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References:

A. For t B &lafEmwironmental Assessment (EA)for the National Museum of the
U.S. Army (NMUSA) released for public comment on October 7, 2008.

B. For t B &ftamFinding @f3Vo Significant Impact ( DFNSI), The National
Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) at Fort BelvoirOctober 6, 2008.

C.The Ber ger | SNMWUSA SI&kasihiity §tady with Appendices 1 thru 3,
August 20, 2008.

D. Concerned MWR Patrons/mpact Study: Examining the Impact of Constructing the
National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on the Fort Belvoir Golf Facilityi
North -36 Golf Courses April 28, 2008 1 available at our
www.concernedmwrpatrons.com .

E.Concer ned MWRsiHtBaPaperomtbedralt EA and FNS/ October 30,

2008 released at the Fort Bel voir 6,200ubl i

- enclosed.

F. Fort Bel voiroéos Public I nformation Meet.

County Center, October 30, 2008.
Dear Mr. Sanders,

This letter with enclosures presents our comments on the above-referenced
Draft EA and resulting Draft FNSI. Since our inception in October 2007, we have
continued to work with the Army in the hope the interests of MWR patrons, and the
NMUSA can be accommodated in the pending decision to build the museum on the
MWR North-36 Golf Facility. Our comments are offered to provide constructive input
to the EA planning process.

We object most strongly to the Draft EA and its companion Draft FNSI (ref B)
on the following grounds.

A NMUSA Gunston Siting Causes a  Significant Not a Moderate
Impact

The NMUSA Siting onthe Gunston Course causes a significant impact on
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the MWR Golf Facilities and its MWR Patrons. We maintain this position for
the reasons below.

1. The August 7, 2007 BRAC Record of Decision (ROD) stated:

ALong-term significant adverse effects on Fort Bel/ voi r 0 s MWR r
program would occur from the construction of the Army Museum and Museum
Support Center. If the museum would be constructed on the North Post golf
course site, Fort Belvoir would lose a portion of this golf course, in addition to
the South Post golf course, because of the hospital is sited there under the
Preferred Alternative. Fort Belvoir could lose about 60 percent of its golf course
fairways, which would result in significant losses to the MWR NAF from lost
revenue. Overall, the loss of these MWR programs and facilities would reduce
the quality of [|ife for Soldiers, retire

This document should have put the preparers of the draft EA on notice
of the "long -term significant adverse effects on Fort Belvoir's MWR recreation
program. 0

2. Our Impact Study (ref D) took a hard look at all the multifaceted impacts
on MWR Patrons from NMUSA construction on the N36 Golf facility. It
found that a further reduction from 36 to 27 holes would:

Reduce revenue least 4%. This would economically impact other MWR

Programs.

Disenfranchise 53% of the MWR Patrons on weekends starting in 2010.
Disenfranchised MWR Patrons would pay 40100% more at outside courses.

Moreover, 82% of MWR Patrons surveyedin our Impact Study, indicated
there would be a Asignificant adverse i
the North Course is reduced from 36 to 27 holes.

All of the NMUSA alternatives for the Gunston site described in
the draft EA and the NMUSA Feasibility Study create ggnificant impacts
on the MWR golf facility and its patrons. As indicated above, downsizing
the North-36 to a 27-hole layout would present significant negative
impacts.

Even building replacement holes to reconstitute a 36-hole facility
presents significant negative impacts. There will be a minimum two year
period when the NMUSA construction begins [our understanding is
March of 2010] and golf replacement holes would be ready for play. This
would equate to a temporary downsizing to a 27 -hole golf facility.
Moreover, the Gunston site alternative envisioning access to the



museum off the Kingman Road consumes about 133 acres of land. As
currently envisioned in the separate MWR project, (Ref C Appendix 1),
this would not produce quality golf holes of sufficient yardage to meet
our recommendations cited in our Impact Study (Ref D, p41 thru 49).
Only the Fairfax County Parkway access alternative comes close to
meeting our minimum requirements cited above to ensure MWR patrons
are left with quality golf courses from the impact of NMUSA
construction. And even that concept plan would need to be modified so
as not to impact on the current Gunston #12 hole. This could be
accomplished by pursuing structured parking or a modification to the
design of surface parking. Since these issues have yet to be pinned
down, we must register our judgment that all options currently depicted
present significant impacts for the MWR N-36 golf facility and patrons.

