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SAAG-ALT 22 April 2005 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR The Director, The Army Basing Study Group 
 
SUBJECT: Validation of Army Responses for Joint Cross-Service Group Questions, 
Audit Report: A-2005-0169-ALT 
 
 
1. The Inspector General, DOD asked us to validate additional Army data that the 
six Joint Cross-Service Groups requested for base realignment and closure 2005 
analyses. This report provides a summary of our data validation efforts. 
 
2. We performed our data validation on the adequacy of the Army’s supporting 
documentation and the appropriateness and reasonableness of the methodology used 
to answer questions in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. 
 
3. Generally, the Army’s responses to the Joint Cross-Service Group questions we 
validated in our samples were adequately documented, and the methodology used was 
appropriate and reasonable. Also, appropriate management controls for base realign-
ment and closure 2005 were in place and operating. Although in a few instances 
Army installations could not support their responses or provide an appropriate and 
reasonable methodology, use of this data did not affect scenarios for candidate 
recommendations. Details of our validation are in enclosure 1. A flowchart of the 
Army basing study 2005 process is in enclosure 2. 
 
4. Because our results are positive or the Study Group resolved the issues we 
identified, this report is not subject to the official command-reply process described 
in AR 36-2. We coordinated this report with the Study Group and the Army repre-
sentatives for the six Joint Cross-Service Groups, and they agreed with our conclu-
sions. If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact 
Mr. Oscar Pinckney at (301) 677-2220 or DSN 622-2220, or Mr. Clarence Johnson at 
(410) 278-4287 or DSN 298-4287. You may also reach them via e-mail at 
oscar.pinckney@us.army.amil or clarence.johnson@us.army.mil. 
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5. Thank you for the courtesies and cooperation extended to us during the 
validation. 
 
FOR THE AUDITOR GENERAL: 
 
 
 
 
2 Encls DAVID H. BRANHAM 

 Program Director 
 Installation Studies 

CF: 
Office of the Inspector General, DOD 
U.S. Government Accountability Office 
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VALIDATION OF ARMY RESPONSES FOR JOINT CROSS-
SERVICE GROUP QUESTIONS 

 
 
 
What We Validated 
 
The Inspector General, DOD asked us to validate additional Army data that the six 
Joint Cross-Service Groups requested for base realignment and closure (BRAC) 2005 
analyses. Our data validation efforts focused on determining whether: 
 
• Army responses to questions were adequately supported and the methodology 

used was appropriate and reasonable. 

• Management controls related to certification requirements and use of e-mail were 
in place and operating. 

We selected a sample of Army responses, which we coordinated with the Inspector 
General, DOD, and conducted our data validation at The Army Basing Study (TABS) 
Office, U.S. Army Materiel Command, and seven Army installations. 
 
 
Objectives and Conclusions 
 
We are reporting on two objectives in this enclosure: 
 
Objective: To determine whether adequate documentation was available to support 

Army responses and whether the methodology used to answer the question was 
appropriate and reasonable. 

 
Conclusion: Generally, Army responses we validated were adequately supported, 

and the methodology used to answer the questions was appropriate and 
reasonable based on the criteria we applied to our sample. Although Army 
installations sometimes could not support responses or provide appropriate and 
reasonable methodology for the responses, the use of this data did not affect 
scenarios for candidate recommendations. 

 
 
Objective: To determine whether BRAC 2005 management controls were in place 

and operating. 
 

Enclosure 1 
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Conclusion: In our opinion, appropriate management controls for BRAC 2005 were 
in place and operating. 

 
 
Background 
 
BRAC 2005  
 
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 
Secretary directs the TABS Group, an ad hoc, chartered organization that serves as 
the Army’s single point of contact for planning and executing the Army’s responsi-
bilities in the development of recommendations for BRAC 2005. The TABS Group 
will gather and analyze certified data to assess the capacity and military value of Army 
installations and evaluate recommendations for BRAC 2005 on behalf of The 
Secretary of the Army. 
 
For the BRAC 2005 process, DOD established seven functionally aligned Joint 
Cross-Service Groups responsible for making recommendations directly to the 
Secretary of Defense concerning potential realignments and closures. The seven 
Service Groups (Education and Training, Headquarters and Support Activities, 
Industrial, Intelligence, Medical, Supply and Storage Activities, and Technical) were 
responsible for using certified data from Army installations and leased facilities, as 
well as certified data from the other Military Services and Defense agencies, to make 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense concerning potential realignments and 
closures. The TABS Group collected Army data for six of the Service Groups. The 
Army Deputy Chief of Staff, G-2 collected Army data for the Intelligence Service 
Groups. 
 
The BRAC 2005 process requires certification of all data from Army installations, 
industrial base sites, and leased properties; Army corporate databases; and open 
sources. A flowchart of the TABS 2005 process is in enclosure 2. 
 
