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BRAC Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street #600 
Arlington, CA 22202 

Subj: BRAC 2005 - Naval Base Ventura G t y  County 

The Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division (NAWCWPNS) Point Mugu - Naval Base Ventura 
County (NBVC) commands a unique military capability due to its geography, and a legacy of 

4~-piing the U.S. Navy in the air, on land, and at sea. Point Mugu is the recognized Joint Center of 
Excellence for Electronic Warfare. The United States is at war and the workforce at NBVC is 
engaged. A move to China Lake simply does not make sense. After examining the details of the 
current Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations, I can only wonder, "What 
happened?" Where did such a well-intended process break down? 

NAS Point Mugu came very close to being closed in 1995. In fact, perhaps if not for the interest and 
investment of a few new organizations that have established roots at the base since the BRAC 95 
episode, and the sheer magnitude of the cost of moving everything elsewhere, the closure scenario 
would have been approved. Instead, the decision was made to keep the base open at essentially the 
11' hour. Unfortunately, it appears that in the minds of some, or at least in the way the process was 
being executed, that many of the jobs were already considered realigned to Chlna Lake and there was 
no time left to undo those moves. 

The recommendations of most significance in the BRAC process are from the Technical Joint Cross 
Service Group. While no one would argue the benefit of these transformational strategies, the devil is 
in the detail, and how these recommendations evolved are of grave concern. I can only assume at this 
point that the analysis was performed on the basis of Point Mugu being closed, and that the true 
military value of realignment was not accurately assessed. Also, it is becoming apparent that the 
enormity of the proposed realignment will seriously diminish NBVC's ability to execute its remaining 
missions in support of our deployed troops. 

Whereas the BRAC process was designed to be transparent, much of the detail data used to make the 
current recommendations are yet to be released. As the BRAC Commission site visit and Regional 
Hearing become imminent, there are a number of key technical questions that require answers. First 
and foremost: 

Why relocate aerial targets and aircraft to China Lake, 150 miles away from their primary 
Sea Range operating area, only to increase response time to range tasking, reduce on-range 
time, and increase operating costs? 

What are the aggregate costs of creating new infrastructure and physical complex for range 
operations? 
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' ? U a A A  L a 1  What safety issues will prevail if the Sea Range is operated remotely (e.g , u ,  
targets over flight of densely populated areas, conflicting use of airspace across coastal 
corridors, influence on in-flight control and missileltarget destruct criteria, etc.)? 

What will be the true cost of intellectual capital lost as a result of exceptionally experienced 
people refusing to move fiom the coast to the desert? Of greater significance, what will be 
the impact on war fighters when those skills are no longer available? 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) data released to the public identifies the movement 
of assets deemed "inextricable". How was it determined to move a function or asset certified as 
"inextricable", and doesn't this have profound implications as to cost and the ability to execute the 
mission? Also, the numbers from the 255-page Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis, dated 

2005, drastically contradict the job loss numbers in the Summary released by the DoD on 

Many of the DoD's re-alignment recommendations are clearly not rational. In my opinion, re-aligning 
Point Mugu's Sea Range, Targets, Test Squadron, and Electronic Warfare personnel and facilities to 
China Lake would cost untold millions of dollars, reduce operational efficiencies, diminish safety of 
operations, and negatively impact the ability of our war fighters to perform their missions. The latter is 
unequivocally contrary to BRAC objectives, and thereby unacceptable (politics aside). 

I retired from the Navy at Point Mugu as a Naval Flight Officer in 1984 and decided to stay in Ventura 
County after my military career because my family and I loved what the area had to offer in the way of 
schools, weather, quality of life, etc. On my transition to civilian life, I worked as a DoD Contractor 
performing Missile Test & Evaluation fiom 1985-2001, and am currently one of the more senior 
engineers involved in the testing of missiles at the Naval Air Warfare Center - Weapons Division. I 
am looking forward to retiring here in Carnarillo. I am not moving to China Lake - hate the desert. 

