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From: Director, Naval Audit Service Southeast Region

To: Commandant of the Marine Corps (FDR)
Chief of Naval Material (MAT-01C)
Commanding General, Fleet Marine Force, Atlantic
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (FAC-01A1)

Subj: Audit Report C42819 - Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina

Ref: (a) SECNAVINST 7510.7A of 28 Dec 1978; Subj: Department of the Navy
Audit Manual for Management

1. We have completed an audit of the Procurement and Property functions at the
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. As shown in Section A of the
report, management response statements have been obtained from various commands
and are included in Section B.

2. Responses indicated that corrective action has been taken or is planned on
all recommendations, except on Recommendations 8 and 18. It is requested that
the Naval Material Command review the responses to these recommendations. With
the exception of Recommendations 8 and 18, no further response is required
unless otherwise deemed necessary.

3. All replies should be submitted, via the chain of command, to reach the
Auditor General of the Navy, within 30 days of the report issue date, with
copies to the Marine Corps Inspector General and the Director, Naval Audit
Service Southeast Region. _

M. M. LE BLANC
Copy to:
CcMC (IG) (1)
CNO (OP-008) (3)
AUDGENAV (10)
MCB Camp Lejeune (5)
COMFIVE (1)
CG SECOND FSSG (1)
LANTNAVFACENGCOM (2)
AUDGENAV Special List 29
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AUDIT NUMBER TITLE DATE
042819 Marine Corps Base Started: 24 Jul 1979

Camp Lejeune, North Carolina Completed: 21 Dec 1979
Published: 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 OICC/ROICC 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: (1) 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. As a 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 Planning 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
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
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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 poliecy 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:



Complate QrElt to MCB siisvaesiibnesssissooneninesse
Draft of applicable findings to Commanding General,
2d Force Service Support Group (SECOND FSSG),
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(NAVFACENGCOM), and LANTNAVFACENGCOM .veeeeccoconns
Management responses received from MCB ccececcccccses
Management responses received from SECOND FSSGeseoeo.
Management responses received from NAVFACENGCOM .....
Management responses received from LANTNAVFACENGCOM .

Date

21 Dec

21 Dec
30 Jan
10 Jan
23 Jan
18 Mar

1979

1979
1980
1980
1980
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

1 Inadequate administration and inspection of construction and
maintenance contracts

a. Our review of 21 contracts administered by the OICC/ROICC 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 file, and failure to adequately determine the work
required and the most efficient way to accomplish it. This has resulted
in: (1) not receiving work which was paid for; (2) requiring work to be
done that may not have been needed; (3) paying the contractor for
materials prior to the materials being on hand; (4) 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) agreeing to
trade-offs with the contractor without change orders or supporting
documentation.

b. Our review of 3 construction contracts, 14 maintenance and repair
contracts, and 4 family housing maintenahce 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
C42829 published 25 January 1980.

(1) 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



installed. However, the contractor determined 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 insulation contract the
contractor was required to insulate porches that were inaccessible 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, AS-504 MCAS(H), originally 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) Administration of contracts

(a) Change orders were not written and contract files did not
document 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
$24,696 in the contract price was agreed to at no change in price. 1In
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 (Helicopter), New River, Jacksonville (MCAS(H)).
Although 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 $9,611.28. 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 CU2829.

(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.

(e) 1Invoices 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 Jjustify 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 ma jor
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 CQC 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, reroofing 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 1. 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 administration 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. Complying with contract specifications for pilings and concrete and
documenting negotiations for making change orders for contract
N62470~76-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.

(1) 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 (1-foot angled out for 3 feet driven down)
as shown on page 2 of 17 of the A-E design plans. An angle of 1 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 Jjoins 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 1 39
pile number 4 39
pile number 9 38

Precipitator number two

pile cap 2-2, pile B 35
pile cap 2-4, pile A 35
pile cap 2-4, pile B 34
pile cap 2-6, pile D 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.

(1) 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 Cubic yards
Pile cap - Precipitator number 1 13.25
Pile cap - Precipitator number 2 13.25
Pedestal - Stack number 2 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




changed work has been issued and shall be diligently pursued, as required
by NAVFAC P-68, par. T7-300. 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:

(1) 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 1labor
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:

Subcontractor cost Government
Type of cost First proposal Second proposal estimate
Direct labor $20,000 $20,000 $ 5,460
Direct material 16,100 15,667 14,623
Equipment -0=- =0- 10,500

Total $36,100 $35,667 $30,583

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 design
specifications.

Recommendation 3. LANTNAVFACENGCOM process and document contract
change orders, as provided by NAVFAC P-68, 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 design developed by an A-E firm, ultimate
design 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 following clarifying information
is provided by LANTNAVFACENGCOM:

(1) 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
olow 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 1level; 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 discovered during 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 notice
to proceed was given only after confirmation of available funds and with
concurrence from LANTNAVFACENGCOM,

NAVAUDSVCSE comment (Recommendation 2). The pile-driving record
was the only documentation 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 painting of buildings, Camp Geiger 700
area

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 worksite 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:

(1) 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 building 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.

¢. 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 line with the actual delay
caused by the Government, and time required to complete the additional
work on the interior partitions.

€. 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 4y, 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 1is 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
principle 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.
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NAVAUDSVCSE comment (Recommendation 4). 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. Also, 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.

4. Review of contract administration for roofing and painting various
buildings under contract N62470-78-C-3028

a. Contract administration was inadequate for the reroofing of 11 and
painting of 9 buildings costing $167,834. 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. 7-300. Paragraph 7-305 requires cost
estimates to be determined for change orders.

(1) The first field change substituted paint type TT-P-102 (o0il

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 1 by
3-inch nailer board on the fascia of building M-231. 1In exchange the
contractor repaired or replaced all defective fasecia 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.
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Recommendation 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 Compliance for paint, as required by applicable
contract clauses.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 6). Concur. The cited
paragraphs are prescribed standing administrative procedures to be
followed by all field 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 gnecommendation 12. 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
0ICC's discretion. Testing where large quantities are involved is
recommended and a reminder will be issued to all OICC/ROICCs regarding
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 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 the cost associated with the changes. As a
result, a field change to contract N62470-78-C-3004 at no change in the
contract price, should have resulted 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 field 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 $24,696 in
value.

(1) 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 Jjustify that assumption. Our cost
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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 change field change difference
Remove old material
from barrel roof 1/ $29,235 -0- ($29,235)
Remove and replace
old gutters P 2 A P 1 -0~ (- 1,730)
Supply 16 oz. copper
for all roof metal 2/ __T,940 $14,209 6,269
Total $38,905 $14,209 1324,696)

1/ Cost obtained from Government Cost Estimate dated 27 June 1978.
2/ 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
lasting and more assured watertight integrity at no change in contract
price or time. Cost estimates were not prepared to Jjustify 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. Although 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, guidelines,
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. NAVFACENGCOM 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. Designing construction projects within funding 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) T7-608.3, 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 10 construction projects showed that bid
proposals for those 10 projects significantly exceeded the estimated price
set forth in the A-E contracts. Examples are shown below.

16



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 1/ 74,000 114,849 40,849

78-C-3046 78-C-3022 3 139,000 243,821 104,821

1/ All 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:

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

(2) During design 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 correct 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 agree with the A-E estimate of $525, 250
which should have been $531,986 as shown below.

Revision of A-E estimates

A-E Estimates by Specification Branch
base bid items Amount Base bid items Amount
(1) New doors and frames $ 34,842 (1) New hangar doors $457,000
(2) Exterior and interior
painting 26,686 O
(3) New hangar doors 440,652 ¥, v
(4) Mechanical repairs 10,718 (o

Total base bid items ;512:§9§ 5557;000
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Additives Additives

(1) Paint interior hangar $ 3,062 (1) New doors and $ 38,000
side CMU 8' high frames
(2) Paint interior hangars (2) Exterior and 19,000
side structural interior painting
support steel 16,026 (3) Mechanical repairs 11,000
Total additives 19,088 68,000
Total base bid items
and additives $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
(1) New hangar door $551,200 $457,000
additives
(1) New doors and frames 38,400 38,000
(2) Exterior and interior painting 66,600 19,000
(3) Mechanical repairs 28, 100 11,000
Total §68E,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 allowances 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 redesign services are not
obtained.
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Recommendation 9. 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, as provided in
NAVFAC P-68, par. 7-301.4(c) and DAR, par. T7-608.3, and document contract
files when redesign services are not obtained.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response. Concur in principle. The majority of
the Jjobs 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.

T. 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 significant 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-

78~C=3003
78-C-3005
78=-C-3011
78-C-3013
78-C-3024
78-C-3030
78-C-3029
78-C-3038

Award or

Differences between
estimate and award

Government Average contract

_estimate bid price
1/ $183,100 $264,964 $239,000
318,000 198,928 159,623
96,000 140,760 122,100
495,000 706,892 589,600
2/ 32,400 61,360 3/ 53,080
290,000 370,543 339,800
147,000 110,528 63,000
165,000 145,071 82,797

Amount

$ 55,900
(158,377)
26,100
94,600
20,680
49,800
(84,000)
(82,203)

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

excess of Government estimate and determined to be excessive.

and percentage based on low bids as shown.

Percentage

30.5
(49.8)
27.1
19.1
63.8
17.1
(57.1)
(49.8)

Amount

We also compared the Government estimate developed by LANTNAVFACENGCOM

with contractors'
$23.7 million.

difference between estimate and proposal.

reason for the
supporting documentation

was

difference on ROICC
located

proposals on six ROICC construction contracts totaling
We found that only one of the six exceeded the 15 percent

We were unable to determine the

construction
at LANTNAVFACENGCOM.

contracts

because
However,

results of our comparison showed that LANTNAVFACENGCOM prepared Government
estimates were more accurate than OICC prepared Government estimates.

Although there were significant differences
estimates and the contractors'

proposals,

between the
the contract files did not

Government

contain adequate documentation of action taken to determine the reason for
For example, the Government estimate
of $318,000 for contract 77-C-3005 exceeded the contract award price by
proposals received
ranged from a low of $159,623 to a high of $248,775 with an average

the high or low Government estimate.

$158,377,

proposal of $198,928.

or 49.8 percent.

The four contractors'

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.
"an independent Government estimate of construction costs,

detail as if the Government were competing for the award,
prepared from the plans and specifications for each proposed contract."
Improvements are required in the accuracy of O0ICC prepared Government
estimates if they are to be useful as a planning and evaluating tool.

¢c. Of the nine OICC construction contracts reviewed,

NAVFAC P-68, par. 3-501.1a, states that
in as great
shall be

we found two

instances in which the Government estimate was revised after noting
significant differences between the estimate and contractors'

However,

proposals.
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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(1) Contract N62470-78-C-3003. 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 $239,000 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-3024., The Government estimate dated
27 February 1978 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 facilities for the handicapped and readvertised 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
significant 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 on all "revised"
Government estimates showing a detailed breakdown of cost estimate
increases or decreases, and reason for the revision.

LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 10). Partially concur.
It has been reemphasized 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 cases, 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 agree 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 LANTNAVFACENGCOM Cost
Estimating Branch for statistical analysis purposes.

MCB response (Recommendation 11). 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 utilizing 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(10)a. NAVFACENGCOM implements this
requirement in construction contracts exceeding $1 million by including
General Provisions (GP) clauses 32 and 79. GP clause 79 establishes the
requirements for CQC. The primary purpose of CQC 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 CQC for two contracts showed the CQC function was not adequately
performed.

(1) Contract N62470-76-C-6225 - Automotive Vehicle Shop costing
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.
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(¢) 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.

