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Objective

Findings

 e determined whether the Navy and
W
Marine Corps were properly managing and
using relocatable buildings in accordance
with appropriate Federal and DoD policies.

Navy and Marine Corps personnel are not properly
managing and using relocatable buildings in accordance
with appropriate Federal and DoD policies. Department of
Public Works (DPW) personnel at Navy and Marine Corps
installations have strategies in place to discontinue the use
of 37 of the 45 relocatable buildings in our sample. Marine
Corps DPW personnel obtained approval to acquire 38 of
the 45 relocatable buildings before acquisition. In addition,
Marine Corps DPW personnel obtained approval to use 29 of
the 31 relocatable buildings in our sample beyond the 3-year
limit established by Marine Corps guidance. However, DPW
personnel at Navy and Marine Corps installations:

Background

We initiated this audit to address concerns
raised in Defense Hotline allegations.

DoD Instruction defines a relocatable
building as a habitable prefabricated
structure designed and constructed to
be readily moved, erected, disassembled,
stored, and reused. Furthermore, the
DoD Instruction requires that relocatable
buildings satisfy the interim facility
requirement, which is short term, normally
5 years or less. Naval Instruction states
that relocatable buildings are not energy
efficient, require more maintenance than
permanent facilities, and provide ill-suited
working environments. Additionally,
the Naval Instruction states that the use
of relocatable buildings conflicts with
congressional intent to avoid their use
based on the added maintenance cost.
The use of relocatable buildings is not an
effective means of providing facilities for
long-term needs.
We nonstatistically selected a sample of
159 Navy and Marine Corps facilities on
several installations in the United States
to determine whether they met the DoD
Instruction definition and interim facility
requirement of a relocatable building.

• did not obtain initial approval to acquire
seven relocatable buildings because Navy tenant
organizations acquired four relocatable buildings
without the knowledge of the installations’ DPW, and
Marine Corps DPW personnel found three relocatable
buildings not previously accounted for when conducting
a physical inventory of facilities.
• did not have strategies in place to discontinue the
use and dispose of eight relocatable buildings. This
occurred because Navy tenant organizations occupied
two of the relocatable buildings. Marine Corps
DPW personnel did not update the exit strategies
for the other six relocatable buildings after original
strategies changed.
• did not obtain a waiver to use 16 relocatable
buildings beyond the 3-year limit. This occurred
because 6 relocatable buildings were never approved
and 10 waiver requests were never completed
by DPW personnel.

• may not have appropriately leased 32 relocatable
buildings because they did not perform a lease versus
buy analysis before initially leasing or renewing the
lease of the relocatable buildings to determine the most
cost-effective way to obtain the buildings.
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Findings (cont’d)
Furthermore, Marine Corps DPW personnel are using
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Disposition Services
personnel to dispose of excess relocatable buildings.
Navy DPW personnel stated that they are not using
DLA Disposition Services because of the distance from
DLA Disposition Services facilities and condition of the
relocatable buildings.

As a result, Navy and Marine Corps use of relocatable
buildings to meet requirements may not be the most
effective use of appropriated funds. Navy and Marine
Corps personnel potentially misspent $1.8 million by
leasing 32 of the 45 relocatable buildings in our sample,
and then an additional $750,000 to acquire 31 of the
32 leased relocatable buildings. Also, because Navy
DPW personnel are not using DLA Disposition Services
to dispose of relocatable buildings, the DoD may be
missing opportunities to reuse relocatable buildings
in other locations or receive revenue from the sale of
relocatable buildings for public use or scrap.
Moreover, Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel
incorrectly classified 114 of the 159 facilities in our
sample as relocatable buildings because they did not
meet the DoD Instruction definition, the interim facility
requirement for a relocatable building, or both. This
occurred because:
• the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Energy, Installations, and Environment
(ASD[EI&E]) [formally known as Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Energy, Installations, and
Environment)], Navy, and Marine Corps officials
issued vague guidance on the definition and
classification of relocatable buildings that lacked
illustrations and detailed descriptions;

• Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel at seven
sites did not apply the interim facility requirement
when classifying relocatable buildings; and
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• Marine Corps DPW personnel classified facilities
as relocatable buildings in the Internet Navy
Facility Assets Data Store system that did
not meet the definition or the interim facility
requirement of a relocatable building in order to
track all facilities if fire and emergency response
services are needed.

As a result, Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel
incorrectly reported the number of relocatable buildings
to the ASD(EI&E), hindering DoD and Department
of Navy personnel from accurately assessing space
utilization and potentially circumventing the military
construction process by using short-term requirements
for long-term needs.

Recommendations

We recommend that the ASD(EI&E) update
DoD Instruction 4165.56 to include details and
illustrated examples on how to properly classify
relocatable buildings.

We recommend that the Commander, Navy Installations
Command, issue guidance to emphasize tenant
organization personnel on Navy installations coordinate
the acquisition of relocatable buildings with the
installation’s DPW personnel, develop procedures to
ensure their staff are disposing of excess relocatable
buildings through DLA Disposition Services.
We recommend that the Commander of Naval Facilities
Engineering Command and Chief of Engineers, Chief
of Naval Operations, and Commandant of the Marine
Corps revise Navy and Marine Corps guidance
to reflect updates made to DoD Instruction, then
train DPW personnel on the proper classification of
relocatable buildings; and develop procedures to ensure
DPW personnel properly apply the interim facility
requirement when classifying relocatable buildings.
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Recommendations (cont’d)
Additionally, we recommend that the Commandant
of the Marine Corps revise guidance to separate
non‑relocatable buildings within the Internet Navy
Facilities Assets Data Store system for tracking facilities
if fire and emergency response services are needed.

We recommend that the Chiefs, DPW for Navy and
Marine Corps installations, coordinate with the tenant
and apply for approval of relocatable buildings that were
never submitted; establish exit strategies; and request
extensions for relocatable buildings that are past the
established expiration date, or terminate the use of
the relocatable buildings that are no longer needed.
In addition, we recommend that the Chiefs develop
procedures to ensure personnel are performing the
required lease versus buy analysis.

As a result of management comments, we redirected
recommendations to the Commander of Naval Facilities
Engineering Command and Chief of Engineers and the
Chief of Naval Operations to revise Navy guidance
to reflect updates made to DoD Instruction. We
request the Commander of Naval Facilities Engineering
Command and Chief of Engineers and the Chief of
Naval Operations provide comments detailing what
steps will be taken to ensure the recommendations are
fully addressed.

Please see the Recommendations Table on the next page
for the status of the recommendations.

Management Comments
and Our Response

Comments from the ASD(EI&E), Navy, and the Marine
Corps agreed with our findings and recommendations.
We will close these recommendations upon completion
and verification of the proposed corrective actions.

However, comments from the Commanding Officer for
Naval Base San Diego did not address the specifics of
the lease versus buy analysis recommendation. We
request the Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Southwest, Public Works Department Naval
Base San Diego (formally known as Chief, Directorate
of Public Works, Naval Base San Diego), provide
additional comments detailing what steps will be taken
to ensure this analysis will be completed for future
relocatable buildings.
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Recommendations Table
Management

Recommendations Recommendations Recommendations
Unresolved
Resolved
Closed

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Energy,
Installations, and Environment)

B.1

None

Commander, Navy Installations Command

A.3.a, A.3.b

None

Commandant of the Marine Corps

B.3.a, B.3.b, B.3.c

None

Commander of Naval Facilities Engineering
Command and Chief of Civil Engineers

B.2.a, B.2.b

None

Chief of Naval Operations

B.4

None

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base Coronado

A.1.a, A.1.b, A.1.c

None

A.2.a, A.2.b

None

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine
Corps Base Camp Pendleton

A.4.a, A.4.b,
A.4.c

None

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine
Corps Base Camp Lejeune

A.5.a, A.5.b

None

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering
Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base San Diego

A.2.c

Please provide Management Comments by March 1, 2018.
Note: The following categories are used to describe agency management’s comments to individual recommendations.
• Unresolved – Management has not agreed to implement the recommendation or has not proposed actions that
will address the recommendation.
• Resolved – Management agreed to implement the recommendation or has proposed actions that will address the
underlying finding that generated the recommendation.
• Closed – OIG verified that the agreed upon corrective actions were implemented.
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INSPECTOR GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION,
TECHNOLOGY, AND LOGISTICS
NAVAL INSPECTOR GENERAL

January 29, 2018

SUBJECT: Navy and Marine Corps Management of Relocatable Buildings
(Report No. DODIG-2018-063)

We are providing this report for review and comment. Of the 159 facilities reviewed,
Navy and Marine Corps Department of Public Works (DPW) personnel correctly classified
45 facilities that met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition and interim facility requirement
of a relocatable building. However, Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly
classified 114 facilities as relocatable buildings, which hinders the DoD and the Department
of the Navy personnel from accurately assessing space utilization. Also, Navy and Marine
Corps use of relocatable buildings to meet requirements may not be the most effective
use of appropriated funds. Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel potentially misspent
$1.8 million to lease 32 relocatable buildings and an additional $750,000 to purchase 31 of the
32 relocatable buildings after the leases expired. Furthermore, DPW personnel misclassifying
these facilities potentially circumvents the military construction process by using short-term
requirements for long-term needs. We conducted this audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.
We considered management comments on the draft of this report when preparing the final
report. DoD Instruction 7650.03 requires that recommendations be resolved promptly.
Comments from the Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public
Works Department Naval Base San Diego did not address the recommendation, therefore,
we request additional comments on Recommendation A.2.c. As a result of management
comments, we redirected Recommendations B.2.a and B.2.b to the Commander of Naval
Facilities Engineering Command and Chief of Civil Engineers and Recommendation B.4 to
the Chief of Naval Operations. Therefore, we request the Commander of Naval Facilities
Engineering Command and Chief of Civil Engineers provide comments on Recommendations
B.2.a and B.2.b, and the Chief of Naval Operations provide comments on Recommendation B.4.
Please provide comments on the recommendations by March 1, 2018.

Please send a PDF file containing your comments to audrgo@dodig.mil. Copies of your
comments must have the actual signature of the authorizing official for your organization.
We cannot accept the /Signed/ symbol in place of the actual signature. If you arrange to send
classified comments electronically, you must send them over the SECRET Internet Protocol
Router Network (SIPRNET).
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We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Please direct questions to me at
Michael.Roark@dodig.mil, (703) 604-9187 (DSN 664-9187).

Michael J. Roark
Assistant Inspector General
Readiness and Global Operations
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Introduction

Introduction
Objective
We determined whether the Navy and Marine Corps were properly managing
and using relocatable buildings in accordance with appropriate Federal and DoD
policies. See Appendix A for scope and methodology and prior coverage.

Background

We initiated this audit as a result of Defense Hotline allegations, but we did not
specifically address the allegations during this audit because of the time between
the Defense Hotline receipt and the audit announcement. The allegations included
concerns about the funding and disposal of relocatable buildings. To address the
general concerns raised in the hotline complaint, we performed this audit.1

DoD Instruction on Relocatable Buildings

DoD Instruction 4165.56 defines a relocatable building as “a habitable prefabricated
structure that is designed and constructed to be readily moved (transportable over
public roads), erected, disassembled, stored, and reused.”2 Also included in the
definition are tension fabric structures assembled from modular components and
air‑supported domes, both of which can be easily disassembled, moved, and reused.
DoD personnel may use relocatable buildings classified as equipment that are
used to satisfy interim facility requirement for a period longer than 5 years when
supporting contingency operations, when permanent construction is funded and
not completed, or when funds are programmed and prioritized in the Component’s
budget request for military construction. DoD Components must report their
inventory of leased and owned relocatable buildings classified as equipment to the
Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations, and Environment
(ASD[EI&E]) [formally known as the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Energy,
Installations, and Environment)] at the end of each fiscal year. Figure 1 shows an
example of a relocatable building at Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton.

1

This is the second report on the DoD’s use of relocatable buildings. The first report, DODIG-2017-057, “Army Officials
Need to Improve the Management of Relocatable Buildings,” February 16, 2017, covered the Army.

2

DoD Instruction 4165.56, “Relocatable Buildings,” January 7, 2013.
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Figure 1. Relocatable Building at MCB Camp Pendleton
Source: The DoD OIG.

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) Instruction 11010.33C states that
relocatable buildings are considered to be temporary structures to be used for
periods of 3 years or less. 3 This includes situations where the future need for a
facility is short-term, such as for operational exercise or experiment, transitory
peak military missions, deployment, military contingency operations, disaster
relief, and similar circumstances where permanent facilities will not be required.
If an activity has initiated a military construction project or minor construction
through authorized procedures, the 3-year limit may be waived to allow time for
completion of a permanent facility.

Furthermore, the OPNAV Instruction states that inappropriate use of relocatable
buildings is a concern to the Chief of Naval Operations. Generally, relocatable
buildings are not energy efficient, require more maintenance than permanent
facilities, adversely affect the appearance of naval bases, and provide ill-suited
working environments. Relocatable building use conflicts with Congressional
intent to avoid their use from a cost point of view. Therefore, the use of relocatable
buildings is not an acceptable means of providing facilities for long-term needs.
Additionally, the Instruction states that there are circumstances that require
facilities to support unforeseen missions, short-term requirements, or temporarily
replace damaged buildings. Relocatable buildings can fulfill these short-term needs
without the time constraints of permanent construction.

3
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OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C, “Procurement, Lease and Use of Relocatable buildings,” March 7, 2006.
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Marine Corps Order
Marine Corps Order (MCO) 11000.12, Appendix G, states that relocatable facilities
may be used for short-term facility requirements caused by transitory peak
military missions, deployments, military contingency operations, or disaster
relief requirements; or urgent requirements pending approval and construction of
facilities via normal military construction programs. 4 Interim relocatable facilities
fulfill a short-term requirement, normally 3 years or less. The length of time an
installation will use an interim relocatable facility must be identified before the
interim relocatable facility procurement or lease. 5 Use beyond the approved time
requires re-approval by the proper approval authority.

DoD Manual for Material Disposition

DoD Manual 4160.21, Volume 1, states that Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)
Disposition Services must accept and dispose of all authorized DoD-generated
excess, surplus, scrap, and other personal property. 6 According to the Manual, DLA
Disposition Services will provide Military Departments and Defense agencies with
disposition solutions and best value.

