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copies to the Harine Corps Ispector General and the Director, Naval Audit
Service Southeast ReEion.

M. M. LE BLANC

Cow to:
CC (G) ()
CN0 (0P-008) (3)
AUDGENAV (10)
MCB Camp LeJeune (5)
COMFZVE (I)
CG SECOND FSSG (I)
LANTNAVFACENGCOM (2)
AUDGENAV Special List 29

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY





NAVAL AUDIT SERVICE
SOUTHEAST REGION

ABSTRACT

AUDIT NUMBER
C42819

TITLE
Marine Corps Base Started:

Camp Lejeune, North Carolina Completed:
Published:

DATE
24 Jul 1979
21 Dec 1979
2 May 1980

OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE. The objective of this audit was to review and evaluate
the practices and procedures used by MCB, OICC/ROICC-PWO in performing his
assigned functions at MCB. The following items summarize the most significant
problems found during our audit.

INADEQUATE ADMINISTRATION AND INSPECTION OF CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE
CONTRACTS. Our review of contracts administered by the OICCIROICC showed
discrepancies ranging from the design Of plans and specifications to the
inspection, acceptance, and payment for the work. This has been caused by
inadequate supervision, lack of proper inspection, lack of documentation in the
contract files, and failure to adequately determine the work required and the
most efficient way to accomplish it. This has resulted in: (I) not receiving
work which was paid for; (2) requiring work to be done which may not have been
needed; (3) paying a contractor for materials prior to the materials being on
hand; (4) certifying and paying invoices without knowing if work has been
completed; (5) certifying that work had been inspected when it had not been; and
(6) agreeing to trade-offs with the contractor without change orders or
supporting documentation. We recommended that MCB require personnel responsible
for the contract design and specifications to become totally familiar with the
project through personal inspection of the worksites. MCB concurred in intent.
(See p. 3)

COMPLYING WITH CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS FOR PILINGS AND CONCRETE ON CONTRACT
N62470-76-C-6293. In some instances, contract specifications were not met for
pilings and concrete supporting the stack and precipitators for the heating
plant emission control project. Procedures and records for recording cost and
time negotiations, change order number one, to increase the length of each
piling by 10 feet were inadequate. We recommended that LANTNAVFACENGCOM enforce
all provisions of contracts and obtain A-E concurrence before deviating from
design specifications. LANTNAVFACENGCOM concurred in principle. We also
recommended that LANTNAVFACENGCOM process and document change orders, as
provided by NAVFAC P-68. LANTNAVFACENGCOM concurred with specific
recommendation. (See p. 6)

IMPROPER USE OF FIELD CHANGES. Unauthorized field changes are being used by
the OICC/ROICC to delete and add to the contract requirements and
specifications. We found that it was common practice to issue field changes,
even though there are no directives or guidelines authorizing their use.
Furthermore, field changes were not supported by any documentation noting the
amount and type of material and costs associated with the changes. Asa result,
a field change to contract N62470-78-C-3404, at no change in the contract price,
should have resulted in a reduction in price of about $24,700. We recommended
that NAVFACENGCOM determine whether field changes are authorized contracting
procedures, and if so issue appropriate guidelines in NAVFAC P-68, if not,
advise EFDs to discontinue their use. NAVFACENGCOM did not indicate concurrence
or nonconcurrence. (See p. 14)
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DESIGNING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITHIN FUNDING LIMITATIONs. A-E
contractors are not accomplishing design services required to permit the
award of a contract for the construction of facilities designed at a price
that does not exceed the estimated construction price set forth in the A-E
contracts. When bids for construction contracts are received which exceed
the estimated prices, the A-E contractor is not being required to perform
redesign and other services necessary to permit the contract award within
the estimated construction price. We recommended that LANTNAVFACENGCOM
require the A-E contractor to perform redesign or services necessary to
award construction contracts within funding limitations established in the
A-E contract and document contract files when redesign services are not
obtained. LANTNAVFACENGCOM concurred in principle. (See p. 16)

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ESTIMATES FOR CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS. Government
estimates for evaluating the reasonableness of contractors’ proposals
should be improved. We compared the Government estimate with the
contractors’ proposals primarily developed by the OICC MCB on 15
construction contracts and found significant differences ranging from 64
percent less to 57 percent more than the contractor’s proposal. Also, we
found that adequate documentation was not available to support "revised"
Government estimates. We recommended that LANTNAVFACENGCOM review and
document significant differences between Government estimates and
contractors’ proposals for use in evaluating the reasonableness of
contractors’ prices and use results in future Government estimates.
LANTNAVFACENGCOM partially concurred. We also recommended that MCB
maintain a file on all revised estimates showing a detailed breakdown of
cost estimates, increases or decreases and reason for revision. MCB
concurred. (See p. 19)

INCREMENTATION OF MAINTENANCE FACILITY OF MCHOLF OAK GROVE North
Carolina. SECOND FSSG has incrementally constructed a maintenance
facility in support of its MOOSE program. To meet a long term commitment
for the storage and maintenance of motor transport equipment, relocatable
buildings were erected and utilities installed at a funded cost of
approximately $204,000. Approval for the use of relocatable buildings to
meet facility requirements was not requested from ASN(I&L). Also, SECOND
FSSG has not defined the total facility requirements for the MOOSE program
and sought a permanent solution through the Marine Corps Facility Planning
and Programming System. We recommended that the SECOND FSSG, in
conjunction with MCB, determine the total facility requirements for the
MOOSE program and incorporate the present installation and future
requirements into the Marine Corps Facility Plannlng and Programming
System. SECOND FSSG and MCB concurred in the recommendation, but did not
concur that the four relocatable maintenance shelters should be classified
as Class II plant property. (See p. 29)
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DESIGNING CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITHIN FUNDING LIMITATIONs. A-E
contractors are not accomplishing design services required to permit the
award of a contract for the construction of facilities designed at a price
that does not exceed the estimated construction price set forth in the A-E
contracts. When bids for construction contracts are received which exceed
the estimated prices, the A-E contractor is not being required to perform
redesign and other services necessary to permit the contract award within
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SECTION A INTRODUCTION

MISSION AND BACKGROUND

Marine Corps Base, Camp LeJeune, North Carolina (MCB) mission is to
provide housing, training, logistical support, and certain administrative
support for Fleet Marine Force, Atlantic (FMFLANT) units assigned and to
conduct specialized schools and training as directed. The objectives of
the Officer in Charge of Construction/Resident Officer in Charge of
Construction (OICC/ROICC), who is under the cognizance of the Commander,
Atlantic Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (LANTNAVFACENGCOM)
are: (a) Provide overall supervision, direction, and policy guidance; (b)
supervise the execution of contract work within assigned area, and prepare
all routine and technical reports; (c) inspect all contracts assigned,
including the assignment of personnel within the area of responsibility;
(d) assume full responsibility for satisfactory completion of contract
work underway; (e) perform as the Public Works Officer (PWO), which is a
Special Staff Officer of MCB, in preparing plans and specifications for
projects to be accomplished within the authority assigned; (f) negotiate,
prepare, and award contracts, within assigned limits, including all change
orders except time extensions, supplemental agreements, modifications, and
addends thereto; (g) receive and open bids, and maintain active contract
files; (h) assign inspectors to area activities, and provide technical
assistance to activity inspectors; (i) provide members for change order
board, negotiate change orders and forward to Engineering Field Division
(EFD) for action; (j) forward payment requests to the EFD; and (k) provide
liaison between the activity and the EFD. To accomplish their objectives,
the OICC/ROICC had 7 military and 18 civilians, and PWO had 20 civilians
onboard on 31 October 1979. On 2 November 1979, the OICC/ROICC was
administering 84 active contracts totaling $61,118,500.

AUDIT SCOPE

Our audit was directed primarily toward those functions relating to
the OICC/ROICC-PWO,s assigned mission. The audit included reviews of
contract administration and project proposals and designs. Test checks
were made to the extent deemed appropriate of transactions that occurred
primarily during FY 1978 and FY 1979.

SUMMARY EVALUATION

The results of our review showed the functions of the OICC/ROICC-PWO
were accomplished in a generally satisfactory manner. However,
opportunities for improved management exist in the area of contract
administration and project design. These opportunities are discussed in
Section B of the report.

AUDIT MILESTONES

Pertinent actions that have occurred since beginning the onsite
examination on 24 July 1979 are:



Date

Complete draft to MCB ...............................
Draft of applicable findings to Commanding General,

2d Force Service Support Group (SECOND FSSG),
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(NAVFACENGCOM), and LANTNAVFACENGCOM

Management responses received from MCB
Management responses received from SECOND FSSG
Management responses received from NAVFACENGCOM
Management responses received from LANTNAVFACENGCOM

21 Dec 1979

21 Dec 1979
30 Jan 1980
10 Jan 1980
23 Jan 1980
18 Mar 1980

Except where noted, the NAVAUDSVCSE agrees with the management
comments contained in Section B of the report.

The cooperation and courtesies extended to our auditors by personnel
at MCB are appreciated.



SECTION B AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,
MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND NAVAUDSVCSE COMMENTS

PROCUREMENT

I. Inadequate administration
maintenance contracts

and inspection of construotlon and

a. Our review of 21 contracts administered by the OICClROICC showed
discrepancies rangLng from the design of plans and speolfications to the
inspectlon/acceptance and payment for the work. This has been caused by
inadequate supervision, lack of proper inspection, lack of documentation
in the contract file, and failure to adequately determine the work
required and the most efficient way to aocompllsh it. This has resulted
in: (I) not receiving work which was paid foP; (2) PequiPing work to be
done that may not have been needed; (3) paying the contractor for
materlals prior to the materlals being on hand; () certifying and paying
invoices without knowing if the work has been completed; (5) certifying
work as having been inspected when it had not been; and (6) aPeelng to
trade-offs with the oontractoP without change orders or supporting
documentation.

b. Our review of 3 construction contracts, I maintenance and repair
contracts, and family housing malntenace and repair contracts showed a
pattern of problems in planning and design, administration, and
inspection. These areas are discussed below and individual instances are
addressed in further detail elsewhere in this report and in Audit Report
C2829 published 25 January 1980.

(I) Planning and design

(a) Inadequate planning, prior to the preparation of the
invitation for bid, by the activity and the Design Division resulted in
unnecessary changes after the award and unnecessary work being
accomplished. This results in additional costs to the Government
administratively and in contract price. The bathroom repair contract
required plastic bathtubs when steel tubs were actually wanted and used.
Also, a primer coat and two finish coats of paint were required in the
bathroom at an estimated cost of $110 per unit. Research would have
revealed an interior paint contract that was used to paint the entire unit
includindg bathrooms for $132 or $169 depending on the size of the unit.
Insulation, costing $9,900, was placed over screened porches not used as
living space. In these instances a Joint effort between the activity and
the Design Division could have precluded their occurrence.

(b) Personnel involved in the design of the plans and
specifications should familiarize themselves with the work required and
all aspects affecting its accomplishment. In the bathroom repair contract
the Government paid for the removal of the existing ceiling. The
contractor determined that due to overhead blown insulation it was more
desirable to install a new ceiling over the old. The contractor’s method
was used with no price adjustment. In that same contract the
specifications required a vanity 23 inches wide with a 25 inch top to be
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Installed. However, the contractor detemlned that a smaller vanity 18
inches wide with a 20 Inch top was needed in about 10 percent of the units
because the larger vanity would not fit. In the insulatlon contract the
contractor was required to insulate porches that were inaccesslble due to
the design of the house. The contractor did not insulate those porches
although the Government paid over $2,400 to have them done. Contract
N62470-78-C-3004, Replace Roof, A-504 MCES(H), origlnally required the
replacement of all copper gutters however, after the award of the
contract it was determined that the gutters did not need replacing but
only required repairs. Adjustments were not made to the contract price.
A physical inspection prior to writing the specifications would have
revealed this and probably reduced Government costs.

(2) Aministration of contracts

(a) Change orders were not written and contract files did not
docmaent trade-offs made between the contractor and the ROICC’s
representative. As a result it is not possible to determine if all the
work was properly accomplished and if the price paid for the work was fair
and reasonable. In contract N62470-78-C-3004, Replace Roof AS-504
MCAS(H), a field change that should have resulted in a reduction of
$24,896 in the contract price was agreed to at no change in price. In
contract N62470-78-C-3028, Roofing and Painting Various Buildings, the
contract file indicated that trade-offs were made in addition to those
covered in field changes and change orders. The specificaions of the
bathroom repair contract were materially changed although documentation
did not exist to support these changes. The ROICC’s personnel were unable
to summarize what changes were made or if the cost of the items used in
the trade-offs balanced out. Audit trails did not exist and we could not
determine if the price we paid for the finished product was fair and
reasonable. The interior painting contract, N62470-77-C-2554, contained a
field change authorizing the sanding of the parquet floors at the Marine
Corps Air Station (Hellcopter), New River, Jacksonville (MCAS(H)).
Althou the field change states that it would result in no increase in
price, the Government paid 12% a square foot resulting in additional cost
of $9,811.28. Contract Administration Services Manual, NAVFAC P-68, par.
6-400, states that oral agreements, directions, approvals, understandings,
and other matters of importance should be confirmed in writing.
Recommendations involving this are made in Audit Report C42829.

(b) Schedule of prices is required to be submitted to the OICC
for approval. This schedule is generally used as a basis for progress
payments. A review of the prices submitted for the reroofing contract
showed that items required early in the contract had been heavily padded.
The contractor charged the Government $33.25 per square of shingles when
his cost was $16.75. This allows the contractor to operate using interest
free Government funds. The OICC should have detected this and possibly
aided in the Navy’s management of cash balances.

(c) Invoices approved for payment by the ROICC are not
reconciled to inspection reports, and lacked supporting documentation.
Invoices approved for payment for the interior painting and insulation



contracts had no documentation to Justify the amount paid. Under the
painting contract the amount submitted for payment, the number inspected,
and the amount approved for payment consistently varied. The reasons for
these differences could not be adequately explained or determined. An
attempt to reconcile the amounts paid under the insulation contract to the
daily reports and inspectors weekly reports proved futile. Contractors
should be required to submit summary invoices showing the work done,
building number, and work request number. Invoices should then be
reconciled to the inspection reports.

(d) The ROICC’s inspector is certifying invoices for approval
of payments without having actual knowledge that the work has been
completed or the material received. Under the bathroom repair contract
the inspector certified an invoice that 30 units had received new
underlayment at a total cost of $9,240, when actually a maximum of 19
units received underlayment. Under the reroofing contract the same
inspector certified that 2,448 squares of shingles, costing $81,396, had
been received since the last billing. Our review showed that the shingles
had not been shipped from the supplier. In contract N62470-79-C-2615,
Exterior and Interior Painting of Buildings, Camp Geiger 700 area, a
second Government inspector certified that work had been completed 9 days
prior to the inspection report indicating that the work had been inspected
and approved.

(3) Inspections

(a) The contractor quality control (CQC) inspections do not
appear to be adequate to protect the Government’s interest. Our review of
two construction contracts utilizing a CQC representative showed major
discrepancies that were not detected or corrected by the CQC
representative. In contract N62470-76-C-6225, Automotive Vehicle Shop,
our review of 108 Government inspection reports showed that 57.4 percent
contained instances of poor construction.. In contract N62470-76-C-6293,
Heating Plant Emission Control Project, the CC representative failed to
detect that the angle and/or depth of 39 piles did not conform to the
contract specifications.

(b) Work performed by the ROICC’s inspector assigned to
housing contracts has been inadequate and in many cases nonexistent. The
ROICC’s inspector did not inspect all work under the painting contract,
bathroom contract, rerooflng contract, and insulation contract although
invoices and inspection reports were certified. The inspector was dating
inspection reports on days he was on leave. He stated that the units were
inspected upon returning from leave; however, our interviews with the
tenants indicated that an inspection had not been made. We determined,
and it was acknowledged by the Assistant Resident Officer in Charge of
Construction (AROICC), that someone other than the inspector was signing
the inspector’s name to the inspection reports. Apparent lack of
supervision of the inspector has contributed to the above problems. Also,
inspectors should not continually inspect the work of the same contractor
year after year. A rotation should be established if the same contractor
is awarded like contracts in successive years.



Recommendation I. MCB require personnel responsible for the
contract design and specifications to become totally familiar with the
project through personal inspection of the worksites.

MCB response. Concur in the intent of the recommendation;
however, the term used in the recommendation "...to become totally
familiar with the project..." is so restrictive that compliance may not
always be feasible. MCB recognizes its responsibility to protect the
Government’s investment in real property through a prudent program of
facilities maintenance and repair. Field verification is a recognized
part of good design and is an existing standard procedure. It must be
recognized, however, that personnel resources are limited and there is a
point where it is more economical to sacrifice detailed accuracy in order
to accomplish additional work where further delay imposes high cost in
secondary damage to facilities. Contract change orders, properly
executed, provide for correcting design omissions or incomplete
descriptions. MCB intends to continually emphasize the importance of
adequate aministratlon and inspection of construction and maintenance
contracts to responsible contract design and specifications personnel.

NAVAUDSVCSE comment. We agree with MCB comments. As greater
emphasis is placed on contracting out, additional resources will be
required to write specifications, administer and inspect contracts to
ensure that work is fairly and properly accomplished.

2. ComplylnE with contract specifications for pilings and concrete an
documenting neEotiatlons for making chene orders for contract
N6270-76-C-6293

a. In some instances contract specifications were not met for pilings
and concrete supporting the stacks and precipitators for the heating plant
emission control project. Procedures and records for recording cost and
time negotiations for change order number one to increase the length of
each piling by 10 feet were inadequate.

b. We found deviations from Architect-Engineer (A-E) specifications
in the angle and depth pilings were driven. Concurrence of the A-E was
not obtained before accepting the deviations.

