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Executive Summary 

Who Should Read This Report and Why'? Office of the Secretary of Defense 
personnel responsible for deciding the realignment or closure of military installations 
based on the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) data calls and Defense Intelligence 
Agency management personnel should read this report. The rep01t djscusses the validity, 
integrity, and supporting documentation of the data provided by tbe Defense lntelligence 
Agency to assist the Secretary of Defense in BRAC 2005 recommendations. 

Bacl<ground. BRAC 2005 is the formal process outlined in Public Law l 01-51 0, 
·'Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," as amended, under which the 
Secretary of Defense may realign or close military installations inside the United States 
and it's territories. As part of BRAC 2005, the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics issued, "Transformation Through Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum One-Policy, 
ResponsibilitiesJ and Procedures,'' April 16, 2003, which stated that the DoD Office of 
Inspector General would review the accuracy ofBRAC data and the certification process. 

The BRAC 2005 process was mandated for the United States and its territories and was 
divided into the following data cal ls- capacity analysis, supplemental capacity, Military 
value, Cost of Base Realignment Actions, Joint Process Action Team Criterion Number 
7, and scenario specific. The Intelligence agencies' collection process was divided into 
the following data calls- capacity analysis and Military value, and scenario specific. 
This report summarizes the data calls as of Apri l 2005, for the Defense Intelligence 
Agency BRAC 2005 process. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency, located in Washington DC, is a member of the 
National Intell igence Community and a primary producer of foreign military intelligence. 
The Defense Intelligence Agency was required to perform t·he capacity analysis, Military 
value, and scenario specific data calls. The DIA was responsible for co llecting data from 
the Joint Intelligence Commands uncllhe Joi11l Reserve lntelligencc Centers. which were 
requ ired to perform only the capacity ahalysis and Military value data calls. 

Results. We eva luated the validity, integt·ity, and supporting documentation [ot· the 
Defense Intelligence Agency the Joint Intelligence Commands, and the Joint Reserve 
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Intelligence Centers BRAC 2005 data and compliance with applicable internal control 
plans. The Defense Intelligence Agency data call responses were not fully supported. 
The Defense Intelligence Agency collected and submitted responses to 17 questions 
during the capacity analysis data call , 9 of which were partially supported and J was 
unsupp011cd. The Defense Intelligence Agency collected and submitted responses to 
II questions during the Military value data call, 5 of which were pa11ially supported. 
The scenario specific data calls provided generally reasonable responses and adequate 
supporting documentation. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency internal control plan properly incorporated and 
supplemented the Office of the Secretary of Defense internal control plan; however, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency did nol provide the internal control plan to the Joint 
Intelligence Commands and Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers for their use and 
implementation. Regarding compliance with the internal control plans, the Defense 
Intelligence Agency did not properly mark all documents; did not maintain all 
nondisclosure agreements; and did not maintain a separate question page as required, 
during the capacity analysis data call. During the Military value and scenario data calls, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency followed all internal control plan processes and 
corrected the noncompliances identified during the capacity analysis data call. The 
identified not fully supported responses and lhe noncompliances with the ICPs should not 
affect the reliability and integrity of the DIA data for use in the BRAC 2005 analysis 
(finding A). 

The responses provided by the Joint Intelligence Commands and the Joint Reserve 
Intelligence Centers for the BRAC 2005 data calls were generally not fully supp011ed. 
During the capacity analysis data call the Joint Intelligence Commands each collected 
and submitted responses to 17 questions, while the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers 
submitted a combined response to 17 questions. During the Military value data call the 
Joint Intell igence Commands each collected and submitted responses to I I questions, 
while the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers submitted a combined response to 
II questions. The data collection processes for tbe Military value data ca ll generally did 
not comply with applicable internal control plans. During the Military va lue data call the 
.Joint Intel ligence Commands and the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers did not provide 
supporting documentation for all Commands or Centers. When providing supporting 
documentation, it was not properly marked as required in the Defense Intelligence 
Agency internal control plan. The identified not fully supported responses and the 
noncomplianccs with the internal control plans could affect the reliability and integrity of 
the data that the individual Joint Intelligence Commands and the .Joint Reserve 
Intelligence Centers provided for use in BRAC 2005 analysis (findings 8 and C). 

Management Comments. We provided a draft of this report on May 5. 2005 to the 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency. No writlen response to this report was required. 
and nunc was 1 ccciv~.:d . Therefore. we ate publishing this report in fiual fo rm. 
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Background 

Base Realignment a nd C losure 2005. Public Law I 01-510, "Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990," as amended, estab.lishes the procedures 
under which the Secretary of Defense may realign or close mi litary installations 
inside the United States and its territories. The law authorizes the establishment 
of an independent Commission to review the Secretary of Defense 
recommendations for realigning and closing military installations. The Secretary 
of Defense established and chartered the Infrastructure Executive Counci l and the 
Infrastructure Steering Group as the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 
deliberative bodies responsible for leadership, direction. and guidance. Tbe 
Secretary of Defense must submit BRAC recommendations to the independent 
Commission by May I 6, 2005. 

Joint C a·oss-Sea'Vice Groups. A primary objective of BRAC 2005, in addition to 
realigning base structure, is to examine and implement opportunities for greater 
joint activity. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) established seven 
Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSG}-Education and Training, Headquarters and 
Support Activities, Industrial, Intelligence, Medical, Supply and Storage, and 
Technical- to addressed issues that are common business-oriented support 
functions, examine functions in the context of faci lilies, and develop realignment 
and closure recommendations based on force structure plans of the Armed Forces 
and on selection criteria. To analyze the issues, each JCSG deveJoped data call 
questions to obtain infot·mation about the functions that they reviewed. 