Navy and Marine Corps Relocatable Buildings, Sites Visited,
and Sample

The Navy and Marine Corps reported the second highest amount of relocatable
buildings within the DoD for FY 2013. Therefore, this report focuses on Navy and
Marine Corps relocatable buildings reported to the ASD(EI&E). See Table 1 for the
number of relocatable buildings that Navy and Marine Corps personnel reported to
the ASD(EI&E) for FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016.
Table 1. Navy and Marine Corps Relocatable Buildings Reported to the ASD(EI&E) for
FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016
Service
Navy
Marine Corps
Total

Number of
Relocatable Buildings
for FY 2014

Number of
Relocatable Buildings
for FY 2015

Number of
Relocatable Buildings
for FY 2016

1,832

820

717

341

391

436

2,173

1,211

1,153

Note: The number of relocatable buildings reported to the ASD(EI&E) may not be accurate
because Marine Corps Department of Public Works (DPW) personnel incorrectly classified
facilities as relocatable buildings in order to track facilities if fire and emergency response services
are needed.
Source: The ASD(EI&E).
4

MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, "Interim Relocatable Facilities Policy and Procedures," September 8, 2014.

5

Marine Corps personnel referred to relocatable buildings as interim relocatable facilities in their guidance. For
consistency purposes, we use the term relocatable building in this report.

6

DoD Manual 4160.21, Volume 1, “Defense Materiel Disposition: Disposal Guidance and Procedures,” October 22, 2015.
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We used the ASD(EI&E) inventory reports for Navy and Marine Corps relocatable
buildings for FYs 2014 and 2015. Using the FYs 2014 and 2015 ASD(EI&E)
inventory reports as our base, we selected the two Marine Corps installations with
the largest number of reported relocatable buildings; Camp Pendleton, near San
Diego, California, and MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. The Navy installation
with the largest number of relocatable buildings was Naval Station Key West,
Florida. While none of the Naval installations in the San Diego area were second
highest in reported relocatable buildings, we determined that visiting several of the
installations in the San Diego area (Naval Air Facility [NAF] El Centro, California;
Naval Base [NAVBASE] Coronado, California; NAVBASE San Diego [NBSD],
California; and NAVBASE Point Loma, California) would give a larger number of
relocatable buildings than would the second highest reported relocatable buildings
on any one Navy installation. Because of time and resource limitations we
determined that visiting multiple Navy installations in the San Diego area was the
best approach. We obtained the FY 2016 inventory report after we announced the
project and determined which sites to visit. We used the FY 2016 inventory report
to determine whether there was any change from the FY 2015 inventory report and
added additional facilities to our sample that were recently obtained or removed
those disposed of at the seven installations we visited.
We nonstatistically selected a sample of 159 relocatable buildings to determine
whether the facilities met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition and the
interim facility requirement for a relocatable building. See Table 2 for the seven
installations we visited and the number of facilities we nonstatistically selected for
the audit sample classified as relocatable buildings in the ASD(EI&E) report.
Table 2. Installations Visited and Number of Facilities Nonstatistically Selected for the
Audit Sample Classified as Relocatable Buildings in the ASD(EI&E) Report
Installation

Number of Facilities
Selected for the Audit Sample

NAF El Centro

20

NAVBASE Coronado

22

NAVBASE Point Loma

7

NBSD

3

NAS Key West

30

MCB Camp Pendleton*

30

MCB Camp Lejeune*

47

Total

159

* We nonstatistically selected a sample of facilities classified as relocatable buildings at MCB Camp
Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune.
Source: The DoD OIG.
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For the facilities that met the definition of a relocatable building and the interim
facility requirement, we assessed whether they were properly approved, procured,
and used and whether there was an adequate strategy to discontinue use and
dispose of the building (Finding A). See Appendix B for a list of the relocatable
buildings reviewed. For the facilities that did not meet the definition of a
relocatable building, the interim facility requirement, or both, we determined why
they were classified incorrectly and included in the ASD(EI&E) annual relocatable
building report (Finding B). See Appendix C for a list of these facilities.

Review of Internal Controls

DoD Instruction 5010.40 requires DoD organizations to implement a comprehensive
system of internal controls that provides reasonable assurance that programs
are operating as intended and to evaluate the effectiveness of the controls.7 We
identified internal control weaknesses regarding the incorrect classification
of facilities as relocatable buildings, continued use and disposal of relocatable
buildings, and analysis on whether to lease or buy relocatable buildings within the
Navy and Marine Corps. We will provide a copy of the report to the senior official
responsible for internal controls in the Navy and Marine Corps.

7

DoD Instruction 5010.40, “Managers’ Internal Control Program Procedures,” May 30, 2013.
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Finding A
Navy and Marine Corps Personnel Need to Improve
Management of Relocatable Buildings
Navy and Marine Corps personnel are not properly managing and using relocatable
buildings in accordance with appropriate Federal and DoD policies. DPW personnel
at NAVBASE Coronado, MCB Camp Pendleton, and MCB Camp Lejeune have
strategies in place to discontinue the use of 37 of the 45 relocatable buildings in
our sample. 8 Marine Corps DPW personnel obtained approval to acquire 38 of
the 45 relocatable buildings before acquisition. In addition, DPW personnel at
MCB Camp Lejeune obtained approval to use 29 of the 31 relocatable buildings in
our sample located on MCB Camp Lejeune beyond the 3-year limit established by
Marine Corps guidance. However, DPW personnel at:9
•

•

•
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NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, MCB Camp Pendleton, and MCB Camp
Lejeune did not obtain initial approval to acquire seven relocatable
buildings because Navy tenant organizations at NAVBASE Coronado
and NBSD acquired four relocatable buildings without the knowledge of
the installations’ DPW, and Marine Corps DPW personnel found three
relocatable buildings after conducting a physical inventory of facilities on
their installations. Therefore, Marine Corps DPW personnel did not have
the opportunity to apply for approval of the buildings beforehand.
NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Pendleton did not have
strategies in place to discontinue the use and dispose of eight relocatable
buildings. This occurred because Navy tenant organizations at NAVBASE
Coronado and NBSD occupied two of the relocatable buildings, and the
tenant organizations are responsible for establishing an exit strategy,
not the DPW. In addition, MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not
update exit strategies for six relocatable buildings after not receiving
the military construction funding for permanent facilities to replace the
relocatable buildings.

NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, MCB Camp Pendleton, and MCB Camp Lejeune
did not obtain a waiver to use 16 relocatable buildings beyond the 3-year
limit established by Navy and Marine Corps guidance. This occurred
because 6 relocatable buildings were never approved and therefore, there
is not an expiration date, and 10 waiver requests were never completed
by DPW personnel.

8

Our sample consisted of 159 facilities at 7 installations. Finding A discusses the 45 of the 159 facilities at 4 installations
that met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building and the interim facility requirement.

9

Some buildings had more than one of the missing requirements discussed in the bullets.

Findings
•

NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Lejeune may not have
appropriately leased 32 relocatable buildings because they did not
perform a lease versus buy analysis before initially leasing or renewing
the leases of the relocatable buildings to determine the most cost-effective
way to obtain the buildings.

Furthermore, MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel are
using DLA Disposition Services personnel to dispose of relocatable buildings
they no longer need in accordance with DoD Manual 4160.21; however, Navy
DPW personnel stated that they are not using DLA Disposition Services because
of the distance from DLA Disposition Services facilities and condition of the
relocatable buildings.

As a result, Navy and Marine Corps use of relocatable buildings to meet
requirements may not be the most effective use of appropriated funds. In
addition, Navy and Marine Corps personnel potentially misspent $1.8 million by
leasing 32 of the 45 relocatable buildings in our sample, and then an additional
$750,000 to acquire 31 of the 32 leased relocatable buildings.10 Also, because Navy
DPW personnel are not using DLA Disposition Services to dispose of relocatable
buildings, the DoD may be missing the opportunity to reuse relocatable buildings
in other locations or receive revenue from the sale of relocatable buildings for
public use or scrap.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Obtained
Approvals, Developed Exit Strategies, and Obtained
Extended-Use Waivers for Most Relocatable Buildings

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel at NAVBASE Coronado, MCB Camp
Pendleton, and MCB Camp Lejeune had exit strategies for 37 of the 45 relocatable
buildings in our sample. Marine Corps DPW personnel at MCB Camp Pendleton and
MCB Camp Lejeune obtained approval to acquire 38 of the 45 relocatable buildings
before acquisition. In addition, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel obtained
approval to use 29 of their 31 relocatable buildings in our sample located on MCB
Camp Lejeune beyond the 3-year limit established by Marine Corps guidance. See
Appendix B for the list of the 45 relocatable buildings. Table 3 shows the number
of relocatable buildings at the four installations in our sample and the number
of relocatable buildings per installation that had approvals, exit strategies, and
approved extended-use waivers.
10

$1.8 million is the amount Navy and Marine Corps personnel spent to lease relocatable buildings without first
performing a lease versus buy analysis. Specifically, this includes $177,600 NAVBASE Coronado personnel spent for
building M406, $29,463 NBSD personnel spent for building 3322T, and $1.6 million MCB Camp Lejeune personnel spent
on the second of two leases for 29 relocatable buildings.
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Table 3. Relocatable Buildings with Approvals, Exit Strategies, and Extension Waivers
Total
Relocatable
Buildings

Approved
Relocatable
Buildings

Exit Strategy

Approved
Extended Use

NAVBASE Coronado

3

0

2

0

NBSD

1

0

0

0

MCB Camp Pendleton

10

9

4

0

MCB Camp Lejeune

31

29

31

29

45

38

37

29

Installation

Totals
Source: The DoD OIG.

Marine Corps Personnel Obtained Approvals for
Relocatable Buildings
DPW personnel at MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune correctly obtained
approval to acquire 38 relocatable buildings as required by MCO 11000.12,
Appendix G. On January 29, 2008, the Commandant of the Marine Corps approved
the acquisition of the 36 relocatable buildings at MCB Camp Pendleton and
MCB Camp Lejeune to provide temporary space in support of the Marine Corps’
growth to 202,000 Marines. DoD Instruction 4165.56 states that relocatable
buildings may be acquired, stored, and used within the DoD when these facilities
constitute the most feasible and economical means of satisfying a short-term,
interim facility requirement pending the availability of permanent space in
existing facilities or through the construction of a permanent conventional facility.
MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune contracting personnel acquired these
36 relocatable buildings under the approval to support the Marine Corps’ growth,
which is an acceptable reason to acquire a relocatable building.
On April 6, 2010, the Commandant of the Marine Corps approved the acquisition
of two relocatable buildings to provide administrative space for the Marine Corps
Tactical Systems Support Activity at MCB Camp Pendleton. Marine Corps Tactical
Systems Support Activity acquired these two relocatable buildings under the
Commandant’s approval while permanent facilities were constructed, which is an
acceptable reason to acquire a relocatable building.

Navy and Marine Corps Personnel Established Exit Strategies
for Relocatable Buildings
DPW personnel at NAVBASE Coronado, MCB Camp Pendleton, and MCB Camp
Lejeune had exit strategies for 37 relocatable buildings as required by OPNAV
Instruction 11010.33C and MCO 11000.12, Appendix G.
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NAVBASE Coronado DPW personnel had an exit strategy for two of three
relocatable buildings. Naval Special Warfare Command personnel are occupying
both relocatable buildings while a permanent facility is being constructed.
NAVBASE Coronado DPW personnel stated that the relocatable buildings will be
removed from the installation once construction is complete.

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel had exit strategies for 4 of 10 relocatable
buildings. MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel are using the four relocatable
buildings to house personnel while permanent facilities are being constructed.
MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel stated that the relocatable buildings will be
removed from the installation once construction is complete.

MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel had exit strategies for all 31 of the relocatable
buildings on their installation. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel acquired
29 of the 31 relocatable buildings in 2008 in support of the Marine Corps’
growth to 202,000 Marines. As of March 2017, Second Intelligence Battalion
personnel used the relocatable buildings while a maintenance and operations
complex was being built. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel are also using the
other two relocatable buildings to house personnel while permanent facilities
are constructed. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel stated that the relocatable
buildings will be removed from the installation once construction is complete.

MCB Camp Lejeune Personnel Obtained Extended-Use Waivers
for Relocatable Buildings
MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel requested a waiver to continue using 29 of
31 relocatable buildings in accordance with Marine Corps guidance and complied
with guidance establishing a timeframe for how long the approval was valid. When
the Commandant of the Marine Corps approves the acquisition of a relocatable
building, if a timeframe for use is not established, the approval is valid for 3 years
from the acquisition date. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel obtained a waiver to
use 29 relocatable buildings beyond the 3-year limit.
The Commandant of the Marine Corps approved the lease of the 29 relocatable
buildings on January 29, 2008. On March 2, 2012, the Commandant approved the
lease extension for 24 months to allow sufficient time for a military construction
project to be completed. On December 20, 2013, the Commandant again approved
the lease extension for an additional 12 months to allow sufficient time for a
military construction project to be completed. On April 13, 2015, the Commandant
approved the extension to use the 29 relocatable buildings until April 15, 2018.
These relocatable buildings have been used for multiple construction
projects, not just one.
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Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Obtained
Seven Relocatable Buildings Without Approval
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel did not obtain
approval to acquire seven relocatable buildings at four
installations because:
•
•

Navy tenant organizations acquired four
relocatable buildings without the knowledge
of the installations’ DPW and

Marine Corps DPW personnel found three
relocatable buildings not accounted for when
conducting a physical inventory of facilities on
the installation.

Navy and Marine
Corps DPW personnel
did not obtain approval
to acquire seven
relocatable buildings at
four installations…

See Table 4 for the relocatable buildings at each installation where approvals were
not requested by Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel before acquisition and the
reason they did not request approval.
Table 4. Relocatable Buildings that DPW Did Not Request Approval at Four Installations
Reason Approval Was Not Requested

Non-Approved
Relocatable Buildings

Acquired By Tenant

Found by Inventory

NAVBASE Coronado

3

3

0

NBSD

1

1

0

MCB Camp Pendleton

1

0

1

MCB Camp Lejeune

2

0

2

7

4

3

Installation

Totals
Source: The DoD OIG.

