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WHAT SIGAR REVIEWED 

On September 8, 2011, the Air Force Center 
for Engineering and the Environment awarded 
a $16.5 million cost-plus-fixed-fee task 
order—number 0049—to Innovative Technical 
Solutions Inc. (ITSI) to construct facilities for 
the Ministry of Defense (MOD) Headquarters 
Security and Support Brigade (HSSB) in 
Kabul. ITSI was to demolish, renovate, design, 
and construct 16 facilities, such as a gym, a 
vehicle maintenance building, and an 
administration/barrack building, by 
September 7, 2013. The facilities would 
accommodate 2,200 Afghan National Army 
(ANA) personnel. After five modifications, the 
estimated contract cost increased to $35.1 
million, and the completion date was 
extended to July 13, 2014. The Air Force 
closed out this task order in June 2014 
before ITSI completed any of the facilities.  

On July 30, 2014, the Air Force Civil Engineer 
Center (AFCEC) awarded Gilbane Federal—the 
new corporate name for ITSI—a $10.6 million 
firm-fixed-price task order to complete the 
HSSB facilities by July 31, 2015. This task 
order—number TG06—also required site 
grading, road construction, and upgrades to 
the sewage, site water, and storm water 
management systems. 

On July 31, 2015, AFCEC awarded Gilbane 
Federal an $18.6 million firm-fixed-price task 
order—number TG11—to finish construction of 
the partially completed facilities by March 14, 
2016. After three modifications, this task 
order’s cost increased to $19.8 million. The 
project was completed in November 2015.  

The objectives for this inspection were to 
determine whether (1) construction was 
completed in accordance with contract 
requirements and applicable construction 
standards, and (2) the facilities were being 
used and maintained. 

SIGAR 
Special Inspector General for 
Afghanistan Reconstruction 

 
  

WHAT SIGAR FOUND 

The MOD HSSB project cost $65.5 million, $49 million more than the original 
cost estimate, and it was completed more than 2 years after the original 
completion date. The cost increased even though the scope of the project was 
narrowed to omit five facilities, including a quick reaction force building and an 
administration building. AFCEC officials stated that the increased cost was 
primarily due to ITSI not completing facilities under the first task order, number 
0049, and attributed the delay mostly to the ANA’s continued occupation of 
buildings that needed to be demolished in order for the new construction to 
proceed. When AFCEC closed out task order 0049 in June 2014, it had already 
paid ITSI $35.1 million based on the work performed up to the closeout date, 
even though the contractor had not completed any of the HSSB facilities. This 
required AFCEC to issue two additional task orders—numbers TG06 and TG11—to 
complete the project.  

SIGAR found that although the MOD HSSB facilities generally met contract 
requirements, three construction deficiencies may pose safety risks: improperly 
installed electric heaters in restrooms, oversized circuit breakers in electrical 
panels, and uninsulated hot water pipes. Specifically,  

• Three electric heaters in the administration/barrack building restrooms 
were installed above the ablution washing stations, which Afghan army 
personnel use to wash themselves before prayer. AFCEC stated that the 
electric heaters installed above the ablution washing stations were 
acceptable because the design for the electrical connections included a 
ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI), a safety feature that reduces the 
risk of electric shock and electrocution. However, the electric heaters 
were installed with an on-off disconnect switch instead of a GFCI 
connection. Because the electric heaters are within reach of the wash 
stations, people with wet hands could be shocked or electrocuted if 
they touch a faulty heater that does not have GFCI protection. AFCEC 
stated that the heaters’ installation is consistent with the governing 
code. However, without GFCI protection, the electric heaters with 
disconnect switches in the ablution areas present a safety hazard to 
personnel there.     

• Based on TG11 task order requirements, 60 circuit breakers—59 in the 
administration/barrack building and 1 in the fire station—and two main 
breakers in the administration/barrack building had a higher amperage 
rating, or were “oversized.” In commenting on a draft of this report, 
AFCEC acknowledged the circuit breakers included in the as-built 
drawings were different from what was actually installed, but stated 
that the installed breakers match the equipment they are designed to 
supply and protect, and do not pose an increased safety risk. However, 
oversized circuit breakers could allow more electricity to flow than the 
wires can safely handle. This could melt the plastic coating around the 
wires, possibly start a fire, as well as increase maintenance costs. 
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WHAT SIGAR RECOMMENDS  

To ensure the safety of ANA personnel at the MOD HSSB, SIGAR recommends that the AFCEC Director take the following actions 
and report the results back to SIGAR within 90 days: 

1. Develop an accurate set of as-built drawings for all systems that includes the locations of the electric heaters without 
GFCI protection, the oversized circuit breakers, and the exposed hot water pipes; provide the updated as-built drawings 
to the MOD HSSB facility managers; and inform the facility managers of the potential risks to ANA personnel.  

SIGAR received written comments on a draft of this report from CSTC–A and AFCEC. CSTC–A and AFCEC did not concur with any of 
the four recommendations. The first three were to address safety concerns by (1) installing GCFI connections for electric heaters in 
ablution wash stations that did not already have them, (2) identifying and replacing oversized breakers, and (3) insulating exposed 
hot water pipes. AFCEC stated that the electric heaters, breakers, and pipes did not have safety implications, and were constructed 
in accordance with the codes applicable at the time of construction. Based on AFCEC’s comments, SIGAR modified the first 
recommendation and eliminated the second and third recommendations. Regarding the fourth recommendation to install seismic 
straps on a ground-floor water heater, CSTC–A and AFCEC stated that the U.S. government did not pay for this replacement water 
heater or its installation. As a result, SIGAR eliminated this recommendation from the report. 