(I) The angle on 35, or 51 percent, of the batter pilings was 25
percent less than specified by contract. Batter pilings should have been
driven at a one in three angle (l-foot angled out for 3 feet driven down)
as shown on page 2 of 17 of the A-E design plans. An angle of I foot in 4
was used to drive 35 (51 percent) of the 68 batter pilings. This causes
opposing pilings to be 8 feet and 4 inches closer than designed by the A-E
firm. Thirty-two of these batter pilings represent all batter pilings for
the two 128 feet high stacks (designed to withstand 125 mile per hour
winds). The other three are located on the northeast corner of
precipitator number two as it Joins stack number two. This 25 percent
error was acceptable by LANTNAVFACENGCOM as stated on the Government
inspector’s report dated 28 April 1978. A correction was made to the
template and the remaining batter pilings were driven at a one in three
angle.



(2) Review of pile driving records indicate that seven piles (6.5
percent) were driven less than the 50 feet required by contract. Three of
these pilings (12.5 percent of the 24 pilings for stack number two) are
located on the southeast corner of the stack. The other four pilings
represent 26.7 percent of the pilings on the east side of precipitator
number two. Records show these seven piles were driven to the following
depths:

Location Feet driven

Stack number two
pile number 39
pile number 4 39
pile number 9 38

Precipitator number two
pile cap 2-2, pile B
pile cp 2-4, pile A
pile cap 2-4, pile B
pile cap 2-6, pile D

35
35
34
35

c. Specifications were not followed for testing the strength of all
concrete. There was no documentation to assure that testing laboratories
were approved as required by contract.

(I) Concrete test reports showed test cylinders were not made for
3 of 10 days concrete was poured, as required by contract Section 03300,par. 12.2.3.2. These test cylinders are required for strength test 7 and
28 days after casting. The untested concrete was placed in the following
locations:

Location

Pile cap Precipitator number I
Pile cap Precipitator number 2
Pedestal Stack number 2

Cubic yards

13.25
13.25
22.25

(2) Concrete slump should be from 2 to 4 inches, as required by
contract Section 03300, par. 7.4. The seven tests made showed the slump
ranged from 4 to 5.5 inches with only one at 4 inches.

(3) The contractor used two testing laboratories to make concrete
test required by contract. A report had not been obtained stating the
laboratories’ procedures, equipment and personnel, had been inspected by a
national authority as evidence of its competence to perform test, as
required by contract Section 01400, par. 5.6.

d. Documentation was inadequate to support the additional cost and
time to extend the piling 10 feet, as stated in change order number one.
Change orders should be executed before the contractor is permitted to
proceed. When this is not possible negotiations to fix the change order
price and time shall be initiated immediately after the direction for
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changed work has been issued and shall be diligently pursued, as required
by NAVFAC P-68, par. 7-300. Paragraph 7-305 states that estimates of
changes must never be delayed for the purpose of ascertaining the actual
cost of the work. We noted the following discrepancies:

(I) The contractor was directed to proceed with driving the
additional piling on 20 April 1978. However, all pilings (24) for stack
number one were driven on 17th, 18th, and 19th of April before the notice
to proceed was given.

(2) The contractor’s first Estimate for Change Order, dated
17 April 1978, was for $46,500 and 14 additional calendar days. A second
Estimate for Change Order, dated 4 May 1978, requested payment of $47,965
since the work had been completed. The Board on Changes did not meet
until 9 May 1978 or 19 days after the notice to proceed.

(3) The Board on Changes recommended the contractor be paid
$47,965 based on actual time involved in splicing the piles. The
contractor stated the original proposal did not allot adequate labor
charges. However, the contractor’s estimated direct labor charge ($1,450)
on the first proposal was reduced to $268.50 on the second estimate.

(4) A specific reason was not given for extending the contract 7
days more than requested by the contractor. The Board on Changes stated
that due to the additional time and resources required to accomplish the
splicing of the piles, the 14 days extension request was increased to 21
days.

(5) The Board on Changes report stated that although a detailed
breakdown of the subcontractor’s equipment and labor cost of $20,000 was
not submitted, the total price compared favorably to the detailed
Government estimate. Therefore, the requirement for a material and labor
breakdown was waived. An analysis of these items follows:

Type of cost
Subcontractor cost

First proposal Second proposal
Government
estimate

Direct labor $20,000 $20,000 $ 5,460
Direct material 16,100 15,667 14,623
Equipment -0- -0- 10500

Total 36,100 $35,667

As shown above there is a difference in these three line items of about
$5,100.

(6) The Board on Changes stated that the subcontractor requested
and received assistance in labor and equipment from the prime contractor
due to the unexpected large amount of time involved in splicing the
piles. The second Estimate for Change Order did show that the prime
contractor,s cost increased $1,909.88 in these two areas. However, the
subcontractor’s cost was unchanged.



(7) A complete record of negotiations by the Board on Changes was
not maintained, as required by NAVFAC P-68, par. 7-306.2. For example, a
summary of the calculations used in arriving at the negotiated price and
additional time and working sheets on which quantities, unit prices, and
their extensions are shown were not available.

Recommendation 2. LANTNAVFACENGCOM enforce all provisions of
contracts and obtain A-E concurrence before deviating from desiEn
specifications.

Recommendation 5. LANTNAFACENGCOM process and document contract
change orders, as provided by NAVFAC P-88, pars. 7-300, 7-305, and 7-306.2.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 2). Concur in principle
with the recommendation. All contract provisions are enforced insofar as
surveillance resources allow, and correction to deviations is required
where corrections are reasonable. LANTNAVFACENGCOM does not sanction the
neglect of any contract requirements. Further, it is noted that when this
Command elects to have project desiEn developed by an A-E firm, ultimate
desiEn authority is retained by LANTNAVFACENGCOM. For a departure from
the original design, LANTNAVFACENGCOM may elect to consult with the A-E,
depending on in-house capability and workload and whether or not the
matter is within the A-E’s contract responsibilities, but is under no
obligation to do so or to obtain concurrence. Action will be of a
continuing nature.

To ensure that officials reviewing this report have total
perspective of conditions discussed, the followlnE clarifying information
is provided by LANTNAVFACENGCOM:

(I) The audit item reports that on contract N62470-76-C-6793
seven piles were driven to a final penetration of less than 50 feet.
Unfortunately, the records retained at the site merely lack information on
blow counts for penetration beyond 34 to 39 feet. Every single pile was
splice extended from 40 to 50 feet and driven to its full length. No
piles were cut off which would have been required if any had been driven
to depths of less than 40 or 50 feet. Thus, the shortcoming is in the
records maintained at the field level; not in actual field work
performance.

(2) The improper batter on 35 of the piles resulted from a
mistake in the contractor’s template construction. The mistake did not
materially affect the finished product. Once that fact had been
determined, there was no rational basis to require the batter work to be
done over. Since the batter originally installed represented no less
construction effort, there was no basis for cost credit to the
Government. After examination, similar rationale also holds for the
concrete slump.



(3) The Government is faced with a difficult Judgment call
when a CQC contractor is unable to produce records for several placements
of concrete or other items that are not easily redone. The Government
could require removal and replacement, but if the concrete is from a
common source and all other samples tested favorably, it is considered
reasonable, in this instance, to accept the portions that were not
tested. If the batch was critical or suspect, core samples could be
drilled, but such was not the case on this contract.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation ). Concur with
specific recommendation. The cited paragraphs are prescribed, standing,
administrative procedures to be followed by all field offices.

Additional information is provided to assure proper perspective of
information statements presented in the audit report. The requirement to
splice additional length on the foundation piles was discov?red durin the
piledriving to the prescribed 40 feet length. There was no question that
the piles were to be lengthened, and it was of utmost importance to
proceed at the earliest possible time to minimize Government costs for
piledriving crews and equipment. Under these circumstances, oral
direction to proceed was given in advance of written notice. The noticeto proceed was given only after confirmation of available funds and with
concurrence from LANTNAVFACENGCOM.

NAVAUDSVCSE comment (Recommendation 2 3. The pile-driving record
was the only docm,entation available to show the depth to which the
pilings were driven. If these records are in error, we do not understand
how LANTNAVFACENGCOM can be assured that every piling was driven to a
depth of 50 feet.

3. Review of exterior and interior palntlnE of buildlna, Camp Geier 700area

a. Our review of documentation concerning the quality of work on
contract N62470-79-C-2615 showed the work by the contractor was
unacceptable throughout the progress of the contract. The construction
representative was required to continuously observe the worksite.
Inadequate administration contributed to the poor quality of workmanship
received. We also noted that progress payments were certified and
approved prior to work being completed, and that the contractor was paid
for work stated in a change order prior to its being processed and
approved. Furthermore, the extension of 20 calendar days to the interior
painting completion date was excessive.

b. Options stated in paragraph 10 in the contract General Provisions
should have been exercised because the contractor had not promptly
corrected rejected workmanship identified by the construction
representative as not conforming to the contract requirements. Review of
correspondence between the AROICC and the contractor, and the Construction
Representative’s Reports (CRR) noted continuously that the quality of
workmanship, contractor’s inspection procedures and superintendence had
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been unacceptable throughout the progress of the contract. Near
continuous observation of the workslte by the construction representative
was required to ensure that the contractor conformed to the contract
specification. Firm action by the AROICC should have been taken to inform
the contractor and contractor’s representative that requirements stated in
the contract General Provisions must be followed, or action stated would
be taken to protect the Government’s interest. The contractor ceased work
as of 11 August 1979 and departed the worksite with significant work
remaining. A preliminary inspection of buildings included in the contract
was made on or about 29 June 1979 and 5 September 1979. The following are
a few of the 24 discrepancies noted:

(I) Doors and trim received second coat or touch-up.

(2) Windows need reglazing.

(3) Windows need scraping, touch-up paint, or second coat.

(4) Blockwall on end of buildlng 717 needs second coat.

(5) Under roof overhang needs scraping and a second coat.

Our observation of the worksite on 3 October 1979 noted that discrepancies
still remain, and that Marines located in the area have completed some of
these discrepancies on buildings they occupy.

c. A review of documentation available (CRR’s and logbooks) to
support the four progress payments made showed that painting of 4 of the
35 interior buildings and 17 of the 36 exterior buildings was not shown as
buildings which had been accepted by the construction representative. We
found that the contractor’s second progress payment was certified by the
previous construction representative of the contract on 24 April 1979,
when the current construction representative was on leave. He certified
that the interior painting in buildings 740 through 744 had been
completed, inspected and accepted, although the CRR showed the buildings
were not inspected and accepted until 3 May 1979. Also, we noted that the
construction representative certified that the exterior painting of 17
buildings was inspected and completed on the third and fourth progress
payments submitted by the contractor. However, the fourth or final
progress payment submitted was certified and approved for payment with
$5,000 reservation withheld to cover completion of discrepancies found.
Although funds were withheld, exterior buildings with substantial work
remaining and those buildings that did not conform to contract
requirements and specifications should not have been certified as
completed and approved for payment, as required by the approved Schedule
of Prices.

d. Also we reviewed the change order P00001, providing material and
labor to paint 1,581 square feet of additional unidentified interior
partitions above the 72,000 square feet stated in the contract. The
contract price was increased $268.77 and the interior painting completion
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date was extended 20 calendar days to and including 5 May 1979. We noted
that the effective date of the change order was 15 May 1979 with the
contractor’s representatives signing the document on 16 July 1979.
However, a review of the CRR’s and progress payments showed that all
painting of interior partitions was completed on 12 April 1979 and that
payment was made by NAVFACENGCOM on 8 May 1979. Although the amount of
the change order is insignificant, it does indicate inadequate execution
and administration of the change order. In addition, the extension of 20
days to the interior painting completion date was excessive to complete
the work required. The contract required the contractor to start work on
15 February 1979, but work was delayed until 21 February 1979 due to the
indecision of what schedule of colors would be used for the contract. Six
or 7 calendar days extension would be more in llne with the actual delay
caused by the Government, and time required to complete the additional
work on the interior partitions.

e. On 9 October 1979 the contractor returned and completed the
remaining work (exterior painting) with the final inspection on
22 October 1979. However, the beneficial occupancy date was shown as
12 October 1979, the final date of the contract.

Recommendation 4. LANTNAVFACENGCOM enforce the General
Provisions, contract requirements, and specifications in the contract for
each contractor, and take action necessary when the contractor does not
conform to the terms of the contract.

Recommendation 5. LANTNAVFACENGCOM certify and approve for
progress payments that work completed which conforms to the contract
requirements and specifications.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 4). Concur in principle
with the specific recommendation. The audit item is correct that contract
General Provisions should be enforced. However, the audit is incorrect in
inferring that General Provisions, paragraph 10, Inspection and
Acceptance, should have been invoked to a point of termination of contract
N62470-79-C-2615. It is considered that the contractor did perform
corrective action within the contract requirements. Sufficient funds were
withheld from payments to provide correction by other means had the
contractor failed to perform.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 5. Concur. This
Command agrees with the basic intent of this recommendation. This
princlple will be reemphasized to all field offices to ensure that
progress payments for completed work are made only for that work which
conforms to contract requirements and specifications. Partial payments
for partially completed contract work are permissible. While this
practice will continue, this Command and its field offices will ensure
that sufficient funds are retained by the Government to cover any
unacceptable work that might occur during contractor performance. Action
is of a continuing nature.



NAVAUDSVCSE comment (Recommendation . Based on correspondence
between the AROICC and the contractor plus the CRRs concerning the
unacceptable quality of workmanship the General Provisions, par. 10,
should have been invoked. /Llso, when the contractor departed the worksite
for about 2 months we believe the $5,000 withheld from the fourth payment
should have been used to have other sources complete the deficiencies
rather than wait for the contractor to return and complete the work.. Review of contract administration for roofing and painting vario-s
buildings under contract N6270-78-C-028

a. Contract administration was inadequate for the reroofing of 11 and
painting of 9 buildings costing $167,83. Costs involved in field changes
and contract trade-offs had not been documented. Formal change orders
were not processed for these changes. A Certificate of Compliance had not
been obtained for one type of paint, and paint tests were not made as
required by contract.

b. Costs associated with two field changes and various trade-offs
made during the contract were not recorded. These field changes and
trade-offs were not formalized by change orders to the contract as
required by NAVFAC P-68, par. 7-S00. Paragraph 7-305 requires cost
estimates to be determined for change orders.

(I) The first field change substituted paint type TT-P-102 (oil
base) for paint type TT-P-19C(1) (latex). There was no documentation to
show any cost variance.

(2) The second field change eliminated the replacement of the I by
3-inch nailer board on the fascia of building M-231. In exchange the
contractor repaired or replaced all defective fascia and rake board on
this building. The contractor also provided continuous caulking on all
seams. A cost comparison of these substitutions was not made.

(3) A Memo to File dated 22 June 1979 stated that some trade-offs
were made during the contract in addition to those covered by field
changes and change orders. The memo stated that the contract required all
lead flashings to be replaced but the contractor was allowed to replace
only those in bad condition. In exchange the contractor replaced bad
sheathing, hangers on gutters where needed, and supplied copper flashings
in many areas in lieu of aluminum. The quantity or cost of materials and
labor involved in these trade-offs was not recorded.

c. Samples of paint were not taken, paint tests were not made, and a
Certificate of Compliance was not obtained for paint type TT-P-102, as
required by contract Section 09910, pars. 2 and 3. Paragraph 2 requires
paint to be stored onsite sufficiently in advance of need to allow a
minimum of 30 days for testing. Certificates of Compliance shall be
submitted and approved before delivery of painting materials to the site.



Reoommendatlon 6. LANTNAVFACENGCOM develop and document cost data
and process change orders for changes in contract work, as required by
NAVFAC P-68, pars. 7-300 and 7-305.

Recommendation 7. LANTNAVFACENGCOM take samples, make tests, and
obtain Certificates of Compllanoe for paint, as required by appllcable
contract clauses.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 6). Concur. The cited
paragraphs are prescribed standing, administrative procedures to be
followed by all fleld offices. The OICC Camp LeJeune will be required to
review the contract cited by the audit item and issue appropriate contract
modifications. A target date of 30 June is established.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 77. Concur. Standard
contract requirements are for samples to be provided for quantities
greater than 50 gallons. These samples may or may not be tested at the
OICC’s dlsoretlon. Testing where large quantities are Involved is
recommended and a reminder will be issued to all OICC/ROICCs reEardlng
this. OICC/ROICCs will also be reminded that certifications are required
on all quantities less than 50 gallons. This reminder will be forwarded
prior to 30 June 1980.

5. Improper use of field changes

a. Unauthorized field changes are being used by the OICC/ROICC at MCB
to delete and add to the contract requirements and specifications. We
found that it was common practice to issue field changes, even thoug
there are no directives or guidelines authorizing their use. Furthermore,
field changes were not supported by any documentation noting the amount
and type of material and the cost associated with the changes. As a
result, a field change to contract N6270-78-C-3004 at no change in the
contract price, should have resuited in a reduction in price of about
$24,700.

b. Our review of contracts N62470-78-C-3004 and N62470-78-C-3030
showed that a total of eight fleld change requests were recommended,
approved, and signed by the construction representative, AROICC, and prime
contractor, respectively. Although each field change states that it will
result in no change in the contract price, our cost estimates showed that
changes in the contractor’s cost actually ranged from $0 to $2,696 in
value.

(I) Contract N62470-78-C-3004, Replace Roof, AS-504, MCAS(H), was
awarded on 18 April 1979 for $264,440. On 31 July 1978 a field change
request was issued. The description on the field change states: "Do not
remove old roofing material from barrel portion of roof, repair vice
replace copper gutter, supply 16 oz. copper for all roof metal." Although
the field change States that the total cost difference on the change is
negligible and will result in no increase in contract price or time, a
cost estimate was not prepared to Justify that assumption. Our cost



estimate based on the increases and decreases in work required by the
field change showed a net reduction in cost to the contractor of $24,696.
Results are shown below.

Contractor’s Contractor’s
cost before cost after Cost
field chanEe field chanEe difference

Remove old material
from barrel roof

Remove and replace
old Eutters

Supply 16 oz. copper
for a11 roof metal
Total

!/ $29,235 -0- ($29,235)

I--/ 1,730 -0- ( 1,730)

2/ 7940 14,209 6,269
$38,9,05 $14,209 ($24,696)

I/ Cost obtained from Government Cost Estimate dated 27 June 1978.
/ Cost obtained from General Construction Estimating Standard, 1978-1979

Edition and Building Construction Cost Date 1979, 37th Annual Edition.