Navy Tenant Organizations Acquired Four Relocatable
Buildings Without Notifying DPW Personnel
NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD DPW personnel did not obtain approval to acquire
the four relocatable buildings on their installations; however, these four relocatable
buildings belonged to Navy tenants on the installations. DoD Instruction 4165.56
requires NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD DPW personnel to report these relocatable
buildings annually to the ASD(EI&E). However, the tenant is the organization
required to obtain approval before acquiring relocatable buildings according to
OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C, not DPW personnel. NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD
DPW personnel did not coordinate with tenant organizations to obtain the required
approval documentation even though DPW personnel were aware of the existence
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of the relocatable buildings. Without obtaining prior approval, Naval Special
Warfare Command personnel acquired three relocatable buildings at NAVBASE
Coronado, and Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics Center (NAVSUP
FLC) personnel acquired one relocatable building at NBSD. The Chief, DPW,
NAVBASE Coronado, should coordinate with the Naval Special Warfare Command
and apply for approval of relocatable buildings that were not submitted for
approval. The Chief, DPW, NBSD, should coordinate with NAVSUP FLC and apply for
approval of relocatable buildings that were not submitted for approval. In addition,
the Commander, Navy Installations Command should issue guidance to emphasize
that tenant organization personnel on Navy installations coordinate the acquisition
of relocatable buildings with the installation’s DPW personnel.

Marine Corps DPW Personnel Found Three Relocatable
Buildings by Conducting a Physical Inventory of Facilities

MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel, conducting a physical
inventory of facilities, found three relocatable buildings on their installations that
were not documented on the property books. Likewise, DPW personnel never
submitted requests to obtain approvals to acquire these three facilities.
MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not obtain approval to acquire one
relocatable building because they discovered it after it was already on the
installation. According to the property record card for the relocatable building,
MCB Camp Pendleton contracting personnel acquired it on January 29, 2010, for
the resident officer in charge of a construction project. DPW personnel discovered
the relocatable building on June 2, 2010, during a physical inventory of facilities on
the installation and did not receive documentation on the relocatable building until
November 2011. Therefore, MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not obtain
prior approval to acquire the relocatable building because they were never notified
of its existence by the building occupant until after the relocatable building was on
the installation. Furthermore, MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not obtain
the proper approval for the relocatable building after the relocatable building was
discovered or obtain any documentation from the relocatable building occupant
that the relocatable building was properly approved before acquisition. The Chief,
DPW, MCB Camp Pendleton, should apply for approval of relocatable buildings that
were never submitted for approval.
MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel did not obtain approval to acquire two
relocatable buildings on their installation because these relocatable buildings
were found during a physical inventory of facilities on the installation. MCB Camp
Lejeune DPW personnel found the relocatable buildings after they were already on
the installation; therefore, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel did not obtain prior
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approval to acquire the relocatable buildings because they were not notified of
their existence by the relocatable building occupants until the relocatable buildings
were already in place on the installation. Furthermore, MCB Camp Lejeune
DPW personnel did not obtain the proper approval for the relocatable buildings
after the buildings were discovered or obtain any approval documentation from
the relocatable building occupants that the relocatable buildings were properly
approved before acquisition. The Chief, DPW, MCB Camp Lejeune, should apply for
approval of relocatable buildings that were never submitted for approval.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Have
Exit Strategies for Eight Relocatable Buildings
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel did not have exit strategies for eight
relocatable buildings because:
•

•

Navy tenant organizations occupied two of the relocatable buildings.
DoD Instruction 4165.56 requires Navy DPW personnel to report these
relocatable buildings annually to the ASD(EI&E); however, the tenants
organizations are required to establish the exit strategies for the
relocatable buildings, not DPW personnel.

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not update exit strategies for six
relocatable buildings after not receiving the military construction funding
for permanent facilities to replace the relocatable buildings. Marine
Corps personnel continue to occupy relocatable buildings without an exit
strategy in place.

See Table 5 for the number of relocatable buildings at the three installations that
did not have exit strategies and the reasons for not having exit strategies.
Table 5. Relocatable Buildings Without Exit Strategies

Tenant Occupied

Exit Strategy Not
Updated

NAVBASE Coronado

1

1

0

NBSD

1

1

0

MCB Camp Pendleton

6

0

6

8

2

6

Totals
Source: The DoD OIG.
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Navy DPW Personnel Did Not Have Exit Strategies for Tenant
Organizations’ Relocatable Buildings
NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD DPW personnel did not have exit strategies in place
for two relocatable buildings on their installations; however, the two relocatable
buildings belonged to Navy tenants on the installations (Naval Special Warfare
Command and NAVSUP FLC). Although DoD Instruction 4165.56 requires DPW
personnel to report these relocatable buildings annually to the ASD(EI&E), OPNAV
Instruction 11010.33C requires tenants to develop their own exit strategies.
NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD DPW personnel did not coordinate with the
applicable tenant organizations to obtain exit strategies for the two relocatable
buildings. The Chiefs, DPW, NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD, should coordinate with
the tenant organization specific to their installation and establish exit strategies
for relocatable buildings that do not have one.

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW Personnel Did Not Update Exit
Strategies for Relocatable Buildings

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not update the exit strategies for six
relocatable buildings acquired to provide temporary space in support of the Marine
Corps’ growth to 202,000 Marines. The Marine Corps never received military
construction funding to support the growth to 202,000 Marines. However, the
relocatable buildings are still being used on MCB Camp Pendleton without an exit
strategy. The Chief, DPW, MCB Camp Pendleton, should establish exit strategies for
relocatable buildings that do not have one.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Have
Extended-Use Waivers for 16 Relocatable Buildings

DPW officials at NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Pendleton did not
obtain waivers to use 16 of the 45 relocatable buildings beyond the 3-year limit
established by Navy and Marine Corps guidance because DPW personnel did not:
•
•

receive approval to acquire 6 relocatable buildings and therefore, there is
not an expiration date; and
complete waiver requests for 10 relocatable buildings past expiration.11

See Table 6 for the extension status of the relocatable buildings at the
four installations.

11

OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C and MCO 11000.12, Appendix G.
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Table 6. Extension Status of Relocatable Buildings
Installation

Relocatable Buildings
Without Extension

Reason There is Not an Approved Extension
Expiration Date Not
Established

Waiver Never
Requested

NAVBASE Coronado

3

3

0

NBSD

1

1

0

MCB Camp Pendleton

10

0

10*

MCB Camp Lejeune

2

2

0

16

6

10

Totals

*MCB Camp Pendleton personnel did not obtain approval for the initial acquisition of one
building; but, they did request an extended-use waiver. However, the waiver expired, and MCB
Camp Pendleton personnel did not request another extension.
Source: The DoD OIG.

Extended-Use Waivers for Six Relocatable Buildings Were
Not Completed
NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel did not
complete extended-use waivers for six relocatable buildings because they did not
receive an initial approval, which usually included an expiration date. Navy tenant
organizations on NAVBASE Coronado and NBSD (Naval Special Warfare Command
and NAVSUP FLC) did not obtain approval to acquire four relocatable buildings. In
addition, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel did not obtain approval to acquire
two relocatable buildings because they found the buildings after conducting a
physical inventory of facilities on their installations. Therefore, Camp Lejeune
DPW personnel did not have the opportunity to apply for approval of the buildings
beforehand. We are not making recommendations to the Chiefs, DPW, NAVBASE
Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Lejeune to request an extension for the relocatable
buildings because they first need to obtain approval for the relocatable buildings as
indicated in Recommendations A.1.a., A.2.a., and A.5.a.

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW Personnel Need to Request
Extensions for 10 Relocatable Buildings

MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel need to request waivers to continue using
10 relocatable buildings on their installation because the approval timeframe for
the relocatable buildings expired. MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel acquired
7 of the 10 relocatable buildings to provide temporary space in support of the
Marine Corps’ growth to 202,000 Marines. The Commandant of the Marine Corps
approved the acquisition of the relocatable buildings on January 29, 2008, and the
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approval expired 3 years from this date on January 29, 2011. MCB Camp Pendleton
DPW personnel did not request an extension for these six relocatable buildings they
continue to use.
Marine Corps Tactical Systems Support Activity (a tenant organization on MCB
Camp Pendleton) acquired 2 of the 10 relocatable buildings to use while a
permanent facility was built. The Commandant of the Marine Corps approved
the acquisition of the relocatable buildings on April 6, 2010, and the relocatable
buildings were acquired on May 7, 2011; therefore, the approval for the relocatable
buildings expired 3 years from this date on May 7, 2014. MCB Camp Pendleton
DPW personnel did not request an extension for these two relocatable buildings
they continue to use.
MCB Camp Pendleton DPW personnel did not have approval to acquire the
remaining relocatable building on their installation; therefore, there is not an
expiration date. However, on December 19, 2011, the Executive Director, U.S.
Marine Corps Forces, Pacific, approved the use of the relocatable building for
5 years, making the expiration date December 19, 2016. MCB Camp Pendleton
DPW personnel did not request an extension to continue using the building. The
Chief, DPW, MCB Camp Pendleton, should request extensions for the 10 relocatable
buildings that are past the established expiration date and still needed, or
terminate the use of the relocatable buildings that are no longer needed.

Navy and Marine Corps Officials Leased Relocatable
Buildings Without Performing Required Analysis

NAVBASE Coronado, NBSD, and MCB Camp Lejeune personnel may not have
appropriately leased 32 relocatable buildings because they did not perform a lease
versus buy analysis before initially leasing or renewing the leases of the relocatable
buildings to determine the most cost-effective way to obtain the buildings.
Table 7 shows how much was spent on the 32 relocatable buildings and how long
they were leased.
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Table 7. Leased Relocatable Buildings
Building
Number(s)

Months Leased

Lease Cost

Purchase Cost

Total

NAVBASE Coronado
M403

12

$177,600

$562,788

$740,388

M603

Unknown

Unknown

90,300

90,300

Still being leased

29,436

NBSD
3322T1

83

29,463
MCB Camp Lejeune

1250A-1250AN2
Totals

72

3,568,608

100,000

3,668,608

167

$3,775,671

$753,088

$4,528,759

1

 aval Supply Systems Command personnel could not provide complete information for
N
relocatable building 3322T. The amount includes lease information from October 1, 2010,
through September 30, 2017, although Naval Supply Systems Command personnel leased the
relocatable building before October 1, 2010.

2

Includes 29 relocatable buildings.

Source: The DoD OIG.

OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C and MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, require Navy and
Marine Corps personnel to perform a lease versus buy analysis before obtaining
relocatable buildings. OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C states, “A lease vs. purchase
analysis must be performed in regard to all capital assets and related assets. The
fair market purchase price/value of all connected or co-located structures will be
aggregated for purpose of the lease versus purchase analysis.” In MCO 11000.12,
Appendix G, the Commandant of the Marine Corps requires that an economic
analysis be completed to compare procurement versus leasing costs of the
relocatable building and that the more economical means must be pursued, unless
adequate justification is provided to explain deviation from this policy.

NAVBASE Coronado Tenant Organization Personnel
Did Not Perform a Lease Versus Buy Analysis
Contracting personnel from the Naval Special Warfare
Command, a tenant organization at NAVBASE Coronado,
did not perform a lease versus buy analysis before
acquiring relocatable buildings.12 As a result,
Naval Special Warfare Command personnel spent
$177,600 to lease one of the two relocatable buildings
for 12 months, then an additional $653,088 to acquire
them, which may not have been the most cost‑effective
12
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Naval Special
Warfare Command
personnel spent
$177,600 to lease one
of the two relocatable
buildings for 12 months,
then an additional
$653,088 to acquire
them.
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way to obtain the buildings. The Chief, DPW, NAVBASE Coronado, should
coordinate with the Naval Special Warfare Command to ensure personnel are
performing and following the required lease versus buy analysis before extending
existing leases or obtaining additional relocatable buildings.

NBSD Tenant Organization Personnel Did Not Perform a Lease
Versus Buy Analysis for the Initial Lease of Building 3322T
Contracting personnel from NAVSUP FLC, a tenant organization at NBSD, did
not perform a lease versus buy analysis before initially leasing the relocatable
building.13 While the relocatable building had been leased before 2010, NAVSUP
FLC contracting personnel performed a lease versus buy analysis only before
renewing the lease for the relocatable building in 2016. NAVSUP FLC contracting
personnel issued a contract to lease the relocatable building from October 1, 2016,
through September 30, 2017, for $4,500.14 In the lease versus buy analysis, NAVSUP
FLC contracting personnel concluded that leasing was the preferred option.
However, in their analysis, NAVSUP FLC contracting personnel did not consider
that the relocatable building had already been leased before 2010 for at least
$25,000. If NAVSUP FLC contracting personal had taken this into consideration,
they may have concluded that purchasing the relocatable building was the most
cost-effective way to obtain the building. The Chief, DPW, NBSD, should coordinate
with NAVSUP FLC to ensure personnel are performing and following the required
lease versus buy analysis before extending existing leases or obtaining additional
relocatable buildings.

MCB Camp Lejeune Personnel Did Not Perform a Lease Versus
Buy Analysis Before Leasing 29 Relocatable Buildings After the
Initial Lease Expired
MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel performed a lease versus buy analysis before
initially leasing 29 relocatable buildings; however, they did not perform a lease
versus buy analysis before leasing the relocatable buildings a second time.
Figure 2 shows 4 of the 29 relocatable buildings on MCB Camp Lejeune that DPW
personnel leased a second time without performing a lease versus buy analysis.

13
14

Building 3322T.
Contract N00244-16-P-0682.
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Figure 2. Relocatable Buildings at MCB Camp Lejeune
Source: The DoD OIG.

MCB Camp Lejeune contracting personnel initially issued contract
N40085-08-C-8467 and exercised 2 option years to lease 29 relocatable buildings
from April 2009 through April 2012 for $2 million after performing a lease versus
buy analysis. In the analysis, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel concluded that
leasing the 29 relocatable buildings was the most cost-effective way to obtain the
buildings if the interim need was less than 4 years. Therefore, if the expected
duration of need was greater than 4 years, purchasing was the most cost-effective
way to obtain the buildings. Using this analysis, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW
personnel determined leasing the relocatable buildings was the preferred option.