3.1t our understanding Fort Belvoiros D
concern about the significant loss of revenue if the North -36 were
downsized to 27 holes as a result of NMUSA construction.

4. The draft EA states, "with appropriate mitigation measures (discussed
below) these impacts would not be significant (Section 3.1, p 3-13). 0
Later in the same paragraph, it states iThe | oss of the front
Post Golf Course holes at the Gunston site would be considered a
moderate impact, while cumulative impacts of the project at either
| ocati on wo uTh pabagrapmis intermally inconsistent as to
the significance of its impact. We believe a fair and logical reading of
t hat statement i's that Awithout the api
wi || have a significant I mpacto

A Draft EA in Non compliance with Federal  Guide lines

The Draft EA does not appear to comply with Federal Guidelines IAW
Part 651 of Title 32, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) governing the
Armyods i mplementation of EAs in three i mp

1. No Early Consultation with Concerned MWR Patrons a s an
Interested Party

As you well know, the referenced Part 651 CFR requires early
incorporation of the public into the process and a plan to include all
interested or affected parties at the beginning of th e analysis (Section
651.36(e) to name but a few instances in the CFR calling for this
action). We made every effort to express our views, engage in dialogue,
and work with the Army, to merit consideration as an obvious interested
party. Had we been included in the process, our current objections



might have been resolved. See our detailed comments on
noncompliance with federal guidelines enclosed.

.No detail ed Aatthe lohpadt ondVMR Golf Facility and Its
Patrons

The referenced Part 651 CFR requires the proponent of an action
or projecttotake fia 6hard | ookd at the magnitu
implementing the reasonable alternatives, and evaluating their
significance (Section 651.9 (c)). Moreover, Part 651 requires that

significance of i mpacts be fAdetxr mined
and intensity of the proposed action. o
tools, which are subject to independent peer review, fully documented,

and available to the public is encourag

Flawed 2007 Army Guidance Preempte d the Hard Look.

At the Fort Belvoir Public Information Meeting on October 30th,
we were told that the 2007 Army decision and guidance to the NMUSA
project planners and EA preparers (as well as the Feasibility Study
contractor Berger-Smith) in developing the Gunston Site Alternatives
was to use the land they believed was necessary to satisfy NMUSA
mission requirements as long as the MWR facility was left with 27-golf
holes. This implies downsizing the North-36 golf facility to 27 holes
would not present a significant impact on the MWR golf facility or its
patrons. Further, we learned at the October 30" meeting that the Army
Historical Foundation only has responsibility to restore 27 holes not 36
holes. This flawed logic indicates Army leadership had already conducted
what in effect was an informal unjustified FNSI on the planned
downsizing of the golf facility to 27 -holes. Thus, the need to build
replacement holes to reconstitute a North-36 layout was never an
essential tasking square to fill for installation planners or the Draft EA
preparers. It was conceived as an afterthought, a separate project for
MWR to pursue with NAF monies. Our April 2008 /mpact Study (Ref D)
supported the guidance in the referenced Part 651 CFR of Title 32 by
taking a careful look at the magnitude of potential adverse impacts and
offered reasonable alternatives to mitigate them through construction of
replacement holes. Rather than change the guidance on NMUSA
planning, the Army decided to pursue a separate MWR Project using
NAF funding to restore the golf course to a 36 -hole configuration. This
process does not exempt the Army from the requirements of Part 651
CFR to assess the impact and explain what mitigation will be taken to
issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI).



Section 3.11 (Impacts on Socioeconomics)

This section does not address the effect of the NMUSA siting on
the FBGF N36. It only addresses the socioeconomic impacts from an
NMUSA siting on minorities, lowincome populations, children, and
employment in the study area. Thus it ignores the effects of NMUSA
siting alternatives on the 120,000 eligible MWR patrons in Northern
Virginia who may wish to use the FBGF N36. Moreover, it does not
assess the attitudes of MWR patrons as it relates to the impacts on their
guality of life from alternative NMUSA construction plans. It does not
assess the degree to which NMUSAGs i mpa
their attitudes toward the concept of the Total Army Family. Finally, it
does not assess the potential for adverse public relations impacts from
NMUSA Gunston alternative plan.

Section 3.12 (Impacts on Community Facilities & Services)

This secti on 6 provides enly a oufsorysappratsal of
the adverse impacts of downsizing from original 45 holes to 27 holes. It
describes the impacts in terms of number of holes lost (nine), revenue
reduced (30%), complications in the availability of tee times, and
frustration of patrons. It refers to the US Army Corps of Engineers,
Mobile District August 2007 as the source of some of these judgments.
Using such dated information does not comply with the need for current
assessments as required by Title 32 especially when they are available
(Ref D, and from the DFMWR Fort Belvoir).