BRAC Data Calls. The BRAC 2005 data collection process was mandated for 
the United States and its territories. The collection process was divided into the 
following data calls - capacity analysis, supplemental capacity, Military value, 
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (C06RA), Joint Process Action Team 
Criterion Number 7 and scenario specific. The supplemental capacity analysjs, 
Military value, COBRA. and .Joint Process Action Team Criterion Number 7 data 
calls are collectively known as the second data call. The Services, Defense 
agencies, and Defense-wide Organizations used either automated data collection 
tools or a manual process to collect data call responses. Each data call had a 
specific purpose as follows. 

• The capacity analysis data call gathered data on infrastructure, current 
workload. StU'ge requirements, and maximum capacity. 

• The supplemental capacit y cifl ttl cn iJ clari fied inconsistent data 
ga thered during the inilial capacity analysis data call. 

• The Military value data call gathered data on miss ion requirements, 
survivability, land and facilities, mobilization, and contingency. 

J 
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• The COBRA data call gathered data to develop costs, savings, and 
payback (formerly known as return on investment) of proposed 
realignment and closure action. 

• The Joint Process Action Team Criterion Number 7 data call gathered 
data to assess the community's ability to support additional forces, 
missions, and personnel associated with individual scenarios. 1 

• The scenario specific data call questions gathered data related to 
specific scenario conditions for realignment or closure. 

BRAC Intelligence Agencies ' Data Calls. The Lntelligence agencies' collection 
process was divided into the following data calls - capacity analysis, Militaty 
value, and scenario specific. The scenario specific data call included COBRA 
data. The Joint Process Action Team collected the data for Criterion Number 7, 
which the Intelligence JCSG used to develop its scenario specific data calls. The 
National Geospatial-lntelligence Agency was the only intelligence agency 
required to collect its own data for Criterion Number 7. The Intelligence agencies 
used a manual process to collect data callt·esponses. 

DoD Office oflnspector General Responsibility. The Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics', "Transformation Through 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum One-Policy, 
Responsibilities, and Procedures," April 16, 2003, required the DoD Office of 
Inspector General (DoD OIG) to provide advice and review the accuracy of 
BRAC data and the certification process. This report summarizes issues related 
to the Defense Lntelligence Agency (DIA), Joint Intelligence Commands (JICs), 
and Joint Reserve Lntelligence Centers (JRICs) BRAC 2005 process. 

Internal Control Plans. Before the BRAC data calls were released to the 
Service and Defense agencies, OSD required the Services and the Defense 
agencies to prepare internal control plans (I CPs) that incorporated and 
supplemented the OSD ICP. The OSD lCP was issued in the "Transformation 
Through Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 2005) Policy Memorandum 
One--Policy, Responsibilities, and Procedures." The DIA prepared "Defense 
Intelligence Agency Base Realignment and Closure 2005 lntemal Control Plan 
Amended February 24, 2004" on Februaty 24,2004, and updated it on August 16, 
2004, to comply with the OSD requirement. 

DlA. Headquartered in Washington DC, the DlA is a member of 01e National 
Intelligence Community and a primnl'y producer of foreign military intelligence. 
DIA provides military and military-re lated intelligence lo warfighters, defense 

1 A scenal'io is a description of one or more pot~:utial dosure or realignment actions identified for formal 
analysis by either a JCSG or Military Department. 
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policymakers, and planners to support military operations, planning, and weapons 
system acquisition. The DlA was required to perform the capacity analysis, 
Military value, and scenario specific data calls . 

.ncs. There are nine JICs in the DoD, at the U.S. Central Command; U.S. 
European Command; U.S. Joint Forces Command; U.S. Northern Command; U.S. 
Pacific Command; U.S. Southern Command, U.S. Special Operations Command; 
U.S. Strategic Command; and U.S. Transportation Command. The overall 
mission is to maintain the security of the commands, including its assigned or 
attached forces and assets, and to protect the United States, its possessions, and 
bases against attack or hostile incursion. The JICs were required to perform the 
capacity analysis and Military value data calls. However, for the purpose of the 
BRAC process U.S. European Command was not required to submit data. 

JRICs. There are 27 JRlC sites in various locations across the United States. 
The JRICs are softcopy production and communications sites with advanced 
intelligence production computers and capabilities. Each ofthe JRICs is staffed 
by part-time Reservists producing full-time intelligence fot· the intelligence 
community. The JRJCs were required to perform the capacity analysis and 
Military value data calls. 

Objectives 

The overall objective of the audit was to evaluate the validity, integrity, and 
supporting documentation of data that the DIA collected and submitted for the 
BRAC 2005 process. In addition, we evaluated whether the DIA complied with 
the OSD and DIA I CPs. This report is one in a series on data integrity and 
internal control processes for BRAC 2005. See Appendix A for a discussion of 
th~ scope and methodology related to the audit objectives and Appendix B fot· 
pnor coverage. 
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A. Defense Intelligence Agency Base 
Realignment and Closure 2005 Data 
Call Submissions and Internal 
Control Processes 

The responses provided by DIA for the BRAC 2005 data calls were not 
fully supported. The DIA collected and submitted responses to 
17 questions during the capacity analysis data call, 9 of which were 
partially supported and 1 was unsupported. The DIA collected and 
submitted responses to 11 questions during the Military value data call, 
5 of which were partially supported. The scenario specific data calls 
provided generally reasonable responses and adequate supporting 
documentation. The DIA ICP properly incorporated the OSD JCP. 
However, we identjfied several noncompliances during the capacity 
analysis data call review. 

• DIA did not provide the ICP to the JlCs and JRlCs. 

• DIA did not properly mark all documents. 

• The Trusted-Agent did not maintain al l nondisclosure 
agreements. 

• DIA did not maintain a separate question page as required by 
the DIA ICP. 