At a later date the contractor did replace about 12,240 square feet of old
material from the barrel roof at an estimated cost of $9,082 for no
increase in the contract price.

(2) Contract N62470-78-C-3030, Replace Roof, Various Buildings,
was awarded on 24 April 1979 for $169,000. Field change request number
three was approved on 28 June 1979 to allow the use of galvanized sheet
metal versus neoprene as expansion Joints. This was to provide a longer
lastlnE and more assured watertight Interlty at no change in contract
price or time. Cost estimates were not prepared to Justify the
determination of no change in contract price. Our estimate showed that
the installation of galvanized sheet metal would cost about $586 less than
the originally required neoprene. Althou the difference appears
negligible, documentation supporting the field change should be maintained.

c. Determination of no change in cost or time to perform the work
described in the field change is made by the AROICC. Our review showed
that documentation was not available to support how the AROICC arrived at
his decision of no change to the contract price or time. We believe the
failure to prepare cost estimates and the lack of documentation supporting
the field change could result in the excess expenditure of Government
funds as shown in the two examples. Also, undocumented field changes
would weaken the Government position in negotiations that may arise as a
result of claims.

d. In reviewing field changes, we found no instructions, Euidelines,
or directives authorizing their use. However, our review showed that it
is a common practice for the EFDs to utilize field changes. NAVFAC P-68
does not define or allow for the use of field changes. NAVFACENGCOM
should determine if the continued use of field changes is a desirable
procedure. If this determination is made, guidance should be included in
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NAVFAC P-68 outlining procedures to be used and supporting documentation
to be developed and maintained. Otherwise, the unauthorized use of field
changes should be discontinued.

Recommendation 8. NAVFACENGCOM determine whether field changes
are authorized contracting procedures, and, if so, issue appropriate
guidelines in NAVFAC P-68. If not, advise EFDs to discontinue use of the
field change.

NAVFACENGCOM response. Field changes are authorized and
considered useful for minor changes which do not affect the quality,
quantity or price of the item. NAVFACENGCO concurs that a field change
was improperly used under contract N62470-78-C-3004 in an instance where a
Government credit was appropriate. The OICC/ROICC at MCB Camp LeJeune is
being requested to obtain an appropriate Government credit in this
connection. The abuse of a field change, however, in isolated instances
is not a valid basis for abandoning a valuable management tool which is
used primarily to clarify requirements.

NAVAUDSVCSE comment. NAVFACENGCOM states that field changes are
authorized; however, no reference is made in NAVFAC P-68 concerning field
changes. We do not agree that field changes are abused in only isolated
instances. Based on our review of a limited number of contracts, we have
found what we consider to be more than isolated instances of abuse of
field changes. It is believed that guidance should be provided outlining
when they are applicable and what documentation is required. This
guidance should be included in NAVFAC P-68 as recommended.

6. DesiEnlng construction projects within fundin limitations

a. Architect-Engineer (A-E) contractors are not accomplishing design
services required to permit the award of a contract for the construction
of facilities designed at a price that does not exceed the estimated
construction price set forth in the A-E contracts. When bids for
construction contracts are received which exceed the estimated prices, the
A-E contractor is not being required to perform redesign and other
services necessary to permit the contract award within the estimated
construction price.

b, NAVFAC P-68, par. 7-301.4(c), states that under the clause in
Defense Acquisition Regulation (DAR) 7-608.3, the Government is entitled
to redesign services when bids for the construction contract exceed the
estimated construction price. Such redesign services are to be performed
at no increase in the A-E contract price, unless it is determined by the
OICC that the unfavorable bids resulted from conditions beyond the
reasonable control of the A-E. The reason for not obtaining redesign
services shall be documented in the contract file. A review of four A-E
contracts for the design of I0 construction projects showed that bid
proposals for those I0 projects siniflcantly exceeded the estimated price
set forth in the A-E contracts. Examples are shown below.



A-E Construction Estimated
contract contract construction price Lowest bid
number number in A-E contract received Difference

76-C-2206 78-C-3013 $442,500 $745,000 $302,500
77-C-2516 !/ 74,000 114,849 40,849

78-C-3046 78-C-3022 139,000 243,821 104,821

!/ A11 bids received 13 September 1978 were rejected and contract was not
readvertised.

The A-E contractor was not required to redesign any of the above projects
nor were contract files documented to show reasons for not requiring
redesign services. We .made a detailed review of A-E contract number
76-C-2006 to design construction project number 78-C-3013 (Structural/
Electrical/Mechanical Repairs, Building AS-4108). Results are:

(I) Estimated construction price set forth in the A-E contract
dated 3 January 1977 was $184,000.

(2) During desiEn investigation on the building, the A-E
recommended installing new doors rather than repairing existing hangar
doors. Change order number P00002 dated 19 December 1977 was issued
increasing construction cost for the project to $442,500.

(3) On 29 May 1978, the A-E prepared a cost estimate of $525,250
for the project. A review of the A-E cost estimates by the auditors
showed an error was made in addition and the oorrect estimate should have
been $531,986.

(4) Lowest bid received during bid opening 7 September 1978 was
$745,000. Since bids received were substantially in excess of the A-E
prepared Government estimate of $525,250 all bids were rejected.

(5) On 29 January 1979 the A-E’s estimates were revised by the
Specification Branch of the PWO to aree with the A-E estimate of $525,250
which should have been $531,986 as shown below.

A-E Estimates
base bid items

Revision of A-E estimates
by Specification Branch

Amount Base bid items Amount

(I) New doors and frames
(2) Exterior and interior

painting
(3) New hangar doors
(4) Mechanical repairs

Total base bid items

$ 34,842 (I) New hsngar doors $457,000

26,686 -0-
440,652 -0-
I0718 -0-

’$512.898 457,000
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Additives dditlves

(I) Paint interior hangar
side CMU 8’ high

(2) Paint interior hangars
side structural
support steel

Total additives
Total base bid items
and additives

$ 3,062

16t026
19,088

(I) New doors and
frames

(2) Exterior and
interior painting

(3) Mechanical repairs

38,000

19,000

11,000
68,000

531,986 $525,000

(6) The contract was readvertised on 9 January 1979. The lowest
bid received during bid opening on 8 February 1979 was $684,300. A
comparison of the Government estimate and low bid received was as follows:

Bid items/base bid items Low bid received Government estimate

(I) New hangar door
additives

(I) New doors and frames
(2) Exterior and interior painting
(3) Mechanical repairs

Total

$551,200 $457,000

38,400 38,000
66,600 19,000
28,100 11,000

$684,300 525,000

Only the base bid item and additive number one were awarded for total
amount of $589,600. Additive number two is to be incorporated in
Specification 05-79-2625 Exterior Painting (MCAS(H)). Additive number
three is to be done by base maintenance forces or by a separate contract.

c. DAR, par. 7-603(b), provides that estimated construction price for
construction projects is to be established at the beginning of contract
negotiations by agreement between the A-E and the Government. Such
estimated construction contract price shall take into account any
statutory or other limitations and exclude any a11owances for Government
supervision and overhead and any amounts set aside by the Government for
contingencies. In negotiating the figure to be inserted, the contracting
officers should make available to the A-E the information upon which the
Government has based its initial estimate and any subsequently acquired
information which may affect the construction cost.

d. A-E contractors should be required to perform redesign services
necessary to permit contract award within the funding limitation
established in the A-E contract. These additional services should be
performed at no increase in the price of the contract, unless unfavorable
bids are the result of conditions beyond the A-E’s reasonable control.
Contract files should be documented when redesiKn services are not
obtained.
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Recommendation 9. LANTNAVFACENGCOM require the A-E contractor to
perform redesig or services necessary to award construction contracts
within funding limitations established in the A-E contract, as provided in
NAVFAC P-88, par. 7-301.(c) and DAR, par. 7-608.3, and document contract
files when redesign services are not obtained.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response. Concur in principle. The majority of
the Jobs noted by the auditor were repair projects. This type work is
often difficult to estimate. When bids are received which exceed the
estimated cost, redesign is not often required because the items of repair
must be reduced, which is an activity decision (with recommendations from
the A-E). The reduction is normally accomplished by bid items rather than
redesigning the project. It is concurred that this consideration should
be documented in the A-E’s contract file. LANTNAVFACENGCOM will issue a
reminder to field offices regarding A-E contract administration, that
should the cost estimate variation be excessive, the requirement for
redesign be enforced or negating considerations documented. Reminder
actions will be accomplished prior to 30 June 1980.

NAVAUDSVCSE comment. As stated in the audit finding the A-E was
not required to do any redesign service on the A-E contract administered
by the MCB ROICC. The redesign or modifications were all done by the
Specification Branch of the PWO.

7. Improving Government estimates on construction contracts

a. Government estimates developed by the MCB OICC for evaluating the
reasonableness of contractors’ proposals should be improved. We compared
the Government estimates with contractor proposals on 15 construction
contracts and found sinifioant differences in 9 contracts ranging from
63.8 percent less to 57.1 percent more than the contractors’ proposals.
Also, we found that adequate documentation was not available to support
"revised" Government estimates.

b. Government estimates are used to evaluate the reasonableness of
contractors’ proposals, in addition to the primary function as a planning
and funding tool. To determine the effectiveness of recent Government
estimates, we compared the Government estimates developed at MCB with
contractors’ proposals on nine OICC construction contracts totaling $1.9
million. We found differences in excess of 15 percent between the
Government estimate and the proposal on eight contracts. Results of
comparison are as follows:
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Contract
number
N62460-

Award or Differences between
Government Average contract estimate and award
estimate bid price Amount Perqentae

78-c-3003 !/ $183,100 $264,964 $239,000 $ 55,900 30.5
78-c-3005 318,000 198,928 159,623 (158,377)
78-C-3011 96,000 140,760 122,100 26,100 27.1
78-C-3013 495,000 706,892 589,600 94,600 19.1
78-C-3024 / 32,400 61,360 / 53,080 20,680 63.8
78-C-3030 290,000 370,543 339,800 49,800 17.1
78-C-3029 147,000 110,528 63,000 (84,000) (57.1)
78-C-3038 165,000 145,071 82,797 (82,203) (49.8)

I/ Revised to $245,520 on 23 January 1979 after opening of bids.
3/ Contract readvertised with revised estimate of $46,000 on 27 June 1978.
/ Contract was not awarded because bids received were substantially in

excess of Government estimate and determined to be excessive. Amount
and percentage based on low bids as shown.

We also compared the Government estimate developed by LANTNAVFACENGCOM
with contractors’ proposals on six ROICC construction contracts totaling
$23.7 million. We found that only one of the six exceeded the 15 percent
difference between estimate and proposal. We were unable to determine the
reason for the difference on ROICC construction contracts because
supporting documentation was located at LANTNAVFACENGCOM. However,
results of our comparison showed that LANTNAVFACENGCOM prepared Government
estimates were more accurate than OICC prepared Government estimates.
Although there were significant differences between the Government
estimates and the contractors’ proposals, the contract files did not
contain adequate documentation of action taken to determine the reason for
the high or low Government estimate. For example, the Government estimate
of $318,000 for contract 77-C-3005 exceeded the contract award price by
$158,377, or 49.8 percent. The four contractors’ proposals received
ranged from a low of $159,623 to a high of $248,775 with an average
proposal of $198,928. Review of the contract file showed no documentation
of action taken to determine the reason the Government estimate was about
twice that of the award price. NAVFAC P-68, par. 3-501.1a, states that
"an independent Government estimate of construction costs, in as great
detail as if the Government were competing for the award, shall be
prepared from the plans and specifications for each proposed contract."
Improvements are required in the accuracy of OICC prepared Government
estimates if they are to be useful as a planning and evaluating tool.

c. Of the nine OICC construction contracts reviewed, we found two
instances in which the Government estimate was revised after noting
significant differences between the estimate and contractors’ proposals.
However, we were unable to substantiate reasons for increasing the
Government estimate because a detailed breakdown of the revised Government
estimated prices was not available. Details are as follows:
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(I) Contract N62470-78-C-00. The Government estimate dated
14 December 1978 for the above contract was $183,100 which was actually a
revised estimate of the original, dated 9 June 1978 of $169,300. After
the completion of the bid openings on 23 January 1979, it was noted that
the Government estimate was substantially lower than the contractors’
proposals. The proposals ranged from a low bid of $a39,000 to a high bid
of $300,000, with an average bid of $246,964. A revised Government
estimate of $245,500 was issued on the same day as the bid opening and an
award was made. We were unable to substantiate reasons for the increase
in the Government estimate of $62,500, or 34 percent increase, during a
period of 39 days because a detailed breakdown of the revised Government
estimated prices was not available.

(2) Contract N62470-78-C-024. The Government estimate dated
27 February 978 for the above contract was $32,400. The contractors’
proposals received ranged from a low bid of $53,000 to high bid of $69,000
with an average bid of $61,360. An award was not made due to all
contractors’ proposals being substantially higher than the Government
estimate, and determined to be excessive. The proposal was modified with
the elimination of the faoilltles for the handloapped and readvertlsed on
29 June 1978. The new Government estimate for contract 78-C-3024
(REVISED) was $46,000 dated 27 June 1978. However the initial Government
estimate prepared 4 months earlier for the same work was $25,405, or 81
percent less. The revised proposal was awarded for $45,203 on 9 August
1978. In addition we found another Government estimate for contract
78-C-3024 (REV) dated 28 June 1978 with a total cost estimate of $39,559.
The estimate was prepared, as stated by Public Works Division personnel,
"to determine how close or accurate the estimator was to the prior
Government estimate for the contract." Again, we were unable to verify
substantial increases in the Government estimate because a detailed
breakdown of the revised Government estimate was not available.

Recommendation 10. LANTNAVFACENGCOM review and document
sinlficant differences between Government estimates and contractors’
proposals for evaluating the reasonableness of contractors’ prices, and
use data to identify trends in the construction market during review of
future Government estimates.

Recommendation 11. MCB maintain a file
Government estimates showing a detailed breakdown
increases or decreases, and reason for the revision.

on all "revised"
of cost estimate

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 107. Partially concur.
It has been reemphaslzed to the OICC that when low bids are significantly
different from Government estimates, the OICC office will determine the
likely basis for such difference, and where the low bid is higher than the
Government estimate, a determination will be made that the price is
reasonable before award is made. In all oases, evaluation and explanation
of major differences will be made a part of the contract records. As an
alternative and when considered necessary a revised Government estimate
may be prepared, with major detailed revisions noted, which would also be
included in contract records.
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Since bid data, generally, does not have sufficient detail for
forecasting market trends, LANTNAVFACENGCOM does not aree with this
specific aspect of the recommendation. However, it is noted that the
schedules of prices from awardees are used as statistical input for that
purpose, and are distributed, after approval, to the LANTNAFACENGCOM Cost
Estimating Branch for statistical analysis purposes.

CB response Recommendation 111. Concur. Changes to estimates
are a frequent occurrence inherent to design refinement. MCB agrees that
project estimates should have a detailed breakdown at the project
initiation stage to determine scope of approval, and at the bid stage to
determine reasonableness of bids. A detailed breakdown of estimates at
these two stages will be maintained in the project files.

8. Improving the function of quality control by utilizin civil service
inspectors or by using separate quality control contracts

a. Quality control would be improved for contracts requiring
contractor quality control (CQC) by utilizing civil service inspectors or
by contracting for this function separately. This policy would eliminate
undue influence exerted by the contractor that affects quality of work. A
change in the policy for obtaining quality control would have systemwide
application.

b. A contractor inspection system for all contracts over $10,000 is
required by DAR, par. 7-602(I0)a. NAVFACENGCOM implements this
requirement in construction contracts exceeding $I million by including
General Provisions (GP) clauses 32 and 79. GP clause 79 establishes the
requirements for CQC. The primary purpose of CC is to obtain quality
construction. Under GP clause 79 the contractor has the responsibility to
inspect his own work and present for the contracting officer’s acceptance,
only work which complies with the contract plans and specifications. Our
review of CC for two contracts showed the CQC function was not adequately
performed.

(I) Contract N62470-76-C-6225 Automotive Vehicle Shop costin
about $2,158,290. The Government inspector was required to be on the job
site almost full time due to the poor quality of construction throughout
the contract. Four different CQC representatives were used and one held
the position during two separate periods. The contractor was required to
correct poor construction during the time each CQC representative worked.
A total of 271 Government inspection reports had been made through
26 October 1979. Our review of 108 (40 percent) of these reports showed
62 (57 percent) with one or more instances of poor construction. The CQC
representative had not corrected these discrepancies prior to being
notified by the Government inspector. Some examples are as follows:

(a) Vibrator not used on concrete footings.

(b) Steps not made on concrete footings.



(c) Four inch cast iron drain line not installed in correct
location.

(d) Chunks of dirt from excavation worked into concrete by
vibrator.

(e) Rebar sticking into dirt walls and moved by vibrator.

(f) Used transite pipe rather than cast iron cement lined pipe
for 8-inch water line inside of building.

Foundation walls out of required locatlon.

(h) Concrete columns out of plumb.

(i) Door anchors and wall ties left out.

(J) Used broken block and left out rebar on wall.

The Government inspector’s report dated 28 April 1978 stated that it
appeared the contractor’s superintendent was telling the CQC
representative what to do. This practice is in direct conflict with CQC
principles stated in GP clause 79.

(2) Contract N6270-76-C-629 Heatin Plant Emission Control
Project costing about $I,867,000. We found deviations from specifications
in the angle and depth some pilings were driven and these problems are
discussed elsewhere in this report. However, these problems were not
found, reported, or corrected by the CQC representative. Our review
showed the discrepancy in pile depth as recorded on pile driving records.
The discrepancy in pile angle was found by the Government inspector. We
reviewed 20 of 59 (33.9 percent) Government inspector’s reports through
5 November 1979. We found one or more instances of unacceptable work on
13 (65 percent) reports that were not corrected by the CQC representative
prior to being notified by the Government inspector. Some examples are as
follows:

(a) Bolt alignment two bolts off for stack number two base
section.

(b) Stack number two innershe11 not properly aligned.

(c) Potheads on pole were the wrong kind.