• Exposed hot water pipes in the medical clinic were not insulated. According to the contract’s plumbing drawings for the 
medical clinic, “All hot water piping shall be insulated.” AFCEC officials stated that the hot water heater will not deliver 
water that is more than 120 degrees Fahrenheit. However, both the contract and the International Plumbing Code 
specifically required insulation on the hot water piping to prevent wasted energy and water, and protect occupants from 
exposed hot piping within their reach. 

Despite the construction deficiencies and late completion, the ANA is using all of the HSSB facilities. Further, the MOD’s 
engineering department manages the operations and maintenance for the headquarters facilities, and its staff is maintaining the 
HSSB facilities adequately. However, the lack of adequate planning and coordination between AFCEC and Afghan officials during 
early stages of the medical clinic’s design ultimately resulted in the building not meeting all of the user’s needs.  
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Commander, U.S. Central Command 
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Major General Robin L. Fontes 
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This report discusses the results of SIGAR’s inspection of the Ministry of Defense (MOD) Headquarters Security 
and Support Brigade (HSSB) project in Kabul, Afghanistan. The MOD HSSB project originally involved the 
renovation or construction of 16 facilities to support the recently constructed MOD headquarters building. We 
found three construction deficiencies—improperly installed electric heaters in restrooms, oversized circuit 
breakers in electrical panels, and uninsulated hot water pipes—all of which have safety implications associated 
with them.  

We recommend that the Air Force Civil Engineer Center (AFCEC) Director take the following actions and report 
the results of these safety issues back to SIGAR within 90 days: develop an accurate set of as-built drawings for 
all systems that includes the locations of the electric heaters without GFCI protection, the oversized circuit breakers, 
and the exposed hot water pipes; provide the updated as-built drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers; and 
inform the facility managers of the potential risks to Afghan National Army personnel.   

The Combined Security Transition Command–Command (CSTC–A) and AFCEC provided written comments on a 
draft report of this report, which are reproduced in appendices III and IV, respectively. CSTC–A and AFCEC did 
not concur with any of the four recommendations in the draft report. Our first three were to address safety 
concerns by (1) installing GCFI connections for electric heaters in ablution wash stations that did not already 
have them, (2) identifying and replacing oversized breakers, and (3) insulating exposed hot water pipes. AFCEC 
stated that the electric heaters, breakers, and pipes did not have safety implications, and were constructed in 
accordance with the codes applicable at the time of construction. Based on AFCEC’s comments, we modified 
the first recommendation and eliminated the second and third. Regarding the fourth recommendation to install 
seismic straps on a ground-floor water heater, CSTC–A and AFCEC stated that the U.S. government did not pay 
for this replacement water heater or its installation. As a result, we eliminated this recommendation from the 
report. CSTC–A and AFCEC also provided technical comments, which we incorporated as appropriate.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

SIGAR conducted this work under the authority of Public Law No. 110‐181, as amended, and the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended; and in accordance with the Quality Standards for Inspection and 
Evaluation, published by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. 

 

 
John F. Sopko 
Special Inspector General 
     for Afghanistan Reconstruction 
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Between 2011 and 2015, the Combined Security Transition Command–Afghanistan (CSTC–A) funded three 
task orders—0049, TG06, and TG11—to demolish, renovate, design, and construct facilities for the Ministry of 
Defense (MOD) Headquarters Security and Support Brigade (HSSB), located in Kabul.1 The Air Force Civil 
Engineer Center (AFCEC) awarded the task orders to Innovative Technical Solutions Inc. (ITSI), later known as 
Gilbane Federal. The initial value of the first task order, 0049, was $16.5 million. That task order required ITSI 
to complete demolition and design work, upgrade certain systems, and construct 16 facilities, including a gym, 
vehicle maintenance building, medical clinic, administration/barrack building, fire station, and warehouse. 
After a series of modifications, five facilities, such as a quick reaction force building and an administration 
building, were de-scoped from the project. The second and third task orders required the contractor to finish 
work it did not complete under the first task order. The HSSB project was completed in November 2015 at a 
cost of $65.5 million.  

The objectives for this inspection were to determine whether (1) construction was completed in accordance 
with contract requirements and applicable construction standards, and (2) the facilities were being used and 
maintained.  

We conducted our work in Kabul, Afghanistan, from August 2015 through October 2017 in accordance with 
the Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation, published by the Council of the Inspectors General on 
Integrity and Efficiency. The engineering assessment was conducted by our professional engineers in 
accordance with the National Society of Professional Engineers’ Code of Ethics for Engineers. Appendix I 
contains a more detailed discussion of our scope and methodology.  