There is no quantification of the impact of downsizing to 27 holes
as a result of NMUSA construction in the following areas:
reduction of available tee times,
the effect on number of rounds played,
the effect on golf membership,
the effect on supporting DoD/DoD -related organizational
outings, and tournaments, and
e level of frustration of MWR patrons.

Regarding the later point, ascribing the impact on MWR patrons
as one of Afrustrationo can be misl|lead,]
state may be temporary and patrons will eventually adapt to the ne w
reality of having only a 27 -hole layout. As mentioned previously, Part
651 CFR requires the impacts be measured for significance in terms of
context and intensity. The Draft EA does not do this in assessing the
impact of frustration.



Our research used the simple analytical tool of a conducting a

formal survey consisting of 25 question

attitudes toward downsizing. Responses from 215 MWR patrons
(soldiers, retirees, and families) who use the golf facilities revealed the
level of discontent over plans for downsizing of the N-36 was high. If
there is a downsizing to 27-holes, 68% of the respondents said they
definitely would not contribute to NMUSA fundraising; 64% said
downsizing would greatly decrease their quality of life; 82% believed it
was an erosion of a military benefit; and 94% selected the option of
opposing the decision versus accepting it or supporting it. Moreover, the
respondents indicated they would reduce their frequency of play at Fort
Belvoir if the facility is downsized (see Ref D. p24; p28-34; and
Appendix C p96-103). This provides a hard look at what MWR patrons
are telling you if you ask them. This and other data available in our
Impact Study was not mentioned or listed as a reference in your draft
EA. The research points to MWR patrons becoming more than frustrated
over Army plans for downsi zing.
cursory treatment of this issue does not fulfill the requirements of the
referenced federal guidelines.

Ther ef

. Decoupling of NMUSAGs | mpact on MWR Gol f Faci

Draft EA .

The Dr aft EA states t he i mpact of

effectively negated if the Fort Belvoir MWR program obtains funding for
a separate project to construct new holes and reconfigure old golf holes
to reestablish the full 36 holes on the North Post Golf Course (Section

312p3-84) . 06 I n the | mpact Su-#@8ntinsertstheSect i on
phrase HAFort Bel voir MWR considering r

project. o

We have no objections to the Army handling replacement holes
as a separate staff project through MWR as an administrative way of
handling a funding proposal and business plan. But a FNSI is not
possible until the effects of the NMUSA construction project are clearly
assessed The Draft EA shows little evidence this was done regarding
impacts on the morale, welfare, and recreation needs of MWR patrons.

It appears the Army handing of replacement holes and the impact
of NMUSA ssiting on MWR patrons violates guidance prohibiting
segmentatono f a pr o] eRatt GbEof thef Titlee32 CHR . states:



ASegmentation can occur when
small parts in order to avoid the appearance of significance of the total
action. An action can be too narrowly defined, minimizing potential
impacts in an

effort to avoid a higher level of NEPA documentation. The scope of an
action must include the consideration of connected, cumulative, and
similar actions (Section651.29( a) (1)) . o

Although this guidance deals with Categorical Exclusions (CX), we
believe the principles contained in the cited guidelines apply to this case.

The Draft EA indicates Fort Belvoir would prepare separate NEPA
documentation to assess the impacts of proposed replacement hole
construction to maintain a ful | 36-hole golf facility if the separate MWR
project is selected (Section 2.6, p2-20). While this separate NEPA
documentation (presumably a supplemental EA or Record of
Environmental Consideration (REC)), is an appropriate course of action
under Part 651, in this case it severs the basic cause (NMUSA Siting)
and effect (loss of golf holes) relationship which the Draft NMUSAEA is
supposed to address

Clearly from a reading of this Draft EA, the Army is pointed
toward a FNSI for the NMUSA. What about the separate NEPA
documentation for replacement holes? Will it acknowledge this separate
project is a mitigating action from the significant impacts from NMUSA
construction? It appears highly unlikely since this Draft EA has excluded
it as a significant impact r equiring mitigation. This leaves the entire issue
of replacement holes up to MWR to sort out. It allows the Army to incur
no legal or funding obligation in support of the MWR separate project as
a FNSI mitigating measure. This separate NEPA documentation would be
assessing the impacts of the MWR project on the environment not the
impacts of NMUSA construction on the MWR golf facility and the patrons
it serves. It is not inconceivable that the separate NEPA documentation
could be assessing the impact of MWR replacement holes on NMUSA
construction i a complete role reversal of what should be assessed.

