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BRAC 2005
Intelligence Joint Cross-Serviee Group

Meeting Minutes of August 24, 2004

The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Counterintelligence and Security),

Chair, Imelligence ,Im;m Cross-Service Group (LICSG). Ms. Carol Haave led this
meeting. The list of attendees 1 attached.

Ms. Haave opened the {ifieenth meeung of the Imelhgence JCSG by
introducing Mr. Peie }ul*uhn-“\ from the OSD BRAC Office who bneled the
BRAC 2005 Scenario Development and An 1]}'5‘15& Executive Summary Brief
(Artachment 2). He provided an overview of role of the OSD BRAC OfTice within

the process and discussed what a BRAC scenario entatled.

Mr. Potochney noted that he appreciated the 1ssues associated with LICSG
data classification. However, he noted that the WCSG would need 10 provide
unclassified documents, with classified addendums as appropriate, for BRAC
purposes. As an cxample, he read from the March 1995 DoD BRAC Report the
unclassified recommendation language used by the Air Force to address the
realignment of Onizuka Air Station. He noted that only those BRAC Commission
representatives with the appropriate clearances would have access to the classified
addendums.

« Mr. Potochney next discussed the activities within the scenario development
process and the interactions between the Military Departments (MILDEPS) and
Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGS). In response to a concern raised by one
[JCSG member about the level of detail required for scenarios, Mr. Potochney
noted that getting to scenaros was a “process.” Spectfically, he noted the other
JCSGs had identified “ideas™ primarily from their working groups that had been
translated into “proposals”™ via deliberative session with their Principals. He noted
that declaring a scenaro provided the opportunity for the LICSG to conduct
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The Charr, ITCSG thanked Mr. Potochney for his briefing and he .:l-'-‘[ arted
the conierence room. A ifollow-on dis “L'::]m of the Draft F h‘w’ Transformational
Options/A mlvti cal Frameworks was held at the level 1o
engender frank and open discussion between the LICSG Principals.

Ms. Dunie introduced the process that led to the development of the six
Draft Transformational Options/Analyvtical Frameworks for discussion
(Attachment 3). She noted that these six were agreed upon collectively by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)} and Community
Management Staff (CMS) personnel supporting the BRAC process. These drafi
Transformational Options A alytical Framewo ks evolved from the ear] y thoughits
provided as input by the various IICSG organizations as well as applicable
Defensc Intelligence studies and analyses. USD(I) and CMS collectively took
these various inputs and attempted to riL velop broad Draft Transformational
Options/Analytical Frameworks that could be considered across Defense
Intelligence rather than a specific orgamzational issue.
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The LICSG Principals next discussed each ol -.:“IL' six Draft BRA(
Fransiormatonal Options Analvtical Frameworks, A summary of the 1ssues Taised
by the Principals for discussion and the resulnng xil";'-{:!%-“ provided o e Lore
Team 1o an: 1I and present their assessment on the reasonableness of executing
the Drafi }!.:!‘:mn:'if‘.:|.-m::il Options' Analytical Frameworks for the September 15"

LICSG Prinemals mecting are as follows:

Expand analvsis from COOP cxclusively 1o COOP/Mission Assurance, As
part of this analysis assess whether potental footprint collocation would
address single-pomnt vulnerabilities as well as the opportunity for potential
svnergy or footprint consolidation across the mdividual organization COOP
budget submissions. Since Congress has directed the Intelligence COOP
plans be merged into an integrated plan. evaluating the synergy between
cxisting COOP plans in the BRAC process 1s prudent.

Analveie nf collneatine norad lina facilities on nrotected inst2llations to
collocatingm LTt B b B

potentially reduce vulner -.1|’J liry n“-“dﬂ to consider unique and/or special
mission equipment.

Analysis of common mission equities located on disparate footprint needs to
consider potential consolidation opportunities 1o enhance force protection,
reduce infrastructure requirements and allow for synergy between missions.
Potential Combatant Commander (COCOM) equities need to be considered
as part of these analyses and coordinated by the IJCSG Principals as
appropriate.