(d) Smoke coming out of smoke indicator ports on breeching to
roof and around dampers.

c. Better quality control would be obtained by using civil service
inspectors or by having a separate quality control contract if personnel
restraints prevent the use of civil servants. This procedure would
eliminate any loyalty conflicts between CC representatives and
contractors. Improvements in CC are also needed in other naval
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facilities engineering commands, as stated in Audit Report AI0228, dated
6 October 1979. Therefore, using civil service inspectors or separate
quality control contracts to obtain adequate quality control would have
Navy-wide application.

Recommendation 12. NAVFACENGCOM consider utilizing civil service
inspectors or separate quality control contracts for construction
contracts requiring CQC.

NAVFACENGCOM response. Concur. On CQC contracts NAVFACENGCOM
uses civil service inspectors to provide surveillance versus inspection as
provided on non-CC Jobs. Staffing constraints do not permit adequate
Government overview of all construction phases. Accordingly, separate
quality control contracts are being let to provide this service, although
contracted inspection services are more costly than inspection/
surveillance by Government employees.

9. Recording accurate obligation/expenditure of funds by cost account
codes for maintenance contracts

a. MCB does not record correct amounts by cost account code for
obilgations or expenditures for work performed under maintenance and
repair contracts. A total of 52 maintenance and repair contracts were in
process on 2 November 1979. Recording obligations by cost account code
and Job order number usin Government estimated cost and recording
expenditures based on contract cost by cost account code and job order
number would provide more accurate cost data.

b. Cost account codes are used to classify transactions according to
purpose and to identify uniformly the contents of management reports, as
stated in NAVCOMPT Manual, par. 02460-I. Job order numbers are used for
administrative control of fund authorizations, as provided by NAVCOMPT
Manual, par. 035001. We reviewed the recording of cost data for two
contracts as follows:

(I) Contract number N6270-79-C-2620 Paintin 28 building
costing $22,501. Funds were obligated under 10 cost account codes and Job
order numbers based on an average estimated cost rather than the
Government estimate for individual buildings. Activity personnel stated
that expenditures would be prorated the same way. This procedure does not
provide for cost variance caused by differences in building size,
condition, etc. The contractor’s charge to paint each building is shown
on the Schedule of Prices and should be used to record actual cost data.
Examples comparing average cost, Government estimates, Schedule of Prices,
and the buildlng’s square footage are as follows:



Obligated
Square average

Buildin feet cost

Schedule
Government of
estimate prices

BB-45 BOQ and Com Off Mess Op 22,280 $787
BB-69 Tele ex bldg. 1,024 787
BB-151 Latrine 99 787
BB-9 Heating plant 2,244 787

$5,392 $5,323
167 176
574 145
512 759

(2) Contract N62970-78-C-028 Paint 9 and reroof 11 buildings
costing $167,84. The Government estimate was used as a basis for
obligations and expenditures of $60,132 under three cost account codes and
four Job order numbers. The balance of the contract cost, $107,702 was
obllgated/expended under one other cost account code and Job order
number. A breakdown by cost account code follows:

Cost
account Government Obligated/ Contract
code estimate expended cost Difference

7160 $ 8,087 $ 8,087 $ -0- $ -0-
7150 29,758 29,758 -0- -0-
71J0 22,287 22,287 60,132 -0-
71A0 131,468 I07,702 I07,702 23,766
Total $191,600 $167,8 $167,834 !/ $23,766

Activity personnel did not know why the difference between the
Government estimate and contract cost was deducted from only one cost
account code.

Actual cost by cost account codes was not available since the contractor’s
cost shown on the Schedule of Prices was grouped in the four categories of
built-up roofing, shingles, sheet metal, and painting. Accurate cost
could be recorded by requiring, for maintenance and repair contracts, a
cost breakdown by building on the Schedule of Prices, as provided for in
GP clause 85. This cost breakdown could be matched to cost account codes
and Job order numbers and used in the preparation of the Public Voucher
for Purchases and Services Other than Personal, Standard Form I034-a.

Recommendation 1. LANTNAVFACENGCOM require contractors to
provide a cost breakdown by building on the Schedule of Prices, as
provided for in GP clause 85, and prepare Standard Form I034-a by cost
account code and Job order number based on Schedule of Prices data.

Recommendation 14. MCB record obligations for maintenance and
repair contracts by cost account codes and Job order numbers based on
Government estimates.
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LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation I). Conditionally
concur. There are instances where the type of work being accomplished by
contract does not lend itself to this type breakdown. However, where
practical, a Schedule of Prloes breakdown by building will be required.
Requiring a Schedule of Prices breakdown by building adds an additional
dimension to the matrix and complicates the computation of progress
payments. A schedule breakdown by cost account category will be obtained
when the Government determines it has insufficient information to
equitably distribute the contract costs; otherwise, the Government will
distribute the contract price among cost account codes in the proportion
determined by the Government estimate. SF 1034 payments will be
distributed on the same basis, with particular emphasis that the final
payment complete the correction of variances in relegating total contract
price to all applicable cost accounts. Action will be of a continuing
nature.

MCB response Recommendation 141"
will be implemented immediately.

Concur. The recommendation

10. Improvin administrative procedures for the Design Division

a. Administrative procedures have not been developed by the Design
Division to measure effectiveness of the work being accomplished. In
addition, data are not accumulated to determine productivity or to
ascertain if manpower resources are being fully utilized.

b. The Design Division, with 22 civilians and an annual budget of
$61,000, furnishes architectural, engineering, and facility planning
services to MCB and tenant activities. During our review it was noted
that records are not maintained to indicate the cost or time required to
complete a Job. Currently, an estimate of the amount of time required for
each Job is prepared by each section. However, time actually expended on
a particular Job is not accumulated. Therefore, there are no data
available to gauge the accuracy of the estimate or the productivity of an
individual, a section or the entire division. Internal analysis of the
work accomplished by the Design Division has been prepared. This
quantitative analysis may not be valid in that it does not consider the
size and complexity of each study or contract. We believe the amount of
time expended for each Job should be compared to the estimate and analyzed
to determine productivity.

c. Data should be accumulated to determine effectiveness of the
services provided by the Design Division. This could be done by
establishing procedures to follow up on completed work. For example, did
the design or study result in a contract? Did the completed project
fulfill the requirements of the customer? If a contract was not let was
it due to high costs or was there a change in requirements? The
accumulation and analysis of these data would enable the Design Division
to determine if they are over/underdeveloping projects, not fully
researching or understanding the customer’s needs, or designing projects
that are too costly. In addition, this would identify customers who
repeatedly submit requests for work that never result in usable projects,
due to either an ill conceived idea or the lack of funding.



Recommendation I. MCB accumulate labor costs by individual Jobs
for the Design Division in order to analyze productivity and determine if

manpower resources are fully utilized.

Recommendation 16. MCB establish followup procedures for the

Design Division t6 enable management to analyze the effectiveness of
completed work.

MCB response (Recommendation 15). Concur. MCB will implement
procedures by I April 1980 to accumulate labor costs by individual Jobs.
MCB feels that Design manpower is fully utilized, but agrees that without
a detailed system of reporting exactly where those efforts are expended,
productivity is difficult to assess. Each completed project will be
reviewed and projects which appear to have an excessive amount of time
charged will be analyzed in detail. Those projects will be analyzed by
comparing time expended to the amount of work performed as documented in
the project folder.

MCB response (Recommendation 16). Concur. MCB will accumulate
data to determine the effectiveness of services provided by the Design
Division. Action will be taken to maintain data to show if Design
Division efforts are utilized and become finished projects.

11. Receivin reimbursement for Government cost of change orders

a. Our review of I9 modifications to four military construction
(MCON) projects showed that 81, or 5 percent, were caused by errors or
deficiencies in the A-E design. This results in additional administrative
costs to the Government.

b. Our review of four Bachelor Enlisted Quarters construction
contracts totaling $22,278,522 showed that there were 72 formal change
orders with I9 modifications. Based on information available in the
contract file it appears that 81 modifications, increasing the contracts’
costs by $36,665, were caused by errors or deficiencies in the A-E
designs, drawings or specifications. The net increase to the contract may
be offset by the costs that would have originally been incurred had the
design drawings and specifications been correct. However, additional
Government costs are incurred for researching the apparent errors,
preparation of revised drawings, preparation of the Government cost
estimate, negotiations of the change orders with the contractor, and the
preparation and issuance of the change order. Generally, the drawings,
sketches, and estimates for each modification are prepared locally by the
project officer with assistance of personnel from the Design Division.
DAR, par. 7-607.2, states and is included in par. 2 of A-E contracts GPs
that the A-E shall, without additional compensation, correct or revise any
errors or deficiencies in his designs, drawings, specifications, and other
services. We believe that these additional expenses when caused entirely
by errors or deficiencies by the A-E firm should be reimbursed to the
Government by the A-E firm at a predetermined rate. This rate should be



based on an average cost, historical data, or the actual costs incurred to
execute each change order. A clause to enable the Government to collect
these charges should be developed and incorporated in future A-E contracts.

Recommendation 17. LANTNAVFACENGCOM require A-E firms to correct
their errors or deficiencies in designs, drawings, and specifications, as
provided by DAR, par. 7-607.2.

Recommendation 18. NAVFACENGCOM develop a clause to enable the
contracting officer to collect for costs incurred in the execution of
change orders due to errors or deficiencies in the design, drawings or
specifications.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 17). Conditional
concurrence. A-E firms are required to correct their designs where it is
Judged in the best interest of the Government to require this. Where the
Government design criteria or information may have been in error, or where
the items are minor in nature, it is an administrative decision for Navy
representatives to make as to the source of the correction. The A-E
contract normally requires such firms to correct design deficiencies but
to arbitrarily enforce this without Judent as to cause and effect would
neither be expedient or professionally appropriate.

NAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 18). Nonconcur. Such
protection to the Government is already furnished under Clause 2 of
Standard Form 253, "Responsibility of Architect-Engineer." This clause
states under paragraph (b) that the A-E shall be and remain liable to the
Government in accordance with applicable law for all damages to the
Government caused by the A-E’s negligent performance of any of the
services furnished under this contract.

NAVAUDSVCSE comment (Recommendation 17). As stated in the audit
finding, generally the drawings, sketches, and estimates for modifications
are prepared by the Project Officer with assistance from personnel in the
Design Division. Based on the number of modifications required on the
four contracts reviewed, we believe there would be a substantial reduction
in work in the Design Division if the A-E was required to correct errors
or deficiencies.

NAVAUDSVCSE co,mment (Recommendation 18). We do not believe it is
the intent of this clause to cover costs arising from additional
administrative expense. However, if it is the intent the provisions of
this clause should be enforced.

12. Collectin reimbursement for architectural and enineerin services

a. MCB does not bill customers for architectural and engineering
services that should be provided on a reimbursable basis. Our review of
FYs 1978 and 1979 showed that 46 engineering studies, contracts, and
project submittals requested by activities should have been billed as a
reimbursable.
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b. During our review it was noted that work for Family Housing,
Dependent Schools, and the Marine Federal Credit Union should have been
provided on a reimbursable basis. Engineering studies for these three
customers comprised 10.7 percent of the total studies requested.

(I) NAVCOMPT Manual, par. 037402-2a, states that costs should be
charged to family housing to the extent that they are directly and
practically identifiable and measureable to family housing. In addition,
NAVCOMPT Manual, par. 074820-2d(I), indicates that appropriation
17-9710700, Family Housin Management Account Defense, provides services
such as preliminary family housing studies or engineering construction
plans or work performed in the installation engineering or PWO. Family
housing requested a total of 11 engineering studies, 21 contracts and 6
planning submittals during FYs 1978 and 979.

(2) Services provided to the Camp LeJeune Dependent School system
(CLDS) are initially paid for with Operations and Maintenance, Marine
Corps (O&M,MC) funds and then reimbursed by the Department of Health
Education and Welfare (HEW). Our review showed that during FYs 1978 and
1979 CLDS requested four engineering studies and three contracts from the
Design Division. MCB has not accumulated costs or billed HEW for these
services.

(3) NAVCOMPT Manual, par. 075261-3e, states that credit unions are
required to reimburse for space alterations. In FY 1978 an engineering
study was requested by the Marine Federal Credit Union for a space
expansion. The cost of the study should have been reimbursed by the
credit union as part of the space alteration cost.

c. MCB has not billed for any of these services nor are any records
maintained to identify costs attributable to these customers. The
establishing of specific Job orders to capture these costs would afford a
simple and accurate method of determining the amount to be billed.

Recommendation 19. MCB establish specific Job orders
capturing costs incurred for reimbursable customers.

for

MCB response. Concur. MCB will establish procedures for
capturing costs by individual Jobs as discussed in MCB’s response to
Recommendation 15. Reimbursable customers will be identified and billed
in accordance with current directives.

PROPERTY

13. Incrementatlon of maintenance facility of Marine Corps Helicopter
Outlyin Landing Field Oak Grove North Carolina (MCHOLF)

a. SECOND FSSG has incrementally constructed a maintenance facility
in support of its Maintenance of Out-of-Service Equipment (MOOSE)
program. To meet a long term commitment for the storage and maintenance
of motor transport equipment, relocatable buildings were erected and
utilities installed at a funded cost of approximately $20,000. Approval
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for the use of relocatable buildings to meet facility requirements was not
requested from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations end
Logistics) (ASN(I&L)). Also SECOND FSSG has not defined the total
facility requirements for the MOOSE program and sought a permanent
solution through the Marine Corps Facility Planning and Programming System.

b. In October 1976, SECOND FSSG requested from the Marine Corps Air
Bases, Eastern Area, the use of Oak Grove for the MOOSE program. SECOND
FSSG stated that the desired improvements could be the installation of
four trailers for billeting and administrative purposes until relocatable
shelter support is provided by the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter program.
One month later FMFLANT directed SECOND FSSG to establish a force-wide
MOOSE program to accommodate at least 30 percent of the motor transport
assets of SECOND FSSG, 2d Marine Division, and 2d Marine Aircraft Wing.
In addition, the program would be available to all major force commands.
For the three units named, the number of vehicles involved would be about
2,000. At this time the estimated requirements to meet this task could
have been documented as a project request with Justification for the
requirements to erect relocatable buildings as an interim facility, as
required in Real Property Facilities Manual, Volume II, MCO P11000.12A,
chapter 9. Instead, SECOND FSSG established an "expeditionary facility"
at Oak Grove. By this method the need to seek proper approval and to
compete for minor construction or MCON funds was avoided. However, the
extent of construction, including the installation of permanent utilities,
precludes any consideration of the facility at Oak Grove as being
temporary.

c. From October 1976 to the present date the "expeditionary facility"
at Oak Grove has incrementally grown in size and permanence to include the
following:



consideration of the facility at Oak Grove as being temporary

c. From October, 1976, to the present date the "expeditionary facili.ty"

at Oak Grove has incrementallygrown in size and permanence to.include the

fol 1 owing:

Date of,

Improvements Initial Job Order Funded Cost

(I) Well and water system

(2) Four quonset huts. Three for
billeting and one messing facility.
All mounted on concrete slabs. Two
with three foot high cinder block walls.

(3) One Butle Buildings, class II
property, used for maintenance

(4) Telephone service

(5) Install power poles and wiring.
,Facility tied into commercial service
for five year commitment by USMC.

(6)

(7)

One relocatable head

Septic system

(8) Four relocatable maintenance
.shelters now being erected.

(9) Five quonset huts with electric
service. Use for billeting, admin-
istration and recreation. All on con-
crete slabs and all but one with three
foot high cinder block walls.

29 Apr 77 $ 2,997

5 May 77 13,432

6 Oul 77 6,958

N/R

8 Sep 77

18 Nov 77

N/R/]

26 Jun 79

9 aul 79

5O

1,565

765

N/R

164,692

13,304

(I0) Pending installation of permanent
water lines with tie-in to county water
system,

$203,763

The intent of permanence of the MOOSE facility is expressed by the Commanding

General of FMFLant to the Co;anding Ger:eral of MCB, Camp Lejeune in the "letter

15/RNM/jdp, II000, dated 6 June 1978:

’;As the MOOSE Pro3ram obtains stabi!iLy with the optimum mix of assets





UNITED 5’ATK MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps Base

Camp LJeune, North Carolina 28542

FAG TRB: mkc
P-11100/5
8 May 1978

ACTION BRKF

Staff Section: Assistant Chief of Staff, Faeilitlesl.

Ref: (a) CG FMFLanc Itr 15/RMM:3cf II000 of 26 Apt 1978

Tab: (A) CG MCB Itr FAC:MC:tjb P-Ill00/5 of 4 Mar 1977
(B) C 041837Z r 77
(C) CGI(:B .ltrM/,d.E/JCT/l 4700 of 2 Feb 1978

:_-(0). :CG.O-.SG::,,;,!C.$ 81l)B/dah 11000 of I0 Apr 1978

() ChapCe 9, 0 110.12

Problem: To reevaluate previous decisions in regard to MCB position
on the erection of facilities at MCHOLF, Oak Grove.

Background/Discussion:

TAB A represents the-fizt formal comtmat the C MCB to autho-
rize the CG, ForTrpa/2dFSSG..tilze Oak Grove oz:raOUs associated
with the placement of largequanties of IF equipmentin an out-of-
service equipment program. In he main, this approval constituted the
following:

a. Concurrence with tOM.BEaST to utilize Oak Grove subject
to the understanding that the program would not interfer with flight
operations.

b. Approved .the site for the erection of one relocatable head
facility and five Quonset buildings approved for issue by CME as Class
Ill plant property (T.B B),

c. Relocation of a Butler building, RR-240, to Oak Grove and
approval of drilling a water well as troop tralnin projects.
resultlns facilities to be classified as real property Class II.

d. Telephone installation was approved.

e. Tie-ln to the Jones-Onslow electrical distrlbuon was
also approved as a source of power to the facilltiea constructed.





FAC: TRB:mkc
P-11100/5
8 May 1978

The above action constituted a commitment by MCB to provide
limited support to the Oak Grove operations. At the time of the
approval, it was stated to CG MB by CG ForTrps/2dFSSG representatives
that facility improvements and Base support would be austere/expedltionary
and in keeping with the intent of applicable directives governag Real
Property Facilities.