(g) Foundation walls out of required location.
(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 N62470-76-C-6293 - Heating Plant Emission Control
Project costing about $1,867,000. 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 innershell 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 CQC representatives and
contractors. Improvements in CQC are also needed in other naval
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facilities engineering commands, as stated in Audit Report A10228, 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-CQC Jjobs. 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
obligations 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 using 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. 024640-1. 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:

(1) Contract number N62470-79-C-2620 - Painting 28 buildings
costing $22,501. Funds were obligated under 10 cost account codes and Jjob
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, ete. 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 building's square footage are as follows:
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Obligated Schedule

Square average Government of
Building feet cost estimate __prices
BB-45 BOQ and Com Off Mess Op 22,280 $787 $5,392 $5,323
BB-69 Tele ex bldg. 1,024 787 167 176
BB-151 Latrine 99 787 574 145
BB-9 Heating plant 2,244 787 512 759

(2) Contract N62470-78-C-3028 - Paint 9 and reroof 11 buildings

costing $167,834. 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
obligated/expended under one other cost account code and Jjob 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~
T1A0 131,468 101,%02 107,702 23,766

Total 5131:500 $167,834 $167,834 1/ $23,766

1/ 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 1034-a.

Recommendation 13. 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 1034-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 Jjob order numbers based on
Government estimates.
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LANTNAVFACENGCOM response (Recommendation 13). 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 Prices 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 14). Concur. The recommendation
will be implemented immediately.

10. Improving 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. 1In
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
$461,000, 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 Jjob 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. 1In 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.
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Recommendation 15. MCB accumulate labor costs by individual Jobs
for the Design Division in order to analyze productivity and determine 1if
manpower resources are fully utilized.

Recommendation 16. MCB establish followup procedures for the
Design Division to enable management to analyze the effectiveness of
completed work.

MCB response (Recommendation 15). Concur. MCB will implement
procedures by 1 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. Receiving reimbursement for Government cost of change orders

a. Our review of 149 modifications to four military construction
(MCON) projects showed that 81, or 54 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 149 modifications. Based on information available in the
contract file it appears that 81 modifications, increasing the contracts'
costs by $346,665, 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
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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 judgment 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 comment (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. Collecting reimbursement for architectural and engineering 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.

(1) 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(1), indicates that appropriation
17-97%0700, Family Housing 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 1979.

(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 Jjob orders for
capturing costs incurred for reimbursable customers.

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. Incrementation of maintenance facility of Marine Corps Helicopter
Outlying 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 $204,000. 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 and
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. 124,
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 0Oak 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:
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‘consideration of the facility at Oak Grove as being temporary.

- ¢. From October, 1976, to the present date,the "expeditidnary facility"

at Oak Grove has inCrementally'grown in size and permanence tq/include the

following:

Improvements

Date of «
Initial Job Order

Funded Cost

(1) Well and water system

(2) Four quonset huts. Three for
billeting and one messing facility.
A11 mounted on concrete slabs. Two

with three foot high cinder block walls.

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

(4) Telephone service

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

(6) One relocatable head
(7) Septic system

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

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

(10) Pending installation of permanent

water lines with tie-in to county water
system. : ’

L/ »” Ld AJL«‘,&&-:QJ._JD

29 Apr 71
5 May 77

6 Jul 77
N/R

8 Sep 77

18 Nov 77
N/R L
26 Jun 79

9 Jul 79

$ 2,997

13,432

6,958
50

1,565

765
N/R L
164,692

13,304

— - -

e

$203,763

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

General of FMFLant to the Comnmanding General of MCB, Camp Lejeune in the letter

15/RMM/ jdp, 11000, dated 6 Jure 1978:

"As the MOOSE Program obtains stability with the optimum mix of assetls
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps Base
Camp L¢jeune, North Carolina 28542

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

ACTION BRIEF
Staff Section: Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities .
Ref: (a) CG FMFLant ltr 15/RMM:jcf 11000 of 26 Apr 1978
Tab: (A) CG MCB itr FAC:MC:tjb P-11100/5 of 4 Mar 1977
: (B) CMC 041837Z Mar 77
-+ (C) CG MCB 1ltr MAIN/JCT/clm 4700 of 2 Feb 1978
- (D) CG ForTrps/2dFSSG x;g~css 8/RDB/dah 11000 of 10 Apr 1978
(E) CG MCB 1ltr FAC:TRB:mke P-11100/5 of 18 Apr 1578
(F) Chapter 9, MCO P11000.12

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 fitst formal commitment hy the CG MCB to autho-
rize the CG, ForTrps/2dFSSG to utilize Oak Grove for operations associated
with the placement of large quantities of FMF equipment in an out-of-
service equipment program. In the main, this apptovtl conatituted the
following: : .

a. Concurrence with COMCABEAST 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 CMC as Class
ITI plant property (TAB B).

c¢c. Relocation of a Butler building, RR-240, to Oek Grove and
approval of drilling a water well as troop training projects. The
resulting facilities to be classified as real property Class II.

d. Telephone installation was approved.

e. Tie-in to the Jones-Onslow electrical distribution was
also approved as a source of power to the facilities constructed.







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

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

In the one year since CG MCB's approval, there has been an
increasing number of requests for Base to provide facility support at
Oak Grove.

By TAB C CG MCB requested CG FORTRPS/2dFS5G to provide a consoli- Mg
dated plan as to additional requirements (plauned or anticipated) which
were contempiated at Oak Grove impacting on Marine Corps Base. This ey
request hae been ignored and additional requirenents nave continued to :
be received "incrementally ",’ :

By mAB D, CG ForTrps/ZdFSSG requeated CG FMFLant to approve
four additional Quonset huts for Oak Grove. This is an example of the
type action which directly impacts on MCB referred to in TAB C.

By IAB E, CG MCB responded to CG FattrpsIZdFSSG and stated that
it appeara Oak Grove was taking on a degree of permanence and that the
continued use of relocatable buildings (Class III plant property) to
satisfy Iongrtern facility requirements, was not considered in keeping
with ﬁho cptrit lnd 1acont of‘Harina Corps Orders governing facility
matters. :

TAB F is the apjlicable portion of MCO P1100C.12, which states
approval authority for use (SECNAV), duration 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 estamates that a "fair value" of facilities in
place at Oak Grove at this time approximates $60 - 70K.

In summary, it is the opinion that a camp of sizeable magnitude
is being incrementally constructed at Oask Grove under the guise of
temporary or relocatable buildings. This is contrary to the rules
and regulations governing the Facilities Plamning and Programming
System as promulgated by 6MC.

The enclosed proposed correspondence responds to referenmce (a),
which solicited 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 comstruction of additional facilities out-
side the rules/regulations governing Minor Construction, as Oak Grove






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

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: ;Ihat the position in regard to Oak Grove be that
all future facilltieque constructed will be processed and approved
as Minor Construction by CG MCB or CMC, as appropriate.







Date of

Improvements initial job order Funded cost
(1) Well and water system 29 Apr 1977 $ 2,997
(2) Four quonset huts. Three for 5 May 1977 13,432

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

(3) One Butler building, Class II 6 Jul 1977 6,958
property, used for maintenance

(4) Telephone service N/R 50

(5) Install power poles and wiring. 8 Sep 1977 1,565

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

(6) One relocatable head 18 Nov 1977 765
(7) Septic system 1/ N/R 1/ N/R
(8) Four relocatable maintenance 26 Jun 1979 164,692 ¢—

< .. shelters new being erected.

(9) Five quonset huts with electric 9 Jul 1979 13,304
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 @ eeme;ee = coea -————
permanent water lines with tie-in
to county water system.

Total $203,763

1/ 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/RMM/Jjdp, 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
*+..ineluding the possible transfer of quonset buildings to Class II 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 future of the MOOSE program was discussed with the Force
Supply Officer for FMFLANT. The Supply Officer stated that MOP 172,
effective 1 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 deadline. He
believed the MOOSE program, or something like it, would be a long-term
requirement.

e. Effective 1 October 1978, O&M,MC funds could no longer be used to
construct interim facilities. Real Property Facilities Manual, Volume IV,
MCO P11000.5E, 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 P11000.12A
and MCO P11000.5E.

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. Facility
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 like 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 introduction/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; Unit-H&S Co. SECOND FSSG; and
T/E-N3211. Provision of concrete decks and commercial power by an
operation and maintenance or current MCON project would Jjeopardize any
related, scheduled MCON. These shelters will not be 'hard connected' to
service and/or utilities and must be sited and maintained as readily
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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 CG SECOND FSSG
message 071545Z Mar 1980.
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NAVAUDSVCSE 7500 $/78

SECTION C

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSES
AND ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION

FINDING SUBJECT REPEAT | MANAGEMENT ACTION ANTICIPATED
NO. NO. PAGE FINDING RESPONSE AGENCY COMP. DATE
1 1 6 Require personnel responsible for contract No Concur in | MCB Continuing
design and specifications to become familiar intent
with the project
2 2 9 Enforce all provisions of contracts and obtain No Concur in | LANTNAVFAC- |Continuing
A-E concurrence before deviating from the principle | ENGCOM
specifications
3 9 Process and document change orders as required No Concur with| LANTNAVFAC- |Continuing
specific ENGCOM
recommen-
dation
3 y 12 Enforce provisions, requirements, and No Concur in |LANTNAVFAC- |Continuing
specifications in the contract and take principle | ENGCOM
necessary action when the contractor does not with
comply specific
recommen-
dation
5 12 Certify and approve for progress payments work No Concur LANTNAVFAC- |Continuing
which conforms to the specifications ENGCOM
4 6 14 Develop and document cost data and process No Concur LANTNAVFAC- |Continuing
change orders as required ENGCOM
T 14 Take samples, make tests, and obtain No Concur LANTNAVFAC- (Continuing
certificates of compliance for paint ENGCOM
5 8 16 Determine if field changes are authorized No Not NAVFACENG- |To be
for use indicated |COM resolved
6 9 19 Require the A-E contractor to perform redesign No Concur in |LANTNAVFAC- |30 Jun 1980
or services necessary to award contracts principle |ENGCOM

within funding limitations
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NAVAUDSVCSE 7500 §/78

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSES
AND ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

suionic LT CHESDATION SUBJECT REPEAT | MANAGEMENT ACTION ANTICIPATED
NO. NO. PAGE FINDING RESPONSE AGENCY COMP. DATE
7 10 21 Review and document significant differences No Partially | LANTNAVFAC-| Continuing
between Government estimates and contractor's concur ENGCOM
proposals
1 21 Maintain a file on all "revised" Government No Concur MCB Continuing
estimates
8 12 24 Consider utilizing civil service inspectors No Concur NAVFACENG- Continuing
or quality control contracts COM
9 13 25 Require contractors to provide a cost breakdown| No Condition-| LANTNAVFAC-| Continuing
by building on the Schedule of Prices ally ENGCOM
concur
14 25 Record obligations for maintenance and repair No Concur MCB Complete
contracts by cost account codes and job order
number
10 » 27 Accumulate labor costs for the Design Division No Concur MCB 1 Apr 1980
by individual job
16 27 Establish followup procedures for completed wor* No Concur MCB Continuing
in the Design Division
11 17 28 Require A-E firms to correct errors or No Conditional LANTNAVFAC- | Continuing
deficiencies in designs concurrence ENGCOM
18 28 Develop a clause to collect for cost incurred No Nonconcur | NAVFACENG- | To be
in the execution of change orders due to A-E CoM resolved
errors
12 19 29 Establish job orders to capture costs for No Concur MCB 1 Apr 1980
reimbursable customers
13 20 32 Determine the total facility requirements for No Concur MCB/SECOND | Continuing
the MOOSE program FSSG
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORP3
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542
FAC:ACA:mkc
7000/P-11100/5
18 Jan 1980
MEMORANDUM

From: Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities
Tot Assistant Chief of Staff, Comptroller

Subj: Naval Audit Report 042819 ;‘Hnintcnnacc Construction

Ref: (a) CGA!B‘ 1tr COMP/LRM/dh 75101662819 of 28 Bec 1979

Enel: (x) lupluc to me-nmnm 20

Raferenec (a) :hqnasxnd a Command Position Statement for recom~

mendation 20 of the subject audit report. The recommendation and
MarCorB rcspoenc are contltn.d in enclosure (1).