During the Military value and scenario data calls, DIA followed all lCP 
processes and corrected the noncompliances identified during the capacity 
analysis data call. The identified not fully supported responses and the 
noncom pi iances with rhe !CPs should not affect the reliabi lity and 
integrity of the DIA data for use in the BRAC 2005 analysis. 

Defense Intelligence Agency BRAC 2005 Data Call 
Submissions 

rhc responses provided by DIA fol' the capacity analyl>is and Mil itary va lue 
BRAC 2005 <.lata ca lls were not fully supported. l'hc scenario specific data call 
I'CSponscs were generally reasonable and supported. The DIA headquarters 
forwarded all data call questions and collected lh(' supporting documentation for 
each or its sites. We evaluated the validity and integrity of the supp011ing 
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documentation at the DfA headquarters. Specifically, for the capacity analysis, 
Military value, and scenario specific data calls, we compared responses to 
supporting documentation and reviewed "Not Applicable' responses to determine 
whether the DfA responses were reasonable. As we identified problems with the 
data submissions, we worked with management to correct the data. 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The DIA capacity anaJysis data call provided 
responses that were not fu lly supported; speci tically of the 17 questions, 
7 responses were fully supported, 9 responses were partially supported, and 
1 response was unsuppo1ted. We concluded that questions 1, 6, 11, 14, 15, 16, 
and 17 were fully supported, questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, I 0, 12, and 13 were 
partially suppotted, and question 9 was unsupported (see Appendix C). We 
discussed the results of the data call submissions and with DIA management. 
DIA management concurred with the ·findings. 

Military Value Data Call. The DlA Military value data call provided responses 
that were generally supported; specifically of l 1 questions; 6 responses were 
supported and 5 responses were partially supported. The Military value data call 
consisted of 11 questions with multiple parts; if one segment of the question was 
not supported, the overall question would be partially supported. We concluded 
that questions 19, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 28 were supported and questions 18, 20, 2l , 
22, and 27 were partially supported (see Appendix C). We discussed the results 
ofthe data call submissions with DlA management DLA management concurred 
with the findings. 

Scenario Specific Data Call. The DTA scenario specific data calls provided 
generally reasonable responses and adequate supporting documentation. We 
reviewed two scenario specific data calls (lNT-00 I 0 and HSA-0099) at DIA. 
Each scenario contained 9 screens (Tables of data) .. We evaluated the responses 
and supp01ting documentation, and idenli tied 5 of the 9 screens in !NT -00 I 0 
lacked some supporting documentation that would allow us to reconstruct the 
responses to portions of the screens. Based on our review and discussions, we 
requested that DlA provided add itional supporting documentation to correct the 
issues. The DlA stated that il would provide the additional supporting 
documentation and detailed methodology. We did not validate whether additional 
documenlation and methodology was include in the DIA BRAC file. 

Internal Control Processes 

We l'ev iewedthe completeness of the DlA lCP and determined that il properly 
incorporated and supplemented the OSO JCP. The DIA sites generally complied 
with the DlA ICP. We evaluated compliance with the DIA ICP for the capac ity 
a11alysis, Milital'y value, and scenario specific data call. We evaluated whether 
sites completed nondisclosure agreements and properly co llected, marked, 
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safeguarded, and maintained BRAC data. In addition, we reviewed whether the 
data collected were certified as accurate and complete to the best of the certifier's 
knowledge and belief for capacity analysis. Military value, and scenario specific 
data ca lls. 

Completeness ofiCP. The DIA JCP provides a uniform set of management 
controls designed to provide accountability for each sub-element of information 
and analysis used in the BRAC 2005 process. The DIA ICP establishes 
organization responsibilities that ensure the accuracy and completeness of data 
collection, analyses, and control mechanisms to safeguard the BRAC information. 
The ICP outlined documentation requirements for resubmitting and recertifying 
BRAC responses. The DIA lCP included directions on completing nondisclosure 
agreements and on collecting, marking, safeguarding, and maintaining BRAC 
data. 

Compliance with ICPs. The DlA data collection and certification processes for 
the capacity analysis data call were not fully compliant with the applicable !CPs. 
The DIA did not provide the ICP to the JJCs and JRICs for their use and 
implementation. Also, DIA did not properly mark all documents, did not 
maintain all nondisclosure agreements, and did not maintain a separate question 
page as required by the DIA ICP. However. during the Military value and 
scenario data calls, DIA followed all ICP processes and corrected the 
noncomplianccs identified during the capacity analysis data ca ll. We consider the 
ICP issue(s) to be immaterial. 

Conclusion 

The DIA BRAC 2005 data call responses were not fully supported. The DIA 
co llected and submitted responses to 17 questions dUt·ing the capacity analysis 
data ca ll of wh ich 9 were partially supported and I was unsupported. The DJA 
collected and submitted responses to II questions during the Military value data 
call, 5 or which were partially supported. The scenario specific data calls 
provided generally reasonable responses and adequate supporting documentation. 
The DIA data collection and ce11ification processes for the capacity analysis data 
call were not fully compliant with the appl icable !CPs. I lowever, during the 
Military va lue and scenario data calls, DIA followed alllCP processes and 
corrected the noncompliances identified during the capacity analysis data ca ll. 