BACKGROUND 

On September 8, 2011, the Air Force Center for Engineering and the Environment—reorganized as AFCEC in 
20122—awarded task order 0049 to ITSI, a U.S. company, to construct the MOD HSSB facilities, which were 
expected to accommodate about 2,200 Afghan National Army (ANA) personnel. This $16.5 million cost-plus-
fixed-fee task order required:3 

• demolition and design work; 
• upgrading systems such as the sewage, site water,4 and storm water management systems; and  

• construction of 16 facilities: a gym; a vehicle maintenance building; a petroleum, oil, and lubricant 
storage facility; a barrack; a medical clinic; an appeals court building; an administration/barrack 
building; a band building;5 a fire station; a quick reaction force building; a sewage tank expansion; a 
warehouse; 2 administration buildings; a parking area; and an outdoor fitness and running path. 

According to AFCEC officials, after the initial task order was awarded, the ANA continued to occupy buildings 
designated for demolition, which delayed ITSI from mobilizing and beginning its work. Frequent security 
                                                           
1 CSTC–A funded the HSSB project through the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund. AFCEC awarded task order 0049 under 
contract number FA8903-06-D-8513, and task orders TG06 and TG11 were awarded under contract number FA3002-08-
D-0008. We reported on our inspection of the MOD headquarters in February 2016 (see SIGAR, Afghan Ministry of Defense 
Headquarters: $154.7 Million Building Appears Well Built, but Has Several Construction Issues that Should Be Assessed, 
SIGAR 16-16-IP, February 11, 2016). 
2 On October 1, 2012, the Air Force Center for Engineering and the Environment, the Air Force Civil Engineer Support 
Agency, and the Air Force Real Property Agency merged to become AFCEC. Hereafter, we use the AFCEC to refer to these 
organizations. 
3 According to Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 16.306, a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract allows the government to 
contract for efforts that might otherwise present too great a risk to contractors. It also provides the contractor only a 
minimum incentive to control costs; therefore, it requires increased oversight from the contracting office.  
4 Site water is the utility system that supplies drinking water. 
5 The band building has administrative offices, training and band practice areas, and storage for instruments. 
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incidents that resulted in the compound being locked down also contributed to delays. After five modifications, 
the task order’s estimated cost increased to $35.1 million, and the scheduled completion date was extended 
from September 7, 2013, to July 13, 2014. However, AFCEC closed out task order 0049 in June 2014 before 
ITSI completed any of the HSSB facilities, based on the work performed up to the closeout date.  

According to AFCEC officials, because task order 0049 was cost-plus-fixed-fee, it required ITSI only to 
demonstrate a specific level of effort during the period of performance. The task order did not require ITSI to 
complete any of the HSSB facilities. AFCEC determined that ITSI met the requirements of the task order by 
achieving an acceptable level of effort and paid the contractor the full amount of the task order value with little 
in the way of tangible results. Apparently, AFCEC later recognized this was a weakness of cost-plus-fixed-fee 
awards, and the next two task orders it awarded for the HSSB project were firm-fixed-price task orders.6 

On July 30, 2014, AFCEC awarded a $10.6 million firm-fixed-price task order (number TG06) to Gilbane 
Federal—the new corporate name for ITSI—to complete the HSSB facilities by July 31, 2015.7 This task order 
required Gilbane Federal to complete the system upgrades and unfinished facilities started under task order 
0049. Despite de-scoping five facilities—the quick reaction force building, sewage tank expansion, one 
administration building, parking area, and outdoor fitness and running path—the task order’s cost did not 
decrease.8 Under TG06, Gilbane Federal completed the petroleum, oil, and lubricant storage facility; the 
medical clinic; the appeals court building; and the fire station. On April 30, 2015, AFCEC transferred those 
facilities to CSTC–A. Gilbane Federal had not completed the remaining facilities, such as the gym and vehicle 
maintenance building, when work under this task order ended in April 2015. 

On July 31, 2015, AFCEC awarded an $18.6 million firm-fixed-price task order (number TG11) to Gilbane 
Federal to complete the unfinished facilities from task order TG06. After three modifications, TG11’s cost 
increased to $19.8 million. Gilbane Federal completed the seven remaining facilities—the gym, vehicle 
maintenance building, barrack, administration/barrack building, band building, warehouse building, and 
administration building—under this task order, thus completing the project. On November 30, 2015, AFCEC 
transferred these remaining facilities to CSTC–A. 

In summary, of the 16 planned HSSB facilities, Gilbane Federal completed 11, and AFCEC de-scoped 5 
facilities from the project. Appendix II lists the facilities de-scoped, not completed, and completed under each 
of the three task orders. 

THE MOD HSSB CONSTRUCTION PROJECT GENERALLY MET CONTRACT 
REQUIREMENTS, BUT THREE CONSTRUCTION DEFICIENCIES MAY POSE SAFETY 
HAZARDS TO OCCUPANTS 

During our site visits to the HSSB facilities on February 6, October 17, and November 21, 2016, we examined 
the interior walls and ceiling panels, windows, doors, fire extinguishers, fire doors, plumbing, electrical panels, 
and heating and mechanical equipment in the 11 completed facilities. We found that the construction 
generally met contract requirements, and there were no visible defects in the floors, walls, or ceilings. Also, the 