2.
K. P. MILLICE, Jr. (







Recommendation 20: 2d 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 P11000.12A and MCO P11000.5E.

MARCORE Response: This Command concurs with the recommendation
with one mimor exception. Any item designated as Class III propctty
 cannot be 1ncorporated 1nto the ftcilitiu plmtu and progru-in;
system fot ?btqu II real propctty. Ona omlc of Class IIl
property at thc MOOSE faci.uty is Iun 8 lutcd in the Hndingl of the ;
subjcc:‘ Qudit. Action was tniticted on 2 !‘ebmry 1978 to implemnt
the recommendation. Acuan vtu be. eo-plcud upon mctpt of a list
of :of.-l HOOSl requirmnta f:a- tho cu-ndins Gucul 2d FSS6.

Enclosure (1)






UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps 3ase

Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

COAMP/L \1"/( h
7510/C42819
28 Dec 1979

From: Commanding General
To: Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities

Subj: Naval Audit Report C42819 - Maintenance Construction
Ref: (a) BO 7510.3B

Encd:: (1) Incrementation of maintenance facility at MCHOLF,
Oak Grove, NC

1. In accordance with the reference, enclosure (1) is forwarded
for audit utilization and preparation of Command Pcsition
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 Statement be prepared on a separate page, double
spaced, as follows: :

Recommendation: (Repeat the recommendation.)

MARCORB Respomse: Concur/nonconcur in the findings and
recommendations. (Continue with the Command Position Statement
indicating action to be taken and date of completion.)

3. Command Position Statements should be returned to this
office by 18 January 1980. The Naval Auditors are available
to discuss the findings and recommendations.

(7{ ( v rr;/{/L/(C/
ly,lx e.” HYATT g4

/’ /I By direction
/

Copy to:
BAcctgO
BMaintO
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gﬁja‘zhcrementntion of maintenence facility of MCHOLF, Ozk Lrovo, NC

a. Second Foch_Sérvice Support Group (2nd FSSG) has incremental}y con-
structed a maintenance facility in sup port of its haxntenarce of Qut-of-Service
Equipment_Program.(MOOSE) - To meet a long term cowm1tnen+ for' the storage and
naintenance of motor transport equipment,‘relbcatablb buildings were erected |
and utilities installed at a funded cost of approximately $204,000. ﬁﬁééfégéﬂ
for theAuse of relocatable buildings to meet facility requirements was not re-
quested from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Ins%a]]ations and Logistics)
[ASH(I & L)]. Also 2nd FSSG has not defined the total facility reqﬁirements'

for the MOOSE Program and scught a permanent solution through the Marine Corps

Facility Planning and Programming System.

b. In October, 1976, 2nd FSSG requested from the rar1ne Corps Air Bases,
Eastern Area, the use of Oak Grovefor the MOOSE Program. 2nd FSSG stated that
the desired improvements could be the installation of four‘:raz.erq for billet
and administrativé pdrposes'uhti]vre]ocatéb]e shel ter support is provided by
the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Program. One month later FMFLant directed
2nd FSSG to establish a force-wide MOOSE Program to accommodate at least 30 per-
cent of the motor transport assets of 2nd FSSG, 2nd Marine Division, and 2nd
Marfne Aircraft Wing. In addition the program would be avaiiazble to all major
forces commande®. For the three units rramed, the number cof vehicles involved
vwould be about 2,000. At this time the estiméted recquiremnents to meet this
task could have been documented as a project request with justification for tﬁ:

r 3 ]

requirements to erect relocatable buildings as an interim facility as required
. CHATER . i

in MCO P11000.12A, k22239,  Instead, 2nd FSSG established an "expediticnary

facility" at Oak Grove. By Luwd nethod the need to scek proper approval and

compete for minor construction or MILCON funds was avoided. However, the ext:z

of construction, including the installation of permanent utilities, prociudes

? oy
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consideration of the facility at Oak Grove as being temporary.

c. From October, 1976, to the present.date the

at Oak Grove has incrementally grown in size and permanence to/include the

‘ f
mexpeditionary facility"”

(9) Five quonset huts with electric
service. Used for billeting, admin-
jstration and recreation. A1l on con-
crete slabs and all but one vwith three
foot high cinder block walls.

(10) Pending installation of permanent

water lines with tie-in to county vater
system. :

n
L’ » C~j /(JZA;&’v(QzL(Lj

following:
Date of «
Improvements Initial Job Order Funded Cost

(1) \ell and water system 29 Apr 77 § 2,997
(2) Four quonset huts. Three for 5 May 77 - 13,432
billeting and one messing facility. ~ :

A11 mounted on concrete slabs. Two

with three foot high cinder block walls.

(3) One Butler Buildings, class II 6 Jul 77 6,958
property,_used for maintenance ek 2Ye¢ . g. : ;

(4) Telephone service N/R 50
(5) Install power poles and wiring. 8 Sep 77 1,565
.Facility tied into commercial service

for Tive year commitment by USMC. -

(6) One relocatable head 18 Nov 77 : 765
(7) Septic system N/R £ | | nR K

1 '/»
(8) Four relocatable maintenance 26 Jun 79 ( 164,692
shelters now being erected. _
9 Jul 79 13,304

o o - - -

PURSTR————

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

General of FMFlLant to the Conmanding Ge

15/REM/ jdp, 11000, dated 6 June 1978:

npie the MOOSE Program obtains otability with the optiinum mix of assels

UV

L

~eral of MCB, Camp Lejeune in the tetter
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that can be successfully inducted computed on that equipment which
is excess to»depléyment and trainjng needs of the individual units,
the Commanding General, FSSGLant, will coordinate with the Commanding
General, Marine Corps Base for introduction and integratfﬁn of facility
requirements into the shoré facilities planning system inculding
the possible transfer of qﬁonset bui]dings to class II 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 expeditionany facilities at Oak Grove."

d. The future of the MOOSE Program was discussed with the Force Supply.
0fficer for FMFLant. The Supp]y Officer stated that MOP 172, effective 1 Feb-‘
ruary 1980, will require units to reportvreadiness based on the amount of fuil
combat TE held in their possession. Because of this requirement units will have.

e

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

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

..... LR

if, would be a long term requfrehent.

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

struct interim facilities. MCO P11000.5E, par. 3002, states that maintenance and
dpération funded minor conStruétion projects will result in a complete and usabWé
real property facility. 2nd FSSG needs to define the total facility required for

the MOOSE Program and submit the total requirements, including present installaticn,

through the Marine Corps Facility Planning and Programning System.

Reconmendationéggg 2nd FSSG in conjunction with MCB determine the total

requirements .for the MOOSE Program and incorporate the present installation and

future requirements into the Marine Corps Facility Planning and Programming Syston

as required.in -MCO P11000.12A and MCOP11000. 5€E.

vy T
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4400
10 Jan 1980

From: Commanding General
To: Director, daval AuditSService Southeast Region, 5701
Thurston Avenue, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23455

Subj: Audit Report CA42319 - Marine Coerps Base, Camp Lejeune,
North Carolina

Ref: (a) Yr :tr B-l:mn, T7542/C42819 dtd 21 Dec 79
(b) cC!C 231349Z Apr 79 LiOTAL)

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

2. The followlng information is provided:

a. Recommendation 20. Coneur with the reccrmmendation
that total Tacilitics Trequirements for the future be ident-
ified and ipzorporated into the Marine Corps Facility Planning
and Programrming Systemn. ; d

b, Findinms. Non concur in the finding of fact that
improvement number eipht is considered as permanent con-
structlon and the acquisition cost of the four shelters is
listed as construction cost. These shelters are classified
as 1/E equipment itema by reference (b). As such, they can
not be transferred to the class II, plant account facilities
listing for Caup Lejeune as a complete usable facility norm-
ally assoclated with permanent conatruction as indicated in
the findinzs, )

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

R. L, FORMANEK
By directiopn.

ROUTING

Copy to: - Nm3r m“”i~-fmmM“T\M
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From: Commanding General
To: ommand ing General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune

o e

Subj: TFacility Suppert for the Maintenance of Out-Of-Service Lquipment
MOOSE) Program

Ref': a; CG, ForTrps/2dFSSG ltr h/JWB/cec 11000 of 28 Oct 76
CCOHCABEAST 1ty LF-vod/“Tﬁ 11000 of 20 Dec 76
) cG, For® rpq/EdFSSG 1tr 4/RDB/ece 11000 of 12 Nov 76
1. During November 1976, this command conducted a briefing for the
Commanding General, Marine Corps Basc, Camp Iejeune, concerning the
concept and procedures for this command's program for the Mainbtenance
of Out-Of-Service Equipment (MOOSE). Included in that briefing vas a
proposal Lo locate the MOOSE at the rarine Corps leld Outlying Field
mCqu&) : Grove, Als6 discussed was the request made, by referenc
(a), to CC C“LAAST for asaignment of an area at MCHOLF, Oak Grove.
i 2, Reference (b) authoriQEd the use of an airerafs parking area and one
runway subject to nominterference with the operatiomal or training
requlrcmehuu of the'2d Marine Aireraft Wing. Reference (b) also reqguested
that the nubhorization be formalized by & letter of agreement between
this command and the Commanding Gene: ol ﬂ Marine Aireraft Wing. The
letter of agreement is to be developed by the Commanding Officer, MCAS (H)
New River.

e 2 o

3. Reference (¢) requested that Puilding /RR-240 be assigned to this
command for interim use as a maintenance facillty until such time as
support was LOViQLd by the Marine Corps Tactical Sheiter Program.
However, the need for Building #RR~240 has become urgent. Since the
incorporation of the MOCSE as a Ileet Marine Force, Atlantic Program, over
600 motor transport vehicles from this command, the 24 Marine Division and

the 24 Karine Ailrcraft Wing have been sc%uxalcd for induction to the
MOOSE during the lst quarter of calendar year 1977.  Information has also
been provided that the tactical shelters can be expected duripg the 3d
quarter of calendar year 1977.

»

\’.4

L, ssuming approval, this command is preparing an environmental impact

assessment and will uumit separate requests for telephone, electrical,

3 and secondary water system support at IMC ', Oak Grove, It is requested

i that favorable and accelerated consideration be given to requests for

MCHOLF, Oak Grove ubility support add that the assignment of Building

#RR-240 to this command be effected at the earliest possible date.