We discussed the results of the data call submissions and ICP review with DIA 
management. DJA management concun-ed wirh the findings. fhe identified not 
fully supported responses and the noncompliances with the lCPs should not affect 
the reliability and integrity of the DIA data ror use in the BRAC 2005 analysis. 
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B. Joint Intelligence Commands Base 
Realignment and Closure 2005 Data 
Call Submissions and Internal 
Control Processes 

The responses provided by the JICs for the BRAC 2005 data ca lls were 
generally not fully supported. The JICs each collected and submitted 
responses to I 7 questions during the capacity analysis data call, and 
provided 11 responses for the Military value data call. Each of the eight 
Commands provided responses to some questions that were supported, 
partially supported, unsupported, or unreasonable. The data collection 
p1•ocesses for the Military value data ca ll generally did not comply with 
applicable JCPs. During the Military value data call the JlCs did not 
provide supporting documentation for all data call responses. When 
providing supporting documentation the J[Cs did not properly mark all 
documents as required in the DIA JCP. The identified not fully supported 
responses and the noncompliances with the I CPs could affect the 
reliability a11d integrity of the data pmvided fo r use in BRAC 2005 
ana lysis. 

JICs BRAC 2005 Data Call Submissions 

The BRAC 2005 data reported by the JlCs were generally not fu lly supported. 
The DIA headquarters forwarded al l data cal l questions and col lected the 
supporting documentation for each of the JJCs. The JJCs each collected and 
submitted responses to 17 questions during the capacity ana lysis data call and 
responses to I I questions during the Military value data ca ll. We evaluated the 
va lidi ty and integrity ofthe supporting documentation for each JIC at the DIA 
headquarters. Specifically, for the capacity analysis and Military value data ca lls, 
we compared responses to supporting documentation and reviewed 'Not 
Applicable" responses to determine whether the JJC responses were reasonable. 
As we identified problems with the data submissions, we worked with 
management to correct the data. 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The .IJCs capaci ty analysis data callt·esponscs 
were generally not fully supported. Each of the eigh! Commands provided 
responses to some questions thal were supported, parlially supp01'ted, 
unsupported, ot· unreasonable (see Appendix D). We discussed the t·esults of the 
data call submiss ions with DIA management. DIA management concurred with 
the findings. 
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Military Value Data Call. The JICs Military value data call responses were 
generally not fully supported. Each of the eight Commands provided responses to 
some questions that were parlially supported, unsupported, or unreasonable (see 
Appendix D). The Military value data call consisted of J I questions with 
multiple parts; if one segment of the question was not supported, the overall 
question would be partially suppOLted. We relied on the agency responses when 
tbey answered "no," "zero,'' and "unknown'' to applicable segments of the 
question because all BRAC data was certified as accurate and complete to the 
best of the certifier's knowledge and belief. We discussed the results of the data 
call submissions with DlA management. DTA management concurred with the 
findings. 

Internal Control Processes 

Since DIA did not provide the ICP to the JlCs until after the capacity analysis 
data call, we did not evaluate the JICs compliance with the DJA and OSD I CPs 
during the capacity analysis data call. During the Mi litary value data call, the 
JJCs generally did not comply with the LCPs. We evaluated whether sites 
completed nondisclosure agreements and properly collected, marked, 
safeguarded, and maintained BRAC data. In addition, we reviewed whether the 
data collected were certified as accurate and complete to the best of the certifier's 
knowledge and belief for the Military value data call. 

Completeness of ICP. The DIA BRAC 2005 lCP establishes organization 
responsibilities to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data collection, 
analyses, and control mechanisms to safeguard the BRAC information. The [CP 
outlined data requirements to address changed answers. The DTA ICP included 
directions on completing nondisclosure agreements and on collecting, marking, 
safeguarding, and maintaining BRAC data. 

Compliance with ICPs. The JIC sites generally did not comply with the DlA 
and OSD lCPs, during the Military value data call. During the Mililary value data 
call the JICs did not provide supporting documentation for all data call responses. 
When providing supporting documentation the JICs did not properly mark al l 
documents as required. The identified noncompliances with the !CPs could 
impact the integrity of data provided for the BRAC 2005 analysis. 

Conclusion 

The JI C BRAC 2005 data call responses were generally not fully !~Upported . The 
JICs collected and submitted responses to 17 questions during the capacity 
analysis data call, and provided responses to ll questions during the Militat·y 
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value data call. Each of the eight Commands provided responses to some 
questions that were supported, partially supported, unsupported, or unreasonable. 
Also, during the Military value data call the JICs did not fu lly comply with the 
ICPs. We discussed the results of the data call submissions and ICP review with 
DJA management. DJA management concurred with the findings. We also 
determined that the identified not fully suppot1ed responses and the 
noncompliances with the I CPs could affect the reJiabi lity and integrity of the data 
that the .JJCs provided for use in BRAC 2005 analysis. 
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C. Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers 
Base Realignment and Closure 2005 
Data Call Submissions and Internal 
Control Processes 

The responses provided by the JRJCs for the BRAC 2005 data calls were 
not fully supported. The JRJCs collected and submitted a combined 
response to L 7 questions during the capacity analysis data call, and 
provided II responses for the Military value data call. Por the 17 capacity 
analysis questions, 3 responses were unsupported and 2 wet•e 
umeasonable. Similarly, for the Military va lue questions, 10 were 
pattially supported. The JRTCs generally did not comply with the OSD 
and DIA ICPs during the Military value data ca ll. During the Military 
value data call the JRJCs did not provide supporting documentation for all 
data call responses. When providing supp01ting documentation the JRJCs 
did not properly mark all documents as required in the DIA 1CP. The 
identified not fully supported responses and noncompliances with the JCPs 
could affect the reliability and integrity of the data provided for use in 
BRAC 2005 analysis. 

Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers BRAC 2005 Data CaD 
Submissions 

The BRAC 2005 data reported by the JRICs were not fully suppot1ed. The DJA 
headquarters forwarded all data call questions and collected the supporting 
documentation for the JRICs. The JRJCs co llected and submitted a combined 
response to 17 questions during the capacity analysis data call, and I I responses 
for the Military value data call. We evaluated the validity and integrity of the 
suppot1ing documentation for the JRlCs at the DIA headquarters. Specifically, 
for the capacity analysis and Military value data calls, we compared responses to 
supporting documentation and reviewed "Not Applicable" responses to determine 
whether the JRJCs responses were reasonable. As we identified problems with 
the data submissions, we worked with management to correct the data. 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The JRJC capacity analysis data cal l responses 
wct·c generally not fully supported. For the. JRJCs combined response to the 
17 capacity analysis questions, 3 responses were unsupported, and 2 were 
unreasonable (see Appendix E). We discussed the results ofthe data call 
submiss ions with DlA management. DfA management concurred with the 
findings. 
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Military Value Data Call. The JRJC Military value data call responses were not 
fully supported. For the JRJCs combined response to 11 Military value questions, 
LO responses were partially supported. The Military value data call consisted of 
11 questions with multiple paats; if one segment of the question was not 
supported, the overall question would be partially supported (see Appendix E). 
We discussed the results of the data call submissions with DfA management. 
OJ A management concmred with the findings. 

Internal Control Processes 

Since DlA did not provide the JCP to the JJCs until after the capacity analysis 
data call, we did not evaluate the JR1Cs compliance with the DlA and OSD I CPs 
during the capacity analysis data cal I. During the Military value data call , the 
JRICs generally did not fully comply with the DIA and OSD lCPs. We evaluated 
whether sites completed nondisclosure agreements and properly collected, 
marked, safeguarded, and maintained BRAC data. In addition, we reviewed 
whether the data collected were certified as accurate and complete to the best of 
the ceatifier' s knowledge and belief for the Military value data call. 

Completeness of ICP. The DlA BRAC 2005 ICP establishes organization 
responsibilities that ensure the accuracy and completeness of data collection, 
analyses, and conti'OI mechanisms to safeguard the BRAC informatjon. The ICP 
outlined data requirements to address changed answers. The DIA ICP included 
directions on completing nondisclosure agreements and on collecting, marking, 
safeguarding, and maintaining BRAC data. 

Compliance with I CPs. The JRJCs generally did not comply with the DIA and 
OSD lCPs during the Military value data call. The JRICs did not propel'ly mark 
all documents as required by the DIA JCP and generally did not provide 
suppo11ing documentation forM ilitary value responses. The identified 
noncompl iances with the fCPs could impact the integrity of data that the JRICs 
provided for the BRAC 2005 analysis. 

Conclusion 

The .JRJC BRAC 2005 data call responses were not fully suppoa'tcd. The JRICs 
co llected and submitted a combined rcspouse to l7 questions dua-ing the capac ity 
analys is data ca ll , and a response to 11 yue~tions during the Military value data 
ca ll. For the 17 capacity analysis questions, 3 responses were unsupported and 
2 were unreasonable. Similarly. for the ll Military va lue questions, I 0 responses 
were partially supported. Also, the JRJCs generally did not comply with the DIA 
and OSD !CPs during the military value data call. 
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We discussed the results of the data call submissions and ICP 1·cview with DTA 
management. DIA management concurred with the findings. We also 
determined that the identified not fully supp01ted responses and the 
noncompliances with the JCPs could affect the reliability and integrity of the data 
that the JRICs provided for use in BRAC 2005 analysis. 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 

We evaluated the validity and integrity of all data call responses and the 
associated supporting documentation of DIA, the JICs, and the JR!Cs BRAC 
2005 data. Specifically, we performed the following aud it steps during the 
capacity analysis, Military value; and scenario specific data calls. 

• Interviewed the personnel responsible for preparing and certifying the 
responses to the data calls. 

• Reviewed all data call responses and associated supporting 
documentation. 

• Compared the adequacy of responses to the supporting documentation. 

• Reviewed ''Not Applicable" question responses to determine whether 
they were t·easonable. 

• Reviewed the DlA ICP to determine whether the DlA incorporated 
and supplemented the OSD ICP and established and implemented 
procedures and processes to disseminate, co llect, safeguard, and 
maintain supporting documentation. In addition, we reviewed whether 
the DIA, JLCs, and JRICs designated the appropriate personnel to 
certifY that data and information collected were accurate and complete 
to the best of the certifier's knowledge and belief. 

• Relied on Military value responses when they answered "no," "zero/' 
or "unknown" to applicable questions because all BRAC data were 
certified by the Director, DIA as accurate and complete. 

• Worked with management to correct identified problems to data ca ll 
responses. 

We could not validate thal DIA , the JlCs or the JRJCs were consistent in 
reporting all sites during the capacity analysis data call. Also, because of time 
constraints, we validated only the Defense intelligence agencies' COBRA and 
scenario dala ca ll s for potential candidate recommendations that were approved 
by the Infrastructure Steering Gl'oup. In add ition, we did not revalidate the data 
call responses. 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The DIA headquarters received the capacity 
ana lysis data call questions I through 17 from the Intelligence JCSG. DTA 
headqual'ters then forwarded all questions to each of its sites and collected 
suppot'ting duClJmentation. /\II supporting documentalion was maintained aL 
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headquarters for validation. We reviewed all data call questions and responses at 
DIA headquarters for accuracy, appropriate markings, and adequacy. We issued 
three capacity analysis site memorandums (DlA, JICs and JRJCs) to summarize 
the site visit results. Specifically, we reviewed the following responses and 
supporting documentation. 