Zn the one year since CG MCB’s approval, there has been an
increasing nmber o requests for Base to provide ac1ity support at
Oak ove.

By TAB C CG MCB requested CG ORTRP$/2dFSSG to provide a consoli-
dated plan as to additional requirements (planned or anticipated) which
were COntem.pleted at OakGrove tpactn onMarine Corps Base. This
request has been.lgnored and,.additlonal requirements nave continued to
be recsiVd "increecally."

By TAB. D, CG ForTrpa/2dSSG .requested CG FMFLant to approve
four addiLional Quonset hut-8.for Oak,Grove. This is an example o the
type action .hiah directly impacts on IB referred to in TAB C.

By TE, CGMB reainded to G Fa/2dFSSG and stated that
it appeas ,,OekG.as ng on a_.deree of permanence and that the
conmdueOfelOcatableilldinse.(Class III plant property) to

wi i".md"icet o.f’Marinarps Ordersth""8i governing facility
mtters. ,.

TAB Y is e apllcable portion of MCO PIIO00.12, which states
approval authority for use (SECNAVduratlon of requirements (not to
exceed three years), and reporting requirements of relocatable building
once in place. This reference was cited in TAB E as not being fully
complied with. No response has been received from this correspondence.

This office estimates that a "fair value" of facilities in
place at Oak Grove at this time approximates $60 7OK.

In summary, it is the opinion that a camp of sizeable magnitude
is being incrementlly constructed at Oak Grove under the guise of
temporary or relocatable buildings. This is contrary to the rules
and regulations governing the Facilities Planning and Programwtug
System as promulgated by C.

The enclosed proposed correspondence responds to reference (a),
which oiicited CG MCB approval of the erection of the additional
Quonset huts requested by CG ForTrps/2dFSSG. CG FMFLant is advised that
CG MCB will not support the construction of additional facilities out-
side the rules/regulations governingMinor Construction, as Oak Grove
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is becoming a permanent installation. By applying the rules governing
construction projects, we can limit the growth of the facility. The
issue of two additional Quonset huts to be erected at Camp Lejeune is

addressed in the proposed correspondence and is considered self-
explanatory.

Recommended action: hat the position in regard to Oak Grove be that
all future fies constructed will be processod and approved
as Mnor ConstuctlOn by GG MCB or CiC, as appropriate.





Improvements
Date of

initial Job order Funded cost

(I) Well and water system
(2) Four quonset huts. Three for

billeting and one messing facility.
All mounted on concrete slabs. Two
with 3-foot high cinder block walls

(3) One Butler building, Class II
property, used for maintenance

(4) Telephone service
(5) Install power poles and wiring.

Facility tied into commercial service
for 5-year commitment by USMC,

(6) One.relocatable head
(7) Septic system
(8) Four relocatable maintenance

helters new being erected.
(9) Five quonset huts with electric

service. Used for billeting,.
administration and recreation. All
on concrete slabs and all but one
with 3-foot high cinder block
walls.

(10) Pending installation of
permanent water lines with tie-in
to county water system.

Total

29 Apr 1977 $ 2,997
5 May 1977 13,432

6 Jul 1977 6,958

N/R 50
8 Sep 1977 1,565

18 Nov 1977 765
I/ N/R 11 N/R
26 Jun 1979 164,6,,t---

9 Jul 1979 13,304

I/ Not recorded.

The intent of permanence of the MOOSE facility is expressed by the
Commanding General of FMFLANT to the Commanding General of MCB, Camp
LeJeune in the letter, 15/R14/Jdp, 11000, dated 6 June 1978:

"As the MOOSE Program.obtains stability with the optimum mix of assets
that can be successfully inducted computed on that equipment which is
excess to deployment and training needs of the individual units, the
Commanding General, FSSGLANT, will coordinate with the Commanding
General, Marine Corps Base for introduction .and integration of

/ facility requirements into the shore facilities planning system
y._-:....:.nclud.ing.!the.:po ibletra uonse budin_so Class II plant

property.o. he 5ase. .In the interim period until peso6nel support:
facilities cab .be.provided by either minor construction or MILCON, it
is necessary to provide expeditionary facilities at Oak Grove."

d. The future of the MOOSE program was discussed with the Force
Supply Officer for FMFLANT. The Supply Officer stated that MOP 172,
effective February 1980, will require units to report readiness based on
the amount of full combat T/E held in their possession. Because of this
requirement, units will have a large number of assets over garrison needs
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which will require some type of local administrative deadllne. He
believed the MOOSE program, or something llke it, would be a long-term
requirement.

e. Effective I October 1978, O&M,MC fUnds could no longer be used to
construct interim facilities. Real Property Facilities Manual, Volume IV,
MCO P11000.SE, par. 3002, states that maintenance and operation funded
minor construction projects will result in a complete and usable real
property facility. SECOND FSSG needs to define the total facility
required for the MOOSE program and submit the total requirements,
including present installation, through the Marine Corps Facility Planning
and Programming System.

Recommendation 20. SECOND FSSG in conjunction with MCB determine
the total facility requirements for the MOOSE program and incorporate the
present installation and future requirements into the Marine Corps
Facility Planning and Programming System, as required in MCO PIIOOO.12A
and MCO PI1000.SE.

SECOND FSSG response. Concur with the recommendation that total
facilities requirements for the future be identified and incorporated into
the Marine Corps Facility Planning and Programming System.

Nonconcur in the finding of fact that improvement number eight is
considered as permanent construction and the acquisition cost of the four
shelters is listed as construction cost. These shelters are classified as
T/E equipment items by CMC message 231349Z April 1979. As such, they can
not be transferred to the Class II, plant account facilities listing for
Camp LeJeune as a complete usable facility normally associated with
permanent construction as indicated in the findings.

The facilities located at Oak Grove are considered to be temporary
and were not constructed with the intent of incrementation.

MCB response. Concur in the recommendation. Facillty
requirements identified by the Commanding General, SECOND FSSG will be
incorporated into the Marine Corps Facility Planning and Programming
System. The four relocatable maintenance shelters identified as
improvement (8) in the audit findings are not considered Class II
property. As indicated by CMC 081425Z Nov 79, the shelters will be
treated llke a TAM FMF item and will remain Class III property accounted
for by the requesting unit (SECOND FSSG).

NAVAUDSVCSE comment. CMC message 231349Z April 1979 states that
"...these shelters are identical to those in the Marine Corps
Expeditionary Shelter System which will begin intoductlon/fielding to
numerous T/Es in FY 1980. In order to differentiate those to be carried
as tactical assets, the above shelters will be assigned to the following
T/Es as special allowances: Mission-MOOSE; Unlt-H&S Co. SECOND FSSG; and
T/E-N3211. Provision of concrete decks and commercial power by an

__operati0n and maintenance or current MCON project would Jeopardize any
/ related, scheduled MCON. These shelters will not be ’hard connected’ to

service and/or utilities and must be sited and maintained as readily



deployable structures." We observed these shelters on 20 March 1980 and
found that three were erected on concrete decks and had been rewired for
commercial power which is to be connected later. A fourth concrete deck
has been poured, but the fourth building is going to be shipped to Cherry
Point to be used by SECOND FSSG, Det. A, as stated in C0 SECOND FSSG
message 071545Z Mar 1980.





NAVAUDSVCSE 7SO0

SECTION C

SUMMARY OF HANAGEMENT RESPONSES
AND ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

FINDING
NO.

2

3

5

6

RECOMMENDATION

NO.

2

3

7

8

9

PAGE

9

12

12

14

14

16

19

SUBJECT

Require personnel responsible for contract
design and specifications to become familiar
with the project

Enforce all provisions of contracts and obtain
A-E concurrence before deviating from the
specifications

Process and document change orders as required

Enforce provisions, requirements, and
specifications in the contract and take
necessary action when the contractor does not
comply

Certify and approve for progress payments work
which conforms to the specifications

Develop and document cost data and process
change orders as required

Take samples, make tests, and obtain
certificates of compliance for paint

Determine if field changes are authorized
for use

Require the A-E contractor to perform redesign
or services necessary to award contracts
within funding limitations

REPEAT
FINDING

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

MANAGEMENT
RESPONSE

Concur in
intent

Concur in
principle

Concur wit
specific
recommen-
dation

Concur in
principle
with
specific
recommen-
dation

Concur

Concur

Concur

Not
indicated

Concur in
principle

ACTION
AGENCY

MCB

ANTICIPATED
COt4P. DATE

Continuing

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

NAVFACENG-
COM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

To be
resolved

30 Jun 1980
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SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSES
AND ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

j
0

H

FINDING
NO.

8

9

10

11

12

13

RECOMMENDATION

NO. PAGE

10 21

11 21

12 211

13 25

25

28

18 28

19 29

20 32

SUBJECT

Review and document significant differences
between Government estimates and contractor’s
proposals

Maintain a file on all "revised" Government
estimates

Consider utilizing civil service inspectors
or quality control contracts

Require contractors to provide a cost breakdown
by building on the Schedule of Prices

Record obligations for maintenance and repair
contracts by cost account codes and Job order
number

Accumulate labor costs for the Design Division
by individual Job

Establish followup procedures for completed won
in the DesiEn Division

Require A-E firms to correct errors or
deficiencies in designs

Develop a clause to collect for cost incurred
in the execution of change orders due to A-E
errors

Establish Job orders to capture costs for
reimbursable customers

Determine the total facility requirements for
the MOOSE program

REPEAT
FINDING

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

MANAGEMENT
RESPONSE

Partially
concur

Concur

Concur

Condition-
ally
concur

Concur

Concur

Concur

Conditiona
concurrencl

Nonconcur

Concur

Concur

ACTION
AGENCY

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

NAFACENG-
COM

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

MCB

MCB

MCB

LANTNAVFAC-
ENGCOM

NAVFACENG-
COM

MCB

MCB/SECOND
FSSG

ANTICIPATED
COHP. DATE

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

Continuing

Complete

1Apr 1980

Continuing

Continuing

To be
resolved

1Apr 1980

Continuin







7000/po11100/5
18 Jmn 1980

Subj: Ilaval lt r.l lutenne Constuctton

: (a) C lt (P/1&dh ?$10k281 o 28 ec 1979

1, eeeaee (a):aCesmaad Position $aenmut for reco
endaon 20 e ttie/i.J.ct dt eport, The reconendalo and
arCoB respo...m..medile enclosure (1),

E. P. MILLICE, Jr.





Reconmendstion 20: 2d F$SG in conjunction h NCB determine the

total facility requtreeuts for the NOOSE rograu and incorporate

he present installation and future requirements into he rtne

Corps Facility Planning and Programalng System as requed in

14CO PIIOOO.12A and MCO PIIOOO.SE.

This Cmand concurs wlh the recnmendation

cannot be lacorporeted nto the facilities plmmtns aud prosrmmatn8

sysCen-for IX .resl prOtmrgy. OOe example o Class Ill

Enclosure (I)





UNI’PP’D STATES }.;t..’ i.:.., CO’"

C&mp Lejeune, North Ca;olina 28542

COMP/LPj,]/dh
7510/C42819
28 Dec 19"/9

: i.um: Co,remanding General
To: Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities

Sub3: Naval Audit Report C42819 Maintenance Construction

Ref: (a) BO 7510.3B

Encl (i) Incrementation of maintenance facility at HCHOLF,
Oak Grove, NC

i. In accordance with the reference, enclosure (!) is forwarded
for audit utilization and preparation of Command Position
Statements for recommendations addressed to MCB. Preparation
of Command Position Statements should be coordinated, if
necessary, with Base Accounting and Base Maintenance.

2. It is requested that each recommendation and Command
Position Statemen be prepared on a separate page, double
spaced: as follows:

Recommendation: (Repeat the reconnendation.)

j_<d,<OFd{ Response: Concur/nonconcur in the findincs and
recommendations. (Continue with the Command Position Statement
indicating action to be taken and date of completion.)

3. Conma.nd Position Statements should be returned to this
office by 18 January 1980. The Naval Auditors are available
to discuss the findings and reconm]endations.

Copy to
BAcctgO
Bb[a intO





I:. ....
,, !..,,L,.$_’_,;e__!..S_’.!:iorl of m.-i.ten.nce facilii:v.of I’ICHn f Oak Grove

a. Second Force Service Support Group (2nd FSSG) has incrementally (:on-

structed a maintenance facility in support of its Maintenance of Out-of-Service

Eq,.ipment. Program. (MOOSE). To meet a long term co,,itment for" t,e storage and

m,ir,,tenance of motor transport equipment, relocaae buildings were erected

and utilities installed at a funded cost of approximately $204. ,000.

for the use of relocatable buildings to meet facility requirements .as not re-

quested from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Insi-allations and Logistics)

[ASN(I & L)]. Also 2nd FSSG has not defined the total facility requirements

for the MOOSE Program and scught a permanent solution through the 14arine Corps

Facility Planning and Prograing System.

b. In Octbber, 1976, 2nd FSSG requested from the Marine Corps Air Bases,

Eastern Area, the use of Oak Grovefor the MOOSE Program. 2nd FSSG stated tl-:at

the desired improvements could be the installation of four trailers for I.’,illeti,-

and administrative purposes until relocatable shelter support is provided by

the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Program. One month later FMFLant directed

2nd FSSG to establish a force-wide I.IOOSE Program to accommodate at least 30 er--
cent of the motor transport assets of 2nd FSSG, 2nd Marine Division, and ..,d

Marine Aircraft ,ing. In addition the program would be available to all

force command. For the three units named, the nmber of vehicles involved

would be about 2,000. At this time the estimated requirements to meet this

task could have been documented as a project request .ith justifice.it:ion for

requirements to erect relocatable buildings as an interim facility -,- ,-.r,, ,<re::

in ’,CO PIIO00.I2,, 9. Instead, 2nd FSSG established an "expeditiery

facili- t Oak Grove t:hi -I’ the --’ "t.y’ a By m_...,.. ,,eu t-(, ..eel. proper appr(’v,] ;d

(:u::lee o, Ilinor COns"r’’ ,. r,,., funds c’,’oide: ilo’,.;."er .
of con<-m.,- t or,, incl dinq. the "in:;t::l il cn of bev;;ent ’u :,., i t i e s, pr{ " :..:. f





consideration of the facility at Oak Grove as being temporary.

c. Frem October, 1976, to the present date the "expeditionary faciliLy"

at Oak Grove has incremeritallygro;’.’n in size and permanence to.include tle

fo! 1 owing:

Date of,

Improvements Initial Job Order Funded Cost

(I) Hell and water system

(2) Four quonset huts. Three for

billeting and one messing facility.

All mount6.d on concrete slabs. Two

With three foot high cinder block walls.

(3) One Butle Buildings, class II
property, used for maintenance m

(4) Telephone service

(5) Install power poles and wiring.

Facility tied into commercial service

for five year commitment by USMC.

(6) One relocatable head

(7) Septic system

(#) Four relocatable maintenance

.shelters now being erected.

(9) Five quonset huts with electric
service. Used, for billeting, admin-.

istration and recreation. All on con-
crete slabs ar,d all but one -zith three

foot high cinder block walls.

29 Apt 77 $ 2,997

5 May 77 13,432

6 Jul 77 6,958

5o

-8 Sep 77 1,565

18 Nov 77 765

N/R/--z N/R

26 Jun ?9

9 Jul 79 13,304

15/Pd.>/jdp, llO00, dated 6 ,.,,r:e 1 ’"
".As the "n’r Pro!;r:’,m obt-ins :,ta.L’,ii:" .;ith tiu_, o[:Lii..ul.q mix nF :",’." :..

(I0) Pending installation of permanent
water lines :ith tie-in to county v;ater

sys tern.

. $203,763

qr,

lhe intent of per.manenc of the I.OOSE fcility is exp d by the C,

,,rr, Carom Lejeune in thr" t,
r " .}’:! 1 Of

General oF FhFLn u( the ,e .,c, ,,..........





that can be successfully induc[ed computed on that equipment ;,;hich

is excess to deploent and trainirg n_,..,IJ of the in(;ividual units,

Co;imlul ngtheConanding General FSSGLant w11 cooYdinate with the

General, Harine Corps Base for introduction and ntegraton of fa&ility

requirements into the shore facilities planning system inculding

the possible transfer of quonset buildings to class 11 plant property

of the base. In the interim period until personnel support facilities

can be provided by either minor construction or. MILCON, it is necessary

to provide expeditionary facilities at Oak Grove."

d. The futur of the MOOSE Program was discussed with the Force Supply.

Officer for FMFLant. The Suppqy Officer stated that MOP 172, effective 1 Feb-

ruary 1980, will r&quire units to report readiness based on the amount of full

combat TE held in their possession. Because of this requirement units will have.

a large number of assets over garrison needs which will require some type of

local administrative deadline. He believed the HOOSE Program, or something like

it, would be a long term requirement.

e. Effective 1 October 1978, 0 & ,MC funds could no longer be used to con-

struct interim facilities. MCO PIIOOO.5E, par. 3002, states that maintenance.and

peration funded minor construction projects wil.l result in a complete and usaDle

real property facility. 2nd FSSG needs to define the total facility required for

the MOOSE Program and submit the total requirements, including present installation.,

through the .arine Corps Facility Planning and Programning System.

Recommendation e3 2nd SSG in conjunction with FICB determine the totc;! facili

requiren;mts .for the I.’,OOSI-.. Program and ir,-,,,--,*,,,..,_.,,.., .: tl:e present inst,.ll:t.ion e,";(l

ful:ure requiremenks into the I.larine Corps rcility Plai,ning and log,,.::.,, ,.., ".’
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Jan 190

From:
To:

SubJ

Commanding General
Directoz, 14aval AudltSService Southeast Reion, 5701
Thurston Avenue, Virginia Beach, Virzinia 23455
Audit Report C219 Marine Corps Base, Camp LJeune,
North Carolina

 ef: (a)
(b)

Yr Itr B-l.nn, 752/C2819 did 21 Dec 79
CMC 23139 Apt 79 {OTAL)

I. Reference (a) provided item utilization for recommendation
20 of subject report and requested concurrence or nonconcur-
rence.