                                                           
6 AFCEC’s use of a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract for task order 0049 appears to have violated Section 16.306 of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation. The latter provides that a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract is suitable for use only when the effort 
involved might otherwise present too great a risk to the contractor. An example would be performing research or 
exploration. The problem with a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract is that it does not provide any incentive to the contractor to 
control costs or complete the project. As noted in the text, AFCEC apparently recognized this problem partway through the 
project and began to issue firm-fixed-price task orders.  
7 Task order TG06’s value was $58 million, which included $10.6 million for the MOD HSSB facilities. In addition, Gilbane 
Federal is a wholly owned subsidiary of Gilbane Building Company, one of two operating companies of Gilbane Company 
Inc. In August 2010, Gilbane Building Company acquired Innovative Technical Solutions Inc., and in January 2012, it 
changed the company’s name to Gilbane Federal. 
8 Documentation was not available with construction costs incurred for any of the de-scoped facilities. 
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electrical panels and mechanical equipment were installed and functioning. However, we identified three 
construction deficiencies—improperly installed electric heaters in restrooms, oversized circuit breakers in 
electrical panels, and uninsulated hot water pipes—and all three have safety implications associated with 
them.  

Electric Heaters Installed in the Administration/Barrack Building’s Restrooms Are 
Potential Electrocution Hazards  

During our February 6, 2016, site visit, we found three electric heaters in the administration/barrack building 
that Gilbane Federal installed above the ablution washing 
stations.9 Our review of the as-built drawings showed that 
the electric heaters were installed in the location 
specified in the drawings. 

AFCEC indicated that the installed electric heaters above 
the ablution washing station were acceptable because 
the design required ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI) 
connections for the heaters in this wet area.10 However, 
we found that Gilbane Federal installed electric heaters 
with an on-off disconnect switch, instead of the required 
GFCI connection (see yellow arrow in photo 1). GFCI 
connections would protect people from severe or fatal 
electric shock if they operated the heater with wet hands 
or touched a heater with a ground fault, but the installed 
on-off disconnect switches would not. 

We reviewed AFCEC’s approved submittals for information 
about the HEPOL brand of disconnect switches that 
Gilbane Federal installed. AFCEC approved a material 
submittal for this device under all three task orders, and 
each submittal contained the same information. However, 
we found nothing in the material submittals indicating 
that the HEPOL disconnect switches had GFCI safety features. Because the electric heater controls and 
disconnects are within reach of people with wet hands, people could be shocked or electrocuted if they touch a 
faulty heater with no GFCI device to stop the accidental flow of electricity through their wet hands and body. In 
its comments on a draft of this report, AFCEC stated that the heaters’ installation is consistent with the 
governing code. However, without GFCI protection, the electric heaters with disconnect switches in the ablution 
areas present a safety hazard to personnel there.  

                                                           
9 Ablution is the act of washing before prayer. An ablution washing station allows the person to sit on a square bench to 
wash the hands, mouth, nose, lower arms, head, ears, and the feet. Because of constraints, we could not inspect the 
restrooms in all the facilities. 
10 A GFCI is an inexpensive electrical safety device designed to protect people from severe or fatal electric shocks because 
of a ground fault. A ground fault is an unintentional path of electrical current between a power source and a grounded 
surface. Electricity always seeks to find a path to the ground. When the human body provides the easiest path to the 
ground, a person could be burned, severely shocked, or electrocuted when touching a damaged electrical device or coming 
into direct contact with electricity when wet. A GFCI will “sense” whether there is a difference between two paths of current 
flowing through an electrical circuit. If the difference is 0.005 milliamps or more, the GFCI operates to prevent a lethal dose 
of electricity from reaching the human body. GFCIs are designed to stop the flow of electricity before it can affect a person’s 
heartbeat.  

 

Photo 1 - On-Off Disconnect Switch for the 
Heater Installed Above an Ablution Washing 
Station 

 

Source: SIGAR, February 6, 2016 
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Some Electrical Panel Circuit Breakers Were Oversized  

During our three site visits in 2016, we found that based on task order TG11 requirements, the electrical panel 
circuit breakers in the administration/barrack and fire station buildings were oversized. Circuit breakers are a 
type of overcurrent protection device that 
the National Electric Code requires.11 For 
electrical circuits and equipment, 
overcurrent—or too much current—exists 
when circuit breakers are oversized and the 
flow of electricity exceeds the safe electrical 
rating of the wires or equipment. The wiring’s 
and equipment’s current rating is the 
amount of current, rated in amps, that can 
be safely transmitted before overheating and 
possibly burning.  

When the flow of electricity becomes unsafe, 
the overcurrent protection device stops the 
flow of electricity before damage occurs. 
Installed circuit breakers that have a higher 
amp rating than designed are considered 
“oversized” and could allow more electricity 
to flow than the wires can safely handle. This 
could cause the plastic coating around the 
wires to melt and possibly start a fire. 

We found 60 circuit breakers—59 in the 
administration/barrack building and 1 in the 
fire station—and 2 main breakers in the administration/barrack building that were oversized. 

For example, power panel 2 in the administration/barrack building contained 32 oversized circuit breakers for 
unit heaters. Circuit breakers 4 and 6 were installed with 32 amps, but the contract required that they be 16 
amps. Similarly, we found circuit breakers 7 through 36 were supposed to be 16 amps, but 20-amp circuit 
breakers were installed instead, and water heater circuit breaker 2 was 40 amps, but only required 32 amps. 
Table 1 shows the oversized circuit breakers that we found in power panels 1, 2, and 4 in the 
administration/barrack building. We also found that the main breakers in power panels 1 and 4 had 160-amp 
main breakers installed, but 150-amp main breakers were required. Further, we found that circuit breaker 6 in 
power panel 1 at the fire station was supposed to be 20 amps, but a 32-amp circuit breaker was installed.  