The linkage between NMUSA construction and its effects on the
MWR Golf Facility have been conveniently severed. We do not believe
the thrust of Part 651 guidel ines support such an approach.

an

act



Conclusions

It is our considered view a FNSI based on this Draft EA cannot in good
conscience be justified. Knowing what we now know, we find it difficult to understand
why Army leadership cannot take responsibility for the consequences of its pending
NMUSA siting actions in a manner that confirms this basic fundamental fact. The Fort
Belvoir Golf Facility (N-36) was a valid existing MWR entity prior to any plans for
NMUSA construction on its recreational property. Therefore, Army leadership should
own up to that reality by committing to the replacement of golf holes lost to NMUSA
construction as a mitigating measure it supports in any FNSI.

Recommendations

Based on the above considerations and our detailed enclosed commants,
we recommend the following actions be taken.

1. Rewrite the Draft EA after taking a
cite in our comments. Additionally, we recommend you include in your re -
assessment the MWR Project Validation Assessment (PX) recently contracted
and nearing completion. We believe it will support our findings of that any
downsizing of the golf facility presents a significant impact.

2. In the Final EA, cite the separate MWR project as a mitigating measure to
offset the significant impact from the NMUSA Gunston siting thus justifying the
resulting NMUSA FNSI.

3. The Installation Commander should seek a change from Army leadership to the
2007 NMUSA planning guidance It should read i mi ni mi ze | mp a
Post Golf Couses and require an integrated design/construction plan for
replacement/reconfiguration holestoretaina 36-h ol e gol f f aci

4, In your reassessment of the draft EA, request from Army Installation leadership
that the Gunston Site alternative proceed to a 15% design completion to allow
the refinement of the entrance and parking alternatives and permit
coordination with VDOT, Fairfax County, and DPW on environmental concerns
This will allow the final EA to better assess the impacts of engineering plans.

We offer our specific comments to sections in the Draft EA/FNSI as separate
stand alone comments. We request the comments to each section be addressed in
individual responses.

We request this complete letter with all enclosures be included in the pub lic
record. We will gladly discuss these issues with you or members of your staff should
you desire before you proceed to finalize your EA and findings.

ifnhar d



Enclosures:
e Our Position Paper, Oct 30, 2008 ref E.

e Table of Contents on Comments to Specific Sectims of the Draft EA.
e Detailed Comments by Draft EA Section

for the Concerned MWR Patrons

'1:;¢a<:tnwaufn~?§;) <;ZZVML£;9 £,
Edward (Ted) H. Cummings Ronald E. Snyder, PhD
Colonel (USA, Ret.) Colonel (USA, Ret.)
tedcummings@verizonnet resnyderO4@msn.com

(703) 978-0966 (703) 451-7560



Concerned MWR Patrons
P.O. Box 57, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060
www.concernedmwrpatrons.org

October 30, 2008
POSITION ON draft ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNS
(Our official comments to be submitted separately will incorporate points in this Position Paper)

PGSITION The draft Environmental Assessment, based on 2007 Army guidance developed without a detailed Imp:
Studydoes not
¢ Provide the Army decigiaker with adequate data to assess the impact on the MWR Program and the
Total Military Family in Norteginia.
eQuantify changes at Fort Belvoir which mitiga
August 2007 BRAC Record of Decision to justify a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI).
e Show that our Impact Study recommendatiseingsly considered. Federal EA guidelines require
interested party ideas to be sought out early in the EA planning process. We were not contacted.

BACKGROUNDConcerned MWR Patrons was founded in October, 2007 by a group of militatyevieiesans after t

of the South 9 Golf Facility without any consideration by the Army for replacement of this Morale, Welfare, ¢
Recreation (MWR) facility which had a daily wusage
required by EA guideline i n assessing the fAsocioeconomico i mpac
and Patrons (Soldiers, retirees, and families in Northern Virginia). Restricting this issue to "Fort Belvoir Workers
Residents" in draft EA Para 3.12, "Commuratyildies Services" fails to address the "socioeconomic" effects cited

in BRAC ROD on the total military community.