2. The following information is provided:

a. Reco:rendation 20. Concur with the recomm.sndation
that tot--i--T-iflc requre:ents for the future be
ifled and l:orporaed Into the Marine Corps Facility Plannlns
and Programln System.

b. Fndins. on concur in the finding of fact that
improvemt nuer ezht is considered az permanent con-
struction and the acnuisition cost of the four shelters is
listed as construction cos. Tese shelters are classified
as T/E equipment items by reference (b). As such, they can
not be transferrem to he class II, plant account facilities
llstinz for Cp LeJeune as a complete usable facility norm-
ally associated with permanent construction as indicated in
the flndlns.

3. Facilities located at Oak Grove are considered to be
temporary and were not constructed with the intent of Incrom-
entation.

Copy to
.CG, MCB













From: Co:tnding General
To: C;r:.ading Genera]., Marine Corps Base, Camp LcJeum

Subj: Y.cility Support for the l.laintcn,noe of 0ut-0f-Service Equi-;,ent
(OOSE) Program

Ref: (a) CG, ForTrps/edFSSG ltr l/q,D3/eee ll000 of 28 Oct 76
(b) CUICABEAST ltr LF-ved/AL !!o00 of 0 Dec 76
(c) , ForPSIdFSSG Itr tx<,l, Ii000 of Nov 76

I. Din5 vember i, hls compound conducted a brieflr for the
Can:3.i.n,.,, General, iare Corps, Baso Cao_ Impede, concerni the
concept and procedes for this ce:and’s program for the k[aintenance

of Out-Of-orvice Equint ([O0,CE). Included in thit briefinz x,:s a
roposal to !ochre the IE at the i,axine Corps Held Outlying Field

C[-[OIl) Ok Grove. Also discussed .as the request nmde by reference
(a), to CC[CAL[[AST for assigent of an area at MCD, Oak Grove.

.2. lefexcnce (b) auid he use of an aircraft rking area [nd one
rummy =ubject to nerence with the operational or training
requirements of the 2d.Ine Aircroft Winz. Reference (b) lso reqeated
that the nuthorization be’ realized by a !citer of sgreement
this co::uond and the Cing General, d .arlne Aircraft %ing. The
letter of n.sreeuent .is %o be developed by the Caag Off’ice, .[CAS (H)
New Rive".

C-, -cnce (c) requested tt Euildln R-ehO be assigned to this
cnand fo interim use as a maintenance frclity til such te as
suppo-t ..:’,z p-ovided by the Marine Co-ps Tactical Shelter
H;cver; the Deed for Buildi hq-240 has bece gent. Since the
incorporation of the ,DOSE as a Fleet I,iarine Force, Atlantic lh-ozra;:t over
6 motor transport vehicles frx this c>mand the 2d are Div Jn and
the 2d I;:.rin< -:cral% Wing have been schedLt!ed for induction to the
},:[OOE dur.[r the Ist quarter of calendar tear 1977. Inforr:ation has also

been proided that the tactical shelters c:.n be expected durit the
quarter of calendar year 1977

h. Asatu"ing approval, this c;_-,and is p.’eurinz an enviror’ental iml>nct
.nd ill sttbmit separate rcc,.,"<’, fo te]chone,, olectric:l,

and < ,,v ,ater 0,. Grove It ls ru tedy m support at ICiCJ3/ ’"
that favor::tb].o an8 accelerated conside:rt:tc’u be given to rqte:ts for
.:.<’,:’O.[Y Ok Gl’ove utility uooo’L.. n&:i tlu, t t} nssignr,eDt o. Duiiding
PJt-2{IO to this cmaand be effect,ed at ohe earlies possih].e date.





F..&m Coearling. Oenernl
To: Ct:..udiD,% General, Fleet larine Fee Atnhic,

Virginia 3511

S,.bj: QuonseBuii, outhern TA.t 8.a Mur Re!atable
d Facit. I:CN" request f

(b) . 20211:JZ Oct 7S ..-.
(c) , nt 0"’’ ]ov 76 :.:-

1. In theitemt of s .c-,m-’,, i=p.e:bt reaain:ss this
cc::mnr:! initia .tion to provide for t: soli,i:tcd :awgement
nd. centrallze ience 0i’ to.train,ebile encl-lt..:::
cqv.i[:tzent. 1d t t,ho3e ct.J.ons ts movi of thos equfp:ents
from sn in-setegory . the est.t of a program for the

2.. ThisC..ifio the requiring:support facill-ties for
,,’orce rs Fee Scrvlce SOortGOE ogram in refercue

(a). Eelerece{b) foarde thatreqs: with coctrenee, to ead-
q.uartern, ,.iari orps. Subsequently referee (c) directed theft this
cc,mnd establish a Force-Wide rtv, Proem to accmtate
of the motor transport armlets of the <I l.me Division n d l,rine

kircraf Wing. Reference (d) aouneed tt the 1.;O{E was available to
all major force cs.

3. The expai of ths .:OE into a Force ram and the antieitd
er induction of sigficnt nnbcrs o equiet .,, re:nLted
creating en i:ediate nel for tcm0ora cilitics in addition to

’- ..u.n.e a.ly, it is requested tie fourad<ze ed in reference (,). C
,,.u,-, ,-,:.} al one l’.;ul,-.r, }alocatablc

tleud Facility TAUCN mz,,v,: h,- "z,. u...;,...,. Tot this need. It .,_,- .ftu’ther
c cz.,! Izu..;er be aprn’ovd forrecz.eated tlmt t se of " "<"

t..ubt-., as it is more econ_uical that the use of tactical generators.
eal ,uIs he by the Cc:zt::rii,g Ge[ic.ral Force Tl’ool>z/2d Force
Service Support Group, Fleet }.:arine v’arce, Atntic, are a.:ilable
const;rcetion support asuociated ,ith the erection a placement of
these facilities.





From: Cr.anding General
To: Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases, Eastern Area

Marine Corps Held Outlying, Field (MCH0/2) Oak Grove, I’I. C. ;
request for assignment of area at

Eel: (a) FOCON ACofS, G-4 FT/2d SG and FaMalntO; MCAS CH/T
of 20 Oct 1976

Encl: (I) Map of MCHOLF Oak Grove, N. C.

I. Tds Cunand has initiated actions to provide for the consolidated
manaEement and centralized aintenance of mobile, major, end-items of
motor transport, engineer and ordnance euipment that have been identified
as surplus to garrison, operating, training and pescetime de!lnnent
require:.ents. Included in these action2 is the removal of those surplus
equi_ents from an in-service category and the establisnent of a program
for the maintemnce of out-of-service equipment (MOOSE).. Ultimately, it is envisioned that the .[OCE program will encce,pss
hundreds of mobi_e...._maJor, ..e_nd-__i_tn)s___0f__.e_.qu_it_o_en__tJ pus sesseal not only by
this co.’.msnd but also llke items nominated by the .d Marine Aircraft Wing
and d ksrln Division. In an extensive search to find an aproprlnte
area from .:hlch to provide the necessary control nd malntenence of theoe
equipments, it us determined thzt thez’e is no adequate support facility
available ,ithin the Camp LeJeune co:nplex. Hoever the potential bene-
fit of this p.rogram prcmpted the further consideration of any
o.ned facility, in the general area of Camp !Jeune for the loction of
the MOOSE. In that regard, linlson as established with ’CAS(H)
River, to conduct s reconnslsssnce of the subject Field. That
sanoe established 5[CIO, Oak Grove us idelly suited for the purposes
of the program. Subseouent contact %ith your co.nizant staff indicated
a favor-able predisposition to tle proposed use of the 8ubjec Fie by
the ,[O0.SE.. In addition, yo project to improve the recreo.tienal value
of Oak Grove and the possible assiztance, that might be provi4ed by
this cz, ,ere discussed. It Ires ,,nce been deteined that such
asslatance would also benefit ts ccm in providing engineer training
that is not usl nvolhble.

3. Therefore, it is requested that the ar,?as Identlfled J.n enclosure (1)
be assigned to this c.’u:ntxl as facility su.port for the MOO:SE pro6rau:.
It la intended th.t tile pn..I,,ing apron be uiliz’/ for the loc%tlon of
the .OOSE eulpment and :tainten,3nce slclterz and that the rts,;ay area
be used for the periodic exercise of tmt amc equipment. With respect





to the dcslrcd imDrovc:cnts., this com::nd i, prepared to install all of

thc bi!icting traJ!e., s nd pvoJie eJncer upport to car out the

proJectn dicussd duJ.ng (u). }Ic..:evur, it is requested thor

fo of the bil].cti ,llcl’s be toorsri].y ,:ssigned to this c<mand

for billetlng/administrative p,’poses til relocatable shelter support

Is provided by the arine Corps Tactical Shelter ogram.

4. If this renuest is approved it is suggested that point of contact

be identified to coordinate the details of both implementing or proposal

and pr%zruning your project to.ppgrae t%rpcreaiona!_.9.. at Oak

Groe. The action officer fr this Headouarters is the Assistant Chief

of Staff, G-h, Colonel J. W. qOU$ (I51-53/395). Your support of

this project is greatly appreciated.

Copy to:

..DG, MCB, CLNC

ROBERT E. }MEPZL

2









I. I"--m, I/ALA

0’.!7!1,3 ll(l el"
Co,,:,i:.llding Officer> Marine Corps Air’ StatIion (II), .lew River,
17orth Carolina 28540

Subj: ,.,]rine Corl)s Outlying Field r,J,,CI,OLI-), Oak urove, l’lorh arol
request for assigrment of area at

I\0 CG, FTI2d FSSG tr 4/J,,.,Iccc over II000 (PASEP)
CO,iCABEAST tr I_F-md/ALA over lifO0 of 20 Dec 19/6

l:ncl: (I) Samples of letters of agreement/understanding

I. Refcronce (a) requested selected areas at the subject field be
;.ssignel to Force Troops/Second Force Se’rvice Support Group for facility
>il-polt of the l.lainenance of Out of Service [-_quil)irent (i400SE) progi"dm.
,.lerencc (b) provided temrorary authority for such use and designatedyour co;ir.!tid as the coordinating point for a.n appropriate letter of
agreement.

(I2 F.ncl<)sure (1) provleS saii!ples of exisf;ing letters of agreement/
mderst.:,,!ing for your inform,tion.

3, Provi<le ......,aft lecter of agreement to this Corn-hand for review, aopiu,.,,l
,.ij{ ,Jr;,,i"dil,g to CG> Fl/2d FSSG.





General, Force Troops/2d FSSG, t:14F, Atlantic, Camp
NorLh Carolina 2852

Corps Outlying Field (I,CItOI.F), Oak gr’ove, North Carolina;
for assignment of area at

F: (a) CG, FTl2d FSSG Itr 41JWB/eec over ll000 of 28 Oct 1976

i,;ference (a) requested selected areas at the subject field be
.i,]nc:d to your command for facility suppert of the Maintenance of

".t ;f Service Equipment (I.;00SE) program, File areas identified in
,:losure (i) to reference (a) are temporarily autllorized to be used

; ,,..ur co;nand subj(;ct to noninterference with operational or training
.,.,irements of the Second l.iarine Aircraft .!ing.

Yhe formalization of a letter of agreement between your command,
.iR ’.,,eadquarters and the primary operatioral user (CG, 2d I."2,W) of Oak
..;e is required. The C(iF,mmding Officer, ;,!CAS (I), ,’ew River has been
". ",:ted to develop a draft letLer of agr(:ement ;.;hich ;,,’ill, as a rninil;’.cm
’:,,:’;s the following itehls:

. i:oninterfercnce ;,ith aircraft traninglo,,)erations.
h. P,es,,onsibil;ty fF, r d;:n.ge to ru’..,’G:.;/ caxi;.,’,;ys, etc.

c. Siting of ; o;) "-n/biilL>i;ing ;’.i’ ,s
,-t. P,gi’OQl!lOlll: i_:Ol’hiiil,ll.iOil pi’occ(.!i.res.
,’. L’?]Od OP rise OUi’:_’rql’:llt.
f 2(’.’ ,.o.nrn.lO/ xisl:iig colditiens on

I:c,1 i’,’.’,’itl I’C:11;’,71 IDS.

i::,i,i; of ccnl,lci; Fur ,.’’s Cor..:i]ailC! is I_ietiL...i-il; r,)l,;,.:l A. I..
i,,., il iLies ’:},,,’,l o!:.::,I:, OFficer, {’’r’ ;.I-’S{-il... kJ31 or 2.47,<1. ,hY;,i;.

1. Fur ’,.; ",





UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
FORC TROOPS/2dFORCE SERVICE SUPPORT 6ROUP

FLEET MARINI:: FORCE, ATLAI-,ITIC
CAMP LEJFUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

llO00

NOV 12 1976

From:
To:

Subj

Ref:

Commanding General
Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune

Reas.sigmnent and Relocation of Building #RR-240

I! 1 CG, ForTrps/2dFSSG itr 4/JWB/eec ii000 of 28 Oct 1976
CG, Lant 041812Z Nov 76 (PASEP)
CG, FMFLant 202118Z Oct 76 (PASEP) D

i. As discussed in reference (a),-.this command has developed a plan
for the establishment of a maintenance facility for equipment to be
placed in an out-of-service status (MOOSE Program). The time table

for the induction of equipment into the MOOSE has progressed at a

rapid pace due to the enthusiastic acceptance of this program by all

units of this command. In addition reference (b) expanded the MOOSE
program to acconn!ate 2d Marine Division and 2d Marine Aircraft Wing
equipment. Cousequent] the need for an initialintenance shop
facility for this prog’am s become immediate.

2. Reference (c) requested that facility support for the MO0E be

provided by the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Program. Liaison
with Headquarters Marine Corps has indicated that such support can
be provided. Hever due to the lead time required for acquiring
these facilities, the immediate need can not be fulfilled by this means.

3. In view of the above it is requested that Building #RR-240 be

assigned to this cormand for disassembly ar relocation to Oak Grove
for use as an interim facility. Relocation of this facility would be

accomplished by 8th Engineer Support Battalion.

ROBERT E. }LEBEL

Copy to:
CO, 8th Engr Spt Bn
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.,,-i_.. o, cJ_:ct:,< ..c. ::ect<as In quonset
;",c!icy ::COT,}" ).’.X ’.<.:.77,. L:.:ri::’ r’eference (:>) i:hi
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REAL PROPEICI’Y I’ACILIfl

CHT)TER 9

RELOCATALE BUII,DINGS

0900 GENERAL INFORMNPI "
1. P_!Use. The purpose of this chapter is to establish procedur6s for
authorization, acquisition, utilizatJ.on, disposition, and reporting of re]oca-
table buildings, except:

a. Items of personal property which are accountable in organic troop
allowance lists, such as tables of allowances (T/A’s) and tables of [.quip:uent
(T/E’ ).

b. Family housing.

0901 DEFINITIONS

i. Re]ocatable Buildinq

a. A relocatable building is a building which is designed for the specific
purpose of being readily -mov., :rect. disass’ed,storer._2 ad:reuse(; All
tyis of buildings designid { provide relocatable caabilities includin
building forms, such as trailers, are included in this definition. However, in
classifying building types as relocatable buildings for the purpose of this
Manual, the estimated funded and unfunded costs for average building disassembly,
repackaging (including normal repair and refurbi.sunent of components), and for
nonrecoverable building components, including typical foundations,

> excced 20 prced[,gf..the building ..acquif0nkhost.’}/

b. Specifically excluded from this definiti6n are building types and forms
which are provided as an integral part of a mobile equipment item and which are
incidental portions of such equipment components; e.g., comunications vans or
trailers.

j 2. Interim Facility Requirement. hort,term requir@m%nt for faci].
n_0]:mall[ of 3 yg,a<s or less duration, rsulting from either .t..raniitory
military missions, depioyets, military continoency, operations, dJ_-as.er relief
Yequirements, or to satisfy urgent requirements pending approval and construction
of facilities via normal MCON Programs.

0902 GENERAL POLICY

1. Policy

a. Re.locatable buildinqs may be purchased, storedt aqd used
Marine C6r’ Wn .tnen fcl]itlc onSkituke th most feasible an
Inens of satizylng inter]: aclJty requ:reme;ts.

b. In addition to the use of relocatable buildinms for interim faci]it,"
requirements, these buildings may also be used in lleu of conventional
construction at,Ove}Sa]:locations when the duration of the requirQment Js





." O REAL PROPERTY FACILITIES

0903 ACQUISITION /dI) UTILIZATI

1. |- ro(c ]- (’I[.2 n t

a. Procurement of rclocatab]e buildings wil be ba:ed on mainaining
necessary stock levels or meeting specific requirements. Stock level requiremen[-.,
for relocatable buildings will be determined based on:

(i) a evaluation of requirements reflected in applicable war plans,
contingency plans, and operational support plans.

(2) Experience factors in satisfying interim facility requirements.

b. The annual procurement requirements will be programed by Headquarters
[arine Corps, utilizing PMC funds. O6H4C funds, other than Functional
Categories M and R, will be used for assembly, disassembly, packaging, and
transportation of the relocatable buildings. Relocatable buildings may be
issued from stock, if available, or procured directly with procurement funds.

2. Utilization

a. Interim FacilJ.ty Requirements

(i) _Relocatable bu_idings" for,, interim,,, facility:_< reuirements.:- will.,. b=_

Drovided in accordance wit]f the-minor corl.c.tEICtlon an ecup;:en: xnsa_
procedures ,c]u{<e n-<... [.uuu..% he project costs, both funded and
un[undeci, and source or [unds will be in accordance with MCO PII000.5, subject to
the following clarifications:

(a) The cost of the relocatable building itself is an unfunded cost.

(b) Site preparation, foundations, and exterior utilities and other
spportin construction r(:ou]remenus r u<i:: .-o]ect costs as def!ne<] in

(c) The costs for packaging and transporting reloca4:able buildings
used for inte,r_i_ requirements are unfunded project costs.

(d) The cost of erection is an unfunded project cost.