In commenting on a draft of this report, AFCEC acknowledged the circuit breakers included in the as-built 
drawings were different from what was actually installed, but stated that the installed breakers match the 
equipment they are designed to supply and protect, and do not pose an increased safety risk. However, the 
presence of these 60 oversized circuit breakers increases the risk of fire in the administration/barrack building 
and fire station, as well as maintenance costs to replace damaged wiring. 

                                                           
11 A circuit breaker is a type of overcurrent protection device that is rated for specific amperage. Breakers are installed in a 
facility’s electrical panels. For each circuit, the required breaker amperage rating is shown in the contract drawings as a 
number for the rating followed by the letter “A” for amperage. The amperage rating is listed on the breaker’s toggle switch. 
For example, “20A” is a circuit breaker rated at 20 amps. Overcurrent protection devices protect a circuit by opening when 
current reaches a value that would cause an excessive rise in the wire’s temperature.  

Table 1 - Oversized Circuit Breakers in Power Panels 1, 2, 
and 4 

 

Sources: SIGAR site visits and analysis of contract data from AFCEC 
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Insulation Was Not Installed on the Hot 
Water Pipes in the Medical Clinic 

During our February 2016 site visit, we found that the hot 
water pipes in the medical clinic were not insulated as the 
contract required. According to the medical clinic’s 
drawings, “All hot water piping shall be insulated.” Hot 
water pipes are insulated to conserve energy and protect 
people exposed to them from being burned. AFCEC 
officials stated that the hot water heater would not deliver 
water that is more than 120 degrees. The “General Facility 
Requirements” paragraph in task orders 0049 and TG06 
required the hot water temperature setting be 120 
degrees Fahrenheit. Neither task order granted an 
exception for omitting insulation on the hot water pipes. 
However, we found uninsulated hot water pipes on the 
medical clinic’s restroom walls that were within reach of 
occupants (see photo 2). As a result, both water and 
energy will be needlessly wasted before hot water reaches 
plumbing fixtures, and the pipes may become too hot and 
burn people who come into contact with them. 

THE MOD HSSB FACILITIES ARE BEING USED AND MAINTAINED 

During our site visits, we found that the MOD HSSB 
facilities were being used. Although the medical clinic 
was being used, we found that it was not designed to 
accommodate patients with mobility issues who need to 
get to the first floor. As a result, the Afghan clinic staff 
moved all medical and dental services to the ground 
floor and moved the doctors’ and nurses’ offices to the 
first floor. 

In addition, the staff expressed concerns that the clinic 
has inadequate storage space. The only storage area 
included in the floor plan was in the back of the 
pharmacy. But it does not meet the staff’s general 
storage needs. As a result, the staff is using a doctor’s 
office on the first floor for storing supplies other than 
medicine. 

Furthermore, the dental room on the ground floor was 
not constructed with a floor drain. The approved design 
did not require it, but a drain was needed for the 
wastewater from dental equipment. The clinic’s staff 
mitigated this deficiency when they moved the dental office to a doctor’s office with an adjoining latrine. They 
created a floor drain by cutting the concrete floor and installing a drain line for the dental equipment and tying 
it into the latrine’s waste line (see photo 3). The lack of adequate planning and coordination with Afghan 
personnel during the early stages of the medical clinic’s design ultimately resulted in the medical staff 
switching offices to meet their needs.  

Photo 2 - Uninsulated Exposed Piping in the 
Medical Clinic 

 

Source: SIGAR, February 6, 2016 

Photo 3 - Dental Office Moved to Doctor’s Office 
where Plumbing Drain Line for Equipment Is 
Connected to Floor Drain in the Latrine 

 

Source: SIGAR, February 6, 2016 
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During our February 2016 site visit, we found that the water heater on the first floor of the medical clinic was 
installed with seismic straps in accordance with the design drawings (see photo 4).12 However, we found that 
the water heater on the ground floor was mounted on the wall close to the ceiling with no seismic straps. 
According to an Afghan official, the ground-floor water heater that we observed mounted on the wall was a 
replacement water heater that RPC Aldridge Company, an Afghan contractor, installed during the warranty 
period. In their comments on a draft of this report, AFCEC and CSTC–A stated that RPC Aldridge Company did 
not install any water heaters under the three task orders and the company was a subcontractor to IDS, the 
MOD’s operation and maintenance contractor. They also stated that the U.S. government did not pay for this 
replacement water heater or its installation. 

Installing the water heater on the wall without seismic straps does not conform to the contract drawings and 
fails to meet International Plumbing Code requirements (see photo 5).13 This also creates a safety hazard 
because Kabul experiences frequent seismic activity. Therefore, the personnel in the clinic may face increased 
risk of injury if the heater falls over. 

Despite this, we found that the MOD HSSB facilities were being maintained. According to a MOD headquarters 
official, the MOD’s engineering department manages the operation and maintenance for the headquarters 
facilities, and has an adequate number of staff to maintain them.  