However, MCB Camp Lejeune contracting personnel then issued contract
N40085-12-C-0009 and exercised 2 option years to continue leasing the relocatable
buildings from April 2012 through April 2015 for $1.6 million. The base year of
this contract started year 4 of the lease, and once MCB Camp Lejeune contracting
personnel exercised option year 2, the lease had been active for a total of 6 years.
According to the lease versus buy analysis that MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel
completed for the first contract, at year 4 purchasing became less costly than
leasing. However, MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel did not consider this
information or perform another lease versus buy analysis to determine the most
cost-effective way to obtain the relocatable buildings. If MCB Camp Lejeune DPW
personnel reviewed the initial lease versus buy analysis or performed another lease
versus buy analysis, savings may have occurred before exercising the option years.
After spending an additional $1.6 million to lease the relocatable buildings for an
additional 3 years, MCB Camp Lejeune personnel performed a lease versus buy
analysis in March 2015. In the analysis, MCB Camp Lejeune personnel concluded,
after the cost benefits of both options were analyzed over a 3-year period, that the
purchase option was less than the lease option.
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Once the second lease expired, completing a total of 6 years leasing for $3.6 million,
MCB Camp Lejeune contracting personnel issued contract N40085-15-C-0841 in
May 2015 for $100,000 to acquire all 29 relocatable buildings. MCB Camp Lejeune
DPW personnel would have determined the most cost-effective way to obtain the
relocatable buildings sooner if they had performed the analysis before the second
contract to lease. The Chief, DPW, MCB Camp Lejeune, should develop procedures
to ensure personnel are performing required lease versus buy analysis before
extending existing leases or obtaining additional relocatable buildings.

Marine Corps Personnel Are Using DLA Disposition
Services to Dispose of Excess Relocatable Buildings but
Navy Personnel Are Not
Marine Corps DPW personnel are using DLA Disposition Services to dispose of
relocatable buildings they no longer need, but Navy personnel are not using DLA
Disposition Services. Therefore, the DoD is not getting the opportunity to reuse
relocatable buildings in other locations thus avoiding new DoD procurement costs
or receiving revenue from selling the relocatable building for public use or scrap.

DoD Manual 4160.21, Volume 1, states that DLA Disposition Services receives
and disposes of the DoD’s excess personal property. OPNAV issued additional
guidance requiring the use of DLA Disposition Services to dispose of relocatable
buildings. OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C states that the using activity must
identify the relocatable building for disposal to the local DLA Disposition Services
after completion of permanent facilities or termination of the need for the
relocatable building.15

DLA Disposition Services Disposal Process for
Relocatable Buildings

DLA Disposition Services personnel are responsible for the disposal process
for relocatable buildings. When DoD personnel declare items, such as vehicles,
household or office furniture, as excess to their needs, the property is turned in
(physically or electronically) to their assigned DLA Disposition Services sites for
disposal or reuse. DLA Disposition Services personnel explained their process for
disposing relocatable buildings. First, DLA Disposition Services personnel receive
the relocatable building in place (meaning the relocatable building is not moved
to another location for disposal). DLA Disposition Services personnel enter into
a memorandum of understanding with the installation addressing the roles and
responsibilities of all parties and outlining the working relationship between DLA
15

DLA Disposition Services facilities are assigned to dispose of property for specific installations.
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Disposition Services and the installation. Next, DLA Disposition Services personnel
start the process of reutilization, transfer, or donation, which takes 42 to 60 days.
During this time, DLA Disposition Services personnel make the property available
to military, Federal, state and local agencies, and qualified organizations. If the
reutilization, transfer, donation process fails to dispose of the relocatable building,
DLA Disposition Services personnel place the relocatable building up for public
sale through Government Liquidation. If the relocatable building does not sell,
DLA Disposition Services personnel certify the relocatable building as scrap, and
Government Liquidation sells the relocatable building for scrap.

MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune DPW Personnel
Are Using DLA Disposition Services to Dispose of Excess
Relocatable Buildings

MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel are using DLA
Disposition Services to dispose of their excess relocatable buildings as required by
DoD Manual 4160.21. According to the Area Manager for DLA Disposition Services,
at MCB Camp Pendleton, DPW personnel turn in relocatable buildings to him for
disposal. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel used DLA Disposition Services to
dispose of six relocatable buildings that were successfully reutilized and moved to
Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, North Carolina.

Navy Personnel Are Not Using DLA Disposition Services to
Dispose of Excess Relocatable Buildings

Navy DPW personnel stated that they are not using DLA Disposition Services to
dispose of their excess relocatable buildings as required by DoD Manual 4160.21.
NAS Key West DPW personnel stated that one of the reasons DLA Disposition
Services is not used is because their assigned DLA Disposition Services facility in
Cape Canaveral, Florida, is more than 300 miles from their location in Key West,
Florida. However, DPW personnel can turn in property to DLA Disposition Services
without physically moving it. In addition, NAS Key West DPW personnel stated that
most relocatable buildings are not usable after their useful life has been exceeded.
However, DLA Disposition Services can sell the relocatable building as scrap. A
DLA Disposition Services representative from Cape Canaveral, Florida, stated that
they had never disposed of a relocatable building for the Navy in their jurisdiction
of South, Central, and West Florida. In addition, NAVBASE Coronado DPW
personnel stated that they had never disposed of a relocatable buildings through
DLA Disposition Services.
Because Navy DPW personnel are not using DLA Disposition Services to dispose of
relocatable buildings, the DoD may be missing the opportunity to reuse relocatable
buildings in other locations or receive revenue from the sale of relocatable
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buildings for public use or scrap. Furthermore, a DLA Disposition Services
representative responsible for MCB Camp Pendleton, NAS El Centro, NAVBASE
Coronado, NAVBASE Point Loma, and NBSD, stated that DLA Disposition Services
had only disposed of relocatable buildings for MCB Camp Pendleton. In addition,
the DLA Disposition Services representative stated that the Navy bases in that
area were not using DLA Disposition Services. The Commander, Navy Installations
Command should develop procedures to ensure that DPW staff are disposing of
excess relocatable buildings through DLA Disposition Services as required by
DoD Manual 4160.21 and OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C.

Conclusion

Navy and Marine Corps personnel are not properly managing and using relocatable
buildings in accordance with Federal and DoD guidance. As a result, Navy and
Marine Corps use of relocatable buildings to meet requirements may not be the
most effective use of appropriated funds and the use of relocatable buildings is
not an acceptable means of providing facilities for long-term needs. In addition,
Navy and Marine Corps personnel potentially misspent $1.8 million by leasing
32 relocatable buildings, and then an additional $750,000 to acquire 31 of the
32 relocatable buildings. Also, because Navy personnel are not using DLA
Disposition Services for disposal, the DoD may be missing the opportunity to
reuse relocatable buildings in other locations or receive revenue from the sale of
relocatable buildings for public use or scrap.

Management Comments on the Lease Versus Buy
Analysis at Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune and
Our Response

The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine
Corps Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, DPW, MCB Camp Lejeune stated that the report should be
revised to remove references that state there was not a lease versus buy analysis
completed for the 29 relocatable buildings on MCB Camp Lejeune. The Head, Audit
Coordination, stated that Marine Corps personnel performed this analysis before
leasing and purchasing the 29 buildings from 2008 through 2015 and provided
the audit team with additional documentation. In addition, the Head, Audit
Coordination, requested the audit team to remove all related costing references
related to the 29 relocatable buildings from the final report.
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Our Response
We disagree with the Head, Audit Coordination’s comment that Marine Corps
personnel performed a lease versus buy analysis before leasing and purchasing the
29 buildings from 2008 through 2015 because MCB Camp Lejeune personnel did
not perform the analysis before leasing the buildings for a second time in 2012. In
addition, the documentation the Head, Audit Coordination, provided had previously
been given to us and did not change the finding. As indicated in the report, MCB
Camp Lejeune DPW personnel provided us with the detailed lease versus buy
analysis they performed before initially leasing the 29 buildings in 2009 and before
purchasing the buildings in 2015. The additional documentation the Head, Audit
Coordination, provided to show that MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel performed
a lease versus buy analysis before they leased the buildings a second time in 2012
does not support that assertion.
The Head, Audit Coordination, provided a letter from the contractor the Marine
Corps leased the 29 buildings from to Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(NAVFAC) Mid‑Atlantic showing the proposal for the Marine Corps to continue
leasing the buildings from the contractor or to purchase the buildings. The
Head, Audit Coordination, also provided a letter dated December 19, 2011,
from the Commanding Officer, MCB Camp Lejeune to the Commander, Marine
Corps Installations Command, requesting a time limitation waiver for the use of
relocatable buildings. In the letter, the Commander states that the determination
to lease the relocatable buildings with the original vendor, negotiate with a new
vendor for a new lease, or purchase the existing relocatable buildings outright from
the current vendor will be determined by the contracting officer. Marine Corps
personnel did not provide any documentation that the contracting officer made
this determination; therefore, the only cost analysis the Marine Corps provided
was done by the contractor. Ultimately, we did not accept this as a lease versus
buy analysis because it was developed by the contractor and therefore we did not
revise the report as requested in the Head, Audit Coordination’s comments.
We agree that the cost references in the report related to the potential amount
the Navy and Marine Corps misspent by leasing 32 of the 45 relocatable buildings
in our sample should be revised. We excluded the amounts the Marine Corps
spent to lease the 29 relocatable building for the first 3 years because MCB Camp
Lejeune, DPW personnel accurately performed a lease versus buy analysis before
the initial lease.
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Recommendations, Management Comments, and
Our Response
Recommendation A.1
We recommend that the Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest, Public Works Department, Naval Base Coronado (formerly known as
Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Naval Base Coronado):
a. Coordinate with the Naval Special Warfare Command and apply
for approval of relocatable buildings that initially were never
submitted for approval.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base Coronado Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department, agreed, stating that NAVFAC
Southwest, Public Works Department will contact Naval Special Warfare Command
by January 31, 2018, to request funding to prepare documentation to apply for
approval of relocatable buildings. Completed documents and approval are expected
to be completed within 9 months of Naval Special Warfare Command providing
funding to NAVFAC for supporting this process.

Our Response

Comments from the Commanding Officer addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open.
We will close the recommendation upon verification that Directorate of Public
Works, Naval Base Coronado personnel coordinated with Naval Special Warfare
Command personnel and applied for approval of relocatable buildings that initially
were never submitted.
b. Coordinate with the Naval Special Warfare Command and establish exit
strategies for relocatable buildings that do not have one.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base Coronado Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department, Naval Base Coronado, agreed,
stating that NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base Coronado
will contact Naval Special Warfare Command by January 31, 2018, to request
funding to prepare exit strategies for relocatable buildings that need one. Exit
strategies are expected to be completed within 9 months of Naval Special Warfare
Command providing funding to NAVFAC for supporting this process.
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Our Response
Comments from the Commanding Officer addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open.
We will close the recommendation upon verification that Directorate of Public
Works, Naval Base Coronado personnel coordinated with Naval Special Warfare
Command personnel and established exit strategies for relocatable buildings that
do not have one.
c. Coordinate with the Naval Special Warfare Command to ensure
personnel are performing and following the required lease versus
buy analysis before extending existing leases or obtaining additional
relocatable buildings.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base Coronado Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base Coronado, agreed, stating
that NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department, Naval Base Coronado, will
contact Naval Special Warfare Command by January 31, 2018, to request funding
to prepare required lease versus buy analysis for current relocatable buildings.
These analyses are expected to be completed within 9 months of Naval Special
Warfare Command providing funding to NAVFAC for supporting this process and
will be included in the approval packages as applicable. In addition, the Directorate
of Public Works, Naval Base Coronado will discuss with Naval Special Warfare
Command the need for these analyses before extending existing leases or obtaining
additional relocatable buildings.

Our Response

Comments from the Commanding Officer addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.
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Recommendation A.2
We recommend that the Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base San Diego (formally known as
Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Naval Base San Diego):
a. Coordinate with the Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics
Center and apply for approval of relocatable buildings that initially were
never submitted for approval.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base San Diego Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base San Diego, agreed, stating
that approval is no longer required because the relocatable building is scheduled
for removal by January 31, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Commanding Officer addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon confirmation that the relocatable
building was removed.
b. Coordinate with the Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics
Center and establish exit strategies for relocatable buildings that
do not have one.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base San Diego Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base San Diego, agreed, stating
that an exit strategy is no longer required because the relocatable building is
scheduled for removal by January 31, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Commanding Officer addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon confirmation that the relocatable
building was removed.
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c. Coordinate with the Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics
Center to ensure personnel are performing the required lease versus
buy analysis before extending existing leases or obtaining additional
relocatable buildings.

Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Public Works
Department Naval Base San Diego Comments
The Commanding Officer, NAVFAC Southwest, responding for the Commander,
NAVFAC Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base San Diego, agreed, stating
that a lease versus buy analysis is no longer required because the relocatable
building is scheduled for removal by January 31, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Commanding Officer did not address the specifics of the
recommendation. Although this specific building is scheduled for removal, the
recommendation is to ensure personnel perform a lease versus buy analysis before
obtaining additional relocatable buildings. We request the Commander, NAVFAC
Southwest, Public Works Department Naval Base San Diego provide additional
comments detailing what steps will be taken to ensure this analysis will be
completed for future relocatable buildings.

Recommendation A.3

We recommend that the Commander, Navy Installations Command:
a. Issue guidance to emphasize that tenant organization personnel on Navy
installations coordinate the acquisition of relocatable buildings with the
installation’s Department of Public Works personnel.

Commander, Navy Installations Command Comments
The Commander, Navy Installations Command, agreed to develop and deploy
relocatable training in coordination with NAVFAC that will ensure clarity on
the definition of relocatable buildings and determination of interim facility
requirements.16 Installation Public Works Departments will conduct training with
their tenants on the notification requirement to their Public Works Departments
when considering relocatable buildings. This will allow the Public Works
Departments to better police and manage the relocatable buildings on base. The
Commander estimated the completion date of the training is December 31, 2018.
16
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Our Response
Comments from the Commander addressed the specifics of the recommendation;
therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open. We will close
the recommendation upon verification that the Commander, Navy Installations
Command, issued guidance and provided training.
b. Develop procedures to ensure Department of Public Works staff
are disposing of their excess relocatable buildings through Defense
Logistics Agency-Disposition Services as required by Department of
Defense Manual 4160.21 and Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Instruction 11010.33C.