ATNTRT B AT
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‘ommanding General, Fleet Marine Fowvee, Atlantic, Norfolk,
Virginia 23511

Subj: Quonset Bullding, Southern TAMCN U048 and Mcdular Relocatable
Head nacility TAMCN U3LT72; rgqaeat for

{a) CG,'FerTrpa/:uTSSG 1h3u132 0ct~?s"
(b) €@, AFlant 2021152 Oct 76

(C; GG, Ffﬁ‘Lant oL 13127 ]"’m ’{‘
(a CG, ?af!rp /24¥S5G 0ha2302 Jen ?7‘

’:c”n,lv ivproving conbet t readincss, this
provide for She eonsolidated management
and conuralizeé maintena ice of certainm maaq:; mieblile end-itens of
equipnent, Included in those actions is the rémoval of those equipments
frow an in-service category ond the es%abliﬁhnpnt of a program for the
Faintenance of Qutnﬂf~Servsce Equirment. (Mﬂﬂ§3)¢

]

3

. Tnis ¢ s&entified the requlremenﬁtﬁbrﬁsupvort facilities for
Force Troops/2d Force Scrvice Support Group MOOSE Prozram in refercnce

a) eference (b) forwarded thJL request, with concurrence, to Head-

ua 3, Marine Corps. GSubsequently referemee (c) directed that this

<y

d establish & Porce~W.de MOOSE FProgram £o0 accommodate up to <\6 %

-
rt
YR T

0 ’)AL‘J n

D*"‘("

of tZ, notor transport assets of the 2d Marime Division and 24 Marine
Aircreft Wing. Reference (d) announced that the MOOSE was available to
all major force commands., : |

3. The expansion of the MOOSE into a Force Progrem and the anticlpated |
early induction of significant numbers of equipment has rea”tztd in |
creating an immediate meed for temporary faeilities in addition to those |
addressed in refevence (a). Conseouently, it is requested that four

Quonset Puildings, Southern TANCN U3CH0 and one Modular, Rel ocatable

Hezd Facility TAMCN U31l72 be provided for this need. It is ;urthur

requested that the use of cummercial power be approved for thes

structures ag it 18 more economical that the use of tactical r;neratoru.

Local funds theld by the Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force

Service Support Group, Fleet Marine Force, Atlantic, are available for

construction sunport sssociated with the erection and placement of

these facilities.
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From: Commanding General |
To: Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases, Eastern Area

Bubj: Marine Corps Held Outlying Fiecld (MCHOL¥} Oak Grove, II. C.} |
: request for assignment of area at

Ref: (a) FONECON ACofS, G-l FT/2d FSSG and FacMaintO, MCAS CHPT i
of 20 Oct 1976 :

Encl: (1) Map of MCHOLF Oak Grove, N. C.

1. This command has initiated ections to provide for the consoliseted
manegement and centralized maintenance of mobile, major, end-items of
motor transport, engineer end crdnance equipment that have been identified
as surplus to garrison, overating, training and peacetime deployment
requirements. Included in these actions is the removal of those surplus
equipments from an in-service category eand the establishment of a progres
for the malntenance of out-of-service equipment (HOOSE).

2. Ultimately, it is envisicned that the MCCSE program will ehcompass ,
hundreds of mobile, major, end-items of equipment, possessed not only by ,

this conmand but also like items nominated by the 24 Marine fircraft Wing
and 24 Marine Divisicn. 1In an extensive search to find an avpropriate
area from which to provide the necessary control and maintensnce of these ;
eguiprents, it was determined that there is no adeauate support facility }
evaillable within the Cemp Lejeune complex. However, the potential bene-

fit of this program prompted the further consideration of any government= °

owned facility, in the general area of Camp Lejeune, for the location of

the MOOSE. In that regard, liaison was establiched with MCAS (i) New

River, to conduct a reccnmaigsance of the subject Field. That reconnais~ g
sance established MCHOLF, Oak Grove as ideally suited for the purposes ;
of the program, SCubseauent contactz with your cosnizant staiff indicated ;
a favorasble predisposition to the proposed use of the subject Field by {
the MOOCE,. In addition, your project to improve the recreaticnal value

of Oak Grove and the possible assistance, that might be provided by

this cormand, were discussed. It has since been determined that such

essistance would also benefit this commsnd in providing engincer training

that is not usually available,

3. Therefore, it is requested that the areas identified in enclosurs (1)
be assigned to this command as faeility support for the MOOSE progran.,

It is intended that the parking spron be utilized for the location of
the MOOSE equipment and maintensnce shelters and that the rinway area

be used for the periodie exercise of that same eguipment., With respect






.:;..u. ..N.r,,_—»i. o m_,,w.“-_a_.a..
de £ RN : &

/ to the desired improvements, this command is prepared to install all of

j = the billeting traile-s and provide engincer support to carry out the

» projects discussed during refercnce (). However, it is requested thot
four of the billeting trallcrs be temporarily ussigned to this command
for billeting/administrative purposes until relocatable shelter support

is provided by the lNarine Corps Tactical Shelter Program.

4. If this request is approved, it is svggested that a point of contact

be identificd to coordinate the details of both Implementing our proposal

and progromming your project to upgrade the recreational facility at Oak
Grove. The action officer from this Headguarters is the Assistant Chief
of Staff, G-U4, Colonel J, W. ERCWN (451-5306/3495). Your support of

this project is greatly appreciated.

PROBERT E, HAEPEL

Copy to:
.q?g'ﬂ'CG} MCB, CLNC
s
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£ EﬂfD SINTES
ARG CORPS AR BASES, CLASTERN AL
CHERRY POINT, NORTH CAKOLINA 28533

PR TYTIL : MARINE C 3 £/

/ : LF-md/ALA
/ ' 11100
& 8 DEC 1575

From: Commander
To: Commanding Cfficer, Marine Corps Air Station (H), New River,
North Carolina 238540

Subj: HMHarine Corps Outlying Field (JMCHOLF), Oak Grove, MNorth Carolina;
request for assignment of area at

Ret: gag CG, FT/2d FSSG 1tr 4/J%B/cec over 11000 (PASEP)
b) COMCABEAST 1tr LF-md/ALA over 11100 of 20 Dec 1976

Encl: (1) Samples of letters of agreement/understanding

1. Refercnce (a) requested selected arcas at the subject field be
assigned to Force Troops/Second Force Scrvice Support Group for facility
support of the Maintenance of Out of Service Cquipment (1100SE) program.
Reference (b) provided temporary authority for such use and designated
Your commnand as the coordinaling point for an appropriate letter of
agreement.

2. Enclosure (1) provides samples of existing letters of agreemcnt/
understanding for your information.

3. Provide draft letter of agreement to this Command for review, apmioval,
and Torwarding to CG, F1/2d I'SSG.
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.‘, 4 N T e > i iy ” = - ~ .L"( s ?5‘,;:
A : . 0 STATES MARINE COIR :3
2 TSR CORPS AR BASES, VASTIIN AR =

! ; CHERRY POINT, NORTH CAROLINA 20533
A 53 ; ~ LF-md/ALA
of ’ 11100

& 0 DEC 1876

Commnding G(ncra1 Force Troops/2d FSSG, FIiF
Lejeune, Horth Carolina 28542

» Atlantic, Camp

torine Corps Outlying Field (MCHOLF), Oak Grove, North Carolina;
roequest for assignment of area at

Taes

g (a) CG, FT/2d FSSG 1tr 4/Jd1B/cec over 11000 of 28 Oct 1976

neference (a) requested selected areas at the subject field be
.xigned to your command for facility suppert of the Maintenance of
Lt of Service [qu1pmnnt (MOOSE) program. The arcas identified in
losure (1) to reference (a) are temporarily autlliorized to be used
your command subject to noninterference with operational or training
sirements of the Second Marine A1rcraft Jing.

.

* fhe formalization of a letter of agreement between your command,
.is headquarters, and the primary cnn*at101u1 user (CG, 2d MAW) of Oak

Z-.e is required. The Comnanding Officer, MCAS ( ). New River has bee
‘s ~eted to develop a draft letier of ugr(cMent ich will, as a minimun,
'.inB) the following items:

a. Honinterfercnce with aircraft training/operatlions. i

b, Reswonsibility Tor damage to runways/taxiways, etc.

c. Siting of troop adwin/bitleting av:o s,

4. Lgrecment termination procedures. :

. Fopiod of use agrecacnis

f. Re<rtoration to existing conditions on torminaticn.

o . Pavirommental requirements. ;

v caint of contact Tur this Command is Licutenant Coloual Al L,

- F'e.iliti¢s Novelopuent OFficer, exteasion 2831 or 23/8.  Poiat
ch for tne Second Harine ﬂi.(;qu Wing is Licukenant Coluel
‘f gily, Misistant G4, cxtension 37060 or 72333.

1

Ctee i liLary construction requivements in support of the 09U
e i oy, will be the subject of separate ncgotiations.

e
-t 7 T 4 e e
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS ey
FORCE TROOPS/2JdFORCE SERVICE SUPPORT GROUP

FLEET MARINE FORCE, ATLANTIC
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

L/RDB/eec
11000
NOV 12 1976

From: Commanding General
To: Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp ILejeune

Subj: Reassignment and Relocation of Building #RR-2L0

Ref: a) CG, ForTrps/2dFSSG 1ltr 4/JwWB/eec 11000 of 28 Oct 1976
: b) CG, FMFLant 0418127 Nov 76 gPASEPg )
(e PASEP

1. 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 egquipment 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 aceommodate 2d Marine Division and 2d Marine Aircraft Wing
equipment. Consequently, the need for an initial maintenance shop . |
facility for this program has become immediate.

CG, FMFlant 202118% Oct 76 3

2. Reference (c) requested that facility support for the MOOSE be
provided by the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Program. Liaison

with Headquarters, Marine Corps has indicated that such support can

be provided. However, 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 command for disassembly and relocation to Oak Grove
for use as an interim facility. Relocation of this facility would be
accomplished by 8th Engineer Support Battalion.

O s. \add

ROBERT E. HAEBEL

Copy to:
CO, 8th Engr Spt Bn
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B CHAPTER 9

RELOCATABLE BUILDINGS

0300 GENERAL INFORMATION . b2

l. Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is to establish procedurés for
authorization, acquisition, utilization, disposition, and reporting of reloca-
table buildings, except:

a. Ttems of personal property which are accountable in organic troop
allowance lists, such as tables of allowances (T/A's) and tables of equipment
(r/E'58).

b. Family housing.

0901 DEFINITIONS

1. Relocatable Buildings

a. A relocatable building is a building which is designed for the specific
purpose of being'readily'movﬁ?,Terecté§;;disassembléd??storeﬁg'andir&useﬂwp All
types of buildings designed to provide relocatable capabilities incluaing ‘othe::
building forms, such as trailers, are included in this definition. Howaver, 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 refurbishment of components) , and for

P

nonrecoverable building components, including typical foundations,ishsll_not_ 7

‘exceed 720 percent’ of .the building acquisition cost. % 2.

b. Specifically excluded from this definition 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; €.dg., communications vans or
trailers. -

2. Interim Facility Reguirement. A short—term requirement for facilitieg,
normally of 3 vears or less duration, resulting from either transitory peak
military missions,

eployments, military contingency operations, disaster relief
requirements, or to satisfy urgent requirements pending approval and construction
of facilities via normal MCON Programs. ; :

; L

0902 GENERAL POLICY

l. Policy

a. Relocatable buildings may be purchased, stored, and vsed within ihe
Marine Corps when THEfe facillitics CONGLILULE The most feasible and econonical
mezns of satisTying interim TacrliTy LCauireneliCa.

b. In addition to the use of relocatable buildings for interim facility s {
requirements, these buildings may also be used in lieu of conventional permanent? i
construction atjbvgxséaﬂﬂlocations when the duration of the requirement. 1s
uncertain. ] 0

C. Relocatable buildingg wil) be accounted for as p-reciiHmT Broner 7 in 1o aTHe
these facillitics are authorized for procurement u:;ingT":'.., fundelt in which case
they wXTT DG dccounted for asirear T TOPCLCYS T T } /

/
/

d. The use of rclocatable buildinas to satisfy interinm facility runnirbr“r'f:
st O qopproved Dy the 853 shalt soecretary. of the on;.(¢“nna¢iqt1(uh;~nigg o

i LI’J":-’:‘ SCies) (aon (L&) )mi‘a
. N Lo -l - S
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0903 ACQUISITION AND UTILIZATION

1. Procurement i

a. Procurcment of relocatable buildings will be based on maintaining

necessary stock levels or meeting specific requirements. Stock level requirements

for relocatable buildings will be determined based on:

(1) An 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
Marine Corps, utilizing PMC funds. O&MMC 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.