CONCLUSION 

Despite the MOD HSSB construction project being completed more than 2 years later than planned and 
costing $49 million more than originally planned, Gilbane Federal generally met the contract’s requirements. 
However, we identified three construction deficiencies—electric heaters installed above the ablution washing 

                                                           
12 In the medical clinic’s design drawings, the ground floor is the first level of the building, while the first floor is the second 
level. 
13 Seismic strapping for a hot water tank involves the use of straps, spacers, and screws, which are used to secure the tank 
to wall framing. Hot water tanks are heavy and, as a result, are vulnerable to being overturned during an earthquake, which 
could result in broken water lines, flooding, and electrical fires. 

Photo 4 - First-Floor Water Heater Correctly 
Installed on the Floor with Seismic Straps 

 Photo 5 - Ground-Floor Water Heater 
Incorrectly Installed on the Wall Without 
Seismic Straps 

 

 

 

Source: SIGAR, February 6, 2016  Source: SIGAR, February 6, 2016 
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stations with no GFCI connections, power panels containing oversized circuit breakers in the 
administration/barrack building and fire station, and uninsulated hot water piping in the medical clinic—that all 
pose safety concerns. These deficiencies need to be addressed immediately to reduce safety risks to HSSB 
personnel currently using the facilities.  

Further, while the facilities are being used, the medical clinic staff had to move medical and dental services 
from the first floor to the ground floor to resolve patient access issues, and they had to convert one of the 
doctor’s offices into storage space to meet their needs. Such issues demonstrate the need to coordinate with 
the end user during the design phase of a construction project. To the MOD’s credit, the HSSB facilities are 
being maintained.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To ensure the safety of ANA personnel at the MOD HSSB, SIGAR recommends that the AFCEC Director take the 
following actions and report the results back to SIGAR within 90 days: 

1. Develop an accurate set of as-built drawings for all systems that includes the locations of the electric 
heaters without GFCI protection, the oversized circuit breakers, and the exposed hot water pipes; provide 
the updated as-built drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers; and inform the facility managers of the 
potential risks to ANA personnel.  

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We provided a draft of this report to the Department of Defense for review and comments. CSTC–A and AFCEC 
provided written comments, which are reproduced in appendices III and IV, respectively. CSTC–A and AFCEC 
also provided technical comments, which we incorporated into this report, as appropriate.  

Our draft report included four recommendations to AFCEC to address safety-related deficiencies at the MOD 
HSSB that are not in compliance with task orders by taking the following actions:  

1. Examine the electric heaters above the ablution wash stations in all HSSB facilities and install GFCI 
connections that were not present, to limit the risk of electrocution;  

2. Examine the electrical panels in all HSSB facilities to identify oversized breakers and replace any that 
are found with breakers that comply with the as-built drawings;  

3. Examine the hot water piping in all HSSB facilities and insulate any exposed hot water piping that does 
not have insulation; and  

4. Determine which entity directed that the water heater on the ground floor of the medical clinic be 
replaced without seismic straps and why, and ensure that the responsible entity installs the seismic 
straps.  

AFCEC did not concur with any of the four recommendations, and CSTC–A did not concur with the fourth 
recommendation. Regarding the first three recommendations, AFCEC stated that the electric heaters, 
breakers, and piping did not have safety implications, and were constructed in accordance with the codes 
applicable at the time of construction. With respect to the electric heaters based on AFCEC’s comments, we 
modified the first recommendation and eliminated the second, third, and fourth recommendations. 

With respect to the GFCI connections, we disagree with AFCEC’s statement that the disconnect switch is not a 
safety issue. As we note in the report, GFCI connections would protect people from an electric shock if they 
operate the electric heaters with wet hands or touch a heater with a ground fault. The disconnect switch does 
not offer this protection. However, because the warranty period is over, AFCEC is not likely to recoup the cost 
for the GFCI connections that Gilbane Federal did not install. As a result, we revised recommendation one to 
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recommend that AFCEC update the as-built drawings, give these revised drawings to the MOD HSSB facility 
managers, and alert them of the potential risks. 

With respect to the circuit breakers, we disagree with AFCEC’s assertion that the oversized circuit breakers do 
not pose a safety risk. Because the sizes of the circuit breakers installed exceed what the task orders required, 
there is an increased risk of fire and damage to the electrical wiring. However, because the warranty period is 
over, AFCEC is unlikely to recoup the cost for the circuit breakers that Gilbane Federal did not install. As a 
result, we removed recommendation two and incorporated this issue into our revised first recommendation 
that AFCEC update the as-built drawings, give the revised drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers, and 
alert them of the potential risks. 

With respect to the uninsulated pipes, we disagree with AFCEC’s assertion that the hot water distribution 
system may never exceed 120 degrees. Because the system does not have a temperature limiting device, the 
water temperature may rise above 120 degrees Fahrenheit, creating a safety hazard because the exposed hot 
water pipes are not insulated. However, because the warranty period is over, AFCEC is unlikely to recoup the 
cost for the insulation that Gilbane Federal did not install. As a result, we removed recommendation three and 
incorporated this issue into our revised first recommendation that AFCEC update the as-built drawings to 
reflect as-built conditions, and give the revised drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers. 