Commander, Navy Installations Command Comments
The Commander, Navy Installations Command, agreed to develop and deploy
relocatable building training in coordination with the NAVFAC that will improve
disposal procedures and address the disposal requirements through Defense
Logistics Agency as applicable. The Commander estimated the completion date of
the training is December 31, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Commander addressed the specifics of the recommendation;
therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open. We will close
the recommendation upon verification that the Commander, Navy Installations
Command, developed and deployed relocatable building training.

Recommendation A.4

We recommend that the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base
Camp Pendleton:
a. Apply for approval of relocatable buildings that initially were never
submitted for approval.

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base, Camp
Pendleton Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton, agreed, stating that the Marine Corps notified its installations that each
relocatable building within its inventory will require an accompanying approval
letter. The goal is to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.
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Our Response
Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open.
We will close the recommendation upon verification that Directorate of Public
Works, Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, personnel applied for approval of
relocatable buildings that initially were never submitted.
b. Establish exit strategies for relocatable buildings that do not have one.

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton, agreed, stating that as part of requiring each relocatable building to
have an accompanying approval letter, the Marine Corps will likewise ensure that
each letter addresses the relevant exit strategies and timeline. The goal is to have
total compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open.
We will close the recommendation upon verification that Directorate of Public
Works, Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, personnel established exit strategies
for relocatable buildings that do not have one.

c. Request extensions for relocatable buildings that are past the established
expiration date and still needed or terminate the use of the relocatable
buildings that are no longer needed.

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base, Camp
Pendleton Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton, agreed, stating that as part of requiring each relocatable building
to have an accompanying approval letter, the Marine Corps will ensure that
extensions are addressed, as applicable. In addition, the Chief stated that
relocatable buildings no longer required will be removed. The goal is to have total
compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open.
We will close the recommendation upon verification that Directorate of Public
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Works, Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, personnel requested extensions for
relocatable buildings that are past the established expiration date and still needed
or terminated the use of the relocatable buildings that are no longer needed.

Recommendation A.5

We recommend that the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps
Base Camp Lejeune:
a. Apply for approval of relocatable buildings that initially were never
submitted for approval.

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base, Camp
Lejeune Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Lejeune, agreed, stating that the Marine Corps notified its installations that each
relocatable building within its inventory will require an accompanying approval
letter. The goal is to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.
b. Develop procedures to ensure personnel are performing the required
lease versus buy analysis before extending existing leases or obtaining
additional relocatable buildings.

Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Lejeune Comments
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base Camp
Lejeune, agreed, stating that the Marine Corps will develop procedures to ensure
its personnel are performing proper relocatable building lease versus buy analysis
before extending leases or obtaining additional relocatable buildings. The goal is to
have total compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.
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Finding B
Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel
Need To Improve Classifying and Tracking of
Relocatable Buildings
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly classified 114 of the
159 facilities in our sample as relocatable buildings.17 These 114 facilities did not
meet the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building, the interim
facility requirement, or both. This occurred because:
•
•
•

ASD(EI&E), Navy, and Marine Corps officials issued vague guidance
on the definition and classification of relocatable buildings that lacked
illustrations and detailed descriptions;

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel at seven sites we visited did not
apply the interim facility requirement, which requires that relocatable
buildings be used for a short term, normally 5 years or less; and
Marine Corps DPW personnel at MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp
Lejeune classified facilities as relocatable buildings in the Internet
Navy Facility Assets Data Store (iNFADS) system that did not meet
the definition or the interim facility requirement of a relocatable
building in order to track all facilities if fire and emergency response
services are needed.18

As a result, Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly reported the
number of relocatable buildings to the ASD(EI&E), hindering DoD and Department
of Navy personnel from accurately assessing space utilization to determine the best
economical and efficient use of facilities to accomplish its missions. Furthermore,
DPW personnel misclassifying these facilities potentially circumvents the military
construction process by using short-term requirements for long-term needs.

17

Navy DPW personnel were unable to provide documentation for 5 facilities reviewed in our sample, therefore we
considered the 5 facilities to not meet the requirements of a relocatable building and are included in the 114 nonrelocatable buildings.

18

INFADS is the accountable property system of record for Naval Facilities Engineering Command and is used to provide
the DoD with authoritative real property inventory data for Department of Navy real property.

30 │ DODIG-2018-063

Findings

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Incorrectly
Classified Facilities
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel reported 159 facilities in our sample as
relocatable buildings, but 114 facilities did not meet the DoD Instruction 4165.56
definition of a relocatable building, the interim facility requirement, or both. See
Appendix C for the list of the 114 facilities. Also, Marine Corps DPW personnel
classified facilities as relocatable buildings in iNFADS that did not meet the
definition or the interim facility requirement of a relocatable building in order
to track all facilities if fire and emergency response services are needed for
those facilities.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Relied on
Vague Guidance to Classify Facilities That Lacked
Illustrated Examples and Detailed Descriptions

The ASD(EI&E), Navy, and Marine Corps issued vague guidance on the definition
and classification of relocatable buildings that lacked illustrated examples and
detailed descriptions. DoD Instruction 4165.56 defines a relocatable building as:
A habitable prefabricated structure, designed and constructed
to be readily moved (transportable over public roads),
erected, disassembled, stored, and reused. Also included in
the definition are tension fabric structures assembled from
modular components and air supported domes, both of which
can be easily disassembled, moved and reused… Also excluded
are tents, modular sheds less than 500 square feet, temporary
contractor trailers, and temporary government construction
administration trailers that are located on or in the vicinity of
a construction site.

DoD Instruction 4165.56 does not include specific guidance on how to classify a
relocatable building and does not provide details or illustrate examples of what
should or should not be classified as a relocatable building.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly classified facilities as
relocatable buildings because the guidance lacked details on the types of facilities
the policy and definition of a relocatable building include. Specifically, the guidance
does not provide definitions, illustrations, or detailed information when classifying
the following facilities.
•

Modular Sheds

•

Skid Mounted Metal Buildings

•

Tension Fabric Structures
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•

Inflatable Buildings

•

Sprung Shelters

•
•

Container Structures
Portable Field Armories

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel stated that illustrations and specific
examples would have helped them determine what types of facilities should be
classified as relocatable buildings. Although DoD Instruction 4165.56 excludes
modular sheds 500 square feet or less, it does not provide details or define what
a modular shed is. Furthermore, Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel stated
that the term modular shed was too general because it was not clear what types of
facilities should be considered modular sheds. Navy and Marine Corps personnel
stated that they were not clear on how to classify these facilities when interpreting
the DoD Instruction because of the lack of guidance, which affected the number of
relocatable buildings reported to the ASD(EI&E). ASD(EI&E), Navy, Marine Corps,
and DPW personnel agreed that DoD Instruction 4165.56 needs to be revised to
include additional details and illustrations on what types of facilities should be
included as relocatable buildings. The ASD(EI&E) should update DoD Instruction
4165.56 to include details and illustrated examples on how to properly classify
relocatable buildings based on the definition and interim facility requirement.

Navy Guidance Lacked Details on How to Classify
Relocatable Buildings

Navy DPW personnel relied on OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C to classify relocatable
buildings; however, DPW personnel stated that the guidance was confusing because
it lacked details and illustrations on the different types of relocatable buildings.
Also, this guidance has not been updated since 2006 and did not match the new
requirements stated in DoD Instruction 4165.56. For example, DoD Instruction
4165.56 requires annual reporting to the ASD(EI&E) of all relocatable buildings in
the necessary format and using sustainable design and energy-efficient practices.
Furthermore, OPNAV Instruction lists types of facilities that are to be excluded, but
it does not give specific examples or illustrations of the facilities that should not be
classified as relocatable buildings.
Navy DPW personnel also relied on NAVFAC’s Real Property Inventory Procedures
Manual, to classify property and formulate property records in iNFADS.19 Although
the Manual mentions and defines the different facility type codes, it does not
describe or illustrate in detail the different types of relocatable buildings. The
Chief of Naval Operations should revise OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C to reflect
19
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updates made to DoD Instruction 4165.56 and train DPW personnel on the proper
classification of relocatable buildings. The Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of
Civil Engineers should revise the Real Property Inventory Procedures Manual to
reflect updates made to DoD Instruction 4165.56 and train DPW personnel on the
proper classification of relocatable buildings.

Marine Corps Guidance Lacked Details on How to Classify
Relocatable Buildings

Marine Corps personnel relied on MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, to classify relocatable
buildings; however, it lacked details and illustrations on the different types of
relocatable buildings. The definition of a relocatable building in Appendix G
includes modular sheds but does not define what a modular shed is. Marine Corps
DPW personnel had to interpret the guidance to identify which specific facilities
should be classified as relocatable.

Marine Corps DPW personnel relied on the Marine Corps Headquarters GF-6 Real
Estate and Real Property Accountability Handbook to classify and prepare property
records in iNFADS. 20 Although the Handbook mentions the different classes of
facilities, it does not give specific examples with illustrations. Marine Corps
DPW personnel stated that they had to interpret the Handbook when classifying
facilities in iNFADS because of vague guidance that lacked illustrations and
detailed descriptions on how to classify relocatable buildings. The Commandant
of the Marine Corps should revise MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, and the Real
Estate and Real Property Accountability Handbook to reflect updates made to
DoD Instruction 4165.56 and train DPW personnel on the proper classification of
relocatable buildings.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Consider
Whether the Building Needed to be Relocatable or Reused

Navy and Marine Corps personnel did not consider whether
the facility needed to be relocatable or reused as
DPW personnel
required in DoD Instruction 4165.65 when classifying
correctly classified
facilities. DPW personnel correctly classified 75 of
75 of the 114 facilities
114 facilities that met the definition of a relocatable
that met the definition
building; however, the facilities did not need to be
of a relocatable building;
relocatable and were not intended to be reused.
however, the facilities did
not need to be relocatable
Although DoD guidance includes a requirement
and were not intended
in the definition that the relocatable building be
to be reused.
20

Marine Corps Headquarters GF-6, “Real Estate and Real Property Accountability
Handbook,” December 2013.
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easily moved or reused, DPW personnel leased or acquired facilities that would
not be moved or reused beyond meeting their current mission requirements. DPW
personnel relied on vague guidance that did not provide illustrations or detailed
descriptions on how to classify facilities as relocatable buildings to meet mission
requirements; therefore, those requirements were met through the purchase and
lease of relocatable buildings that were never intended to be moved or reused.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel also classified 33 of 114 facilities as
relocatable buildings, but the 33 facilities did not meet the definition of a
relocatable building. Furthermore, DPW personnel did not provide sufficient
documentation for 6 of 114 facilities to determine whether the facilities met the
definition of a relocatable building. Table 8 shows the number of facilities by
installation that met the definition of a relocatable building but were not intended
to be moved or reused and therefore should not have been classified as relocatable.
Table 8. Number of Facilities by Installation That Met the Definition of a Relocatable
Building but Were Not Intended to be Moved or Reused
Met the Definition
of a Relocatable
Building but Were
Not Intended to be
Moved or Reused

Did Not Meet the
Definition of a
Relocatable Building

No Documentation
Available

NAF El Centro

3

17

0

NAVBASE Coronado

17

0

2

NAVBASE Point Loma

1

4

2

NBSD

2

0

0

NAS Key West

23

5

2

Navy Totals

46

26

6

MCB Camp Pendleton

14

6

0

MCB Camp Lejeune

15

1

0

Marine Corps Totals

29

7

0

Total Facilities

75

33

6

Installation

Source: The DoD OIG.
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Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Classified Facilities That Met the
Definition of a Relocatable Building but Did Not Need to be Relocatable
or Reused
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel properly classified 75 facilities because
they met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building by being
habitable prefabricated structures, designed and constructed to be readily moved.
However, the facilities did not need to be relocatable to meet current mission
needs and were not intended for reuse. Navy and Marine Corps personnel used
relocatable buildings instead of purchasing real property or completing minor
construction projects.

DPW personnel from the Navy and the Marine Corps classified 46 and 29 facilities,
respectively, as relocatable buildings because they met the definition of a
relocatable building. However, these facilities did not need to be relocatable
to meet mission requirements and were never intended to be reused for
alternate missions. For example, according to the property records provided, on
January 1, 1996, DPW personnel at NAVBASE Coronado acquired four facilities that
did not need to be relocatable or meet the intent to be reused. DPW personnel
stated that Maritime Operations and NAVFAC personnel used these facilities for
training. Figure 3 shows an example of some facilities at NAVBASE Coronado that
have not been relocated since originally put in place in 1996.

Figure 3. Facilities at NAVBASE Coronado That Met the Definition of Relocatable Building but Were
Never Intended to be Moved or Reused
Source: The DoD OIG.
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In another example, Marine Corps DPW personnel at MCB Camp Pendleton
classified a facility used for storage as a relocatable building. This facility provides
climate-controlled protection for equipment. DPW personnel property records
indicate that the facility was placed on site in 2008 without the intent of ever being
moved. The incorrect classification of the facility occurred because Marine Corps
DPW personnel relied on guidance that did not provide details on how to classify
facilities that will be used for their useful life in one location.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Classified Facilities That Did Not
Meet the Definition of a Relocatable Building

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel improperly classified 33 facilities that
did not meet the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building
because they were specifically excluded by OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C and
MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, were incorrectly classified in iNFADS, or were modular
sheds under 500 square feet.
Navy DPW personnel classified 26 facilities that did not meet the definition of
a relocatable building. For example, DPW personnel at NAF El Centro classified
Aircraft Protection Equipment facilities as relocatable buildings, but the facilities
did not meet the definition of a relocatable building. DPW personnel stated that
Naval Air Forces use Aircraft Protection Equipment to shade aircraft when the
aircraft are on the flight lines. According to OPNAV Instruction, the guidance
for relocatable buildings excludes Aircraft Equipment Protection facilities.
Navy DPW personnel relied on guidance that did not include examples of Air
Protection Equipment when classifying these facilities. Figure 4 shows an
example of the Aircraft Protection Equipment that did not meet the definition of a
relocatable building.