27 Ut Zetion

a. Interim Facility Reguirements

(1) Relcocatable buildings for interim facility requiremen

provided in accordance willl the minor construction ana equipment installzibion
o PR TR . o 3
‘procedures incluaea TIrTro o1 TOU0. 5. The project costs, both funded and

unfunded, and source of funds will be in accordance with MCO P11000.5, 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

supporting construction recgulrements are runcocd projecct costs as defined 1in
NMCO=ELER00.5

(c) The costs for packaging and transporting relocatable buildings
used for intq;ipﬂrequirements are unfunded project costs.

N

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

(e) An ecopomic analysis performed in accordance with the current

edition of SECNAVINST 7000.14 must ‘substantiate the use cf a Eeltosatablc buidding
a8 TNE TOSt_economical mcans Of SACLSEYVING o facility requirement in comparison
w‘fﬁ’avalldble alternatives when the funaed project cost exceeds $2,000, The

elements of the analysis are:

1 The 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 funded and all unfunded .costs.

{(f) In the event the economic analysis reguired by
paragraph 0903.2a(l) (e), preceding, will not support the use of relocatable
buildings and when use of these relocatable buildjnq is. the only feasible means
of satisfying the interim facility requirement within the need date established
by unforesecen military operational requ1lcmcnts, such use may be authorized when
justified and approved by the ASN(I&L).

YT Ny T 7, TR T R A T AT T 3 T g TP RS ST A R T e
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o g g () Thdw@hHst of maintenance and opcrationy disassembly, and
refurbishment of relocatable facilities used for interim requirements will be
charged to operation and maintenance funds. G

; (h) - Repacking will be charged to centrally managed procurcnent funds
in accordance with the NavCompt Manuel, paragraph 024640. 2o

(i) The uraency provisions af MCO P11000. S st o satisficd,

reqgardless of the fundocd coai whon rolocatable buildings are sed {op uragent
requlrenents pending approval and copstouciion of {acilificc sria poe-na] MOON
- R

DY OCCOUTrCo. 5€ Ol relocatable buildings in this casé must be approvcd :5“1;!:9
; %§ﬁ717ﬂfr to ensure programing coordination and consistent application of

] criteria for the relocatable building gha _follow-on construction. Project
documents (DD Form 1391) for normal MCON procedures will inaicate that
relocatable buildings are in use in these cases. ‘

(2) Relocatable buildings used to satisfy interim facility requirements
will not be retaincd In USC fom O Lol o Oroster Than 3 years tfrom the date of
-or%glnal erection anq use, ana shiall pC disasscinbled and renoved from the site
prior to the expiration of the 3-yvear Leriod, excoepts

¥ . (a) When such facilities are utilized in support of tinuj
4 military gontinoency opcraticnse and continued use is approved by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and LOGISCicS) (ASD (I&L) ) . o

! (b) When a replacement facilitv has been authorized and funds.
therefor appropriated by the CONOress, in which case the relocatable facility may
be retained in use until construction of tho replacenent is completed.

(c). When the relogcatable {focility bas . beon z 7 inc ated
as real property by approval of the ASD(I&L), and.after notification of +he
Armed Services and LpproPrTatIONS TOMTITITES of the Congress when the sum of the
funded project cost and the relocatable building acquisition cost exceeds
$300, 000,

ok

b. Relocatable Buildings in Lieu of Permanen- Construction Overseas.
Relocatable buildings may be used as substitutes for permanent or conventional
buildings in overseas areas when the duration of the requirement is uncertain.

i In such cases, the project shall be programed through appropriate MCOd 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.

é 0204 ACCOUNTABILITY

4 ) l. 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 0SD, based on evaluation of criticality, immediacy,
expected tenure of use, and other vital considerations. When relocatable build-
ings are disassembled and returned to stock, accountability will be assumed by
the appropriate supply activity.

2. Real Property, Class 2. Relocatable buildings will be included in the real
3 B property asset inventory when the following conditions exist:

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).

D
i
)
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b.: Approval is obtained through MCON programing actions.
0905 DISPOSITIM OF CLASS 3 RELOCATABLE BUILDING
. li Inspection, Once the chuircment.or cont;ngoncy for relocatable buildings

has been terminated, a thorough inspection must be conducted to determine if they
can be returned to a usable condition.

2. Reusable Buildings }

. a. If it is determined that the buildings are in a state of economical
repair, the buildings must then be dismantled and repaired, as reguired, to
return them to a fully reusable and relocatable condition. nce the building

¢ has been fully repaired, disposition and repackaging instructions must be
requested from the Commandant of the Marine Corps.

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

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

0906 PROJECT SUBMISSION

1. Interim Facility Reauirements. Upon identification by the activity concerned
f an _dnterim requirement which can T& satistied Ly che Qellizarion o
able bulldings, a ccmpicte Pro Ect Leguest Wiil Lo Suonlcred o Tha conr T
of the Marine Corps (Coue Lrr] 1N accoraance with liCO P11000. S8, chapter 2, and
as prescribed in paragraph 0903.2a, preceding. In addition..the nroject request
ﬂil} contain narrative justification for the realircients to erect the ro.ooat e
3 abITE=PUTTTINGS. 1hese requirchents MUSt De complcte and wiil include arl
as_total admipistrafive, billeting, and maintenance sp

dericreneres, such ace,
that can be ideptificd for specific nead Adaltions to these requirements can

approved only when a new or unforeseen contingency arises.

2. Relocatable Buildings in Liecu of Permanent Congtruction Overseas. Upon

3 determination by the activity concerned that relocataole buildings are accept-
' able substitutes for permanent or conventional buildings in overseas areas, an
MCON project may be submitted as follows:

a. Facility deficiencies which meet the criteria for urgency under
10 U.S.C. 2674 will be submitted in accordance with MCO P11000.53, chapter 3,

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

4 0907 REPORTS

1. Relocatable Buildings Report

a. An annual report, in two parts, shall be submitted tao.tho Commandart of
the Marine Corps (Code LFFY 1ndicating utilization and disposifion actions for

9 relocataslc DU TAINCS during Lhe Calendar yoar. “Keports shall be providcéd not
: . later than 1 February of cach yGarLe  (hCport oymbol DD-11100-01 has been
g assigned to this report.)

b. Reports shall conform to the following formats:

(1) Part I. A report of relocatable building projects approved during
the calendar ycar preceding, for which the funded project cests exceeded $2,000.
Figure 9-1 provides the sample format for this report part.
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(2) pPart II. A report indicating relocatable buildings, for which funded
project costs creceded $2,000, which were disassembled and removed during the
calendar yeo s, including the final disposition of the buildings. Figure 9-2
provides the sample format for this report part. -

MCAS, Iwakuni, Japan
Part I

Relocatable Buildings Approved

Report Symbol: DD-11100-01

| Economic g
l Project Analysis Cost!
! P Anticipated ! Funded for ! Alternatives
Project Catcegory i Month Approval I'eriod . Cost  Relocatable | Considered
Title Code i Approved  Authority of lisc ! (S000) Facility ! and Cost
Ercet @21-11 i Feb 75 ASD Indefinite $50 $196, 690 . This is an indefinite
(1) ; . « interim requirement,
neloe i ; i pending the completion
BEQ's ! . of permanent construc-
tion of projects MNC-
! : IW-6 and P-097 Okinawa
! : i : . Reversion Related
‘ ‘ | | ! ¢ Construction Program.
H : . Adequate of f-base
H ; i housing for lease
: *unavailable to meet
'  acutc BEQ requirement.
i
Figure 9-1
MCB, Twentynine Palms |
Part II %
]
Disposition of Relocatable Buildings
Report Symbol: DD-11100-01
!
|
Anticipated t '
Project Category Month Approval period of Month E : !
TiLic Code Approved Authority : Use Disassembled ; Disposition i
Reloca- 6l0-10 Jun 15 ASD Extended Scheduled for |oExtended !
table (Extended period of hee 75 period of use
Admin use auth) use for at present |
Ildgs I year location
untitl Dee O

Figure 9-2

9-5
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ASSISTANT CHIEF%: STAFF, FACILITIES (4C)
HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE

Date

To: CG, 2D MarDiv (Rein), FMF
CG, ForTrps/2D FSSG
C0, MCAS(H), NR

Subj: Request for cost estimate;

\
f 1. Cost estimate is forwarded.

~n

| . Your attention is invited to

MCBCL 11000/29
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6241
11 April 1978

From:; Comanding Officer
To: 0IC, MXOSE, FI/24 FSSG (Attn: Medical Department Representative)

Subj: Oollection of potable water samles; frequency 6f

raf: (a) Chapter 5, Wataer Suoply Ashore, NAVMED P-5010 Manual of
Naval Preventive Medicine
(b) C.0., NRL ltr 6260 dtd 22 Mar 78 to CG, FI/24 FSSG;
Subj: Potahle Water Source for MOOCE

1. The term "safety" as applied to potable water indicates the dagres
of reliability of the measures usad to assure a supply uniformly high-
in quality. The safety of a water supply is judged by periodic survays
of all physical features of a water system, investigation of operating
maintenance practices and routine laboratory analysis of water cuality.
Compliance with the lmterioloqical requimm:«:nts of tha potable wihtar
standards as set forth in reference (a) is based on examination of
samples collacted at representative points throughout the distribution
system. The frequency of sampling and location of sawling points shall
be established jointly by the Medical Officer in cooperation with other

cometent authority. Reference (b);motified Comnand that the primary
water source for MDOSE, a shallow well, was bacteriologically contaminate
ed, Subsequant sampling continues to show contamination of the weall.

2, In order to insure water potability the following action is requived:

a. All water must be batch chlorinated with Calcium Hypochlorite
(iF) to 2.0 pym free available chlorine (FAC). This FAC lewvel must be
c.xecked with a colorimeter and recordad in a log for review by the Occu~-

pational and Preventive Medicine Sarvice.

b. Oollect two weekly samples from the well, hasad, and every water
buffalo which are to be submitted to the Water Quality Lanoratory, Bldg.
65, T8 for bacteriological analysis.

: c. The current water distribution system is not to be comnected to
the galley for any purpose because ths water is non-potable. OXLY pota-
ble water is asthorized for use in food handling operations (ReE. (a)).

d. 'The foregoing provisions rust remain in effect until a potabla
water source is providad (Ref.(b)). _

( | /( / /z,»/yng»y.\/

C. R. THO'PSON

“ hy direction
Copy to:
G, Fr/2d FSSG ce, M8 (Attn: AC/S, Facilities) NRZAD, Base Maint.
Div/FT Surason FI/24 FSSG Dnainesring OFF Health ServSupp OFf,P
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From: Comsending Gesersl
To: Ca-udg Genexal, Foree tmpn/ld Mu Service Support
M um
3 mu -w ‘source for m. M mvn
(n) &. rvmp-luuu ltr csulsn.lm uou/l of 5 Apr 1978

m (a) tequested sssistance in the solution to ths nuu-
mmt—- anunmma well ax Oak

1 Mn bu- q-u-w

: T hpuunuuvu ot
‘have discussed tils alternas

-

- ons-half mile from the air field. There

ever, tais is subjest u*mm %0 be voted on by the
County in I-m 1976,
feasible or pra al, however, when/if the is extended, the
County mu readily accept mm-m u a custessz. This
alternstive is, at the minimum, one year to eighteen wonths in the
future (1f the bond iseue passes) and would aot solve the ismediate
pr»hu cited in referemce (a). SY R ,

b. W et s viewpeint of Marine
Corps Base, while this offers a techwiscal solution to the problem, it
is considered least desirvable. This highly damgerous equipwent will
nqutn constant inspection and supervisiom to ensuie proper operation.
The essignment of 2 technically qualified individual to this task could
not be accomplisied within the present personnel ceilinge without
adnuny u:.cuu potable water production im the Camp lejeune Complex.

