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BRAC 2005 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (T JCSG) 

Meeting Minutes of December 18,2003 

Dr. Ron Sega, Director, Defense Research and Engineering chaired this meeting. The list 
of attendees is attached. 

Dr. Sega opened the meeting by thanking the TJCSG subgroups for developing briefings 
on their approach to military value analysis. He then asked A1 Shaffer to brief the group on the 
TJCSGs roadmap for coming up with a consolidated approach to military value analysis. 

Using the attached slide, Mr. Shaffer outlined the roadmap for the TJCSG subgroups to 
complete their military value analysis approach. The TJCSG agreed with the dates outlined in 
the roadmap slide. During the discussion the TJCSG principals agreed the various subgroups 
need to agree upon who will be the designated lead for the group and ensure that the groups' 
members adequately represent the R&D, Acquisition and T&E communities. The CIT agreed to 
work with the groups to meet the request. 

The TJCSG then briefly discussed the military value attributes and metrics that are either 
common across many of the TJCSG subgroups or unique to one subgroup (see attached slides). 
Members of the TJCSG cautioned that various metrics will likely apply differently to each 
subgroup. 

Mr. Shaffer then turned the meeting over to each of the TJCSGs subgroups to brief the 
TJCSG principals. 

The Air, Land, Sea, and Space subgroup briefed the TJCSG on their refined attributes 
and metrics using the attached slides. The TJCSG principals accepted the approach of the 
subgroup. The briefing generated significant discussion among the principals, Mr. Peter 
Potochney from the BRAC office and the TJCSG CIT about how JCSGs should approach 
military value. As a result, the TJCSG came to a common understanding of the process as 
highlighted below: 

The scoring plan for how to evaluate the military value of JCSG functions must 
be completed and approved by the ISG prior to the data call being released. 
It is acceptable for the same attribute to have different weights for R&D, 
Acquisition and T&E functions. 
Having too many attributes can dilute the value of the most important attributes. 
Facilities and functions can be broken down to smaller groups to ensure that the 
military value of like facilities and functions are compared vice improperly 
comparing facilities and functions with disparate functions or value. (e.g. 
comparing avionics labs to avionics labs) 
The various subgroups should continue to share their attributes and metrics to 
cross-fertilize. 
The CIT will develop common formats for future military value briefings. 
Each group should continue to develop output attributes and metrics. 
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Next, the Innovative Systems subgroup briefed the TJCSG principals using the attached 
slides. The group briefed their proposed attributes and metrics and discussed the difficulties 
inherent with trying to develop attributes for innovative organizations. While discussing the 
briefing, the TJCSG agreed that the principals' experience, knowledge, military judgment, as 
well as various studies can factor into military value analysis as a natural part of the deliberative 
process. The data gathered is the component of the process that must be certified. For example, 
studies of innovative organizations in the private sector can be used by the Innovative 
Technology subgroup to help them develop appropriate attributes, metrics, and questions. It is 
the answers to the questions that must be certified. The TJCSG agreed with the overall approach 
of the subgroup and understood the group's difficulty with developing metrics. 

The C4ISR subgroup then briefed the TJCSG on their revised attributes and metrics using 
the attached slides. The group discussed how it is designing attributes and metrics that will 
enable them to assess the extent to which the facilities are supporting fbture C4ISR requirements. 
The TJCSG agreed with the basic approach of the subgroup, but wanted the CIT to clearly 
delineate the role of the C4ISR subgroup and the Intelligence JCSG. The CIT took action to 
draft a charter1MOA with the Intelligence JCSG on this issue. The TJCSG also wanted the roles 
of the various organizations examining information technology to be better defined. The C4ISR 
Subgroup took an action to draft a charter1MOA with the HQ & Support Activities JCSG on the 
Information Technology Subgroup. 

The Weapons and Armaments subgroup briefed next using the attached slides. The 
subgroup discussed the significant progress the group had made in refining its attributes and 
metrics since the last off-site. The group discussed the difficulties associated with trying to 
develop a set of integrated attributes and metrics for facilities and functions that vary across 
DoD. The CIT stated that one of its primary roles will be to integrate the various metrics and 
measures across the subgroups to ensure continuity. As did other groups, the Weapons and 
Armaments subgroup admitted it was struggling somewhat with the most effective way to 
measure intellectual capital. The group concluded its discussion by stating that its next steps are 
eliminating some questions and refining how to weight its metrics and questions. The TJCSG 
agreed with the subgroup's observations and overall approach. 

The Enabling Technology subgroup was the last group to brief the TJCSG. The group 
used the attached slides to discuss its attributes and metrics. The group emphasized developing 
attributes and metrics that capture the ability to meet technology needs of the force of the fbture 
(2020 and beyond). The subgroup noted that it added the new metric "resources" and is working 
to use more quantitative metrics for its proposed operational responsiveness attribute. During the 
subgroup's discussion of the attribute "location," the TJCSG briefly debated the importance of 
location for specialized equipment. Implementation of prior BRAC recommendations 
demonstrated that some specialized equipment that was thought could only fbnction effectively 
in a specific location actually worked in other locations after it was moved. For example, 
sensitive measurement devices previously installed at locations atop bedrock worked just as well 
at other locations after vibration dampening modifications were made to the equipment. The 
TJCSG also agreed that location specific analyses is part of scenario development not part of the 
development of military value data call questions. The TJCSG agreed with the Enabling 
subgroups approach. 
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