Figure 4. Aircraft Protection Equipment Facilities at NAF El Centro that Were Incorrectly Classified as
Relocatable Buildings
Source: The DoD OIG.
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DPW personnel at NAVBASE Point Loma classified two facilities as relocatable
buildings; however, these facilities did not meet the definition of a relocatable
building because the facilities were permanent structures and could not be
relocated. Point Loma DPW personnel stated that the facilities were incorrectly
classified in iNFADS. The current personnel at Point Loma were not responsible for
entering the structures into iNFADS initially.

Navy DPW Personnel Did Not Have Documentation for Six Facilities

Navy and Marine Corps personnel did not have documentation available for
six facilities classified as relocatable buildings to demonstrate the facilities met
the definition of a relocatable building. DPW personnel at NAVBASE Point Loma
and NAVBASE Coronado classified two facilities at each installation as relocatable
buildings but did not provide sufficient information to show that the facilities met
the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition. Also, NAS Key West DPW personnel did not
provide sufficient information that two removed facilities were correctly classified
as relocatable buildings.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Apply
the Interim Facility Requirement

Navy and Marine Corps personnel did not apply the interim facility requirement
as required in DoD guidance. DoD Instruction 4165.56 defines the interim facility
requirement as a:
short-term, normally 5 years or less, requirement for facilities
due to transitory military missions, deployments, military
contingency operations, disaster relief requirements, or
temporary space requirements pending the construction or
renovation of permanent facilities.

DPW personnel did not consider these requirements when using facilities classified
as relocatable. DPW personnel classified facilities as relocatable buildings but did
not have a plan to dispose of them once the facilities reached the 5-year limit set by
DoD Instruction 4165.56.
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Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Always
Consider the Interim Facility Requirement
Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel did not always
consider the interim facility requirement when classifying
99 of
114 facilities
facilities. According to property records provided
classified as
by DPW personnel, 99 of 114 facilities classified as
relocatable buildings
relocatable buildings did not meet the interim facility
did not meet the
requirement. NAS Key West DPW personnel classified
interim facility
one facility as a relocatable building because it met the
requirement.
interim facility requirement; however, the facility did not
meet the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable
building. DoD Instruction 4165.56 states that the facility must meet the definition
and interim facility requirement to be classified as a relocatable building. DPW
personnel were unable to provide information to show that 14 facilities met the
requirements for short-term use. See Table 9 for the number of facilities that did
not meet the interim facility requirement.
Table 9. Number of Facilities That Did Not Meet the Interim Facility Requirement
by Installation
Met the Interim
Facility Requirement

Did Not Meet the
Interim Facility
Requirement

No Documentation
Available

NAF El Centro

0

20

0

NAVBASE Coronado

0

17

2

NAVBASE Point Loma

0

4

3

NBSD

0

2

0

NAS Key West

1

28

1

Navy Total

1

71

6

MCB Camp Pendleton

0

12

8

MCB Camp Lejeune

0

16

0

Marine Corps Total

0

28

8

Total Facilities

1

99

14

Installation

Source: The DoD OIG.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel had 74 of 99 facilities in inventory
that were past the interim facility time requirement, normally 5 years or less.
According to Navy DPW personnel, although five facilities were within the interim
facility requirement definition, normally 5 years or less, the facilities were intended
for long-term use. Also, DPW personnel did not provide documentation for
14 facilities classified as relocatable buildings.
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Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel reported 25 facilities that were used for
1 to 5 years past the 5-year interim facility requirement, 31 facilities were used for
6 to 10 years past the requirement, and 1 facility was used for 12 years past the
requirement. Furthermore DPW personnel provided documentation that showed
14 facilities were still in use 16 to 20 years past the interim facility requirement
of 5 years; in addition, 3 facilities were used for 21 years or more. When these
facilities are used past the 5-year interim facility requirement, to meet long-term
needs, it potentially circumvents the military construction process. Table 10
shows the number of facilities past the interim facility requirement at the seven
installations visited.
Table 10. Number of Facilities and the Years Past the Interim Facility Requirement
1 to 5
years

6 to 10
years

11 to 15
years

16 to 20
years

21 years
or more

Total
Facilities

NAF El Centro

1

0

0

3

1

5

NAVBASE
Coronado

3

3

1

5

0

12

NAVBASE Point
Loma

0

0

0

0

2

2

NBSD

1

0

0

1

0

2

NAS Key West

0

25

0

3

0

28

MCB Camp
Pendleton

7

2

0

0

0

9

MCB Camp
Lejeune

13

1

0

2

0

16

25

31

1

14

3

74

Installation

Facility Totals
Source: The DoD OIG.

DPW personnel at NAF El Centro incorrectly classified five lodging accommodation
trailers and did not consider the interim facility requirement. DPW personnel
explained that there was a Navy requirement for a lodging facility; however, the
need for the lodging facility was seasonal, and construction of a permanent lodging
facility was not cost-effective. Navy Exchange Service Center personnel acquired
five facilities in 1996 and did not develop an exit strategy because they intended
to use the trailers until deemed unserviceable. Figure 5 shows Navy lodging
trailers at NAF El Centro, California. The Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of Civil
Engineers and the Commandant of the Marine Corps should develop procedures to
ensure that DPW personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement when
classifying relocatable buildings as required by DoD Instruction 4165.56.
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Figure 5. Lodging Incorrectly Classified as Relocatable Buildings at NAF El Centro
Source: The DoD OIG.

NAS Key West DPW Personnel Classified One Facility That Met
the Interim Facility Requirement but Could Not Determine
Whether It Met the Definition
NAS Key West DPW personnel classified a facility that met the interim facility
requirement of a relocatable building, but could not provide documentation to
the audit team to determine whether the facility should have been classified as a
relocatable building. Although this facility met the interim facility requirement,
NAS Key West DPW personnel could not provide sufficient documentation to
show that the facility met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable
building because the facility was disposed of before the audit team’s site visit.
DPW personnel explained that the facility was used until a military construction
project to replace a fire station was completed and that once the new construction
was finished, the temporary facility was removed.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Classified Facilities
That Were Never Intended for Short‑Term Use

Navy DPW personnel classified 71 facilities as relocatable buildings, but these
facilities did not meet the interim facility requirement. NAS Key West DPW
personnel classified two facilities as relocatable buildings; however, according to
DPW personnel, the facilities are storage units used to meet a hazardous materials
requirement and were never intended for short‑term use. In 2006, DPW personnel
acquired these facilities with Hurricane Wilma recovery funds. DPW personnel at
NAS Key West did not consider the interim facility requirement when classifying
these facilities as relocatable buildings.
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Marine Corps DPW personnel classified 28 facilities as relocatable buildings;
however, these facilities did not meet the interim facility requirement. MCB Camp
Lejeune DPW personnel provided property records that showed 16 facilities were
past the 5-year limit set by DoD Instruction 4165.56. DPW personnel at MCB Camp
Lejeune should have applied the interim facility requirement when classifying
these facilities.

Navy and Marine Corps DPW Personnel Did Not Provide
Documentation for 14 Facilities

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel did not provide documentation for
14 facilities classified as relocatable buildings. For example, MCB Camp Pendleton
DPW personnel classified eight facilities as relocatable buildings but did not
provide property records to determine whether the facilities were relocatable
buildings. Also, NAVBASE Coronado DPW personnel classified two facilities as
relocatable buildings but did not have property records to determine whether the
facilities were relocatable buildings. Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel did
not provide proper documentation to determine whether the 14 facilities met the
interim facility requirement.

Marine Corps DPW Personnel Incorrectly Classified
Facilities in iNFADS to Track Facilities if Fire and
Emergency Response Services are Needed

Marine Corps DPW personnel at MCB Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune
classified facilities as relocatable buildings in iNFADS that did not meet the
definition of a relocatable building or the interim facility requirement of a
relocatable building. DPW personnel classified these facilities this way in order
to track all facilities if fire and emergency response services are needed for those
facilities. INFADS does not provide a separate classification to track facilities that
do not meet the definition and interim facility requirement of relocatable buildings
that are required to be tracked if fire and emergency response services are needed.
Marine Corps Installations Command personnel queried iNFADS for all facilities
classified as relocatable buildings to produce the annual report required by the
ASD(EI&E). Because DPW personnel misclassified these facilities as relocatable
buildings, they overstated the number of relocatable buildings in the ASD(EI&E)
annual relocatable building report. Figure 6 shows examples of portable armories
incorrectly classified as relocatable buildings.
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Figure 6. Facilities Incorrectly Classified in iNFADS at MCB Camp Lejeune
Source: The DoD OIG.

Headquarters Marine Corps personnel instructed DPW personnel at MCB
Camp Lejeune to classify portable armories as relocatable buildings to track
the facilities for emergency response services. According to the Marine Corps
Headquarters GF-6 Real Estate and Real Property Accountability Handbook, DPW
personnel are required to classify facilities occupied and attached to utilities for
emergency response services and for utility cost budgets. Marine Corps DPW
personnel did not have a separate classification in iNFADS to track facilities if
emergency response services are needed. DPW personnel at MCB Camp Lejeune
stated that portable armories will stay in place for the duration of their useful
life, approximately 15 years. MCB Camp Lejeune DPW personnel’s use of these
portable armories does not meet the interim facility requirement or the definition
of a relocatable building because the armories are used for a long-term, nonmobile requirement.

Although the portable armories should not be classified as relocatable buildings,
they need to be tracked if emergency response services are needed. According to
DPW personnel, there is no other classification in iNFADS for emergency response
services to separate non-relocatable buildings from properly classified relocatable
buildings. By classifying non-relocatable buildings as relocatable in iNFADS,
Marine Corps personnel are unable to accurately track the number of relocatable
buildings on the installation; therefore, a separate classification is needed for
these structures. The Commandant of the Marine Corps should revise guidance to
separate non-relocatable buildings from properly classified relocatable buildings in
iNFADS for tracking all facilities if fire and emergency services are needed.
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Corrective Actions In Process
As a result of this audit, the ASD(EI&E) is revising DoD Instruction 4165.56. The
draft update will propose that all facilities will be required to be classified as
real property and will be classified as relocatable buildings only when specifically
permitted by the Instruction. Furthermore, the intent of acquiring the facility will
be the focal point in determining the classification, including if the facility will
meet a short-term or long-term mission requirement.

Conclusion

Navy and Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly classified facilities in our
sample as relocatable buildings and incorrectly reported the number of relocatable
buildings to the ASD(EI&E). The misclassification affected the DoD’s overall
inventory report of relocatable buildings and the DoD’s ability to assess space
utilization. These misclassifications hinder DPW personnel’s ability to economically
and efficiently reuse facilities for alternate missions. Furthermore, DPW personnel
misclassifying these facilities potentially circumvents the military construction
process by using short-term requirements for long-term needs.

Recommendations, Management Comments, and
Our Response
Redirected Recommendations

As a result of management comments, we redirected part of Recommendation B.2.a
to the Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of Civil Engineers to revise the NAVFAC’s
Real Property Inventory Procedures Manual, and we redirected the other part of
B.2.a, now B.4, to the Chief of Naval Operations to revise the OPNAV Instruction
11010.33C. We also redirected Recommendation B.2.b to the Commander of
NAVFAC and Chief of Civil Engineers to develop procedures to ensure that the
DPW personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement when classifying
relocatable buildings as required by DoD Instruction 4165.56.
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Recommendation B.1
We recommend that the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations,
and Environment update Department of Defense Instruction 4165.56 to include
details and illustrated examples on how to properly classify relocatable buildings
based on the definition and interim facility requirement.

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations, and
Environment Comments
The ASD(EI&E), agreed, stating that, following the publication of DoD Office of
Inspector General’s previous report on the Army’s use of relocatable buildings,
the ASD(EI&E) started working on a revision to DoD Instruction 4165.56.21 The
ASD(EI&E) intends to finalize the revisions to the Instruction and begin the formal
coordination process within 90 days.

Our Response

Comments from the ASD(EI&E) addressed the specifics of the recommendation;
therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open. We will close the
recommendation upon confirmation that the Instruction has been updated.

Recommendation B.2

We recommend that the Commander of Naval Facilities Engineering Command and
Chief of Civil Engineers:
a. Revise the Naval Facilities Engineering Command’s Real Property
Inventory Procedures Manual to reflect updates made to Department
of Defense Instruction 4165.56 and train Department of Public Works
personnel on the proper classification of relocatable buildings.
b. Develop procedures to ensure that the Department of Public Works
personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement when
classifying relocatable buildings as required by Department of Defense
Instruction 4165.56.

Commander of Naval Facilities Engineering Command and Chief of Civil
Engineers Comments
The Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of Civil Engineers did not respond
to Recommendations B.2.a and B.2.b and requested that we redirect the
recommendations to Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of Civil Engineers from the
draft version of this report.
21
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Our Response
Because the comments from the Commander, Navy Installations Command,
requested we redirect the recommendations to the Commander of NAVFAC and
Chief of Civil Engineers, we consider the recommendations unresolved. We
request the Commander of NAVFAC and Chief of Civil Engineers provide comments
detailing what steps will be taken to ensure Recommendations B.2.a and B.2.b
are addressed.

Recommendation B.3

We recommend the Commandant of the Marine Corps:
a. Revise Marine Corps Order 11000.12, Appendix G, and the Marine
Corps Headquarters GF-6 Real Estate and Real Property Accountability
Handbook to reflect updates made to Department of Defense Instruction
4165.56 and train Department of Public Works personnel on the proper
classification of relocatable buildings.

Commandant of the Marine Corps Comment
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Commandant of the Marine Corps, agreed, stating that the
Marine Corps will revise MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, and the Marine Corps
Headquarters GF-6 Real Estate and Real Property Accountability Handbook to
reflect updates made to DoD Instruction 4165.56, as well as to ensure DPW
personnel are trained with regard to proper classifications of relocatable buildings.
The goal is to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.
b. Develop procedures to ensure that the Department of Public Works
personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement when
classifying relocatable buildings as required by Department of Defense
Instruction 4165.56.