: W. It is the consensus of opinien that drille
tns I m well may provide a saie source of water. There is & theory

the source of contaminstion of the existing well may have been corrvected
by repaits to the head facility. If this proves feetuzl, a pew well
could provide both the short term and long-range uluuu desired.

3. Accordingly, the following recommendations are offered:

iizant County nﬂnﬁﬂ» At preseat, the existiag Couuty f, o
axgplmhtmvﬁic line closer to thsboundary of“ketm»w
into the mu nu is sot souiw,
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8. Install expeditionary water purification units to provide for
an interiwm controlled source of potable water.

b. Utilize existing well water for the washing of vehicles or
other requirements requiring moupotable water.

e. Utilizing organic engluser personnel and equipment, drill an
additional well at a site recowmenddd by the appropru:.c wedical

egency.
4. Thie Command will comsider providing fimanciel suppert beyend that
which cam be duraished by the Commaunding Gemeral, Force Troops/2d F33G

to fund for the necessary well casliag, pipe, expendable uppuu, ete.,
.smm vuh tht drtum of th. m ncn. i3 ,

F.W. TIEF




|




o . .q PDOSE m\é
R,

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
FORCE TROOPS/2dFORCE SERVICE SUPPORT GROUP
: FLEET MARINE FORCE, ATLANTIC
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542 CSSB/aFL fmew
/& 23

11013/1
5 Apr 78

Subj: Potable Water Source for MOOSE, Oak Grove
Encl: (1) Preventive Medicine ltr 62:CRT:rcc over 6220 dtd 22 March 1978

1. Enclosure (1) identifies a problem with the potable water source at Oak Grove,
As stated in enclosure (1) 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. 1In 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,

. COOMB
By direction

bopy tos ;
CO 8th Engr Spt Bn
CO Preventive Medecine Unit

From: Commanding General '
To: Commanding General, Marine Corps Base (Attn: AC/S Facilities)
0IC, MOOSE
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o

CAMP LEJEUNE, N. C, 28542 IN REPLY REFER YO:
' iné e : . 62:CRT:xcc
; ~ ' 6260 : :
22 March 1978

Fuu:  Cenanding Of ficer , ; ;
A Quewian ling Cencral, Force Troops/2d FSSG, FMF, Atlantic, Canp Jejcune,
North Carolina 28542 _

3 L
Srir Potablo Water Source for MOOSE, Oak Growe; recommendations concerning
Rerf « 8 Tara 5-1; G1 aptex 5, NAVMED P—SOlO Mznual of Maval Preventive
Mexlicine
() Thonecon of 9 March 1978 betveen lst LT. DAVIDSON, MOCSE and Chief,
Qxupaticnal and Preventive Medicire Service, re subject

J. =Rfeorcnoe () states that it is the responsibility of the Naval Medical

Cevas=want to mz\e sire that barriers to the spread of waterbarne disease in
t::e roartrent of the Navy are acecuate. Torzard that erd, the NRMC Cccupa-

tiordiien s Pr*\'om_w. ve Medicine Service (C&FS) collects mrn.oc.;c \"‘-er scnolec-
for mastericiarical anAalysis. Fecent sanples taken fram the potible water

isteisution svetdn at MOCSE have been positive for oolifomms (indicators of
focal concwdnaticn) and/cr coleny coints INIC (too mumerous to count). By
refsrzrce (o), MOOSE was nctified that this water scurce was considerad to pe
face FRECCL taninated thcrefore unfit for use as potable (._>a1:e to c:rm\) 3o
un-zss naich chilorinated in water trailers b:J_ore use.

2.  TE=e MOCSE vaater socurce is provxled bv a sballow well located cc~ﬁslm, a
stcrs distance from the head facility and mic ‘ay between the head and the sep-
tic =z2rx in vary sandv soil., A worse location oould not ke found. The head
fac lity (2 ranovated house tmllcr) pluhing connecticons into the. sewer line
hacd smiitizle leaks when tested with fluarescein tracer Gve last week. The

50 w2’ the head facility is now heavily contamina ated with sewage. EPEe-

or IR < il malls. "‘c"e and short distance fron {he head to the well, contaminated
mileisrface Crainege rans along the water distributicn line directly to the well.
Pt gzr, e well is not ecuipped with either a chlorine gas or calcium hypc-
il dilerinator., : :

-

3, “%rs Ctilities Division, Base Namtc‘nu.oc was contactad bv O&I"\‘s for as-
siasren in rroviding the temrorary lcan of a gas chlerinator.s Inspection of
tre w:l) inonm by Base Utilitics peysonrel detemined that installation of a
an- ¢y inater et carront system wouldn't be practical without substantial
resis7izetin of the plurbing and well housc.

A 111N antacted Ve, Loc HNYVINS, Jones Ccunty Yater Systom, Trenton, N.C.
exs riirea {nto the possibility of abtaining mxmmml water service. e
ofnlaal toat iy distribution line nox ends a short distance from the old
AL SR WS ey, A JLLtDr of roauest for scrvioe mav be addressoed to: .
Crivemt Loy 111550, Jones County Wator Systeom, Scrxvicees and Plasnirg, P.C. Dox
“wr, Grevtin, qiLC, 2?1')33. Tolephone: 446-8000.  If estimated weter usage was
epenete it then thoye would be a qood chane? of proviaiig scxvice. (e
heweit teh by “--.nnl gallcns a nenth vould cost appresimately $60.00.  The tap-in

R :






\\
fee is $150.00. A ‘_ici_oal'_mt_c'r supply would ol;.te the oncrous problans
_of muintenance of a chlorirmator and well, and provide an uninterrupted source
- of potable water with assurance of future increcased damand being met.’

i

5., RECOIEDITIQNS: ; R i b

: ‘_a. The current rotable vater systom 1s so defective that correction of
- the existing systam requires relocation of the well to a suitable site.,

ol Cm:lnectjlug the current system into the new d_Lm_ng facility vould con-
stitute a greve health hazard varranting immediate closure of the facility
until corrected; therefore, such conncction is not medically sancticned.

‘c. Contirue to batch chlorinate all water with calcium hyrcchlorite to
2.0 pmm free chlorine residual until a reliable potable water system is
availzble. ; :

d. Install = overead fill line for the water buffalo innediately;
otherwise, en filling, soil contaminatia of the hcse exterior provides
further conteminatien of the water. : 4

e. Initiate accrcpriate actica to cbtain a potsble water source fram
the Jones Comty Vater System without delay.

- . f£. Opticnally, centract for installation of an approved potable water
- system througn Base Public Vorks. _ %

Y g. The head facility plunbing must be maintained in'a satisfactory state
of repair. Even if there were no well, dining facility cr billeting nearby,
raw sewage spillage/overflow reoresents an intolerzble sanitary hazard inimi-

czl to the public health. : g -

6. OYPMS will ccatinue close bio-envirormental surveillmce of the prablem
in oxder to provicde timely medical advice and assis 1c2 . 5

, C/? : /7, ‘L,O‘V»\/)/)/}é'*\_/_
C. R. THQPSON
"By directio

OIC, MOOSE T : _
FT Engincering Officer

Director, Ease Utilities Div.

Divisicy/F.T. Surgeon
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. NAVAL REGIONAL MEDICAL CENER _
CAMP LEJEUHNE, N. C. 28542 IN REPLY REFER TO:
54:CRT:jlg
6240/1

18 April 1978

From: Comanding Officer

To: Comnanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camplejeune, N.C. 28542

ding CGencral, Second Marine Division(RED), FIF, Camp .

lejeune, N.C. 28542
|
|
|

Conmanding General, Force Troops/Second Fope Service Suoport
Grown, NFLANT, Camp Lejeune, N.C. 28542

Comranding Officer, Marine Corps Air Statida (H), New River
Jacksonville, N.C. 28540

Subj: Occuvational and Preventive Medicine Servie: Activities Rewort for

March

Ref: (a) DIVO P6009.11
(b) 0&P!S Activities Report for February 198

Occupational and Preventive Medicine Servim: (OsPMS), Naval Regional
r is responsible for providing a full range of Occupational and
environmental health and preventive medicine suppartt for the entire Camp
Lejeune comslex. A consolidated report of O&PMS -artivities and support pro-
vided during the month of March is hereby submitteti for information, and to
satisfy the requirements of reference (a).

PREVENTIVE MEDICTNE

2. Envirowmental Surveillance MCGB/HRIC DIV FT MCAS (H)
a. Bio-environmental Inspections 15 20 14 18
b. Nosocomial Infection Control Surveys 3 00 00 00

c. On 6 March, LT. Jimmy R. McCORMICK reportsd aboard as the Environ-
rental Health Inspector Augmentee with the Inspector General's Team. O&PMS
provided him with assistance in the conduct of Bio-environmental inspection
of every occudational health and preventive medicime function and activity
in the CINC complex. These inspections were conducted in-depth over a two
weel period and the findings in all cases were either satisfactory or satis-—
factory with discrepancies.

by a shallow well located downslope, a short distance fram the head and mid-
way between the head and a septic tank in very sandy soil. Several of the
nobile head plumbing connections sprung leaks (determined by flourescin
tracer dye) which heavily contaminated the soil beneath the head with sewage.
Because of the slope and short distance from the head to the well, contaminat-
ed subsurface drainage runs along the water distribution line directly to the
well. The well is not equipped with either a chlorine gas or calcium hypo-
chlorite chlorinator. Water samples are now either vositive for coliforms

\
. 2 |
d. The FT/2d FSSG MOOSE facility water source at Oak Grove is provided /
(indicators of fecal contamination) or the culture plates are too numerous to |






.
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‘count (INTC); i.~. the water is non-potable/ (unfit/unsafe) for human consumpt-
ion) unless chlorinated. As an interim emercancy measure potable water nceds
are being met by batch chlorination of water in water buffaloes. Resolution

of the problem requires provision of a safe, permanent potable water source
such as the municipal water source available from the Jones County Water System.

3. Commmunicable Disease Control

a. Sexually Transmitted Diseases (S'TD)

Quad Command MCB/NRMC 24 Mar Div FI/2d FSSG MCAS (H)

Disease Diacnosed Feb | Mar Febl Mar Feb| Mar Feb| Mar | Feb| Mar
Conorrhea 102 |85 26 | 12 45 | 50 25 | 30 08 | 03
Syphilis 03 |02 01 | 00 01 | 01 01 | 01 00 | 00
Lymphogranuloma

Venereum 00 00 | 00 00 | 00 00 | 00 00 {00
Chancroid 00 (00 00 | 00 00 | 00 00 | 00 00 |00
Incidence §

Rates/1000 3.0212.29 |4.31}2.6 2.4812.7 2.58 2.1 1.7710.63

(1) Trends: The overall Quad Command STD incidence rate decreased mark-
edly from a 3.02 I.R. last month to a 2.29 I.R. for March. This was effected
by the substantial decreases in incidence rates by MCB/NRMC, FT/2d FSSG, and
MCAS (H) with MCB/NRMC demonstrating the largest decline from 4.31 I.R. for
February to 2.6 I.R. in March. 2d Mar Div displayed the only increase with a
2.7 I.R. ' .

(2) Total STD Clinic Consultations: 916
b. Total Lab Tests Performed: 3,766
MCB/NRMC DIV FT MCAS (H)

' c. Imunizations Given 107 06 10 430
d. Health Card Examinations 233 12 21 11
e. Tuberculin Skin Tests 126 06 11 97






4. *Training ' e Class
Iength MCB/NRIC DIV

Food Service Sanitation (Basic) 6 brs, . 24 10
Food Service Sanitation (Refresher) 5 hrs. 09 05
STD Training 1he, ! 42 00
Previed Petty Officer 5 days 00 07
Hearing Conservation 2 hrs. 10 - 20

Totals 85 42

5. Insect Vector Control

a. Secrvicing of the msqulto light traos was continued during the month

with collection to begin 1 April.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

6. Industrial Hygiene Surveys

7. Noise Hazard Surveys
8. Microwave Oven Surveys

9. Lighting Surveys

Totals

iy

MCB/NRMC DIV
1 1
2 5
0 0
0 3

C. R. THOMPSOM
By direction

Cooy to:

Division Surgeon

C.0., 2d Mzd. Bn.