Concerned MWR Patrons:

e Are not opposed to the National Museum of the United States Army (NMUSA) at Fort Belvoir if the Arn
Histodal Foundation (AHF) raises sufficient private funds before construction. The 2007 AHF Annual Repc
reports only $25 million raised toward the Phase | cost of $160 million.

e Provided the Army in April 2008 agthedmpacraf hensi v
Constructing the National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on the Fort Belvoir GaliNeatility (FBGF)
36 Gol f Courses. 0 Thi s | mpact Study i s not r

fisoci oeconomi c 0 ogramp and the tatah militahy gpopNa¥R in Morthern Virginia. This
guantification is valid and will be recommended for inclusion in the draft EA. The further reduction from 36
27 holes would:
¢ Reduce revenue least 40%. This would economicallyamyd&¢RoPrograms.
¢ Disenfranchise 53% of the MWR Patrons on weekends starting in 2010.
¢ Disenfranchised MWR Patrons wouldX@024®ore at outside courses.
e Know that 82% of MWR Patrons surveyednthebel i eve
fiquality of | ifeodo if the North Course is reducec
e Concludes the only alternative NMUSA simmibsitclose to satisfithmg minimum requirements for
constructing replacement holes, as recommendbdpaco@tudypage @), is on p-25, Figure-2,
Gunston Site, Fairfax County Parkway Bn8ancaured Parking Scherr@6(ih the NMUSA Feasibility
Study).

GOAL To ensure the Army mitigates the quantified impacts on MWR Programs and Patrons caused by NMU:®
construan by providing a ffdlyded, integrated design/construction program, which would meet the needs of
NMUSA and MWR Patrons in a timely manner.

POC: Ted Cummin@®39780966 or RdBnydei 7034517560
Our Impact Study is availamlgmatconcernedmwrpatrons.org
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Comments to Specific Sections of the Draft EA/FNSI.

Table of Contents on

Draft EA Section/Page Our Comments Page
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Section 2.6/p2-15 Structured Parking 31
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Section 2.6/p2-19 MWR Project 38
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Concerned MWR Patrons
P.O. Box 57, Fort Belvoir, VA 2060
www.concernedmwrpatrons.org

Noncompliance with Federal Guidelines

Comment: The Draft EA does not fully comply with the requirements of Part 651 of
Title 32, CFR.

Reference:

Concerned MWR Patrons/mpact Study: Examining the Impact of Constructing the
National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on the Fort Belvoir Golf Facilityr
North -36 Golf Courses April 28, 2008 1 available at our
www.concernedmwrpatrons.com .

Discussion:

We are supportive of the National Museum of the United States Army
(NMUSA). We are not interested in delaying its construction when funding is
available. However, there is a need for an Environmental Assessment which carefully
and fully addresses the impact of NMUSA on other properties in the immediate vicinity
of the construction site. We do not believe that the hard look required by federal
guidelines has been accomplished in three important respects.

1. No Early Consultation with Concerned MWR Patrons as an Interested
Party .

As you well know, the referenced above requires early incorporation of the
public into the process and a plan to include all interested or affected parties at the
beginning of the analysis (Section 651.36(e) to name but a few instances in Part 651
calling for this action). Had we been included, our current objections might have been
resolved.

On November 15, 2007 (p. 111, of our Impact Study) and on January 29, 2008
(p. 109, our Impact Study) in letters to Army Installation leadership and the AHF we
expressed our concerns that the impact on MWR patrons from NMUSA construction on
the Fort Belvoir Golf Facility (FBGF: N36) was not being fully considered. In response
to our letters, we received letters from FMWRC dated January 23 (p. 110, our Impact
Study), and from Secretary Eastin (Ass. Sec Army (I&E) on February 20, 2008 (p. 108.
our Impact Study) assuring that our concerns were being considered (see Reference,
Appendix E, p108-112 for the full details).

On April 28 of this year absent any evident Army int erest to conduct a detailed

assessment of the impact of NMUSA plans on the North36, we published our Impact
Study which was sent to key Army | eaders. Add
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28, 2008 Public Hearing on BRAC Implementation, including dscussions on NMUSA
pl ans, our representative expressed in
Course should NMUSA be sited there. Clearly, we were and continue to be an
interested party by Part 651 standards.