Res ectfully, A 

Donald J. Thompson 



20 June 2005 

BRAC Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

RE: BRAC Recommendation to transfer most functions from Naval Base Ventura 
County to Naval Base China Lake 

Members of the BRAC Commission: 

My husband and I are currently employed as engineers at Naval Base Ventura County 
Point Mugu with combined servicelexperience of over 32 years. We have recently done 
only a cursory review of the BRAC Supplemental Data located on the following website: 
http : / / www . brac . gov/ supplemental. aspx and found some inaccurate information 
that may have impacted the current BRAC Recommendations. I'd like to bring to your - - 

attention to someof these inaccuracies. When possible I have enclosed evidence to 
support my statements. 

1. The Economic Impact Data reported for Naval Base China Lake is not for the 
small town of Ridgecrest that is adjacent to the Base, but for the Region of 
Influence (ROI) of Bakersfield, California. For those not familiar with 
California, Bakersfield is over 100 miles away on a 2-lane highway. I've 
enclosed a report fiom Mapquest.com as evidence. Claiming that a city as 
large as Bakersfield can accommodate thousands of new jobs and thousands 
of new residents is not quite the same as saying a small, remote town such as 
Ridgecrest can handle that influx. Is it really practical to expect employees to 
live in Bakersfield and commute over 2 hours one-way to work at China Lake 
each day? In my opinion using Bakersfield as the ROI skews the data in such 
a way that favors the moving of thousands of jobs and people to Ridgecrest 
without taking into account the reality of the situation. Can the small town of 
Ridgecrest really accommodate an influx of possibly 10,000 people 
(employees and their families)? Is there an adequate supply of housing? Is 
there an adequate supply of water? Can the school system support the influx 
of children? 

2. The Economic Impact Data for Naval Base Ventura County is based on the 3 
cities of Oxnard, Thousand Oaks, and Ventura. Only a small percentage of 
my co-workers live in Thousand Oaks. Almost all the employees of Naval 
Base Ventura County live in the cities of Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura, and 
Camarillo. Using economic data fiom the Thousand Oaks area, which has 
several large employers, skews the data in such a way as to lessen the 
economic impact of Ventura County losing thousands of direct and indirect 
jobs. 

3. The distance fiom the nearest major airport fiom Naval Base Ventura County 
Point Mugu was reported to be 62 miles. I assume "major" airport to mean an 



airport such as Los Angeles International. The distance from the nearest 
major airport to Naval Base China Lake was reported as 1 1  miles. There is a 
small airport in Inyokern, which is about 1 1  miles from China Lake. 
However, I certainly don't consider Inyokern a "major" airport. I would say 
it's comparable to the Oxnard Airport which is less than 10 miles from Naval 
Base Ventura County. Here is just one instance where the interpretation of a 
question influenced the answer in a way to skew data in favor of one 
organization over another. I am sure there are other instances of this in the 
BRAC data. 

4. It appears that the only projected cost savings to be realized is that associated 
with the Reduction In Force (RIF) of 398 employees (civilian and military) at 
the Point Mugu site. Since China Lake and Point Mugu have been working as 
an integrated team for over 12 years now, I find it disturbing that the RIF is 
aimed at employees based on geographic site alone. Additionally, since the 
only cost savings is from the loss of employees, why spend millions of dollars 
rebuilding facilities at a different location and moving thousands of employees 
and their families at great expense to the American taxpayer when a RIF alone 
could be conducted at a much reduced cost? 

5.  The model used for projecting the percentage of employees willing to move 
was 94%. I understand the industry standard for such a model is about 20% 
willing and able to move. Why was a model of 94% used for BRAC? What 
will happen to our Warfighters in the event that only 20% of the transferred 
employees are willing and able to relocate? In a time of war I find this 
extremely disturbing. I believe the Department of Defense is risking losing 
it's highly dedicated and talented workforce if the current recommendations 
become law. 

6. The median housing price in Ventura County is grossly inaccurate. The 
BRAC Supplemental Data lists the median housing price in Ventura County 
as $248K. I've enclosed an article from the local newspaper dated 16 June 
2005 which indicates the median housing price in the county is actually 
$569K. I'm concerned there are other gross inaccuracies in the data as well. 

Thank you for your time. 

