minor impact


c.
No impact

Appendix 3: CSO Data Capture Sheet (contractors)
	Answer
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	Q1. What is your current understanding of CSO?

	A
	Fully understand
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(

	B
	Good understanding
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	(
	

	C
	Poor understanding
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	No understanding
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q2. How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?

	A
	Excellent
	
	
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	(
	(

	B
	Good
	(
	(
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	

	C
	Poor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	

	D
	Very poor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q3. Could the military manage without CSO?

	A
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	A little
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Possibly
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	No
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Q4. Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?

	A
	Definitely
	
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	B
	The majority of times
	(
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	 In some cases
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Occasionally
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q5. Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?

	A
	Major impact
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	B
	Minor impact
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	No impact
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 4: CSO Data Capture Sheet (Military)
	Answer
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	Q1. What is your current understanding of CSO?

	A
	Fully understand
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Good understanding
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	(
	

	C
	Poor understanding
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	
	(

	D
	No understanding
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q2. How do you rate the services provided by CONDO?

	A
	Excellent
	
	
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(

	B
	Good
	(
	(
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Poor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	
	

	D
	Very poor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	

	Q3. Could you manage your job without CSO?

	A
	Yes
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(

	B
	A little
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Possibly
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	No
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	Q4. Does the ability of CSO allow the military to continue with its’ fighting role?

	A
	Definitely
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	(

	B
	The majority of times
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	 In some cases
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	D
	Occasionally
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q5. Without CSO, would there be an impact on the military?

	A
	Major impact
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	B
	Minor impact
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	No impact
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� Broken down into 3 categories (A= consultancy, B = Defensive C = Offensive) NB cat C contracts will not be let by MoD.





PAGE  
7

[image: image17.emf]


0



5



10



15



20



What is your current
understanding of CSO?



Fully understand



Good understanding



Poor understanding



No understanding










[image: image18.emf]


0
2
4
6
8



10
12
14



How do you rate the services provided by
CONDO?
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Could you manage your job without CSO?
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Could the military manage without CSO?
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