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SUBJECT: Validation of Data for Base Realignment and Closure 2005, 
Fort Eustis, Virginia (Project Code A-2003-IMT-0440.056), Audit Report: 
A-2004-0525-IMT 

1. Introduction. The Director, The Army Basing Study Group asked us 
to validate data that the Study Group and six Joint Cross-Sexvice 
Groups1 will use for Base Realignment and Closure (l3RAC) 2005 
analyses. This report summarizes the results of our validation efforts at 
Fort Eustis, Virginia. We will include these results in a summary report 
to the director and in our overall report on the 2005 Army basing study 
process. 

a. B W  2005 Effort. The Secretary of Defense initiated BRAC 
2005 on 15 November 2002. The Secretary of the Army established the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Infrastructure Analysis) to lead 
the Army's efforts to support BRAC 2005. The Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary directs The Army Basing Study Group, an ad hoe, chartered organi- 
zation that aerves as the b y ' s  single point of contact for planning and 
executing the Army's responsibilities in the development of BRAC 2005 
recommendations. The Study Group will gather and analyse certified 
data to assess the capacity and military value of Army installations, 
evaluate base realignment and closure alternatives, and develop recom- 
mendations for BRAC 2005 on behalf of The Secretary of the Army. The 
BRAC 2005 process requires certification of all data from Army instal- 
lations, industrial base sites and leased properties; Army corporate 

The Study Group didnY colled capacity data lor a neenth g m u p k  intelligence Cress-Scnicc Group. 
AccordLngy, arc will repan date vdidation results fur Ort goup to the Deputy Chief of Staff, 0-2. 
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databases; and open sources. A flowchart of the 2005 Army basing 
study process is at tlie enclosure. 

b. Military Value Data Call. Often referred to as data call no. 2, the 
military value data call was issued in phases as follows: 

h u e  cwifkxtion 
Date DesdHne 

1 Army/Casl of Base Realignment Action Model 19AprW 7 Jun 04 
Ila MedicaP, Supply and Storage AdlvMes*, and Community" 4 Jun 04 11 Aug 04 
Ilb Industciar, Headquarters and Suppod ActivMm. 18JunW 11AugW 
Ill Educetlon and Training* 9Jul04 25Aug04 
N reohnlcar 21 JUIDQ 8SepO4 

Joint Cross-Sdca Gmups. - BRnd 200s oelectfon Crlterbn 7 lmp.ot an Local Qimmunlty. 

3. Objectivee, Scope and Methodology 

a. Objectives. Our objectives were to determine if: 

. C e d e d  data provided to The Army Basing Study Group and 
Joint Cross-Se~ce Groups was adequately supported with 
appropriate evidentiary matter. 

. Certi6ed data was accurate. 

. B m C  2005 management controls were in place and operating at 
installations. 

b. Scope. Fort Eustis received 277 questions during the rnilitary 
value data call. To answer our first 2 objectives, we validated responses 
to 55 judgmentally selected questions that Fort Eustis received. This 
table shows the population and our sample size for each phase: 
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Questlan Sample 
Phase Po~ulation Sire 

Ila 63 18 
Ilb 45 10 

IV 28 5 
Total 277 55 

We reviewed phase I answers after the installation certified its answers 
on 7 June 2004. We reviewed questions for phases II, 111 and IV before 
the installation's initial certifications on 11 August 2004, 25 August 
2004 and 8 September 2004, respectively. To answer the third objective, 
we evaluated BRAC 2005 controls related to installations. 

c. Methodology. We conducted our review during July through 
September 2004 in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards, which include criteria on the adequacy and appro- 
priateness of evidentiary matter, accuracy and management controls. 
We  assessed the accuracy of installation answers using these specific 
criteria. 

. For questions with a single answer and minimal support require- 
ments, we W t  allow any margin for error except for answers 
reporting square footage. 

. For questions with answers involving square footage, we defined 
significant errors as greater than 10 percent. 

For questions with multiple answers and s w e  answers with 
volwminous supporting documentation, we altowed errors up to 
25 percent in the samples we reviewed, provided the errors 
weren't significant (determined by auditor judgment except for 
answers reporting square footage). 

We didn't rely c3n computer-generated data to validate responses fram 
Army corporate databases, but instead validated the accuracy of the data 
by comparison with source documents or physical attributes. When 
practicable, we also validated installation responses from other 

3 
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databases in the same manner. For dl other responses, we worked with 
the installation administrator to obtain the evidence needed to answer all 
three objectives. 

a. Adequacy of Support. Responses to 54 of the 55 questions we 
validated for Fort Eustis were adequately supported with appropriate 
evidentiary matter. The installation obtained support for the other 
answer without documentation available (for base operations support 
non-payroll obligations) and revised the answer. 

b. Acottracy. Responses to 53 of the 55 questions we validated were 
accurate. Fort Eustis identified one of the inaccuracies once it obtained 
adequate support, as discussed in paragraph 4a. For the other response 
th&-wasn't accurate, the installation incorrectly computed the costs for 
surface motor freight because it used a moditled formula in an Mort to 
produce more d s t i c  costs. However, the formula contained some 
errors, and we could not validate the installation's alternative response. 

c. Mamgemcairt Controls. In our opinion, appropriate management 
controls for BRAC 2005 were in place and operating at  Fort Eustis, The 
senior mission commander had certified the responses submitted to The 
Army Basing Study Group. All personnel required to sign nondisclosure 
statements had done so. 

d. Action Taken. Fort Eustis personnel corrected two phase I 
responses by: 

. Obtaining required additional support and revising the answer for 
one question as discussed in paragraph 4.a. 

Applying the formula shown in the instructions for another 
question. 

The installation recertified and resubmitted the changes to the Study 
Group. 
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e. Mber Mattem. During our validation effort, we recognized that 
answers for questions not selected for review (but related to the selected 
questions) were possibly inaccurate. ~herefo=e we notified the installa- 
tion actministrator of the need to review additional questions related to 
the questions selected for review. The installation administrator initiated 
action to review the additional related questions. 

5. Co-ct.. This report isnY subject to the official command-repb 
process described in AR 36-2. If you have my questions or need 
additional information, please contact Kenneth West at (910) 396-5698, 
extension 2 19, or Robert Richardson at (404) 464-05 16. You can also 
reach them through e-mail at Kenneth.WesViBaaa.8nn~~mil or 
Robert.RiChards~aa.~~fmv+mil~ 

FOR THE AUDITOR GEm:RAL. 

t & , ~  u 
DAVID H. BRANHAM 
Program Director 
Installation Studies 

CF: 
Director, The Army Basing Study 05ce 
C o m d e r ,  U.S. Army Materiel Command 
Director, U.S. Army Installation Management Agency, Northeast 

Region 
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