 
Scenario Data 
 
The six Service Groups provided scenarios to the TABS Group and requested 
additional data for specific Army installations from December 2004 through March 
2005. The Online Data Interface Collection Tool, which the Army used to collect 
data during its capacity and military value data calls, was not used for this data 
collection process. During this timeframe the TABS Group either: 
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• Obtained the necessary answers from certified data that had been collected 
during the Army’s capacity and military value data calls. 

• Developed additional questions for Army installations to answer. 

In some cases, the TABS Group provided scenarios to the major commands, and the 
major commands developed additional questions for the installations to answer. As 
of 18 February 2005, the DOD BRAC Scenario Tracking Tool included 
238 scenarios:  
 
 

 Joint Cross-Service Group  

Scenario Category E&T HQSA Industrial Medical S&S Technical Total 

Candidate Recommendations 1/   9 31 10 17   3 10   80 
Active 2/   0   6 44   2   1   2   55 
Inactive 3/ 21 33   0 21   1   0   76 
Delete 4/   2   4   0   0   6 15   27 

Total Scenarios 32 74 54 40 11 27 238 

1/ Scenario is at least a viable candidate to go forward for tentative approval.  
2/ Status not designated; it could become a candidate or become an inactive or deleted recommendation.  
3/ Alternative to one of the scenarios, but it was essentially eliminated.  
4/ No longer a viable scenario. 

E&T = Education and Training 
HQSA = Headquarters and Support Activities 
S&S = Supply and Storage Activities 

 
 
We selected 32 of the 80 scenarios in the candidate recommendations category for 
review that were applicable to 8 Army installations we visited during the Army’s 
capacity and military value data calls. We validated responses for 29 different 
questions applicable to the 32 scenarios. (There were more scenarios than questions 
because some Army responses were applicable to more than one installation 
scenario.) We visited: 
 
• Seven installations (Aberdeen Providing Ground, Fort Belvoir, Fort Huachuca, 

Fort Lewis, Redstone Arsenal, Fort Sam Houston, and Tobyhanna Army Depot) 
to validate 15 responses. 

• Army Materiel Command to validate eight responses. 

• The TABS Office to validate all 29 responses. 

Here are the specifics of our sample as it relates to the eight Army installations and 
six Service Groups: 
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 Service Group Candidate Recommendation  

Army Installations E&T HQSA Industrial Medical S&S Technical Total 

Aberdeen Proving Ground    1    2     3 
Anniston Army Depot 1/     3    3 
Fort Belvoir 2   2    2  2   8 
Fort Huachuca    1       1 
Fort Lewis    1    1     2 
Fort Sam Houston    1    8     9 
Redstone Arsenal    1    1   2 
Tobyhanna Army Depot   1      1 

Total Responses Validated 2   7 1 13 3 3 29 
Total Scenarios Reviewed 2 12 1 11 3 3 32 

1/ We didn’t visit this installation because its major command (U.S. Army Tank-automotive and Armaments Command) 
responded to the questions. 

E&T = Education and Training 
HQSA = Headquarters and Support Activities 
S&S = Supply and Storage Activities 

 
 
We discuss more specifics about our audit scope and methodology beginning on 
page 6. 
 
 
Results of Review 
 
Documentation 
 
Generally, Army responses we validated at seven Army installations, Army Materiel 
Command, and the TABS Office were adequately supported, and the methodology 
used to answer the questions was appropriate and reasonable based on the criteria we 
applied to our sample. Although in a few instances Army installations could not 
support responses or provide appropriate and reasonable methodology for the 
responses, use of this data did not affect scenarios for candidate recommendations. 
 
Army Installations. The seven Army installations were responsible for answering 
questions they received and forwarding certified responses to Army Materiel Com-
mand or the TABS Office. Our review showed that 12 of the 15 responses had 
adequate documentation, and the methodology used to answer the questions was 
appropriate and reasonable. For the three other responses (two for the Medical 
Service Group and one for the Headquarters and Support Activities Service Group), 
the methodology used wasn’t appropriate and caused portions of the responses to be 
inaccurate. 
 
Army Materiel Command. Command was responsible for answering scenarios or 
questions it received from the TABS Group or for developing questions for installa-
tions to answer to assist in answering the scenarios. Responses to eight questions 
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were adequately documented, and the methodology used to answer the questions was 
appropriate and reasonable. When applicable, the certified responses received from 
the Army installations matched the data command used to answer the scenario. Com-
mand also provided certified responses to the TABS Office.   
 
TABS Group. The group was responsible for providing a certified Army response 
for questions it received regarding the Service Group scenarios. Our review of 
29 questions and responses showed that the TABS Group: 
 
• Answered five questions using data it collected during the capacity and military 

value data calls. Our validations of Army data collected during those data calls 
generally showed that the Army data was adequately supported and accurate. (See 
Audit Report: A-2005-0056-ALT, 30 November 2004, Army Capacity Data, The 
Army Basing Study 2005, and Audit Report: A-2005-0083-ALT, 21 December 
2004, Army Military Value Data, The Army Basing Study 2005.) 