Health Services Suppnort Officer, FT/2d FSSG
Tri-Conmand Food Service Officer

OsPr5, Cherry Point

Base Maintenance Officer

|4

31

00

02

10

45

00
0l

10

2k

MCAS (H)
g

0
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MAY 15 1978

From: Commanding Geneval ' ' :
To: Coumanding Gemeral, Fleet m m. m‘

Subj: Quomset building, WMM: m uc

Ref: (a) CG, MPLant ltr 15:RMM: jof 11000 of 26 Mt 978

(b) CG, PorTrpe/24¥F58G 1tr CSS 8/R0B/deh 11000 of 11 Aﬂ 1978

(e) CG, MCB, CLNC lst end FAC:MC:tjb P-11100/5 of & Maxr 1978
on CG, PorTrps/24F88¢ 1ty 4/RUB/dwb 11000 of 31 Jnl 1977
(NOTAL)

(d4) CMC 0418372 Mar 77

{e) Chapter 9, MCO P11000.12

(£) NMCO P11000.30

1. BRefevence (a) requasted site M hc omt(n of six Quon-
set buildings, four at MCHOLF, Ook Grove and two at MOB, Cemp Lo joune
to satisfy facilities mm. u m in refersnce (B).

2. By reference (s), mmm ‘Marine Corps Base suthor-
ized the Commandivg General, Force unnlltuu to utilize Oak Grove
for operations associated with the placement of large quantities of

PMF equipment in aa out-of~service equipsent pregram. In the sain, this
approval constituted the fellowing: :

8. Counsurrence with COMCABESST to utilize Oak Grove subject to the
understanding thst the program would not interfere with flight operatioms.

b . Approved the site for the evestion of ovme relocatable head feacile
ity and five Quonset buildiags, -pmvcd !cr Lesye by CHC by ufmm
(d), as Class III plant property. ;

Relocetion of a Butler mm-..n»m. ummm
npml of drilling & water well ss ’“" projects, un rn-no
ing fecilities to be classified as m! lass II.

d., Telephons instsllation was apmd.

e, Tie-in te the Jones-Unslow elestrical distribution was also
spproved as a source of power to the facilities constructad.

3. At the time of the above approval, il was stated by vepressntatives
of the Commanding Gemeral, Force Troepe/id FSiC that facility ilmprovements
and Marise Corps Base support would be sustere and im keepiug with the
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- intent of applicable directives governing Resl Property Faecilities.

4. In the one year since approval, there has been an increasing number
of requests for Marine Corps Base to provide facility support at Oak
Grove because of presant. pc:»ml loadings and the cowplexity of
. facilities now in place. Additionally, it is recognized thet a camp
 of sizable magnitude has beem incrementally comstructed at Oak Grove
~which, by guun, is the responsibility of the Commanding General,
Karine : :

d in ve

- !ar Wl 0!"&0 use of relocatable buildingl to satisfy fleuu:io.
requirements. One of several concerns is the stated requirement con-
teined in referemce (e), that use of these structures is limited to
three years, and a permanent solution, vie the Military Comstruction
or Minor mtion program, must be initiated to replace the assets
utilized. No such action i3 planned or suticipated by Marine Corps
Base, nor have requests been received to initiate am appropriate con-
-cuuuh mjﬁct to replace the plant property Class 1IL items now in
'l‘“t

6. nm M doés not challenge the programe existing at Oak Grove.
Mur. it is the respomsibility of the Commanding Geperal, Maripe
Corps Base to ensure that, in providing requested support te temamt
commands, that all rules and regulations promulgated by the Commandant
of the Marine Corps are adhered to. In the area of facilities planning
and programming, these tules and regulations are in the main those
established by the Congress as publiec law, and are subject to constant
surveillance. Noncompliance with the spirit and intent of these regu-
lations could not only prove to be an embarvassment to this Commend,
but place the Commsadant of the Marine Corps in an untenable position.

7. lunsofar as the use of Quonset buildings &t Marine Corps Base to
satisfy facility support requirements, it has been the lomg-term goal
to eliminate the use of such buildings. The use of World War: Ii-type
structum to setisiy requirements is considered counter-productive in
obtaining permanent construction tarough the Military Construction

program.

8. In summary, Marine Corps Base will support the erection of additiomal
facilities at Oak Grove as minor comstruction requirements, ss defimed

in refezence (d), with the rvesulting facilities considered Plant Ppeperty,
Class II1, It should be understood that such mipor construction require~
ments must be placed im competition with other unfunded deiiciencies
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and compete with the limited construction fuads aveilable st this
Compend and Readguarters, Marine Corps, as appropriste.

|
\
F. W. TIEF |
Copy to:
COMCABRASY
CG Foxirpe/24 ¥s56 |
|
i
|
‘
3
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FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CG, ForTrps/2d PSSG 1te & RDB/dwb 11000 of 31 Jan 77

//Aé/f

from: Commanding General
To:  Commanding General, Force mopm 24 Force Service &npoﬂ Group, PNF,
Aﬂutu

Subji ‘Hﬁtlly mm for ﬂ'l W of m-omm Wt

of om-or-mwuo !quipnent
#ield (MCHOLF)., Reference (b)
with opoutzenl ‘or training

tes selected sites M l.uding-
struct  MOOSE operations. E£ite approval therefor
& granted. don of Building RR<240 in suppert of MOOSE
operation u ‘authorized. The use of water well ;2 is not cost effeetive in
view ot its remoteness to the site sejected for MOOSE fascilitles *reference
{d) revealed that a new well could be drilled near this site at a lesser
cost. Request compliance with reference (e) in initiating trocp training
pMQett M relocating the foregolng Num and water ucll drilliing.

hm installation was authorized um. m.uor vcrbu conversation,
mﬁiuu {d)] revealed that an sgreement was reached, between the Commanding
afficer, 9th Communications Bottalion and the Base Telephone Officer, to
install pre-eéxpended cables by troop labor, The telephone hook-up will be
effected by the Base Telephome Officer upon troop c mpletion,

4, Electric service to a distance of 900 feet can be instailed by Jones-
Onslow Electric Mewbership Corporation, at no c¢ost to the Marine Corps,
provided a 30-foot right-of-way is agreed to, and that use of electric ger-
vice will be for s duration of five years or more. By copy herecl, the
Public Works Officer is requested to initiate proper correspondence for
installation of electric service in support of MIOSE operation.

T ARMP)

Chen
S
o B
.
= -
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. 4 Mar 1977
— &, only the water well will be assigned a Plant Account Number upon
completion,
¢
H. POGGEMEYER, Jr.
Copy to:
Bifa int0
Pio






' s : . UNITED STATES MEfNE CORPS ’
FA : 1

Force Troops/2d Force St =© support G

~4 ‘
b : Fleet larine Force, Atlantic 2/5
e : s h “arclina’ 28542 p/// é

Camp Lejeune, Hort

L /RDB/dwb
11000

JAN 3 1 1977

From: Commanding General _ :
To: cmu;ﬂins Goml, Marine cmn m, canp Io.icuﬁ

Su.baz Facility smt for the mmeunee of out-er-e-rﬂu Equipment
(mm) m

: Dec
' ’h/m/mimaowzgmw

15 mmlws,m:www ahgm'm; for the
Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Mp Iejeune, concerning the
concept and procedures for this command's program for the Maintenance
~of Out-Of-Service Equipment (MOOSE), Included in that briefing was a
oposal to locate the MOOSE at the Marine Corps Held Qutlying Field
LF), Oak Grove. Also discussed was the request made, by reference
(a), to COMCABEAST for assignment of an area at MCHOLF, Oak Grove.

ner; ' ﬁ €a, rmw mh/m/m nm ataa oct 76

2. Reference (b) authorized the use of an aireraft parking area and one
runway subject to noninterference with the operatiomal or training
requirements of the 24 Marine Aireraft Wing. Reference (b) also requested
that the autherization be formalized by a letter of agreement between
this command and the Commanding General, 24 Marine Aircraft Wing. The
letter of agreement is to be developed by the Commanding Officer, MCAS (H)

- New River.

3. Reference (¢) raquastod that nuuding #RR-240 be assigned to this
command for imterim use as a maintenance facility until such time as
support was provided by the Marine Corps Tactical Shelter Program.
However, the need for Building #RR-240 has become urgent. Sinee the -
incorporation of the MOOSE as a Fleet Marine Force; Atlantic Program, over
600 motor transport vehicles from this command, the 24 Marine Division and
the 24 Marine Aircraft Wing have been scheduled for induction to the
MOOSE during the 1lst quarter of calendar year 1977. Information has also
been provided that the tactical shelters can be expectod during the 3d
quartOr of calendar year 1977.

b Asauming approval, this command is prcparing an enviromontal 1mpaet
assessment and will submit separate requests for telephone, electrical,
and secondary water system support at MCHOLF, Qak Grove. It is requested
that favorable and accelerated considerttion be given to requests for
MCHOLF, Oak Grove utility support add that the assignment of Building
#RR=240 to this command be effected at the earliest possible date.

ROBERT E, HAEBEL
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OAK GROVE SEP 1979 e [riae ﬂ;}‘
Items Picked up on Plant Account 0 ;
Class 1 /O///éo/;
Land 976.46 acres $40,875 1-50003
Class 2
Rpl
Item # = Bldg # Acqg Cost Cost Description Card #
i AS-12 $ 7,706 25 HAZ F/STHSE 2-55000
2 AS5-92 3,500 25 WELL NONPOT -2=~55005
< UNUM 118,141 719 ROADS/BIT 2-55004
4 UNUM 81,000 576 A/C PARK A 2-55001
D UNUM 135,724 1,009 RUNWAY 2-55009
6 UNUM 132,417 985 RUNWAY 2-55010
7 UNUM 139,048 1,034 RUNWAY 2-55011
8 UNUM 1,564 - ELEC UTIL 2-55012
i AS-99 3,447 23 WELL NON PW 2-55006
* 10 UNUM 5,177 179 PIPE NON PW 2-55007
Lt I UNUM 29,079 207 SANITARY SWR 2-55008
12 RR-240 9,113 27 GEN WHSE MC 2-02685

* Cannot locate structure.

“
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: OAK GROVE SEP 1979

Items not picked up on Plant Account

1. Head Facility

2. Quonset Building Troop Housing

. o o - -

4. e s Recreation Building
Ly A ol Dining Facility

6. " . Troop Housing

7 . % . 5

8. " i s o

9. " " " "
10. e " Administcation Office

11. Well and Well House

12. (4) Metal Buildings not erected

13. Gate House

14. Caretaker's Trailer

15. Well and Well House

16. (2) Picnic Shelters Campsite #1

7« KL ¥ . Wilderness Campsite
18. (2) " " Campsite #2 '

19. Boat Ramp Campsite #2

74\20. (3) Expandable Shelters not erected i

21. Test Well and Well House ’
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY TELEPHONE NO.
ATLANTIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEE RING COMMA ND 804-444-7331
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 23511 IN REPLY REFER TO:
' 113:RBM
11330
N62470- 79—M—3972
14 AUG 1979

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

Subj: Water Service for the Marine Corps Outlylng 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 nonrefundable 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
ML HUU FrvG

ACTION INFO
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113:RBM
11330
N62470-79-M-3972

14 AuG 1979

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.