We continued to express our views at two focus group meetings on September
16, 2008. These focus sessions were organized by ICF in its Project Validation
Assessment (PVA) on the marketability and feasibility of the North-36 versus a North-
27 layout. At the time, we did not have access to the details of the Draft EA. At the
Fort Bel voi f"&sblichéotmatibremeetiBg) we expressed our views and
raised detailed questions since we finally had access to the Draft EA and the complete
NMUSA Feasibility Study.

To date, with the exception of Secretary Eastin who initiated a luncheon
meeting with the undersigned on July 31 and Don Carr (Director, PA Fort Belvoir), no
elements of Army installation/MWR management have initiated a dialogue with us to

discuss our vi ews on Anpaotyon th&MN-S86Aandpits dMWRiI n g 0 s

patrons or to question the information and recommendations contained in our Impact
Study. We have certainly voiced our views with selected individuals at the working
level in Army installation/MWR offices in phone conversations or in meetings we
originated. In attempting to find out the details of Army NMUSA planning we came to
the conclusion the Army was handling the matter as close-hold project. We would not
be given open access to the details of NMUSA planning until the Draft EA was placed
in circulation for public comment. This approach is not in accord with the intent and
spirit of federal guidelines for conducting an EA.

an

2. No detailed fAHard Looko at the | mpact

Patrons

In reviewing the References listed in the draft EA certain documents are
conspicuously missing.

e The US Army BRAC Record of Decision, August 2007 is not referenced.Nor is the
April 2008 Concerned MWR Patrons Impact Study. The BRAC Record of Decision
states: "Long-term significant adverse effects on Fort Belvoir's MWR recreation
program would occur from construction of the Army Museum and Museum Support
Center. If the museum would be constructed on the North Post golf course site,
Fort Belvoir would lose a portion of the golf course, in addition to the South Post
golf course, because the hospital is sited there under the Preferred Alternative.
Fort Belvoir could lose about 60 percent of it golf course fairways, which would
result in significant losses to the MWR NAF from lost revenue. Overall, the loss of
these MWR programs and facilities would reduce the quality of life for soldiers,
retirees and their families." (Emphasis added). This document should have put
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the preparers of the draft EA on notice of the "long -term significant adverse
effects on Fort Belvoir's MWR recreation program.”

e In April 2008, the Assistant Secretary of the Army Keith Eastin and Fort Belvoir
personnel charged with the responsibility for the draft EA were provided copies of

the Concerned MWR Patro s , Al mpact Study, Examining
Constructing the National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on the Fort Belvoir
Golf Facilty (FBGF)T Nort h 36 Gol f Courses. 0. We com

Study when it became apparent that the Army would not as re commended in our
letters of November, 2007. It seems clear that the information and
recommendations contained in our /mpact Study were either ignored or rejected in
the preparation of the draft EA. Moreover, the Impact Study was not referenced
as a document considered in the preparation of the draft EA.

Part 651 of Title 32, CFR requires "early incorporation of the public into the
process [and] a plan to include all interested or affected parties . . . at the beginning
of the analysis." (Section 651.36(e)). Had we been included, our current objections
might have been resolved.

In the draft EA, Section 3.1, p 3-13, addressing, "How Would Project
Construction Affect Uses of Other Property in the Immediate Vicinity," it states, "The
operation of the NMUSA at either alternative site (Pence Gate v. Gunston) would
cause impacts on existing on-site and adjacent uses, but with appropriate mitigation
measures (discussed below) these impacts would not be significant. The loss of the
front nine North Post Golf Course holes at the Gunston site would be considered a
moderate impact, while cumulative impacts of the project at either location would be
minor (Section 3.15)." This paragraph is internally inconsistent as to the significance
of its impact. The draft EA states, "with appropriate mitigation measures (discussed
below) these impacts would not be significant." We believe a fair and logical reading
of that statement i s that Awi thout the appropg
si gni f i c a &ayingiimilpe aext sentence loss of the Gunston front nine holes
"would be considered a moderate impact" is inconsistent with the Assistant Secretary
of the Armyés BRAC Record of Decision.

We do agree with the draft statement that with appropriate mitiga tion the
impact would not be significant. Title 32, CFR, Section 651.35(g) states that, "Any
mitigations that reduce adverse impacts must be clearly presented. If the EA depends
upon mitigations to support a resultant FNSI, these mitigations must be cle arly
identified as a subsection of the Conclusion.”

Under the Impact Summary on page 3-95, the draft acknowledges that "Any of
the Gunston alternatives would result in the effective loss of nine of the 36 holes of
the North Post Golf Course. This is an important impact  in terms of both land use
and recreational resources and as a direct and cumulative impact given the recent loss
of the South Post golf course." [Emphasis added.] This states the loss of nine holes
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is an important impact, but for some reason that escapes us, what is important is not
significant.