Capacity Analysis Data Call Questions Reviewed 

Question Number 
Site Answered Not Applicable 

DIA, Headquatters l-l7 
Central Command 1-3 7 8, 1 0-15, and 17 4-6, 9, and 16 
Joint Forces Command 1-3 and 7 4-6, and 8-17 
Northern Command 1-3 4-17 
Paci fie Command 1-3, 7, 8, 12, and 13 4-6, 9-1 I , and 14-17 
Southern Command 1-3 4-17 
Special Operations Command 3 I , 2, and 4-17 
Strategic Command 1-3 4-17 
Transportation Command 1-3 4-17 
JRICs 1-3, 6, and 7 1, 4,5. and 7-17 

Military Value Data CaU. The DIA headquatters received Military value data 
call questions 18 tlu·ough 28 from the Intelligence JCSGs. Most Military value 
questions bad multiple patts. The DIA then forwarded all questions to each of its 
sites and collected supporting documentation. All supporting documentation was 
maintained at headquat1ers for validation. We reviewed the data call questions 
and responses at DJA headquarters for accuracy, appropriate markings, and 
adequacy for each site. We issued three Military value site memorandums (DIA, 
J!Cs, and JRJCs) to summarize the site visit results. 

Scenario Specific Data Call. DfA headquarters received scenario data call 
questions from the Intelligence JCSG. We reviewed the data callr·esponses at 
DJA headquarters for reasonableness and suppor1ing documentation. 
Specifically. we reviewed DlA Scenario Specific Data Calls INT-00 J 0 and HSA-
0099. 

We performed this audit li·om t ebruary 2004 through Aprd 2005 in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. 

Reliability of Computet·-Processed Data. We did not test the accuracy of t·he 
computer-processed data used to support an answer to a data call question. 
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Potential inaccuracies .in the data could affect the resu lts. However, all BRAC 
data were certified as accurate and complete to the best of the certifier's 
knowledge and belief. 

Government Accoun tability Office High-Risk Area. The Government 
Accountability Office has identified several high-risk areas in DoD. This report 
provides coverage of the DoD Support Infrastructure Management and Federal 
Real Property high-risk area. 

Management Control Program Review 

We did not review the DlA management control progl'am because its provisions 
did not apply to the one-time data collection process; however, we evaluated the 
internal controls for preparing, submitting, documenting, and safeguarding 
information associated with the BRAC 2005 data calls, as directed by the OSD 
and DlA !CPs, to determine whether the DJA, JJCs, and JRJCs complied with the 
lCPs. Specifically, we reviewed procedures that DIA, JICs, and JRJCs used to 
develop, submit, and document the data call responses. We also reviewed the 
controls implemented to safeguard BRAC 2005 data against disclosure. Internal 
controls were generally inadequate as they applied to the audit objective (see the 
Finding A, B, and C section for additional details). 
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Appendix B. Prior Audit Coverage 

During the last 5 years, DoD OJG issued six site memorandums discussing the 
BRAC 2005 data call submissions and internal control processes for the DlA, the 
JICs, and the JRICs. 

Site Memorandums 

DoD fG Memorandum, "Audit on the Military Value Data Call Submission from 
the Defense Intelligence Agency Sites for the Base Realignment and Closure 
2005,'' March 3, 2005 

DoD JG Memorandum, "Audit on the Military Value Data Call Submission from 
the Joint Intelligence Centers to the Defense fntelligence Agency Headquarters 
for the Base Realignment and Closure 2005," March 3, 2005 

DoD LG Memorandum, "Audit on the Military Value Data Call Submission from 
the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers to the Defense Tntelligence Agency 
Headquarters for the Base Realignment and Closure 2005." March 3, 2005 

DoD lG Memorandum, "Audit on the Capacity Analysis Data Call Submission 
from all Defense Intelligence Agency Sites to the Defense Intelligence Agency 
Headquartet•s for the Base Realignment and Closure 2005," September 21 , 2004 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Audit on the Capacity Analysis Data Call Submission 
from the Joint Intelligence Centers to the Defense Intelligence Agency 
Headquarters for the Base Realignment and Closure 2005," September 21, 2004 

DoD IG Memorandum, "Audit on the Capacity Analysis Data Call Submission 
from the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers to the Defense Intelligence Agency 
Headqua11ers for the Base Realignment and Closure 2005," September 21, 2004 
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Appendix C. Defense Intelligence Agency BRAC 
2005 Data Call Questions Not Fully 
Supported 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. For the capacity analysis data call, DIA provided data 
that were not fully supported. The followi ng questions were partially supported or 
unsupported. 

• DIA responses to question numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 were only 
partially suppm1ed. We were unable to fully validate the responses. 
DIA was unable to provide adequate supporting documentation for 
personnel breakout, as well as, on board contractors and detailees. 
Also, undocumented meetings were cited in the methodology as the 
source for personnel breakout. 

• DIA responses to question numbers 8, 12, and 13 were only partially 
supported. We were unable to fu lly validate the responses. We were 
able to val idate DIA headquarters responses but were unable to 
validate other DlA site responses because no supporting 
documentation was provided from those sites. 

• DTA response to question number 9 was unsupported. We were 
unable to determine the reasonableness ofthe response. DrA used 
estimates and not supporting documentation to develop the response. 

• DIA response to question number I 0 was patiially supported. We 
were unable to fu lly validate the response. Of A provided supporting 
documentation that contained both contractor and vender transactions; 
the question does not require both. 

Military Value Data Call. DlA responses lo the Military value data cal l were genera ll y 
supported. However, 5 of II responses were partially supported. 

• DfA responses to question numbers 18. 20, 21, 22, and 27 were 
parlially supported. w~ were unable lu fully val idate the responses for 
al l sites. Portions of the responses did not conta in adequate supp011. 
Supporting documentation was either not ava ilable or not provided. 
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Appendix D. Joint Intelligence Commands BRAC 
2005 Data Call Questions Not Fully 
Supported 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The JJCs provided data that was generally not fully 
supported. The following questions were partially supported, unsupported, or 
unreasonable. 