Commandant of the Marine Corps Comment
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Commandant of the Marine Corps, agreed, stating that the
Marine Corps will develop procedures to ensure that DPW personnel properly apply
the interim facility requirement when classifying buildings, as required by DoD
Instruction 4165.56. The goal is to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.
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Our Response
Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.
c. Revise guidance to separate non-relocatable buildings from properly
classified relocatable buildings within the Internet Navy Facility Assets
Data Store system for tracking all facilities if fire and emergency
services are needed.

Commandant of the Marine Corps Comment
The Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director, U.S. Marine Corps,
responding for the Commandant of the Marine Corps, agreed, stating that the
Marine Corps will revise its guidance to separate non-relocatable buildings from
properly classified relocatable building within the iNFADS system for tracking all
facilities if fire and emergency services are required. The goal is to have total
compliance by November 1, 2018.

Our Response

Comments from the Head, Audit Coordination, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain
open. We will close the recommendation upon completion and verification of the
proposed corrective action.

Recommendation B.4

We recommend that the Chief of Naval Operations revise the Office of the Chief of
Naval Operations Instruction 11010.33C to reflect updates made to Department of
Defense Instruction 4165.56 and train Department of Public Works personnel on
the proper classification of relocatable buildings.

Chief of Naval Operations Comments
The Chief of Naval Operations were not asked to respond to Recommendations
B.2.a and B.2.b because we redirected the recommendations to Chief of Naval
Operations from the draft version of this report.

Our Response

Because the comments from the Commander, Navy Installations Command,
requested we redirect the recommendations to the Chief of Naval Operations,
we consider the recommendation unresolved. We request the Chief of Naval
Operations provide comments detailing what steps will be taken to ensure
Recommendations B.4 is addressed.
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Appendix A
Scope and Methodology
We conducted this performance audit from January 2017 through November
2017 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Universe and Sample Information

This is the second report on the DoD’s use of relocatable buildings. Using the first
audit report on the Army, we determined that the Navy and Marine Corps reported
the second highest number of relocatable buildings within the DoD as of the end
of FY 2013. Therefore, this report focuses on Navy and Marine Corps relocatable
buildings reported to the ASD(EI&E). See Table 11 for the number of relocatable
buildings the Navy and Marine Corps personnel reported to the ASD(EI&E) for FYs
2014, 2015, and 2016.

Table 11. Navy and Marine Corps Relocatable Buildings Reported to the ASD(EI&E) for FYs
2014, 2015, and 2016
Service

Number of Relocatable
Buildings for FY 2014

Number of Relocatable
Buildings for FY 2015

Number of Relocatable
Buildings for FY 2016

1,832

820

717

341

391

436

2,173

1,211

1,153

Navy
Marine Corps
Total

Note: The number of relocatable buildings reported to the ASD(EI&E) may not be accurate
because Marine Corps DPW personnel incorrectly classified facilities as relocatable buildings in
order to track facilities if fire and emergency response services are needed.
Source: The ASD(EI&E).

We used the ASD(EI&E) inventory reports for Navy and Marine Corps relocatable
buildings for FYs 2014 and 2015. Using the FYs 2014 and 2015 ASD(EI&E)
inventory reports as our base, we selected the two Marine Corps installations with
the largest number of reported relocatable buildings; Camp Pendleton, near San
Diego, California, and MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. The Navy installation
with the largest number of relocatable buildings was Naval Station Key West,
Florida. While none of the Naval installations in the San Diego area were second
highest in reported relocatable buildings, we determined that visiting several
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of these (Naval Air Facility [NAF] El Centro, California; Naval Base [NAVBASE]
Coronado, California; NAVBASE San Diego [NBSD], California; and NAVBASE Point
Loma, California) would give a larger number of relocatable buildings than would
the second highest reported relocatable buildings on any one Navy installation.
Because of time and resource limitations we determined that visiting multiple Navy
installations in the San Diego area was the best investment of time, travel costs,
and limited staff. We obtained the FY 2016 inventory report after we announced
the project and determined which sites to visit. We used the FY 2016 inventory
report to determine whether there was any change from the FY 2015 inventory
report and added additional facilities to our sample that were recently obtained or
removed those disposed of at the seven installations we visited.
We nonstatistically selected a sample of 166 facilities to determine whether the
facilities met the DoD Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building
and interim facility requirement. Specifically, the facility should be classified
as a relocatable building only if it is a “habitable prefabricated structure that is
designed and constructed to be readily moved (transportable over public roads),
erected, disassembled, stored, and reused,” and also meets the interim facility
requirement, “a short-term, normally 5 years or less…” timeframe.

Of the 166 facilities, we removed 7 facilities—3 facilities were no longer on the
installation and had been removed from iNFADS, and 4 facilities were not owned or
leased by the Navy—leaving 159 facilities reported as relocatable buildings in our
sample. Of the 159 facilities, MCB Camp Lejeune personnel reported 5 relocatable
buildings as surge in the ASD(EI&E) report (meaning they are being used for a
contingency operation). For those five facilities, we verified whether they were
being used for that purpose. We determined that the five facilities were not
being used for a contingency operation and were incorrectly listed as surge in the
ASD(EI&E) report. Therefore, we performed a full review of the 5 facilities, and
they are included in the 159 facilities in our sample. See Table 12 for the seven
installations we visited and the number of facilities we nonstatistically selected for
the audit sample classified as relocatable buildings in the ASD(EI&E) report.
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Table 12. Installations Visited and Number of Facilities Nonstatistically Selected for the
Audit Sample Classified as Relocatable Buildings in the ASD(EI&E) Report
Installation

Number of Facilities
Selected for the Audit Sample

NAF El Centro

20

NAVBASE Coronado

22

NAVBASE Point Loma

7

NBSD

3

NAS Key West

30

MCB Camp Pendleton*

30

MCB Camp Lejeune*

47

Total

159

* We nonstatistically selected a sample of facilities classified as relocatable buildings at MCB
Camp Pendleton and MCB Camp Lejeune.
Source: The DoD OIG.

For the facilities that met the definition of a relocatable building and the interim
facility requirement, we assessed whether they were properly approved, procured,
and used, and whether there was an adequate strategy to discontinue use and
dispose of the relocatable building (Finding A). See Appendix B for a list of the
relocatable buildings reviewed. For the facilities that did not meet the DoD
Instruction 4165.56 definition of a relocatable building and interim facility
requirement, we determined why they were classified incorrectly and included in
the ASD(EI&E) annual relocatable building report (Finding B). See Appendix C for
a list of facilities reported as relocatable buildings reviewed that did not meet the
definition of a relocatable building and interim facility requirement.

Review of Documentation and Interviews

We reviewed documentation on relocatable buildings at NAF El Centro, NAS Key
West, NAVBASE Coronado, NAVBASE Point Loma, NBSD, MCB Camp Lejeune, and
MCB Camp Pendleton. We selected a nonstatistical sample of 159 facilities reported
as relocatable buildings to the ASD(EI&E) for review. From the relocatable building
files, we reviewed:
•

property records;

•

approvals to acquire or lease the relocatable buildings;

•
•
•
•

pictures of the buildings;

analyses to lease versus buy;

extended use requests and approvals; and

exit strategies or DD Forms 1391, “Military Construction Project Data.”
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If the file did not contain a picture, we physically inspected the facility, when
possible, to verify that it was relocatable. For relocatable buildings identified as
surge in the ASD(EI&E) report (meaning they are being used for a contingency
operation), we verified whether they were being used for that purpose.
We also reviewed the following documentation.
•

DoD Instruction 4165.56, “Relocatable Buildings,” January 7, 2013

•

MCO 11000.12, Appendix G, “Interim Relocatable Facilities Policy and
Procedures,” September 8, 2014

•

•
•
•

OPNAV Instruction 11010.33C, “Procurement, Lease and Use of Relocatable
Buildings,” March 7, 2006
DoD Manual 4160.21, Volume 1, “Defense Materiel Disposition: Disposal
Guidance and Procedures,” October 22, 2015
Marine Corps Headquarters GF-6, “Real Estate and Real Property
Accountability Handbook,” December 2013

NAVFAC P-78, “Real Property Inventory Procedures Manual,” July 2008

We interviewed personnel from the ASD(EI&E); the Commander, Navy
Installations Command; NAVFAC; and the Marine Corps Installations Command.
At the installations, we interviewed personnel from the DPW and DLA
Disposition Services.

Use of Computer-Processed Data

We did not use computer-processed data to perform this audit.

Prior Coverage

During the last 5 years, the DoD Office of Inspector General (DoD OIG) issued one
report discussing the DoD’s management of relocatable buildings. Unrestricted
DoD OIG reports can be accessed at http://www.dodig.mil/reports.html/.

DoD OIG

Report No. DODIG-2017-057, “Army Officials Need to Improve the Management of
Relocatable Buildings,” February 16, 2017

Army officials obtained approvals to acquire 73 of the 83 relocatable buildings
acquired under their authority. However, Army officials did not always
determine whether the structures obtained were relocatable based on the
Army’s criteria for relocatable buildings, did not ensure that relocatable
buildings were used only in situations where a relocatable building was
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required or interim situations, and continue to use structures acquired as
relocatable buildings to meet long-term requirements without documented
approval or a valid exit strategy. Furthermore, Army officials reported
inaccurate data on relocatable buildings to the ASD(EI&E).
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Appendix B
Relocatable Buildings Reviewed
Relocatable
Building
Number

Date Acquired

Lease
Versus
Buy
Analysis?

Approval
Prior to
Purchase/
Lease?

Extended
Use
Approval?

Exit
Strategy
In Place

Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton
1

130150T

August 31, 2010

N/A



2

130151T

August 31, 2010

N/A



3

130157T

August 31, 2010

N/A



4

130193T

November 10, 2010

N/A



5

130194T

November 10, 2010

N/A



6

130195T

November 10, 2010

N/A



7

31B30T1

May 7, 2011

N/A





8

31B30T2

May 7, 2011

N/A





9

22143T

January 29, 2010

N/A

10

12043T

May 4, 2011

N/A






Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune
11

SAW358A

May 22, 2012

N/A



12

SAW358B

May 22, 2012

N/A



13

1250A

September 24, 2008

*







14

1240B

September 24, 2008

*







15

1250C

September 24, 2008

*







16

1250D

September 24, 2008

*







17

1250E

September 24, 2008

*







18

1250F

September 24, 2008

*







19

1250G

September 24, 2008

*







20

1250H

September 24, 2008

*







21

1250J

September 24, 2008

*







22

1250K

September 24, 2008

*







23

1250L

September 24, 2008

*







24

1250M

September 24, 2008

*







25

1250N

September 24, 2008

*







26

1250P

September 24, 2008

*







27

1250Q

September 24, 2008

*







Please see the final page of Appendix B for the Table notes.
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Relocatable Buildings Reviewed (cont’d)
Relocatable
Building
Number

Date Acquired

Lease
Versus
Buy
Analysis?

Approval
Prior to
Purchase/
Lease?

Extended
Use
Approval?

Exit
Strategy
In Place

28

1250R

September 24, 2008

*







29

1250AA

September 24, 2008

*







30

1250AB

September 24, 2008

*







31

1250AC

September 24, 2008

*







32

1250AD

September 24, 2008

*







33

1250AE

September 24, 2008

*







34

1250AF

September 24, 2008

*







35

1250AG

September 24, 2008

*







36

1250AH

September 24, 2008

*







37

1250AJ

September 24, 2008

*







38

1250AK

September 24, 2008

*







39

1250AL

September 24, 2008

*





40

1250AM

September 24, 2008

*





41

1250AN

September 24, 2008

*





Naval Air Station Key West
There are no relocatable buildings at this location
Naval Air Field El Centro
There are no relocatable buildings at this location
Naval Base Coronado
42

M403

January 1, 2007

43

M603

June 6, 2012

44

T603

August 27, 2013


N/A



Naval Base Point Loma
There are no relocatable buildings at this location
Naval Base San Diego
45

3322T

May 30, 2007



*Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune officials performed an initial lease versus buy analysis;
however, they did not perform another lease versus buy analysis before leasing the buildings a
second time.
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Appendix C
Facilities Improperly Classified as Relocatable Buildings
Facility
Number

Date Acquired

Meets Definition of a
Relocatable Building?

Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton
1

12056T

May 4, 2011



2

210675T

Unknown1



3

210679T

1

Unknown



4

210717T

Unknown1



5

210718T

Unknown1



6

250165T

Unknown



7

2521T

October 14, 2010



8

276023T

Unknown1



9

276024T

Unknown1



10

310908T

January 18, 2006



11

330442T

Unknown



12

Building 25

Unknown1

13

Building 25

Unknown1

14

21544T

April 2, 2008

15

1402T1

November 1, 2011

16

1402T3

November 1, 2011

17

T1100

Unknown1

18

PFA-03

January 19, 2010

19

21542T

April 2, 2008

20

20256T

October 13, 2006

1

1







Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune
21

SFC223

April 11, 1995

22

812A

July 7, 2008



23

DD30

June 27, 1993



24

FC230A

April 28, 2008



25

DD30A

May 21, 2009



26

FC120A

May 24, 2011



27

FC375P

September 1, 2011



28

SFC143B

January 17, 2012



Please see the final page of Appendix C for the Table notes.
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Facilities Improperly Classified as Relocatable Buildings (cont’d)
Facility
Number

Date Acquired

Meets Definition of a
Relocatable Building?

29

SFC263B

June 13, 2011



30

FC375N

September 1, 2011



31

SFC211C

December 27, 2011



32

SFC211D

December 27, 2011



33

SFC143A

January 17, 2012



34

1450C

August 31, 2006



35

SFC255B

March 1, 2012



36

M151D

May 22, 2012



Meets an Interim
Facility Requirement?