Analysis of potential selected Intelligence Education and Training footprint
consolidation that could lead to a National Intelligence Training construct
needs to define the level of education and training to be addressed, identify
location specific restrictions and consider workforce ethos and culture within
the context of jommess.

Analysis of potential Joint Reserve Intelligence Center footprint
consolidation needs to consider the changed role of how reserves support
Delense Intelligence.
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enhance nmission performance.

s The Core Team's analvsis and assessment on the reasonableness of
executing the Draft Transformational Options Analvtica! Frameworks needs
1o identify potential eaps where additional data would need to be collecied 10

support the analysis,

e Inresponse to one of the Principal’s questions regarding how cost analysis
would be assessed within BRAC. Ms. Dume noted that BRAC cost analvsis
is accomplished using the Cost of Basc Realignment Actions (COBRA )
sofrware tool. She emphasized that COBRA data 1s not budget quality data.
A specific concern was raised by one of the Principal’s regarding what were
the acceplable BRAC costs associated with a potential realignment or
closute and what costs might have 10 be programmed by an organization

within thei=intemng! POM srocens,

=

e Ms. Dunie noted that at this ime the Administration is considering changes
in the authority. direction and control of the Intelligence Community.
However. she opined that these considerations were not defined enough yet
10 help clarify if there would be a footprint implication for BRAC. At such
time that BRAC implications are evident. additional analytical frameworks
may be added for consideration in the BRAC process

¢ Ms. Dunic also informed that LICSG Principals that it was the intent of the
Chair, IJCSG to begin having weekly IJCSG Principals meeting starting on
September 13", The weekly meetings would be scheduled for Wednesday
afternoons {from 1500-1630.

In summary, the Chair, [JCSG stated that it was reasonable for the Core
Team to develop a schema for the next scheduled [JCSG Principals meeting to
assist the Principals in beginning the deliberative discussion on the scenanos. She
encouraged the Principals 1o digest the issues discussed at the meeting and to work
with and provide comments back through their Core Team member.
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2005 Scenario Development and Analysis Executive Summary Brief,
Aupgust 24, 2004

3 .D:'ﬂ:i_ BRAC Trunsformational Options’ Analytical Frameworks, 18 Augnst 2004
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e Ms Karin Dolan. Assistant Director {or Intelligence Support, United States Marine Corps

e Mir. William Black. Deputy Dirsetor, National Security Agency
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Elizaheil: Hussarn, JCS. 12
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o Mr. Tom Fercuson, National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency

o Mr. Larrv Bureess, National Reconnaissance Office for the [i

Mthers:
e Ms. Deb Dunie. DUSD(T), C1&S, Director, Plans and Analy 315

&
L

- IR ez

—




DCN: 11314

Intellisenee JOSG Meeting
Anrnst 24, 2004

Antendees




BRAC 2005
SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT
AND ANALYSIS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY BRIEF

August 24, 2004
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What is a BRAC Scenario?

Installations & Environment

m A description of a potential closure or realignment action.

m Normally includes:
e Transfer of unit(s), mission(s), &/or work activity.
e Facilities/locations that would close or lose such effort.
* Facilities/locations that would gain from the losing locations.
e Tenants and/or other missions/functions that would be affected by
the option.
m Examples:
e Close Facility XX and relocate all missions to Facility CC.
* Realign Facility YY by relocating its training mission to Facility
Z7. All other missions remain at Facility YY.

_‘




Scenario Development Overview

Installations & Environment IS

Other JCSGs
Fage:, P I Y i s \ TR T S ——
Capacity & Examine [l Review f T TP R g e
| Mil Value | Transformational|| Principles & CDEtE:T't"e ' Dp!:t:;zm“ ;
| Results Options J Imperatives e IIles ks _
M = AR ST i
L / | Coordination
Military Military
Departments/DAs Departments

JCSG and MILDEP information crosswalks are key to Scenario Development.
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Scenario Analysis Overview

Installations & Environment

r Other Jbint_ Cross Service Groups
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Military Departments

Extensive MILDEP — JCSG coordination is required during Scenario Analysis.