Part 651 of Title 32, CFR requires a hard look at what is and is not significant.
Our review of the draft EA indicates that a careful evaluation is missing.

3. Decoupling of NdVvdahMANR &olf Fatlgies in the Draft EA.

The Draft EA states the impact of downsi zi
the Fort Belvoir MWR program obtains funding for a separate project to construct new
holes and reconfigure old golf holes to reestablish the full 36 holes on the North Post
Golf Course (Section 3.12p384) . 06 I n the | mpact Swh)ntary (Se
inserts the phrase fAFort Bel voir MWR consi de
project. o

We have no objections to the Army handling replacement holes as a separate
staff project through MWR as an administrative way of handling a funding proposal
and business plan. But a FNSI is not possible until the effects of the NMUSA
construction project are clearly assessed. The Draft EA shows litle evidence this was
done regarding impacts on MWR.

|t appears the Army handing of repl acement
siting on MWR patrons violates guidance prol
effects. Part 651 of the Title 32 CFR states:

ASegmentation can occur when an action is
order to avoid the appearance of significance of the total action. An action can be too
narrowly defined, minimizing potential impacts in an effort to avoid a higher level of
NEPA documentation. The scope of an action must include the consideration of
connected, cumulative, and similar actions (S

Although this guidance deals with Categorical Exclusions (CX), we believe the
principles contained in the cited guidelines apply to this case.

The Draft EA indicates Fort Belvoir would prepare separate NEPA
documentation to assess the impacts of proposed replacement hole construction to
maintain a full 36-hole golf facility if the MWR separate project is selected (Section
2.6, p2-20). While this separate NEPA documentation (presumably a supplemental EA
or Record of Environmental Consideration (REC)), is an appropriate course of action
under Part 651, in this case it severs the basic cause (NMUSA Siting) and effect (bss
of golf holes) relationship which the Draft NMUSA EA is supposed to address.

Clearly from a reading of this Draft EA, the Army is pointed toward a FNSI for
the NMUSA. What about the separate NEPA documentation for replacement holes?
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Will it acknowledge the separate project is a mitigating action from the significant
impacts from NMUSA construction? It appears highly unlikely since this Draft EA has
excluded it as a significant impact requiring mitigation. This leaves the entire issue of
replacement holes up to MWR to sort out. It allows the Army to incur no legal or
funding obligation in support of the MWR separate project as a FNSI mitigating
measure. This separate NEPA documentation would be assessing the impacts of the
MWR project on the environment not the impacts of NMUSA construction on the MWR
golf facility and who it services. It is not inconceivable that the separate NEPA
documentation could be assessing the impact of MWR replacement holes on NMUSA
construction i a complete role reversal of what should be assessed.

The linkage between NMUSA construction and its effects on the MWR Golf
Facility have been conveniently severed. We do not believe the thrust of Part 651
guidelines support such an approach.

Recommend ations : The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and resulting
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) must be revised:

1. With active participation from Concerned MWR Patrons as required by Part 651
of Title 32, CFR, and

2. The referencing and incorporation of the August 2007 BRAC ROD staement
guantified by the impacts documented in the April 2008, Impact Study to
satisfy requirements of Part 651 of Title 32, CFR.

3. We request a careful reevaluation and that the resulting required mitigation of
building replacement holes for those lost to NMUSA construction be added to
theFinalEA®ds concl usi ons.

For Concerned MWR Patrons:
Ted Cummings, 703-978-0966 / Ron Snyder, 703-451-7560/Jack Rice, 703-451-2895
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Concerned MWR Patrons
P.O. Box 57, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060
www.concernedmwrpatrons.org

Listing of Agencies and Persons Consulted . Introduction, Page [-2 (left box),
ANati onal Environ@AntshlouPdl iadydr As 6 : ALIi sting
Persons Consulted. o

Description : The Concerned MWR Patrons, an organized and registered group
prepared an Impact Study and provided it to the Army Secretariat (ASA 1&E), Family
and Morale, Welfare and Recreation Command, Fort Belvoir Garrison and Fort Belvoir
DPW and Public Affairs in April 2008. The document was reviewed by individuals on
the Garrison staff and it was used in the Feasibility Study but it was not listed as a
reference in the Draft EA nor was the group contacted or consulted in the prepar ation
of the EA. It seems the Draft EA was not inclusive All agencies and persons with
additional knowledge, data and input on the impacts on the quality human
environment with regards to the location of the museum on the Gunst on Site were
not contacted. This made the Draft EA an incomplete document that will re quire
further development.