Naval Air Station Key West, FL
37

TRL-1

October 1, 2003



38

TRL-2

October 1, 2003



39

TRL-4

October 1, 2003



40

TRL-6

October 1, 2003



41

TRL-7

October 1, 2003



42

TRL-9

October 1, 2003



43

TRL-12

October 1, 2003



44

TRL-14

October 1, 2003



45

TRL-16

October 1, 2003



46

TRL-18

October 1, 2003



47

TRL-19

October 1, 2003



48

TRL-21

October 1, 2003



49

TRL-23

October 1, 2003



50

TRL-25

October 1, 2003



51

TRL-27

October 1, 2003



52

TRL-29

October 1, 2003



53

TRL-31

October 1, 2003



54

TRL-32

October 1, 2003



55

TRL-34

October 1, 2003



56

TRL-35

October 1, 2003



57

TRL-36

October 1, 2003



58

TRL-37

October 1, 2003



59

TRL-38

October 1, 2003



Please see the final page of Appendix C for the Table notes.
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Appendixes
Facilities Improperly Classified as Relocatable Buildings (cont’d)
Facility
Number

Date Acquired

60

A-4230

December 1, 2005

61

A-4232

January 15, 2006

62

85

August 7, 1994

63

85A

August 7, 1994

64

85B

August 7, 1994

65

F-1C

April 1, 2006

66

F-1D

April 1, 2006

Meets Definition of a
Relocatable Building?



Naval Air Facility El Centro
67

335

August 13, 1996



68

337

August 13, 1996



69

338

August 13, 1996



70

830H

Unknown2

71

830B

Unknown2

72

830I

Unknown2

73

830J

Unknown2

74

840K

Unknown2

75

840B

Unknown2

76

840E

Unknown2

77

840L

Unknown2

78

840A

Unknown2

79

840G

Unknown2

80

586

June 5, 2014

81

237

June 5, 2014

82

526

June 5, 2014

83

LOCKER9

June 5, 2014

84

LOCKER24

June 5, 2014

85

LOCKER22

July 1, 2010

86

RSL 2A

July 1, 1976
Naval Base Coronado

87

CMM6

June 6, 2012



88

TCB-1

January 1, 2004



89

TCB-2

January 1, 1996



Please see the final page of Appendix C for the Table notes.
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Meets an Interim
Facility Requirement?

Appendixes
Facilities Improperly Classified as Relocatable Buildings (cont’d)
Facility
Number

Date Acquired

Meets Definition of a
Relocatable Building?

90

TCB-3

January 1, 2004



91

TCB-4

January 1, 2004



92

T-6

January 1, 1996



93

T-7

January 1, 1996



94

T-8

January 1, 1996



95

T-9

January 1 , 1996



96

1206A

January 1, 2000



97

R1

Unknown

98

R2

April 21, 2010



99

R3

Unknown3



100

R4

Unknown3



101

R5

Unknown3



102

R6

Unknown3



103

R7

Unknown3



104

R9

April 10, 2010

105

R11

April 10, 2010

Meets an Interim
Facility Requirement?

3


Naval Base Point Loma

106

27H

April 1, 1980

107

422T

January 1, 1980

108

537T

January 1, 1980

109

373T

January 1, 1980

110

T7

March 20, 2013

111

P324D

February 28, 2013

112

327D

February 28, 2013



Naval Base San Diego
113

4867T

February 28, 2008



114

3566T

July 1, 1996



1

No property record in iNFADS; therefore, acquisition date is unknown.

2

 PW personnel stated that the acquisition date in iNFADS is not the date of acquisition, but the
D
date the facility was moved.

3

No record, documentation, or file on facility reflecting the date it was acquired.
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Management Comments

Management Comments
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
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Management Comments

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest (cont’d)
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Management Comments

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest (cont’d)
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Management Comments

United States Marine Corps
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
3000 MARINE CORPS PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20350-3000
IN REPLY REFER TO:

7500
DMCS-A
15 Dec 17

From:
To:

Head, Audit Coordination, Office of the Staff Director
Program Director, Contract Management and Payments,
Office of the Inspector General, Department of Defense

Subj:

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS MANAGEMENT OF RELOCATABLE BUILDINGS
(PROJECT NO. D2017-D000CG-0072.000)

Ref:

(a) DODIG Draft Audit Report Project No. D2017-D000CG0072.000 dated November 16, 2017

Encl:

(1) U.S. Marine Corps Official Responses

1. Reference (a) requested management comments on the subject
draft audit report.
2.

Enclosure (1) provides our responses.

3.

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the report.

4. I am your primary contact for this response, and can be
reached at

CHARLES K. DOVE
Copy to:
OASN (EI&E)
NAVINSGEN (N14)
IGMC
CL
DC, P&R (MCMICP)
DC, I&L
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Management Comments

United States Marine Corps (cont’d)
UNCLASSIFIED

OIG, DOD DRAFT REPORT DATED 16 NOVEMBER 2017
D2017-D000CG-0072.000
“NAVY AND MARINE CORPS MANAGEMENT OF
RELOCATABLE BUILDINGS”
U.S. MARINE CORPS COMMENTS
TO OIG, DOD RECOMMENDATIONS
OIG DOD recommends that the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base,
Camp Pendleton:
RECOMMENDATION A.4.a: Apply for approval of relocatable buildings that initially
were never submitted for approval.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps has notified its installations that each
relocatable within its inventory will require an accompanying approval letter. The goal is
to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.
RECOMMENDATION A.4.b: Establish exit strategies for relocatable buildings that do
not have one.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. As part of requiring each relocatable to have an
accompanying approval letter, the Marine Corps will likewise ensure that each letter
addresses the relevant exit strategies and timeline. The goal is to have total compliance
by November 1, 2018.
RECOMMENDATION A.4.c: Request extensions for relocatable buildings that are
past the established expiration date and still needed or terminate the use of the relocatable
buildings that are no longer needed.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. As part of requiring each relocatable to have an
accompanying approval letter, the Marine Corps will ensure that extensions are
addressed, as applicable. Relocatables no longer required will be removed. The goal is
to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.
OIG DOD recommends that the Chief, Directorate of Public Works, Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune:
RECOMMENDATION A.5.a: Apply for approval of relocatable buildings that initially
were never submitted for approval.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps has notified its installations that each
relocatable within its inventory will require an accompanying approval letter. The goal is
to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.

UNCLASSIFIED

1
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Encl (1)

Management Comments

United States Marine Corps (cont’d)
UNCLASSIFIED

RECOMMENDATION A.5.b: Develop procedures to ensure personnel are performing
the required lease versus buy analysis before extending existing leases or obtaining
additional relocatable buildings.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps will develop procedures to ensure its
personnel are performing proper relocatable lease versus purchase analysis before
extending leases or obtaining additional relocatable buildings. The goal is to have total
compliance by November 1, 2018.
OIG DOD recommends that the Commandant of the Marine Corps:
RECOMMENDATION B.3.a: Revise Marine Corps Order 11000.12, Appendix G, and
the Marine Corps Headquarters GF-6 Real Estate and Real Property Accountability
Handbook to reflect updates made to Department of Defense Instruction 4165.56 and
train Department of Public Works personnel on the proper classification of relocatable
buildings.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps will revise MCO 11000.12, Appendix
G, and the Marine Corps Headquarters GF-6 Real Estate and Real Property
Accountability Handbook to reflect updates made to DoDI 4165.56, as well as to ensure
Department of Public Works personnel are trained with regard to proper classifications of
relocatable buildings. The goal is to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.
RECOMMENDATION B.3.b: Develop procedures to ensure that the Department of
Public Works personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement when classifying
relocatable buildings as required by Department of Defense Instruction 4165.56.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps will develop procedures to ensure that
Department of Public Works personnel properly apply the interim facility requirement
when classifying building, as required by DoDI 4165.56. The goal is to have total
compliance by November 1, 2018.
RECOMMENDATION B.3.c: Revise guidance to separate non-relocatable buildings
from properly classified relocatable buildings within the Internet Navy Facility Assets
Data Store system for tracking all facilities if fire and emergency services are needed.
USMC RESPONSE: Concur. The Marine Corps will revise its guidance to separate
non-relocatable buildings from properly classified relocatable building within the
iNFADS for tracking all facilities if fire and emergency services are required. The goal is
to have total compliance by November 1, 2018.

UNCLASSIFIED

2

Encl (1)
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Management Comments

United States Marine Corps (cont’d)
Final
Report Reference

UNCLASSIFIED

USMC TECHNICAL COMMENTS:
Subject

Page

Comment & Requested Action

MCB Camp Lejeune
“Intel and Radio BN
Lease vs. Purchase”
analysis.

Numerous
references
and pages.

Comment: The Draft Report makes numerous references
to MCB Camp Lejeune “Intel and Radio BN Lease vs.
Purchase” analysis not being performed prior to a
leasing/purchasing action in 2008 through 2015. Per the
attached Relocatable approval documents (2008 – 2015),
the Marine Corps contends that a lease vs. purchase
economic analysis was performed and considered prior to
the various relocatable approvals/extensions.

Requested Action: The Marine Corps request that all Draft
Report references to the “Intel and Radio BN Lease vs.
Purchase” analysis not being performed, and related
costing references, be removed from the Final Report.
If requested action is denied, request a meeting prior to
issuance of the Final Report in order to fully discuss and
understand the basis for its inclusion.

UNCLASSIFIED

3
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Encl (1)

Omitted because
of length. Copies
provided upon request.

Management Comments

Navy Installations Command
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

COMMANDER, NAVY INSTALLATIONS COMMAND
716 SICARD STREET, SE, SUITE 1000
WASHINGTON NAVY YARD, DC 20374-5140

5740
Ser N00G/17U00125
15 Dec 2017
From: Commander, Navy Installations Command
To: Deputy Inspector General, Policy and Oversight, Department of Defense Inspector
General
Subj: MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT PROJECT NO. D2017-D000CG0072.000 NAVY AND MARINE CORPS MANAGEMENT OF RELOCATABLE
BUILDINGS
Ref: (a) DoD IG Memo of 16 Nov 17
Encl: (1) CNIC Responses to Subject Follow-up Report
1. Per reference (a), Commander, Navy Installations Command’s (CNIC’s) response to the
subject Management Comments is provided in enclosure (1).
2. The technical point of contact is CDR Chad Lorenza (202) 685-9345 or by email at
chad.lorenza@navy.mil. The audit liaison POC is Mr. Jack Davis, CNIC OIG, at (202) 4339806, or by email at jack.e.davis1@navy.mil.
signed by
POPE.MICHAEL.WA Digitally
POPE.MICHAEL.WALLACE.1169711476
LLACE.1169711476 Date: 2017.12.15 13:13:05 -05'00'

MICHAEL W. POPE
By direction

Copy to:
CNIC (N4)
CNRSW (N4)
NAVINSGEN
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Management Comments

Navy Installations Command (cont’d)
Final
Report Reference
MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT
PROJECT NO. D2017-D000CG-0072.000 NAVY AND MARINE CORPS
MANAGEMENT OF RELOCATABLE BUILDINGS
Recommendation A.3.a: DoDIG recommended that CNIC:
Issue guidance to emphasize that tenant organization personnel on Navy installations coordinate
the acquisition of relocatable buildings with the installation’s Department of Public Works
personnel.
CNIC Response: CNIC will develop and deploy relocatable training in coordination with
NAVFAC which will emphasize this finding and ensure clarity on the definition of relocatable
buildings and determination of interim facility requirements. Installation Public Works
Departments (PWD) will conduct training with their tenants on the notification requirement to
their PWDs when considering relocatables. This will allow the PWDs to better police and
manage the relocatables on base. Estimated completion date is 31 December 2018.
Recommendation A.3.b: DoDIG recommended that CNIC:
Develop procedures to ensure Department of Public Works staff are disposing of their excess
relocatable buildings through Defense Logistics AgencyǦDisposition Services as required by
Department of Defense Manual 4160.21 and Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction
11010.33C.
CNIC Response: CNIC will develop and deploy relocatable training in coordination with
NAVFAC which will emphasize this finding to improve disposal procedures and address the
disposal requirements through Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) as applicable. Estimated
completion date is 31 December 2018.
Recommendation B.2.a: DoDIG recommended that CNIC:
Revise Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 11010.33C and Naval Facilities
Engineering Command’s Real Property Inventory Procedures Manual to reflect updates made to
Department of Defense Instruction 4165.56 and train Department of Public Works personnel on
the proper classification of relocatable buildings.
CNIC Response: CNIC recommends reassignment of this recommendation to OPNAV and
NAVFAC as the owners of OPNAVINST 11010.33C and NAVFAC P-78, respectively, to
reflect DoDI 4165.56 updates.

Redirected
Recommendation B.2a

Recommendation B.2.b: DoDIG recommended that CNIC:
Develop procedures to ensure that the Department of Public Works personnel properly apply the
interim facility requirement when classifying relocatable buildings as required by Department of
Defense Instruction 4165.56.
CNIC Response: CNIC recommends reassignment of this recommendation to NAVFAC as the
echelon 2 command with responsibility to man, train, and equip public works departments across
the shore.
Enclosure (1)
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Redirected
Recommendation B.2b

Management Comments

Assistant Secretary of Defense
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronyms and Abbreviations
Acronym

Definition

ASD(EI&E) Assistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations, and Environment
DLA Defense Logistics Agency
DPW Department of Public Works
iNFADS Internet Navy Facility Assets Data Store
NAF Naval Air Facility
NAS Naval Air Station
NAVBASE Naval Base
NAVFAC Naval Facilities Engineering Command
NBSD Naval Base San Diego
NAVSUP FLC Naval Supply Systems Command Fleet Logistics Center
MCB Marine Corps Base
MCO Marine Corps Order
OPNAV Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
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Whistleblower Protection
U.S. Department of Defense

The Whistleblower Protection Ombudsman’s role is to educate agency
employees about prohibitions on retaliation and employees’ rights and
remedies available for reprisal. The DoD Hotline Director is the designated
ombudsman. For more information, please visit the Whistleblower webpage at
www.dodig.mil/Components/Administrative-Investigations/DoD-Hotline/.

For more information about DoD OIG
reports or activities, please contact us:
Congressional Liaison
703.604.8324
Media Contact
public.affairs@dodig.mil; 703.604.8324
DoD OIG Mailing Lists
www.dodig.mil/Mailing-Lists/
Twitter
www.twitter.com/DoD_IG
DoD Hotline
www.dodig.mil/hotline

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE │ OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
4800 Mark Center Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 22350-1500
www.dodig.mil
Defense Hotline 1.800.424.9098