(e) ;un economi,.c., analsis performed in accordance with the current
edition of SECNAV.I_I’,.,f 7000]4 must substantiate the use e a _el0at_,,], ::,..,.lnc

Wlt avalable alternatlves when the runueG prelect cost exceeds $2,000. The
elements of the analysis are:

1 Tie relocatable project cost for purpose of the analysis is
the sum of the funded and unfunded costs except that, with respect to the
initial relocatable building procurement cost, only 20 percent shall be included.

2 The cost for alternatives will be determined by adding the
sum of all funde and all unfunded.cdsts.

(f) In the event the economic analysis required by
paragraph 0903. 2a (1) (e) preceding, will not support the use of re]ocatab]e
buildings and when use of these relocatable buildings.’is, the only feasible means
of satisfying the interim facility requirement within the need date established
by unforeseen mi]itauy o)rational requirements, such use may be athorJzed wl:en
justified and approved by the A4 (I&L).

9-2





P,E;’J, PROPJ.;ICvY FACII,IT]

"(q) T],,O)st o mintonan(,( 0l(l
refurbJ, shmc:nt of rulocitab]e faci]iti,u:; used
mhargcd to operation and Imlintonanc( funds.

(h) RoI>ackjng will. ]De charged to ccntr-ally Inanged p-ocurtmvint funds
in ccordance with the NaCompt Manuel, paragaph 024640.

l$at.able bu]]diFqs in thJ’ cse mtvt be "
to ensuce prog[aminq coor]ridtioI] ;lnd consistent ap,l.catzot

crztet-.a for the relocatab].e building. pr(0ect
documents (DD Fo<m ]391) for normal NCON procedures w}ll indicate that
relocatable buildings are in use in these cases.

(2) }ldings used to satisfy interim faeilit},will not be retncC-or a pt:i.<-,iT::-cT’: 3 9(t:rs trom thc’ate of<’+rgihal erectmon au use, sra], ;,(c,an removed from :}] site
prior to the expiration of the s’ytar );r.<ou, except:

(a) len such facilities are utilized in suprt of
iita eontnopv o};o[at]ons and coutinued use is tDDrOVOd bV the Assistant
ecretau of Dofense (3nstallatons anu ,ogs[Ics) (ASD(I&L)).

(b) en a replacement fa]as been auLhorize and funds.
therefor approprt6’ by the congress, in which caso the re!ocatab!e <mility

retg’ined in use until construction of’[he,replacement is completedA
(c). leloeBtable fC:clity q,nelv ncorgrated

aj real property by a}oroval of the ASb(I&L), and.after notification of th--me Services anc 4;.-dun uom;.,zY of the Congress when the s,an of the
funded project cost and the relocatable building acquisition coat exceeds
00,000.

b. Reloctable Buildinqs in Lieu of Permanent Construction-Overseas.
Relocatable buildings may be used as substitutes for permanent or conventional
bildings in overseas areas when the duration of the requirement is uncertain.
In such cases, the project shall be programed through appropriate MC procedures;
and the building cost, transportation and erection costs, as well as site prepara-
tion and related supporting costs will be funded from MCON appropriations.

0904 ACCOUNTJ9ILITY

i. Personal Property Class 3. Relocatable buildings, when in stock and when
used in contingency situations, will be accounted for as items of personal
property, class 3, in accordance with the NavCompt Manual, volume 3. Hence, their
assembly and disassembly are not subject to the rules which apply to construction
projects. Therefore, relocatable buildings can be authorized for use in a contin-gency situation by the OSD, based on evaluation of criticality, ilmnedJacy,
expected tenure of use, and other vital considerations. %en relocatable bui!(l-
ings are disassembled and returned to stock, accountability will be assumed bythe appropriate supply activity.

2. Real Property, C].ass 2. Relocatable buildings will beincluded in the real
property asset inventory when the following cond.tions exi.t:

a. It is determined that the relocatable buildings can serve adequately the
extended period need and this use is approved by the ASD(I&L).





/!E,M PROPF.ICI’Y FACI LIT I !?,,; bJ/d’J UAL -/

Approval is obtained through HCON [l.-ogre:ning actions.

0905 DISr’OSITICN OF CLA:3S 3 RELOC/.:I’ABLE BU.IIAglhGS

]. In.s|:ctJon. Once the requirernt or contingent%, for" re].ocatab!e buildings
has l,:en terminated, a thorough insi.ction ,nust hc cond[ctcd to determine Jf they
can be returned to a usable condition.

2. Reusable Bui]dinqs

a. If it i. determined that the buildings are in a state of economical
repair, the buildings must then be dismantled and repair’ed, as r(:quired, to
return them to a fully reusable and relocatable conditio. Once the building
has been fully repaired, disposition and repackaging J.nstructions must be
requested from the Corunandant of the Marine Corps.

b. Since the buildings have remained personal property, the cost of this
repair and repackaging must be financed from operating funds other than those for
real property maintenance.

3. Nonreusable Buildinqs. If it is determined that the buildings are beyond a
state uf economical repair, they must be demolished and dropF.d from the
property account in accordance with the current edition of NCO P4400.20.

0906 PROJECT SUBMISSION

i. Interib., Facility Reauiremcnts. --Upon identfiction by the activity concerned

of the Marine Corps (Coae Lrr) ].n accoraance wxt 1.,-.bB, chapter 3, and
as prescribed in paragraph 0903.2a, preceding. ctwill contain narrative justification for the rect: r’ements to erect theax buxulngs. Thes’e"’r’dqu.iY-braens md{t cometic wll in6ide all
sucx3 total ad inistratve, billeting, and maintenance
that can bu iden.:fa.e<.o scc negd A,s to these requirements can
-approved only when a new o]z unforeseen contingency arises.

2. Relocatable BuildinqJn Lieu of Permanent Construction erseas. Upon
determination by the activity concerned that relocataole bildings are accept-
able substitutes for rmanent or conventional buildings in overseas areas, an
MC project may be submitted as follows:

a. Facility deficiencies which meet the criteria for urgenr under
I0 U.S.C. 2674 will be submitted in accordance with MCO PII000.5B, chapter 3.

b. Other facility deficiencies which can be programed using normal NCON
procedures will be submitted in accordance with chapter 8.

0907 REPORTS

i. Relocatable Buildin.s Rer,rt

a. An anntra]. For)oft, ts, shall ];.e submitted t<, t-.. Cnmmanda.l-. of

]ter than I February of each year. (}<ipo iy:_l DD-IIIO0-0! las been
assigned to this re,ft.)

b. Reports shall conform to the following formats:

(i) .l’_ay_t:__! A relxort of relocatab]e bui].din.g pt’ojccts approved during
the calendar year preceding, for which the funded |w-eject costs exceeded $2,000.
Figure 9-i provides thu :;a:aple format fol; this relmurt pi,rt.

9-4
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icluclJ, nq t:l final di:;).,o:iLJoli of t:h6 buildings. Fig: ;:c U-2

HCAS, lwakuni, Japan

Part I

Re]ocatable Bull.clings Approved

Re}rt Sym]o] DD-]I]00-OI

Project (mtcj(,ry
"]’i Ic ode

I’." r c:c L

IIEQ’ s

Mo.( h Approva
Ai,l,rovcd Authority

I"cll 75 ASI)

I’ro.iect
Anti(’ipatcd

I’criu,I Cost
of list

Figure 9-I

]niIcf i|i tc $..%0 $.t96. 090

LtrnatJvvs
(’(Ills dcrcd
an(; Cost

This is au iluh’fil, itc

interim rcquircmmt,
i)(,n,l i:.t the

tion of I,r..iccts !C-
IK-(, and
Reversion Related
Constrttctlon I’rogram.
Adcq.a off-base
bousin9 for lease
ttna%’hi lal,te to meet

acute I;E() rcquircect,

MCB, Twentynine Palms

Part II

DiSlsition of Relocatable Buildings

Re rt Symbol: DD-IIIO0-01

IProjcct
Title

Re u(’

Adm n
I]hlgs

CutcSl.,ry
Code

0 It)-

Mort th
Appruvcd

J:,n 5
!:%: t ell (letl

zse auth)

ASI)

Anti C pa ted
I)eri od of

Use

I.;xtcnded

period of
u.sc for

ye;,r

Month
Di sasseml) led

Figure 9-2
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ASSISTANT CHI STAFF, FACILITIES (4C)
HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE

To:

Date

CG, 2D MarDiv (Rein), FMF
CG, ForTrps/2D FSSG
CO, MCAS(H), NR

Subj: Request for cost estimate;

I. Cost estimate is forwarded.

2. Your attention is invited to

MCBCL 11000/29



6241
iI A?rii 1978

Frc gOfficer
OIC, , PT/2d FSSG (Attn: llcal Dparent Rpresentiv)

Subj Col!ectlcn of potabls water sa_les; "fr]usncy of

(a) lap.tr 5, Water Sugp_ly Ashore, NAVMED P-50!0 ;.nual of
Naval Pr_ventive .._dicine

(b) C.O., -J Itr 6260 dtd 22 Mar 78 to CG, F/2d FSSG;
Subj: Potable Water Src for MDCE

2. In o/er o insure water potability the fol/cng action is requ%r1:

a. All water nst be batch chlorinated with Calciun Hypochlorite
{i) to 2.0 p;;x., available d%lorine (FAC). lis FAC level must.be
dcP=d .rLth a oolor.eter and reoorded in a log for review by the Oocu-

pational and Preventive .dlcine Servlce.

b. Oollect p weekly saggles frc the well, hsad, and every
-ffalo 9ic are to be. sumLttel to the ater Quality Laboratory,
65, [. for bacteriological analysis.

c. Tne currnt water dlstribu-ticn system is not to h cnnected to
the .galley for any purpose because the water k non.-le. .[;I t-
ble mter is authorized for use in food .handling o._rati%s (Ts--. (a)).

d. ’ihe forg provisions must remain b! effect until a pot2.bl
water source is provided (Ref. ) ).

to:
OG, }-- (Attn, AC/S, Faclltlss)
../2d SG ].:ngt%e=rinq Off





i laee o lite. ’ee is a r#





asay.

’F. W. TIEF





UNITED STAT.ES MARINE CORPS
FORCE TROOPS’2IFORCE SERVICE SUPPORT GROUP

FLEET MARINE FORCE, ATLANTIC
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

11013/1
5 Apt 78

From:
To:

Subj:

Encl:

Commanding General
Commanding General, Marine Corps Base .!Attn: AC/S Facilities)

Potable Water Source for MOOSE, Oak Grove

(I) Preventive Medicine ltr 62:CRT:rcc over 6220 did 22 March 1978

I. Enclosure (1) identifies a problem with the potable water source at Oak Grove.

As stated in enclosure (I) two different methods of correcting the contamination

problem were identified; one is installing a gas chlorinator and the other was

obtaining municipal water service from Trenton, North Carolina.

2. In view of the above it is requested that a cost analysis be made to determine

which alternative would be most cost effective relative to the problem at. Oak

Grove.

" By direction

Copy to:
CO th Engr St Bn
CO Preventive Medeciue Unit
OIC, MOOSE





AVAL REGIOAL MEDICAL CER
CAMP L...JEUNE, N. C. 28542 IN RFPLY RI[FR TO:

62:OT:rcc
6260
22 rh 1978

Co:0andhq ricer

hgrth htli 28542

(.0 1"ata 5-!, apt 5, SAV, P-5010, ual vve

) l’hvon 9 M 1978 be.. t LT. DA, -E d ef,

I. .der.nce (n) sbates that it is the re_onsibility of .e Naval MI
Ee-nit to m.f<e sn at biers ]e rd of 9tme
q nl’’.c:t Of ihe t are ete. T.; hat , e :.C Cc-
c’ ,u,.,-’- Pventive Mec,e ice (O&5) !ic water smDs
f be-cicii.ca]. ;mysi3. Ft smpies en fr .e 91e wat
uc, ,-st:r at :.E have bm sJ.ve for fos (ztors of
f n::ac<) coly cn . (nl to nt)

(), .: nci .a is war ue was rsid t"
f-:- nt<t-erore nfit Eor use tig (e ) war
:; ha. dicr v,r !e fo e.

2. .-T..e :- }rater source is provided’by a shall vll’ located do..ml.o, a
g--. dis.c from [he hd facility and mi,.;ay be.een the head nd he sep-
tc ._-f.- n va_z sandv., soil. A ,.;.’se !ocatin could n he found. e head

_.ovaue hou=e trailer) pl,rbjng ccnnecticns into the. s,r
:zi :.-5 !es v.hen tested win fiucrescen tracer dye last wed<.

;.ell ;/_.r;>C% dne head facility is now heavily ccnt2.m3nated %ith s::e.

.],.-’: Jn r,ridin7 %he tcmno_.mry ].c%n of a qas d%icrinator.. In.tion cf
t;-:. ;,:; ) :fu:’;’:a by Base Utilities [x.rse:mel 6etennLned that installation o a

zz’, ;;,.";i: nlx the [m-..:;s]bility of cg)tnnSng mmicJrl water se,ioe.





OIC,
FT ingineemir7 Officer
Director, Ease Utilities Div.
DivJsicn/F .T. Surgeon





NAVAL REGIONAL MEDICAL CEI[ER__
CAMP LEJEUIIE, N. C. 28542 IN REPLY REFER TO:

5,1:C/:jlg
6240/1
18April 1978

Co!z :.t;-: ling Offie._r
Co;:-c/!Lng Ceral, brine s Be, jee, N.C. 28542
.;w :,:]ng ncra]., Send ,e sion(1), ,
je::<’., ’.C. 28542
r:r<;>J_ng Cer, r ps/Send Su
Grou, F:W"I’, C jee, N.C. 28542
:::’,].img Officer, Z.Lne srS (H), NqP
Jacks,>uvil].e, [:.C. 28540

S’)j: Oc-cv’n.tional and Preventive MmKticine Servia.. Activities Rort for

(b) ’[)[,P S Activities .Report for Febrnary %B

i. ne Occ.<:. ,.tflonal rand Preventive Medicine Set%the. (O&Pb), Naval Regional
).t>:cal C<,. t:_-. ,c is res._x]nsible for provi./ng a fu31 range of Oct_tional and
enviro...r,%ta] health and preventive medicLne sup_._nM for the entire Carom
Lejeme co::vlex. A o0nsolidated report of O&P. mivities and s_upport pro-
vided dmL-q the month of Mmrch is hereby subm3t, for information, nd to
satisfy d>2 racfairennts of referen (a).

PREfEIVE FDICD

2. nviro:% :::; tai Surveillmnae 12B/}Ili12 DIV FT MfLgS (H)

a. Bio-anvironmmtal Inspections l 20 14 18

b. tbsoconial Infection Control Sdrveys .-]i 00 00 00

c. On 6 krc/q, LT. Ji.nrmy R. McCORMICK report_= aboard as the Environ-
r,nta]. I-leal[_h Inspector Augntee with t/e Insoecr C_neral’s Team. O&P3
provided hn wi-hh assistance in the conduct of Bim-envirotal inspection
of evemy occupational health and preventi medic,- function and activity
in the CI2’C oomolex. hese inspeions %re conded in-depd] over a
weeJ: riod m)d de findings in all cases were eihex satisfactory or satis-
factoz-y v&dq discrepmncies.

d. e V/2d FSSG .OSE facility water source at Oak Grove is provided
by a shall. vll located dcenslo}., a short dista.ee from the head and
way be.,.en the head md a septic tank ] very sandy soil. Several of the
mobile hear] i?Iml)g connections sprung leaks (detergdned by flourescin
tracer dye) vih heavily oontaminated the soil beneath thh. head with s.age.
Because of the slope mid short distance_ from t],e head to e well, contmminat-
ed n.sur.face.. CmaLnage runs along the water distribution line directly to the
vmll. %1e we_ll is not equi,_.. with eiHler a chlorine gas or calcin hypo-
dlorite dlorator. Water samples are n either nositive for coliforn
(in<licators of fecal aontmLnation) or tJ]e culture plates are too numerous to





oount (TNH) i.n the water is non-potabl ]fit/unsafe) for hun consump_t-
ion) tless chlorinated. AS an nterim emergcy measure potable water needs
are being net by batch chlorination of water in water buffaloes. esoluti.’on
of hhe problem requires provision of a safe, permanent .potable water .source
sudl as the municipal water source available frcm the Jones County Water System.

Communicable Disease Control

a. Sexally Transmitted Diseases (SID)

Disease Diagnosed

-ODnorrhea

Syphilis

Vnereum

.Chancroid

Rates/1000

(i) Trends:

Quad Ccrmmnd 513/NP- 2d Mar Di FT/2d FSSG LS (H)
Feb 5ir Feb _rFeb Mar Feb

102 85 26 12 45 50 25

03 02 01 00 01 01 01

O0 O0 O0 O0 O0 O0

O0 O0 O0 O0 O0 O0 O0

3.02 2.29 4.31 2.6 2.48 12.7 2.58

01

00

00

2.1

Feb

08 03

00 00

00 00

00 00

1.77 0.6

The overall Quad Oonand STD incidence rate decreased mark-
edly from a 3.02 I.R. last month to a .2.29 I.R. for Mrch. qhis was effected
by the substantial decreases in incidence rates by B/N}, FT/2d FSSG, ead
,’CAS (H) with BqI, demonstrating the largest decline from 4.31 I.R. for
February to 2.6 I.R. in 5zrch. 2d 4ar Div displayed the only increase with a
2.7 I.R.

(2) Total STD Clinic Consultations: 916

b. %btal Lab Tests Performed: 3,766

.B/NRMC DIV Ff MCAS (H)

c. Imurizations Civen

d. Health Card ExamJJ%ations

107 06 10 430

233 12 21 II

e. Tuberculin SLin Tests 126 06 ii 97





Food Service Sanitation (Sasic)

Food Service Sanitation (Pafresher)

STD Training

Prev. Petty Officer

Hearing onservaticn

Class
lengt/.

6 hrs

lhr.

5 days

2 hrs.

Totals

Insect Vector Control

aQ

24 I0 02 00

09 05 31 00

42 00 00 00

00 07 02 01

I0 20 i0 i0

85 42 45 Ii

Servicing of the mosquito light traps was continued during the month
vith collectin to begin 1 ,April.