U.S. Central Command. U.S. Central Command provided responses to 12 of 
17 questions. The responses provided for question numbers 4-6, 9, and 16 were 
''Not Appl icable." We consider those responses to be reasonable. 

• U.S. Central Command responses to question numbers I, 2, 12, and 15 
were unsupported. We were unable to reconstruct the U.S. Central 
Command responses because U.S. Central Command provided an 
inadequate methodology for cross-walking the supp01ting 
documentation back to the responses. In addition, the U.S. Central 
Command did not provide suppot1ing documentation for the usable 
square feet in question number I. 

• U.S. Central Command responses to questions numbers 3, 7, 13, and 
14 were unsupported. We were unable to validate the responses. 
Supporting documentation was not avai lable or not provided. 

• U.S. Central Command response to question number 17 was partia lly 
supported. We were unable to fully validate the data because 
supp01ting documentation for the student registration counts was not 
provided. 

U.S. Joint Forces Command. U.S. Joint Forces Command provided responses 
to 4 of 17 questions. The responses provided for question numbers 4-6. and 8-17 
were ''Not Applicable.'· We consider those responses to be reasonable. 

• U.S. Joint Forces Command responses lo question numbers I and 
2 were unsupported. We were unable to validate the responses. 
Supporting documentation was not available or not provided. 

• U.S. Jo1nt Forces Command rt!sponscs to question numbers 3 and 
7 were unsupported. We were unable to val idate the responses. U.S. 
Joint Forces Command provided incomplete and inadequate 
supporting documentation and did not provide a documented 
methodology. 
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U.S. No•·thern Command. U.S. Northern Command provided responses to 3 of 
17 questions. The responses provided for question numbers 4- 17 were "Not 
Applicable." We consider theN/A responses to question numbers 4-6 and 8-17 to 
be reasonable. 

• U.S. Northern Command responses to question numbers 1 and 2 were 
unsupported. We were unable to validate the responses. Supporting 
documentation was not available or not provided. 

• U.S. Northern Command response to question number 3 was 
unsupported. U.S. N011hern Command did not provide an adequate 
methodology that would cross-walk the supporting documentation to 
the response. 

• U.S. Northet·n Command "Not Applicable1' response to question 
number 7 is unreasonable. The response did not identify the total 
number of man-years related to the positions assigned in question 
number 3. 

U.S. Pacific Command. U.S. Pacitic Command provided responses to 7 of 17 
questions. The responses provided for question numbers 4-6, 9- ll , and J 4-1 7 
were "Not Applicable." We consider those responses to be reasonable. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

U.S. Pacific Command response for question number I was partially 
supported. We were unable to fu lly va lidate the response. U.S. 
Pacitic Command did not provide suppot1ing documentation for the 
usable square footage. 

U.S. Pacific Command response for question number 2 was partially 
supported. We were unable Lo fulJy validate or reconstruct the 
response. U.S. Pacific Command did not provide an adequate 
methodology that would cross-walk the suppmting documentation to 
the response. 

U.S. Pacific Command response for question number 3 was partially 
supported. U.S. Pacific Command was unable to provide adequate 
supporting documentation fot· on-board contractors and detailees. 

U.S. Pacific Command responses for question numbers 7, 8, 12, and 
13 were un~upported . We were unable to validate the responses . 
Supporting documentation was not available or not provided. 

U.S. Southern Command. U.S. Southern Command provided responses to 3 of 
17 questions. The responses to question numbers 4- J 7 were "Not A ppl icahle." 
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We consider theN/A responses to question numbers 4-6 and 8-17 to be 
reasonable. 

• U.S. Southern Command responses to question numbers 1, 2, and 3 
were unsupported. We were unable to fully validate or reconstruct the 
responses. U.S. Southern Command did not provide an adequate 
methodology that would cross-walk the supporting documentation to 
the response. 

• U.S. Southern Command "Not Applicable" response to question 
number 7 is unreasonable. The response did not identify the total 
number of man-years related to the positions assigned in question 
number 3. 

U.S. Special Operations Command. U.S. Special Operations Command 
provided a response to I of 17 questions. The responses to question numbers 1-2 
and 4-17 were "Not Applicable." We consider theN/ A responses to question 
numbers 4-6 and 8-17 to be reasonable. 

• U.S. Special Operations Command response to question number 3 was 
unsupported. We were unable to fully validate or reconstruct the 
response. U.S. Special Operations Command did not provide an 
adequate methodology that would cross-walk the supporting 
documentation to the response. 

• U.S. Special Operations Command "Not Applicable" responses to 
question numbers I 2, and 7 are unreasonable. The responses to 
question numbers I and 2 did not identify the facilities or personnel by 
attributes listed in question number 3. The response to question 
number 7 did not identity the total number of man-years related to the 
positions assigned in question number 3. 

U.S. Strategic Command. U.S. Strategic Command provided a response to 3 of 
17 questions. The responses to question numbers 4-17 were "Not Applicable.'' 
We consider theN/ A responses to question uumbers 4-6 and 8-17 to be 
reasonable. 

• U.S. Strategic Command responses to question numbers I, 2, and 3 
were unsupported. We wer·e unable to fully validate or reconstruct the 
responses. U.S. Strategic Command did not provide an adequate 
methodology that would ct·oss-walk th<.: supporting documentation to 
1 he responses. 

• U.S. Strategic Command ·'Not Applicable" response to question 
number 7 is unreasonable. The response did not identify the total 
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number of man-years related to the positions assigned in question 
number 3. 

U.S. Transpm·tation Command. U.S. Transportation Command provided 
responses to 3 of 17 questions. The responses to question numbers 4-17 were 
"Not Applicable." We consider theN/A responses to question numbers 4-6 and 
8-17 to be reasonable. 