Cindy Stratton 



Driving Directions from Ridgecrest, CA to Bakersfield, CA Page 1 of 2 

Ridgecrest, CA US P Bakersfield, CA US 

Maneuvers 

1: Start out  going WEST on CA-178/E RIDGECREST BLVD 
toward S CHINA LAKE BLVD. 

2: Turn RIGHT onto CA-178/N CHINA LAKE BLVD. 

3: Turn LEFT onto CA-178/W INYOKERN RD. Continue to  0 follow CA-178. 

4: CA-178 becomes CA-14 S. 

5: Merge onto CA-58 W toward BAKERSFIELD. 

6: Take the exit toward CA-204lUNION AVE. 

0 7: Turn LEFT onto E BRUNDAGE LN. 

8: Turn RIGHT onto CA-99 BUS NIUNION AVE/CA-204 N. 

eu I 

9: Turn LEFT onto CALIFORNIA AVE. 

0 10: Turn RIGHT onto CHESTER AVE. 

0 11: Turn RIGHT onto TRUXTUN AVE. 

12: End at  Bakersfield, CA US 

Total Est. Tlme: 2 hours, 19 minutes Total Est. Distance: 114.14 miles 

Distance 

c O . 1  miles 

2.0 miles 

15.0 miles 

38.5 miles 

55.8 miles 

0.2 miles 

c O . 1  miles 

1.0 miles 

0.9 miles 

0.3 miles 

cO.1 miles 
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: SHOWBIZ. Remodeling shows have built-in audience for products. D2 
Thursday, June 16,2005 Business Editor: Jim Medina, 645-1049, jmedina@VenturaCountyStar.com 
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Kodak discontinuing paper 
for black-and-white photos 

Eastman Kodak Co. said 
Wednesday it will discontinue 
production of black-and-white 
photographic paper by the end of 
the year as it continues its transition 
to digital photography. 

Kodak spokesman David Lanzillo 
said the paper, used in traditional 
darkrooms, is pmduced in Brazil. 
The company will continue to make 
black-and-white film and chemicals 
for processing. Lanzillo said he 
could not specify how many 
employees will be affected. 

Demand for black-and-white 
paper is declining 25 percent ---.. "1L. 1 ---:?I- --.J 

Home ~rices keen on rising 
Costs are up 16 percent over a year ago; median figure in county is $569,000 
By Gretchen MacchiareUa 
gmacchiare&@VmturaCmn@Sta~.u)m 

DataQuick Information Systems re 
ported Wednesday that Ventura Coun- 
ty's home prices were up nearly 16 
percent over the past year, and includ- 
ed an assuring note that signs of an in- 
yestor-driven frenzy are not appear- 
mg. 

But there is disagreement about 
the role investors are playing in rising 
home prices in Southern California. 

DataQuick Economist John 
Karevoll said the concern about in- 
vestors has outpaced reality. 

............................................... .- ...................................... .... 

Oxnard beach homes grab the attention 
of vacationers and investors. A1 

One home builder rejects investors as 
buyers in new communities. D4 

Mark Schniepp, director of the Cal- 
ifornia Economic Forecast in Santa 
Barbara, said the movement of prices 
so far away from fundamentals, such 
as rents, shows the influence specula- 
tors are having in the marketplace. 

The county's median home price 
for May was $569,000, up 15.7 per- 

cent from the same month a year ear- 
lier. The Southern California median 
hit $456.000, up 15.2 percent for the 
12 month period. The median is the 
point at which half the sales are high- 
er and half are lower - in this case in- 
cluding all new and resale houses and 
condominiums recorded during the 
month. 

"We don't thiik appreciation can 
continue at rates that are attracting 
current investors," Schniepp said. 

Schniepp's research - looking at 
loan applications last year through 
Santa Barbara Bank & Trust - shows 

about 18 percent of purchases in the 
county were made by someone who 
did not intend to live in the home full 
time. He believes the overall total is 
higher, potentially more than 20 per- 
cent. 

Normal seems to be about 10 per- 
cent, Schniepp said. 

If appreciation rates do not give an 
investor an expected return, it is easy 
to sell a house. Schniepp said the loss 
of investor demand and potential for 
many homes to go on sale at the same 

See COUNTY HOME COSTS on D4 


