
SAAG-ALT 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY AWtT AGENCY 

OfIica ol the D(lpUIY AudnOr General 
Acqullltron and Lagidlo1 Audltn 

3101 Park Catw Wive 
Alwndrla. VA 22302-169B 

5 October 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

Commander, U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command (AMSAM-CG), 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 35898-5000 

Commander, Corpus CMsti Army Depot (AMSAM-CC- lA/Dorothy 
Bratcher), 308 Crecy Street, Stop 43, Corpus Chntsti, Texas 78419- 
5260 

SUBJECT: Validation of Data for Base Realignment and Cl~sure 2005, 
Corpus CMsti Army Depot. Texas (Project Code A-2003-IMT-0440.049). 
Audit Report: A-2005-00 10-ALT 

1. Introduction. The Director. The Army Basing Study Group asked us 
to validate data that the Study Group and six Joint Cross-Service 
Groups1 will use for Base Realignment and Closure (BRACI 2005 
analyses. Thia report s-s the results of our validation efforts at 

- Corpus CMsti Army Depot, Texas. 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. BRAC 20CNS mrt. The Secretary of Defense initiated BRAC 
2005 on 15 November 2002. The Secretary of the Army established the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Infrastruccture Analyeis) to lead 
the Army's efforts to support BRAC 2005. The Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary directs The Army Basing Study Group. an ad hoc. chartered organi- 
zation that serves as the Army's single point of contact for planntng and 
executing the Army's responsibilities in the development of BRAC 2005 
recommendations. The Study Group will gather and analyze certified 
data to assess the capacity and military value of Army installations. 
ev*ate base realignment and closure alternattves, and develop recom- 
mendattom for BRAC 2005 on behalf of The Secretary of the Army. The 
BRAC 2005 process requtres certli3catton of all data from Army 

I Ihe Study Gmup didn't collect capacity data for a eeventh groupthe InvlUgcnce Cross-EuMce Group. 
Accordin&. we wUI =port data vaUdatlon ~ s u l t s  for that @up to the Deputy Chtcf of Staff. G-2. 
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installations, industrial base sites, and leased properties; Army corporate 
databases; and open sources. A flowchart of the 2005 Army basing study 
process is in the enclosure. 

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

lasue CettWmtion 
Phase Q u a s h  Categories Date Deadline 

I Army/Ccst of B&?a Realignment Aotlon Model lSApr04 7Jun04 
Ila Medid*, Suppl). and Storage AetMtltrs*, and Cornmunlty" 4 Jun 04 11 Aug 011 
Ilb IndusW: Headqwkrs and Support ActWfm* 18Jun04 11Aug04 
Ill Eduoation and Tnlining' 9 JulW 25Aug 04 
IV TdnicaP 21 &I 04 8 S ~ D  04 

- 3. Objectivc~. Scope, and Methodology 

a. Objectives. Our objectives were to determine if: 

C d e d  data provided to The Army Bas% Study Group and 
Joint Cross-Service Groups was adequately supported with 
appropriate evidentiary matter. 

- C&ed data was accurate. 

BMC 2005 management controls were in place and operating at 
instidlati0116. 

b. Scope. Corpus Christi Army Depot received 415 questions during 
the military value data call. To answer our first 2 objectives, we valtdated 
responses to 40 judgmentally selected questions that the depot received. 
This table shows the question population and our sample size for each 
phase: 
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Questlon Sample 
Phase Powlatbn Size 

Ilb 
111 
N 0 0 

Total 416 40 

We mewed phase I questions after the depot cef led  its answers on 
7 June 2004. We reviewed questions for phases 11, III, and lV before the 
depot's initial certifications on 11 Auest  2004,25 August 2004, and 
8 September 2004, respectively. T o  answer the third objective, we evalu- 
ated BRAC 2005 controls related to installations. 

c. Methodology. We conducted our review from July through Sep- 
tember 2004 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards, which include criteria on the adequacy and appropriateness 
of evidentiary matter, accuracy, and management controls. We assessed 
the accuracy of installation answers using these spedflc criteria: 

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

For questions with anwvew involving square footage. we deflned 
significant errors as greater than 10 percent. 

For questions with multiple answers and single answers with 
v o ~ o u s  supporting documentation, we allowed errors up to 
25 percent in the samples we reviewed, provided the errors 
weren't significant (determined by auditor fudgment except for 
answers reporting square footage). 

We didn't rely on computer-generated data to validate responses from 
Army corporate databases, but instead validated the accuracy of the data 
by comparison with source documentation or physical attributes. When 
practicable, we also validated installation responses from other data- 
bases in the same mzmer. For all other responses, we wo*ed with the 

3 
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installation admtnistrator to obtain the evidence needed to answer all 
three objectives. 

a. Adequacy of Sapport. For Corpus CMsti Army Depot, 38 of the 
40 responses we validated were adequately supported with appropriate 
&den- matter. Depot personnel misinterpreted two questions and 
gathered the wrong data to respond to them. Tbey obtained support for 
one response, were in the process of obtafnfng support for the other 
response, and revised the answers to both questions. 

b. Acamaeg. Eteeponses to 35 of the 40 questions we validated were 
accurate. The depot made a mathematical error in responding to one 
question and incorrectly calculated responses to the four other 
questions. The depot: 

Based classroom usage rates on the number of students enrolled 
in all depot courses instead of the number of students enrolled in 
one specWzed skills tmbing course. (This is one of the inade- 
quately supported responses we discuss in paragraph 4a.) 

Calculated the level of the staffs formal educatim using the 
educational level of the depot's teachtng staff instead of the 
educational level of one instructor teaching the spedalimd skills 
tratning course. (This is the other inadequately supported 
response diqcussed in paragraph 4a.) 

. Figured the number of weeks that Reserve soldiers used the depot 
trainhg f a W e s  instead of the number of weeks that Reserve 
soldiers used only the specialbed sWs trainhg facilities. 

Reported employment data after making seasonal adjustment 
instead of unadjusted employment data. 

c. Management Oo~trola. Management controls for BRAC 2005 
were in place and operating at the depot. The senior mission commander 
at U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command cefled the information 
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that the depot submitted to The Army Basing Study Group. All depot 
personnel required to sign nondisclosure statements had done so. 

d. Actions Taken. Corpus Christi Depot personnel corrected one 
phase I response, one phase 11 response, and three phase III responses. 
which included the answers to the two questions discussed in para- 
graph 4a. Depot personnel resubmitted the corrected data to Aviation 
and Miasile Command, who recertified and resubmitted the changes to 
The Study Group. 

5. Contacts. This report isn't subject to the official command-reply 
process described in AR 36-2. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Jay Malone at (210) 221-0259 or 
Tim Bixby at (253) 966-2415. Their e-mail addresses are 
James.Malone@aaa.armv.mil and Timothv.Bixbv@aaa.army~ 

FORTHE AUDITOR GENERAL: 

Encl 
2 @ d  DAVID H. BRANHAM d 

Program Director 
Installation Studies 

CF: 
Director. The Army Basing Study OBce 
U.S. Army Materiel Couunand 
U.S. Army Installation Management Agency, Southwest Region 
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