• U.S. Transportation Command responses to question numbers I and 2 
were unsupported. We were unable to validate the responses. 
Suppot1ing documentation was not available or not provided. 

• U.S. Transpottation Command response to question number 3 was 
tmsupported. We were unable to fully validate or reconstruct the 
response. U.S. Transpottation Command did not provide an adequate 
methodology that would cross-walk the supporting documentation to 
the response. 

• U.S. Transportation Command "Not Applicable'' response to guestion 
number 7 is unreasonable. The response did not identify the total 
number of man-years related to the positions assigned in question 
number 3. 

Military Value Data Call. The JlCs responses to the second data call were general ly not 
fully supported, The following questions were partially supported, unsupported, or 
unreasonable. 

U.S. Central Command. U.S. Central Command provided response to all 
J 1 questions. 

• U.S. Central Command responses to question numbers 18, 20-22, 26, 
and 27 were partially supported. We were unable to fully validate the 
responses. Portions of the responses did not contain adequate support. 
Supporting documentation was either not available or not provided. 

U.S. Joint Forces Command. U.S. Joint Forces Command provided responses 
lo all 11 questions. 
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• U.S. Joint Forces Command responses to question numbers 18, 20-22, 
24, 26, and 27 were partially supported. We were unable to fully 
validate tbe responses. P011ions of the responses did not contain 
adequate support. Supp01ting documentation was either not available 
or not provided. 

• U.S. Joint Forces Command response to question number 19 was 
unsupported. We were unable to validate the response. Supporting 
documentation was either not available or not provided. 

U.S. Not'thern Command. U.S. Northern Command provjded responses to all 
I I questions. 

• U.S. Northern Command responses to question numbers 18,20-24,26, 
and 27 were partiaiJy supported. We were unable to fully validate the 
responses. Portions of the responses did not contain adequate support. 
Supporting documentation was either not available or not provided. 

• U.S. Northern Command responses to question numbers 19 and 25 
were unsupported. We were unable to validate the responses. 
Supporting documentation was either not available or not provided. 

U.S. Pacific Command. U.S. Pacific Command provided responses to all 
ll questions. 

• U.S. Pacific Command responses to question numbers 18, 20 and 26, 
were partially supported. We were unable to fully validate the 
responses. Portions of the responses did not contain adequate support. 
Supporting documentation was either not available or not provided. 

U.S. Southern Command. U.S. Southern Command provided responses to all 
II questions. 

o U.S. Southern Command responses to question numbers 18-27 were 
partially suppoated. We were unable to fu lly validate the responses. 
Portions of the responses did not contain adequate support. 
Supporting documentation was either not available or not provided. 

U.S. Special Operations Command. U.S. Special Operat ions Command 
provided responses to all II questions. 
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• U.S. Special Operation Commands responses to questjon numbers 18, 
24 and 26 were partially supported. We were unable to fuUy validate 
the responses. Portions of the responses d.id not contain adequate 
support. Supporting documentation was either not available or not 
provided. 

U.S, Strategic Command. U.S. Strategic Command provided responses to all 
I J questions. 

• U.S. Strategic Command responses to question numbers 18-27 were 
partially supported. We were unable to fully validate the responses. 
Portions of the responses did not contain adequate support. 
Supporting documentation was either not avai I able ol' not provided. 

U.S. Transportation Command. U.S. Transpottation Command provided 
responses to all J 1 questions. 

• U.S. Transportation Command responses to question numbers 18, 
20-22, 24, 26, and 27 were partially supported. We were unable to 
fully validate the responses. Portions of the responses did not contain 
adequate support. Supp01ting documentation was either not ava ilable 
or not provided. 

• U.S. Transportation Command response to question number 19 was 
unsupported. We were unable to va lidate the response. Supporting 
documentation was either not available or not provided. 
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Appendix E. Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers 
BRAC 2005 Data Call Questions 
Not Fully Supported 

Capacity Analysis Data Call. The JRJCs provided data that were generally not fully 
supported. The JRICs response to question numbers I, 4, 5, and 7-17 were "Not 
Applicable". We considered the "N/ N' responses to questions numbers 4, 5, and 8-17 as 
reasonable. The following questions were unsupported or unreasonable. 

• The JRICs "Not Applicable" responses to question numbers I and 7 
are unreasonable. The response to question number I did not identify 
the facilities, even though the facilities are listed in question numbers 
2 and 3 and the response to question number 7 did not address the total 
number of man-years related to the positions assigned in question 
number 3. 

• The JRJCs response to question number 2 was unsupported. We were 
unable to validate the responses. The JRJCs were unable to provide 
suppotting documentation. 

• The JR1Cs response to question number 3 was unsupported. We were 
unable to va lidate the data because the JRICs did not provide an 
adequate methodology that would crosswalk the supporting 
documentation to the response. Also, a methodology explaining how 
the Centers allocated the positions to the BRAC attributes was not 
provided. 

• The response provided for questions number 6 was unsupported. The 
JRICs do not own operate or maintain the facilities reported in this 
question. 

Military Value Data Call. The JRICs responses to the second data call were not fully 
suppmted. The .IRI Cs provided a combined response to II questions. However, 10 of 
II responses were partially supported. 

• I he JRJCs responses to question numbers 18-1.7 were not fully 
supported. We were unable to fully val idate the t·esponscs fot· all sites. 
Portions of the responses did nol contain adequate suppo11. 
Supporting documentation was eilhet 1101 Hva ilabll! 0 1 nul provided. 
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Appendix F. Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Director, Base Realignment and Closures (Installations and Environment) 

Other Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 

Non-Defense Federal Organization 

Government Accountability Office • 

Only Government Accountability Office personnel involved in the ORAC pi'Ocess i\re to receive the 
repoc·t. 
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