• Answered 12 questions using certified responses from Army installations and/or 
Army Materiel Command. The responses were adequately documented and 
matched the certified data in DOD’s Scenario Data Call Portal. 

• Did not provide responses to the Service Group for 12 questions (10 Medical, 
1 Technical, and 1 Headquarters and Support Activity). In most cases, these 
responses were overcome by events (for example, a candidate recommendation 
scenario became inactive or was deleted), and the Service Group no longer 
required the data or no longer planned to use it for a candidate recommendation. 
This included the three responses we found to be inaccurate during our 
validation at the installation level. 

We did not identify any systemic data issues that would pose a risk to the BRAC 2005 
analytical process for the candidate recommendations we reviewed. Although we 
learned that the Service Groups no longer needed the three incorrect responses, the 
TABS Group told us it would obtain and maintain the updated responses in case the 
data would become necessary in the future. In addition, the TABS Group told us it 
planned to issue additional guidance reminding installations of the requirement for 
and importance of maintaining supporting documentation for all data calls. 
 
 
Management Controls 
 
Appropriate management controls for BRAC 2005 were in place and operating. Army 
responses submitted to the TABS Office were certified by the appropriate ranking 
official as accurate and complete to the best of the official’s knowledge and belief. 
The senior mission commanders from the: 

5 
 

DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT – FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
Do Not Release Under the Freedom of Information Act 

DCN 8782



 

• Seven Army installations we visited had appropriately certified their responses 
submitted to Army Materiel Command and/or the TABS Group. 

• 

Al een 
collected and certified during the capacity and military value data calls. 

re personnel 

cope and Methodology 

f the Inspector General, DOD, we reviewed the 
dequacy of the Army’s supporting documentation and the appropriateness and 

nal 

r project A-2003-IMT-0440.070. 

s, which 
matter, 

We 
 

BS Office, which is responsible for collecting and maintaining Army-
 data and providing certified responses to the six Service Groups through 

• 
ted questions from major subordinate 

commands and installations. 

• r, Fort 
am Houston, Redstone Arsenal, and Tobyhanna 

Army Depot), which were responsible for answering questions and providing 
certified responses. 

Army Materiel Command had certified its responses submitted to the TABS 
Group. 

so, when the TABS Group answered scenario questions, it used data that had b

 
In addition, we did not identify any instances during the validation whe

om the installations, Army Materiel Command, or the TABS Group inappropriately fr
used e-mail to convey specific data about BRAC scenarios. When personnel did use 
e-mail, the questions were generic and did not identify whether the activity would be 
losing or gaining function(s). 
 
 
S
 
At the request of the Office o
a
reasonableness of the methodology used to answer the Service Groups’ additio
questions. We performed our review: 
 
• From February to April 2004 unde

• In accordance with generally accepted government auditing standard
included criteria on the adequacy and appropriateness of evidentiary 
accuracy, and management controls. 

visited: 

• The TA
certified
DOD’s Scenario Data Call Portal. 

Army Materiel Command, which is responsible for collecting and maintaining 
certified responses for scenario rela

Seven selected Army installations (Aberdeen Proving Ground, Fort Belvoi
Lewis, Fort Huachuca, Fort S
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six S
Indu ly and Storage Activities, and Technical). 
 

e visited during 
e Army’s capacity and military value data calls. We also agreed to select sites that 

cticable, we also validated installation responses from 
ther databases in the same manner. For all other responses, we worked with the 

er 

-

• Validated 29 data call responses—that were applicable to 8 installations and 

bruary 2005 from DOD’s BRAC Scenario Tracking 
Tool. 

• 

• 

T rat-
in r 
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e interviewed key personnel at the TABS Group, Army Materiel Command, and 
n selected Army installations, as well as the Army representative for each of the
ervice Groups (Education and Training, Headquarters and Support Activities, 
strial, Medical, Supp

We also received some guidance and direction on our audit approach and coverage 
from the Inspector General, DOD. We jointly agreed that we would cover each 
Service Group and select for review a sample of scenarios categorized as candidate 
recommendations that were applicable to eight Army installations w
th
minimized our travel costs. 
 
We did not rely on computer-generated data to validate responses from Army 
corporate databases, but instead—when practical—validated the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of installation responses by comparison with source documents or 
physical attributes. When pra
o
installation administrator or trusted agent to obtain the evidence needed to answ
the two objectives. 
 
To determine whether adequate documentation was available to support the installa
tions’ responses and whether the methodology used to answer the questions was 
appropriate and reasonable, we: 
 

32 Service Group scenarios categorized as candidate recommendations—at 
7 Army installations, Army Materiel Command, and the TABS Office. We 
selected our sample on 18 Fe

Evaluated evidentiary matter for sufficiency, competency, and relevance to 
support the answers the Army provided. 

Evaluated the impact of incorrect responses on the BRAC analytical process. 

o determine whether BRAC 2005 management controls were in place and ope
g, we tested key controls related to certification of data and the use of e-mail fo

ario-specific information.  
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FLOWCHART OF THE ARMY BASING STUDY 2005 PROCESS 
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