Regarding the fourth recommendation to install seismic straps on a ground-floor water heater, CSTC–A and 
AFCEC stated that the U.S. government did not pay for this replacement water heater or its installation. As a 
result, we removed this recommendation from the report.  
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APPENDIX I -  SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

This report provides the results of SIGAR’s inspection of the Ministry of Defense (MOD) Headquarters Security 
and Support Brigade (HSSB) facilities in Kabul, Afghanistan. For this inspection, we assessed whether (1) 
construction was completed in accordance with contract requirements and applicable construction standards, 
and (2) the facilities were being used and maintained. Specifically, we: 

• reviewed contract documents, design submittals, site visit reports, building codes, and other relevant 
project documentation; 

• conducted engineering assessments of the project drawings and construction methods used; 

• interviewed U.S. and Afghan government officials concerning the project’s construction; and 
• conducted site visits on February 6, October 17, and November 21, 2016. 

We did not rely on computer-processed data in conducting this inspection. However, we considered the impact 
of compliance with laws and fraud risk. 

In December 2014, SIGAR entered into a cooperative agreement with Afghan civil society partners. Under this 
agreement, our Afghan partners conduct specific inspections, evaluations, and other analyses. In this regard, 
Afghan engineers inspected the HSSB facilities in February, October, and November 2016. We developed a 
standardized engineering evaluation checklist covering items required by the contract and design/specification 
documents for the HSSB facilities. Our checklist required our partners to analyze the contract documents, 
scope of work, technical specifications, and design drawings. 

We compared the information our Afghan civil society partners provided to accepted engineering practices, 
relevant standards, regulations, laws, and codes for quality and accuracy. In addition, as part of our monitoring 
and quality control process, we: 

• met with the Afghan engineers to ensure that the approach and planning for the inspection were 
consistent with the objectives of our inspection and the terms of our cooperative agreement; 

• attended periodic meetings with our partners, and conducted our normal entrance and exit 
conferences with agency officials; 

• discussed significant inspection issues with them; 

• monitored our partners’ progress in meeting milestones and revised contract delivery dates as 
needed; and 

• conducted oversight of them in accordance with SIGAR’s policies and procedures to ensure that their 
work resulted in impartial, credible, and reliable information. 

We conducted our work in Kabul, Afghanistan, from August 2015 through October 2017. This work was 
conducted in accordance with the Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation, published by the Council of 
the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. The engineering assessment was conducted by our 
professional engineers in accordance with the National Society of Professional Engineers’ Code of Ethics for 
Engineers. We conducted this inspection under the authority of Public Law No. 110-181, as amended, and the 
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended. 
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APPENDIX II -  MINISTRY OF DEFENSE HEADQUARTERS SECURITY AND 
SUPPORT BRIGADE FACILITIES DE-SCOPED, NOT COMPLETED, AND 
COMPLETED UNDER TASK ORDERS 0049, TG06, AND TG11 

Table 2 lists the 16 facilities planned for the Ministry of Defense (MOD) Headquarters Security and Support 
Brigade (HSSB), and identifies whether they were de-scoped, not completed, or completed under task orders 
0049, TG06, and TG11.  

Table 2 - Planned MOD HSSB Facilities and Their Status under Task Orders 0049, 
TG06, and TG11 

 

Sources: SIGAR analysis of task order documents, including contract modifications and DD1354 
real property transfer documents. 
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APPENDIX III -  COMMENTS FROM THE COMBINED SECURITY TRANSITION–
AFGHANISTAN 
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APPENDIX IV -  COMMENTS FROM AIR FORCE CIVIL ENGINEER CENTER 
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SIGAR Comment 1 
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SIGAR Comment 2 

SIGAR Comment 1 
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SIGAR Comment 3 
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SIGAR Comment 4 

SIGAR Comment 5 

SIGAR Comment 6 
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SIGAR Comment 7 
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SIGAR Comment 6 
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SIGAR Comment 8 

SIGAR Comment 9 

SIGAR Comment 10 
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SIGAR’s Response to the Air Force Civil Engineer Center’s (AFCEC) Comments 

SIGAR Comment 1: AFCEC’s post-construction response contradicts the statements of work for the three task 
orders. See section 2.0, “Applicable Documents,” which states, “The current 95%, 100% design, redlines, and 
specifications provided in Appendix B are the governing documents for construction.” It also states, “In the 
case of a conflict between any applicable code and the 95% or 100% design, the approved 95% or 100% 
design will govern.”  

SIGAR Comment 2: The design and construction requirements for the inspected facilities changed frequently 
during the project. We based our inspection on the final approved record of completed construction. AFCEC’s 
contracting officer’s representative approved the as-built drawings, indicating that they accurately reflected the 
completed construction. We disagree with AFCEC’s position that (1) the approved design drawings do not 
specify construction requirements that are to be followed, (2) the as-built drawings do not represent the 
approved design for completed construction with all approved design changes, and (3) it is unrealistic to 
expect that the contracting officer’s representative’s reviewed and approved as-built drawings reflect the 
approved and completed construction requirements.  