Copy to:

MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE <—

BASE MAINTENANCE OFFICER
MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE

DISBOFF MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE

SO MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE

PWO MARCORB CAMP LEJEUNE

Sincerely yours,

/s/ E. A. Barco

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

Estimated Annual Cost - $1,800.00
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YATER: YES_ X 10

" ROAD LOCATION: State Route 1171

TAP-ON PAYLR IMML Dlsburs:mg Offlcer, Marine Corps Base

ADDRESS _Canp Lejeune, NC. 28542 PIIONE, 9;9-451 2251_

TER USLR PAY:.‘R HA’;L, Disbursing Offlcer, Mar:me Corps Base

ADDRE.)S ‘Camp LeJeune, NC 28542 mom 919-451- 2251

& owmr . mewTER_ TBNANT

i Government—owned :

= TAP-ofr“CO:sT EAIATE‘R" cosT

/b Line = 25.00 . 2,000 gal. or less is 56.00 minipup
Fan M ETiine s = 25.00 i3, OOO gal. 750 '

1-Y/2%sLine = 150.00 4,000 gal. 9.00
2" Line = RO0. 00202 5 000 gal. : 10.00
; . 5,000 gal. 11.00
77000 gal. 12.00
8,000 gal. 13.00
9,000 gal. 1%.00
10,000 gal. 15.00

Cver 10,000 gal. .80/1,000 gz

Pay tap-on cost, at sign-up, which will be refunded if your
location does not get water.

Paying tap-on cost commits payer to {6.00 per month minirum
water charge follow1nc turn-on of wvater antil vater is used at the
tap-on at which tire water user pays water bill.

/s/ E. A. Barco

(SURVEYOR'S SIGI‘IATURE.)— (TAF-CN PAYER'S SIGNATURIS)
: =¥ E. A. BARCO, for Commander, Naval

: : . Facilities Engineering Command
A 19 : 14 AUG 1979 19
(DATL) i (DATs)

’

IMPORTANT: 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 gr. pay Qé 00 a month nntil you do use water.







JONES COUNTY WATER SYSTEM

BILLING CHART

Gallons Amount Gallons Anount Gallons Amount
2,000 6.00 5,000 10.00 8,000 13.00
2,100 6.15 5,100 10.10 8,100 1330
2,200 6.30 5,200 10.20 8,200 13.20
2,300 6.45 5,300 10.30 8,300 33.30
2,400 6.60 5,400 10.40 8,400 13.40
2,500 6.75 5,500 10.50 8,500 133 .50
2,600 6.90 - 5,600 10.60 8,600 3. 60"
2,700 7.05 5,700 10.70 8,700 13.70
2,800 7.20 5,800 10.80 8,800 13.80
2,900 7.35 5,900 10.90 8,900 13.90
3,000 7.50 6,000 11.00 9,000 14.00
3,100 7.65 6,100 11.19 9,100 14.10
3,200 7.80 6,200 11.20 9,200 14.20
3,300 7.95 6,300 11..30 9,300 14.30
3,400 8.10 6,400 11.40 9,400 14.40
3,500 8.25 6,500 £1:.50 9,500 Y450
3,600 8.40 6,600 11.60 9,600 14.60
3,700 8.55 6,700 .70 9,700 14.70
3,800 3,70 6,800 11.80 ¢,800 14.80
3,900 8.85 6,900 11.90 9,900 14.90
4,000 9.00 7,000 12.00 10,000 15.00
4,100 9.10 7,100 32540 *

4,200 0,20 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 2.60 7,600 12.60
4,700 9.70 7,7C0 12.70
4,800 9.80 7,800 x2.80
4,900 9.90 7,900 12,90

* Over 10,000 = # gallons consumed less 10,000 times .0008 plus $15.00
Example: 12,300 gallons consumed ; 12,300
-10,000
2,300 x .0008 = 1.84

Amount of bill E}C.Qﬁ_
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS ‘ ‘P// /Jé/é

MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE. NORTH CAROLINA 28542 IN REPLY REFER TO
‘ FAC:MC:tjb
P-11100/5
4 Mar 1977

FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CG, ForTrps/2d FSSG ltr 4/RDB/dwb 11000 of 31 Jan 7

From: Commanding General
To: Commanding General, Force Troops/Zd Force Service. Support Group, FMF,
Atlanbic

Subj: Facility Support for the Maintenance of Out-Of-Service Equipment
(MOOSE) Program

Ref: (d) Phoncon btwn Maj CERVANTES and Capt BOURQUE of 25 Feb i1
(e) BO P11013.2D

1. Reference (a), to Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases, Eastern Area,
requests authorization to locate the Maintenance of Out-0f-Service Equipment
(MOOSE) Program at Marine Corps Held 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-240 in support of MOOQSF
operation i1s authorized. The use of water well #2 is not cost effective in
view of its remoteness to the site selected for MOOSE facilitiesf“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
0fficer, 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 O0fficer upon troop completion.

4. 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 rignt-of-way is agreed to, and that use of electric ser-
vice will be for a duration of five years or more. By copy hereof, the
Public Works Officer is requested to initiate proper correspondence for
installation of electric service in support of MOOSE operation.
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542 IN REPLY REFER TO
FAC:MC:tjb
P-11100/5
4 Mar 1977

FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CG, ForTrps/2d FSSG ltr 4/RDB/dwb 11000 of 31 Jan 77

From: Commanding General
+ Po Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force Service Support Group, FMF,
Atdantic

Subj: Facility Support for the Maintenancg of Out-0f-Service Equipment
(MOGSE) Program :

Ref: (d) Phoncon btwn Maj CERVANTES and Capt BOURQUE of 25 Feb 77
(e) BO P11013.2D

1. Reference (a), to Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases, Eastern Area,
requests authorization to locate the Maintenance of Out-0f-Service Equipment
(MOOSE) Program at Marine Corps Held 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
1s granted. Furthermore, relocation of Building BR=240 in support of MOOSE
operation is authorized. The use of water well #2 is not cost effective in
view of i1Ts remoteness to the site selected for MOOSE facilitiesf:reference
(d) revealed that a new well could be drililed 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 vhat 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.

Y., 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 right-of-way is agreed to, and that use of electric ser-
vice will be for a duration of five years or more. By copy hereof, the
Public Works Officer is requested to initiate proper correspondence for
installation of electric service in support of MOOSE operation.







UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS f y 1/ 9/ /s

Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

PAC :MC:tJb
P-11100/5
2 Mar 1977
My G s 4
ACTION BRIEF A sl
Prom: Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities ‘ /
To: Chief of Staff, Marine Corps Base, Camp lejeune, N. C. :

SubJk Update on Maintenance of Out-of-Service Equipment (MOOSE) Program

Ref: (a) Phoncon btwn Maj CERVANTES end Capt BOURQUE of 2 Mar 1977
(b) Phoncon btun Maj CERVANTES and Mr. SMITH (PWO) of 24 Feb 1977

Encl: (1) Draff of proposed Letter to CG, Forfrps/2d FSSG
1. SITUATION. '

a. On G February 1977, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities met
at MCHOLF, Oak Grove with representatives from Public Works; the S-4,
Marine Corps Air Station (H), New River and the Facilitles 0fficer, Marine

Corps Alr Station I W gite. seleoted by the
nnanding Genera FOVABES BMppoTe: Grotimy THEs

b. As of the time of this writing,,the scope of the project has not
changed.

2, DISCUSSION.

a. Verbal approval to install a telephone at MCHOLF, Oak Grove prompted
liaison between the Base Telephone Officer and the Commanding Officer
8th Communications 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
0fficer 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-1, Col THORPE) stated
message to Albany for release of four Quonsets and one relocatable head 1s
being staffed. These buildings have own wooden decks therefore a concrete
deck will not be required. Assoclated funding, to include electrical for
Quonsets and septic system for relocatable head will be defrayed by 0&M
funds, Commanding General, Force Troops/2d Force Service Support Group, FMF,
Atlantic,

¢. Of the four Quonsets, three will be used for billeting and one for
messing.
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PAC:MC:tJjb
P-11100,5
2 Mar 1977

d. There are four 20!'/62' maintenance shelters under procurement at
Headquarters Marine Corps and expected delivery is still during 3rd
Q‘mmr, FY"77.

€. Bullding RR-240 has been requested for relocation by Commanding
General, Force Troops/2d Force Service Support Group, FMP, Atlantic for
interim use as a meintensnce facility. Reinforced concrete deck, lumber
bolts and nuts, paint and electrical has been estimated at $7500.00.
This type building involves Class IT property ond therefore cost must be
borne by R-1 funds, Cunmandine General, Force Troops/2d Force Service

Support Group, FM7, Atlantic has appvoximhly $8200.00 of R-1 funds
allec.hd for use by mt command.

In view of thu zn,otmiﬁ of cntor von 42 to the maintenance area,
a ﬂl" mn can be drilled by troop labor. Pipe and casing is available and
can be used for this purpose. There will be R-1 funds associated with
thig pqreion of the project; i.e., purchase of water pump/purification
system at an estirated cost of #050.00. lutol' uill serve 40 people for
uuﬁ‘, m heads end m ¥

& ‘Reference (b) m«hd tue met.uc un:le. will be installed by
Joneg-Onslow Electric W Corpoutﬁ.oa at no cost to the Marine Corps
provided: ,

(1) fThat a 30 foct”i‘ﬁ!ﬁx‘tof way is agreed to; and,

(2) That the use of electric service will be for the duration of
five years or more. :

h, Summary follows:

Nature of Work - | Tnstalled by Funded

(1) Telephone €0, 8th Comm Bn/BTel0 Pre-expended $50.00
(2) Quonsets/ head €0, 8th Engr Bn 0O &M

(3) Maintenance Shelter €0, 3th Engr BEn 0 &M

(%) Butler Bldg (RRO240) €0, 8th Engr Bn R-1 - $7500.00

(5) Water Well/pump €0, 8th Fngr Bn 0&M/R-1 - $850,00
(6) Electric Service : Jones-0Onslow No cost to USMC

3. RECOMMENDATIONS.
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FAC:MC:tJb
P-11100/5
2 Mar 1977

a. That the Commanding General, Force Troops 2d Force Service Support
Group, FMF, Atlantic be given site approval to establilsh MOOSE Program as
addressed in numerous correspondencé. Proposed draft 1s attachedl/ajff'fv;/ ‘

b. That Commanding General, Force Troops’/ 2d Force Service Support Group,
FMF, Atlantic use $7500.00 R-1 funds of those funds reserved for use by fhat
command to relocate RR-240. . ,

) > Go. 'That Comandii:k ‘,ae:ieral, Marine Corps Base, Camp lejeune, N. C. use
9'4’  Base R-1 funds to purchase water pump, purification system and 120 gallon
» Wﬂ storage tank at approximate cost of $850,00. " "
ws o ‘Respectfully Submitted
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‘ HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date /, 5/

From: Chief of 7&%
To: 227

.
Subj:
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HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date)@

From sistant Chief of Staff Facilities

',‘J

Subj: //ﬂﬁé’
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FROM

TO

SUBJ

Ref':

S/N 0107-LF-778-8099
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OPNAV 5216/144 (REV. 6.70) /1)
® @ p11704/%

MATN /WAN/th
11000

Memorandum By .5

.

Base Maintenance Officer
Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities ,W, ]

Proposal to use MCHOLF, Oak Grove for Moose Program

(a) CG ForTrps/2dFSSG ltr 4/JWB/eec 11000 of 28 Oct 76 M

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.

&
C. D. WOOD






HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CORPS BASE
CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Date / 7%/ 7C
From: As_sbsh;’Ch (ef-., Aé{aff Facilities

Subj: MOOSé‘ |
/. %LM 4, “7’45(/:@ ~W
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