OCC[ATICAL

.6. Industrial Hygiene Surveys

7. Noise Hazard Surveys

8. icr.qave Oven Surveys

9. Lighting Surveys

ICB/’I,[C DIV FI’ ?.XZAS (H)

1 1 0 1

2 5 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 3 0 0

Totals 3 9 0 1

C. R. -IO_’S v

By direction

Copy to:
Division Surgeon
C.O., 2d ,hd. Bn.
llealt/] Services Sup.ort Officer, Ff/2d YIBSG
Tri-Donnnd Food Service Offionr
O&PI’., erry Pot
Base 2.aintnance Offir





(e) Cptez , I FIIOIO.I





tior, st iniCied o pllce the
ta is lsnd or sutteit ri Cors

been received to initiate an app.’optS,ate con-

does ot challenge the prosrase existik at Oak Gro.
t onsibllity of t Cin Geel,

tss =ules a red.floes a .In n os8
e Confess as public I. and a bJec o constant

Cobalt of e rl rps in an uentble position.

7. / as the se e qonset baILdi8 at Native Corps 5ase o
smtim iltty suprc requirns, it has en te lou-er= goal
elte the e ot eh ildtos. use of Wold We- XI-ype

atmmt coasttn tar t lita netion





P-IIIO0/





that an qmmt 1 zohed, betwee, the Comandlr+

lltll;Mll pPe-epergled able| by %Pn. labor. TI teZephule ho.:,;-tW will be
effl b the Jae Telephnae OA’1oer u tr.)p c plett >n.





a 77

5. nl tl atr iI ill b a|a a lant cnt Nmr upon

Jr.

opy o





11000

2. Reference (b) authorized the use Of an aircraft parking
runway subect to noninterference with the oratl
reqs the d riAi Wi. Reference (b) ao uest

-nt Is to be develd theCr,S (H)

cfrieas a facility til such t as
support was provided. by the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Pro6re.
Huwever, the need fr Bu/idiag #tR-9hO has beoome urgent. Slee the
incorporation of the MOOE as a Fleet Marine Force, Atlantic I, over
600 etr transport vehicles frn this cud, the 2d Maine Divlsi and
te d Marine-Aizcraft Wing have been schadule for Induetlea to the
MOCE duri the Ist quarter of caleDdar year I7. ion tins also
been provided hat the tactical shelters can be eaeee during the d
quarter Of calendar year 1977,. Alsuig approval this czmand is preparing an envnal pset
assessment ad will Submit separate requests for teleX, electrical,
and seccdar water system support at MLDLF, Oak @ove It is requested
that favorable and accelerated conaidertic be ivea to ;uss for
MCL, ak Grove uillt support ad that the assignment of Bildi
#IRO to thli command be effected at the earliest ible date.





OAK GROVE SEP 1979

Items Picked up on Plant Account

Class 1

Land 976.46 acres $40,875

Class 2

1-50003

Rpl
Item # Bldg # Ac Cost Cost

1 AS-12 $ 7,706 55

2 AS-92 3,500 25

3 UNUM 118,141 719

4 UNUM 81,000 576

5. UNUM 135,724 1,009

6 UNUM 132,417 985

7 UNUM 139,048 1,034

8 UNUM 1,564

* 9 AS-99 3,447 23

* I0 UNU 25,177 179

* ii UNUM 29,079 207

12 RR-240 9,113 27

Description

HAS F/STHSE

WELL NONPOT

ROADS/BIT

A/C PARK A

RUNWAY

RUNWAY

RUNWAY

ELEC UTIL

WELL NON PW

PIPE NON PW

SANITARY SWR

GEN WHSE MC

Card #

2-55000

.2-55005

2-55004

2-55001

2-55009

2-55010

2-55011

2-55012

2-55006

2-55007

2-55008

2-02685

* Cannot locate structure.





OAK GROVE SEP 1979

Items not picked up on Plant Account

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

9.

15.

1t5.

17.

i9o

Head Facility,

Quonset Building Troop Housing

" " Recreation Building

" Dining Facility

" Troop Housing

" " Administration Office

Well and Well House

(4) Metal Buildings not erected

Gat9 House

Caretak4r’s Trailer

Well and Well House

(2) Picnic Shelters Campsite #i

(i) " Wilderness Campsite

(2) " " Campsite #2

Boat Ramp Campsite #2

(3) Expandable Shelters not erected

Test Well and Well House





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
ATLANTIC DIVISION

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 2351

TELEPHONE HO.

804-444-7331
IN REPLY REFER TO:

II3:RBM
11330
N62470-79-M-3972
14 AUG. 1919

Jones County Water Department
Post Office Box M
Trenton, North Carolina 28585

Subj: Water Service for the Marine Corps Outlying Landing Field,
Oak Grove, North Carolina

Gentlemen:

It is requested that you furnish water service to the subject Activity.
It is estimated that 2,000,000 gallons of water will be consumed at the
outlying landing field annually. Your Water User Survey, dated February
1978, is attached hereto and made a part of this Letter Agreement.

Service rendered under this Letter Agreement N62470-79-M-3972 will
continue from year to year without necessity for renewal but subject to
the availability of appropriations. This Letter Agreement may be
cancelled by the Government on thirty (30) days written notice.

For and in consideration of the provision of service, the Government
will pay in accordance with the Jones County Water System Billing Chart,
a copy of which is attached hereto. The service furnished hereunder
shall be at the lowest rate available to any customer under like
conditions of service. It is requested that this Command be advised
of any revisions in the rates applicable to the service furnished the
Government. In addition, a one-time nonrefundab]e connection charge
of $300.00 will be paid covering the tap-on fee upon installation of
the required 2-inch meter and availability of water service.

Bills for service will be rendered monthly in quintuplicate to Commanding
General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542. Payments
will be made by the Disbursing Officer, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune,
North Carolina 28542, chargeable to:

Various appropriations, ultimately chargeable
as indicated on bills and/or inspection reports

I A ---,-
1.-;-r-





II3:RBM
11330
N62470-79-M-3972
14 AU

Billing for the connection charge will be rendered separately in quintup-
licate to Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina 28542. Payment will be made by the Disbursing Officer, Marine
Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542.

Sincerely yours,

Is E. A. Bsrco

E. A. BARCO
for Commander, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command

Estimated Annual Cost $1,800.00

Copy to:
MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE----
BASE MAINTENANCE OFFICER
RCORB CAMP LEJEUNE

DISBOFF MARCORB CA LEJEUNE
SO MARCORB CA LEJEUNE
PWO ARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE





ROAD- LOCATION :

..AT’EB USE SURVEZ
FEB-UARY, 1978

State Route 1121

k;ATER: YES x_ NO

3/[:.’’‘ Line =
i" Line =

1 1/2" Line =
2" Line =

TAP-ON PAYER. IIA}. Disbursing Offier Marine Corps Base

/- ADDRESS Camp Leeu.ne, NC 28542 PdOaE_9.9-451-2251.

ATER USER PAYER IIA23 Disbursing Officer,_ Marine CorDs Base ’:_.. ADDRESS "-Camp Lejeune,:-NC 28542

2000 gal. Or less is d6..OO mln_-
3,000 gal. 7- 50

Over

25.00
3F.oo

15o.oo
3o0. oo

4,000 gal.
5,000 gal.
6,000 gal.
7000 gal.
8,000 gal.
9,000 gal.
lO,O00 gal.
lO,O00 g@l.

FIIONI 919-451-2251-

ATER. COST

9.00
I0. O0
Ii O0
12 OO
13-00
14. O0
l .oo

.80/1,000 ga

Pay tap-on cost, at sign-up, which will be refunded if your

location does not get .ater.
Paying tap-on cost commits payer go {6.00 per month inimum

water charge following turn-on of .,ater tmtil x.ater is used at the

tap-on at which tiee ,,ater-user pays -ater bill,

(SURVZOR’ S SIGNATURE)

Is/E. A. Pmreo

(TAF-ON P’AYER’O SIGNATURe)
E. A. BARCO, for Commander, Naval

Facilities Engineering Command
la. A.b_’G 1979 19_

(DATE)

II-[___PORTANT: This shee,applies if a waterline is located on this

road and you are saying you will pay the tap-on cost and will use

water r pay.$6,Lk i month until you do use water.





JONES COUNTY. WATER SYSTEM

BILLING CHART

Gallons Amount Gallons Amount Gallons Amount

2,000 6.00 5,000 i0.00
2,100 6.15 5,100 i0.I0
2,200 6.30 5,200 10.20
2,300 6.45 5,300 10.30
2,400 6.60 5,400 10.40
2,500 6.75 5,500 10.50
2,600 6.90 5,600 10.60
2,700 7.05 5,700 10.70
2,800 7.20 5,800 10.80
2,900 7.35 5,900 10.90
3,000 7.50 6,000 ii.00
3,100 7.65 6,100 ii. I0
3,200 7.80 6,200 11.20
3,300 7.95 6,300 11.30
3,400 8.10 6,400 11.40
3,500 8.25 6,500 11.50
3,600 8.40 6,600 11.60
3,700 8.55 6,700 11.70
3,800 8,70 6,800 11.80
3900 8.85 6,900 11.90
4,000 9.00 7,000 12.00
4,100 9.10 7,100 12.10
4,200 9.20 7,200 12.20
4,300 9.30 7,300 12.30
4,400 9.40 7,400 12.40
4,500 9.50 7,500 12.50
4,600 9.60 7,600 12.60
4,700 9.70 7,700 12o70
4,800 9.80 7,800 12.80
4,900 9.90 7,900 12.90

8,000 13.00
8,100 13.10
8,200 13.20
8,300 13.30
8,400 13.40
8,500 13.50
8,600 13.60’
8,700 13.70
8,800 13.80
8,900 13.90
9,000 14.00
9,100 14.10
9,200 14.20
9,300 14.30
9,400 14.40
9,500 14.50
9,600 14.60
9,700 14.70
9,800 14.80
9,900 14.90

i0,000 15.00

* Over I0,000 # gallons consumed less

Example: 12,300 gallons consumed

iO,O00 times .0008 plus $15.00

12300
-i0,000
2300 x .000S

Amount of bill

1.84
+]5.00

$16.84





UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE

CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

#  977

FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CG, ForTrps/2d FSSG Itr /RDB/dwb ii000 of 31 Jan 77
Fom
To

Commanding General
Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force Service, Support Group,
Alantic

SubJ: Facility Support for the Maintenance of Out-0f-Service Equipment
{MOOSE) Program

(d) Phoncon btwn NaJ CERVANTES and Capt BOURQUE of 25 Feb 77
(e) BO Pll013.2D

i. .Reference (a), to Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases, Eastern Area,
requests authorization to locate the Maintenance of Out-0f-Servlce Equipment
(MOOSE) Program at Marine Corps hld Outlying Field(MCHOLF). Reference (b)
approved the request subject to noninterference with operational or training
requirements of the 2d Marine Aircraft Wing.

2. Enclosure (1) to reference (a) indicates selected sites for buildings
and structures in support of the MOOSE operations. Site approval therefor
is granted. Furthermore, relocation of Building RR-2#0 in support of Moo2E
operation Is*uthorlzd The u of water well 2 is ot cost effective in
view of It-remotenessb% the site selected for MOOSE facilitles,reference
(d) revealed that a new well could be drilled near this site at a lesser
cost. Request compliance with reference (e) in initiating troop training
projects for relocating the foregoing building and water well drilling.

3. .Telephone installation was authorized during earlier verbal conversation.
Reference (d) revealed that an agreement was reached, between the Commanding
Officer, 8th Communications Battalion and the Base Telephone Officer, to
install-pre-expended cables by troop labor. The telephone hook-up will be
effected by the Base Telephone Officer upon troop completion.

#. Electric service .to a distance of 900 feet can be installed by Jones-
Onslow Electric Membership Corporation, at no cost to the Marine Corps,
provided a 30-foot rlgnt-of-way is agreed to, and that use of electric ser-
vice will be for a duration of five years 6r more. By copy hereof, the
Public Works Officer is requested to initiate prope correspondence for
installation of electric service in support of MOOSE operation.

2





UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE

CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

FC :MC :tjb

1977

FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CG, ForTrps/2d FSSG itr ’RDB/dwb ii000 of 31 Jan 77

From
To

Commanding General
Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force Service Support Group, FMF,
Alantic

SubJ: Facility Support for the Maintenance of 0ut-0f-Servlce Equipment
(M@@SE) Program

Ref: (d) Phoncon btwn MaJ CERVANTES and Capt BOURQUE of 25 Feb 77
(e) BO PllO15.2D

I. Reference (a), to Commander, Marine Corps Air. Bases, Eastern Area,
requests authorization to locate the Maintenance of Out-0f-Servlce Equipment
(MOOSE) Program at Marine Corps Hld Outlying Field(MCHOLF). Reference (b)
approved the request subject to noninterference with operational or training
requirements of the 2d Marine Aircraft Wing.

2. Enclosure (1) to reference (a) indicates selected sites for buildings
and structures in support of the MOOSE operations. Site approval therefor
is granted. ....Fthermore r1ocatlon...of RnIdlu RO i npot of MOOSE
2peratlon is uthoriedq. The use of water well #2 is not cost effective in
View of is -mteness ’5 the site selected for MOOSE facilities,reference
(d) revealed that a new well could be drilled near this site at a lesser
cost. Request compliance with reference (e) in initiating troop training
projects for relocating the foregoing building and water well drilling.

3. Telephone installation was authorized during earlier verbal conversation.
Reference (d) revealed unat an agreement was reached, between he Commanding
Officer, 8th Communications Battalion and the Base Telephone Officer, to
install-pre-expended cables by troop labor. The telephone hook-up will be
effected by the Base Telephone Officer upon troop completion.

%. Electric service .to a distance of 900 feet can be installed by Jones-
0nslow Electric Membership Corporation, at no cost to the Marine Corps,
provided a 30-foot rlght-of-way is agreed to, and that use of electric ser-
vice will be for a duration of five years 6r more. By copy hereof, the
Public Works Officer is requested to initiate prope correspondence for
installation of electric service in support of MOOSE operation.

2





ITED STATES MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps Base

Camp LeJeune, North Carollna 2852

ACTIOH BRIE

lrom: Assistant Chief of Staff, cilitles
To

FAC :MC :tJb

Mar 1977

Chief of taff, Marine Corps Base, Camp LeJeune, N.C. "

SubJE Update onMalntenance of Out-of-Servlce Equipment (MOOSE) Program

Ref: ’(a) PhotOn btm MaJ CERVANTES n Capt BOURQUE of Z Mar 1977
(b) on btwn MaJ CERVANTES and r. SMITH (PW0) of 2. Feb 1977

i. SITUATION.

a. On 9 February 1977, tb Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities met

at NCHOLF, Oak Orove with representatives from Public Works; the

Marine.Corps Air Station (H), New River ad ._ Facilities Officer, Marine

b. As of the time of this writing,,the scope of the project has nt

chaned.

2. DISCUSSION.

a. Verbal approval to install a telephone at MCHOLF, Oak Grove prompted

liaison between the Ba’ Telephone Officer and the Commanding Officer

8th Commnlcations Battalion. An agreement was reached whereby the Com-

manding Officer, 8th Communications Battalion with troop labor would install

pre-expended telephone cable from the service entry to the distance of

the maintenance area. Upon completion of troop project, the Base Telephone

Officer would make the entry hook-up in connection with the telephone
company. Fee cost is $50.00.

b. Reference (a) revealed that CMC (Code LFF-I, Col THORPE) stated

message to Albany for release of four Quonsets and one relocatable head is

being stafd. These buildings have own wooden decks therefore a concrete
deck will not be required. Associated funding, to include electrical for

Quonsets and septic system for relocatable head will be defrayed by O&M

funds, Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force Service Support Group, FMF,
Atlantic.

c. Of the four uonaets, three will be used for billeting and one for





ll/L

AC :C :tJb
P-illO0,, )
2 b.r 1T7

d. e are tou 20 62, alnteDarwe shelters under proourent at
Headquarters j Cox,| and expected delivery is still dur 3d
  ua ter,  -77.. uLdir P-2O has been requested for elocation by Co

tee .as aec111. oed ooncte deck,
bol tst d electrical S n esttted at $oo..
-.-dlves Class II pya theodore cost

a rKw--.el:l ten be d/Aed.by t-r. P cas1 Is available
e/. or th p, ’.-I g-RI l assoolat with

ot tthis. pJoet; .., pu Ofr p/pitleatlon
l’rit .ed.ee.-. Pl Ne 0 le for

Oolte_Coom at cost to t Co,

(2) bat the ue of eteet ee be for the duration of

h. follows:

(1) Telephone

Installed, bF

CO, 8th Co Bm/ffelO

Punded

Pre-expended $50.00

(2) uonlets/head CO, 8th Engr O&M

(3) liatenare helter 0, 8th r n

() Butler md (RR2.O) CO, 8thngrBn -z 75oo.oo

(5) Water Well/pump CO, 8th ,R-i $850.00

() Electri Sevlce Jones-Ormlow No cost to USMC





FAC :NO :tJb
P-IIIO0/5
Mar 977

a. That the Co. neralo Fore Toops 2 Fore Ice Sprt

Group MF Atlantic Eive sits appval to sstablish OSEg ./
addssed in nro corspoence. oposed d is attacd .

b. t Co) Fore oops.."2d Fore ice po Gro,

F, AlIc use $7500.00 R-I s of ho)e s seed for e by ).

co o Xoca -O..





HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date

From: Chief of Sff/_
To: /_
Subj

F-IC 19 C L 177





HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date





FROM

TO

suj

Ref:

OPNAV 5216/144 (REV. 6-70)

S/N 0107-LF-778-809

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Memorandum
MAIN/AN/th
II000

DA: Nov I6

Base Maintenance Officer

Assistant Chief of Staff, FaciLities

Proposal to use MCHOLF, Oak Grove for Moose Program

(a) CG ForTrps/2dFSSG itr /JWB/eec ii000 of 28 Oct 76

1. In response to reference (a), it is recommended that Marine Corps
Base inform the Commanding General of Force Troops that as sponsor of
the proposed action an environmental assessment must be completed prior
to finalizing plans for the proposal.





HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date / "7

F,om: AChp..off Faci li ties

su+j: Oo