SIGAR Comment 3: The “Statement of Specifications” for task order 0049 required the electrical connections 
for all fans in wet areas to be connected to ground fault current interrupter (GFCI) compliant circuits. As a 
result, the 100 percent design drawings, dated August 8, 2012, for the task order showed GFCI connections in 
the ablution areas for electric resistance heaters, which had internal fans. In addition, the approved design 
drawings for the second and third task orders—TG06 and TG11—showed GFCI connections for all electric 
heaters in the ablution areas, even with the frequent design changes. The task orders required the drawings to 
be the governing documents for construction. The task orders also stated that requirements in the drawings 
took precedence over referenced codes. Therefore, we contend that GFCI connections should have been 
installed.  

SIGAR Comment 4: AFCEC did provide documents showing that an approved deviation relieved the contractor 
from installing GFCI connections in the ablution electric heaters, as the design drawings required. AFCEC 
approved this deviation under task order 0049 to allow the contractor to substitute a disconnect switch for the 
required GFCI connection for the electric water heaters in the mechanical rooms. In March 2015, a quality 
assurance engineer alerted Gilbane Federal and AFCEC that electric heaters in the bathrooms had disconnect 
switches instead of the GFCI connections required in the approved design. AFCEC subsequently approved 
Gilbane Federal’s request to substitute disconnects for GFCI connections for the electric heaters in the 
bathrooms. AFCEC based this approval on the premise that “the water heater equipment and installation is the 
same scenario as the unit heater equipment and installation.”14 However, the two scenarios are not the same 
because it is unlikely that building occupants will be operating the water heaters in the mechanical rooms 
while their hands and feet are wet.  

SIGAR Comment 5: In a May 1, 2017, email to us, AFCEC indicated that the electric heaters installed above the 
ablution washing stations were acceptable because GFCI connections for the heaters in this wet area were 
installed. However, this explanation is at odds with AFCEC’s assertion in its October 2017 comments that the 
GFCI connections were in fact not required. Furthermore, AFCEC’s assertion that the electric heater installation 
complies with the National Electric Code does not address the fact that the heaters, which have exposed 
disconnects and electrical cords, were installed in wet areas and within reach of individuals using the ablution 
stations, yet are not on GFCI-protected circuits. As we note in the report, GFCI connections would protect 
people from an electric shock if they operate the electric heaters with wet hands or touch a heater with a 
ground fault. The disconnect switch that was installed does not offer this protection. However, because the 
warranty period has expired, AFCEC is unlikely to recoup the cost for the GFCI connections that Gilbane Federal 
did not install. As a result, we revised recommendation one to recommend that AFCEC update the as-built 

                                                           
14 The “unit heater equipment” AFCEC references are the electric water heaters installed in the mechanical rooms. 
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drawings , give these revised drawings to the Ministry of Defense (MOD) Headquarters Security and Support 
Brigade (HSSB) facility managers, and alert them of the potential risks. 

SIGAR Comment 6: CSTC–A turned building 203 over to the MOD in November 2015, and AFCEC provided us 
the as-built drawings, dated November 17, 2015, to show the construction that was completed in accordance 
with the final approved design and all approved changes. We based our inspection on this last set of drawings. 
The notes on the electrical drawings indicate that the breaker sizes shown in the electric panel schedules were 
the result of electrical calculations. SIGAR’s finding and safety concern is that the amperage ratings on the 
installed breakers exceed the correctly-sized breakers specified on the approved design drawings.  However, 
because the warranty period has expired, AFCEC is unlikely to recoup the cost for the circuit breakers that 
Gilbane Federal did not install. As a result, we eliminated recommendation two and incorporated this issue into 
our revised first recommendation that AFCEC update the as-built drawings to show where the oversized circuit 
breakers are, give the revised drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers, and alert them of the potential 
risks. 

SIGAR Comment 7: AFCEC’s response is based on information presented in the as-built drawings, but both 
AFCEC and SIGAR have confirmed that the as-built drawings do not reflect the actual installation. Therefore, 
the wire sizes may not have been installed as indicated, and the equipment sizes may not have been installed 
in the locations shown.  

SIGAR Comment 8: We agree that the 2009 version of the International Plumbing Code only required insulation 
on hot water piping for hot water recirculating systems.  15 However, the statements of work for the task orders 
state, “In the case of a conflict between any applicable code and the 95% or 100% design, the approved 95% 
or 100% design will govern.” The scopes of work, statements of requirements, and design drawings specified 
that pipes for hot water systems be insulated.  

SIGAR Comment 9: We do not agree with AFCEC’s assertion that the hot water distribution system may never 
exceed 120 degrees. Because the system does not have a temperature limiting device, the water temperature 
may rise above 120 degrees Fahrenheit, creating a safety hazard because the exposed hot water pipes are not 
insulated. However, because the warranty period has expired, AFCEC is unlikely to recoup the cost for the 
insulation that Gilbane Federal did not install. As a result, we eliminated recommendation three and 
incorporated this issue into our revised first recommendation that AFCEC update the as-built drawings, give the 
revised drawings to the MOD HSSB facility managers, and alert them of the potential risks. 

SIGAR Comment 10: According to the information we obtained, RPC Aldridge installed the replacement water 
heater. Furthermore, in their comments, CSTC–A and AFCEC stated that the U.S. government did not pay for 
this replacement water heater or its installation. As a result, we revised the report to reflect that this is an 
operation and maintenance issue and eliminated recommendation four.  

 

  

                                                           
15 A recirculating hot water system ensures that heated water is always available for use when needed. 
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