Recommend ation : The EA must include a listing of agencies and persons consulted
and must attempt to utilize all resources available (i.e. Concerned MWR Patrons
Impact Study, April 2008) to complete a complete and comprehensive document and
must include the Concerned MWR Patrons Impact Study as a reference.

For Concerned MWR Patrons:
Ted Cummings, 703-978-0966 / Ron Snyder, 703-451-7560
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Concerned MWR Patrons
P.O. Box 57, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060
www.concernedmwrpatrons.org

Public Image - Section 1.1, page 1-271 iEven more [ mportant [ s
American public to pay tribute to the millions of men and women who have served this
country as Soldiers, dedicating their time, their comfort, and often their lives for the sake of
this country. o

Discussi on:

The Army has not been forthright regarding their decision that the importance of
the NMUSA trumped the morale, welfare, and recreation needs of the military in
Northern Virginia. The Army speaks of the importance of the NMUSA to the American
public; whereas, the public image of the Army could be tarnished by the perception that
the morale, welfare, and recreation needs on the quality of life of our Soldiers, retirees
and their families were not adequately considered. It is not too late to change this
perception before more documents regarding the NMUSA are published.

It appears that, the Army Leadership decided in late 2007 that the

t

i mportance and significance of the NMUSA sit

previous finding inthe August 2007 BRAC Recor d o fLonpterai si on

signi ficant adverse effects on Fort Belvoirods

the construction of the Army Museum and Museum Support Center. If the museum

would be constructed on the North Post golf course site, Fort Belvoir would lose a
portion of this golf course, in addition to the South Post golf course, because of the

hospital is sited there under the Preferred Alternative. Fort Belvoir could lose about 60

percent of its golf course fairways, which would result in significant losses to the MWR
NAF from lost revenue. Overall, the loss of these MWR programs and facilities would
reduce the quality of life for Soldiers, retirees, and their families. 0

This decision was implemented by the Fort Belvoir Post Commander when he
contracted the Feasibility Study for the NMUSA with the guidance i/ t coul d not
more than nine of the courseds 36 hol eso.

If the Secretary of the Army did not make this decision; then, the Post
Commander exceedal his authority. The Post Commander did not explain to the
Secretary of the Army why he disregarded the findings in the BRAC Record of Decision.

In the attached letter of February 2008 from the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (I&E), it appears the Army Leadership was aware that a decision regarding the
Gunston site Acould conceivably r edanomert he
which could still support current course loads without operating at a loss. The FMWR
staff is considering business plans to operate such a course to maximize access for
customers. o0 This raises the question if
recreation programs i s more important t han
support the socioeconomic needs of the military. The Assistant Secretary of the Army

a.

h
t

further stat es, ithe FMWR staff i s also | ooki

maintaina36-h ol e configuration. o

19



It appears that the Fort Belvoir DFMWR was directed to study the issue. In the

Marchrevi ew of the draft Feasibility Study, t he
position that the project plan for and fund replacement holes to retain a standard 36 -
hole facility in the Gunston option. o Thi s 1

Ar my 0 isiondhet @7 holes were enough. However, the DFMWR was told that if they

could develop a fibusiness plano to justify ¢ttt
Army would consider funding this project as an MWR Project with Non-Appropriated

Funds. The August 2008 Feasibility Study includes consideration for replacing holes lost

to the construction of the NMUSA at the Gunston site. This is the proposed MWR

Project cited in the Draft Environmental Assessment with the qualifying statement i i f
approved. 0

The Army decision thgato fid®shwnloegs nergeatendu
CFR, Title 32responsibility to cite the impact on the North Post Golf Course and explain
what actions will be taken to mitigate the impacts. Ignoring the impact on MWR
Programs by declaring 9 holes excess does not solve thepublic image problem.

Recommendation:

The Army needs to consider the dApublic i m
fully-funded, integrated design/construction program, which would meet the need s of
NMUSA and MWR Patrons in a timely manner.

Attached: Assistant Secretary of the Army (I&E) Letter of February 28, 2008

For Concerned MWR Patrons:
Ted Cummings, 703-978-0966 / Ron Snyder, 703-451-7560
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