Impact Study:

Prepared by the
Concerned MWR Patrons
Study Group
April 28, 2008




Table of Contents

Content Pages
1. Executive Summary 3
2. Purpose and Scope 7
3.  Background 8
4.  The Demographic Setting 9
5. Impacts on MWR Patronsfrom the Planned Downsizingof
FBGF North36 to a 27-Hole Golf Facility
A. Operational Impacts 17
B. Economic Impacts 25
C. Social Impacts 28
D. Political Impacts 35
6.  Alternative Solutions (A Modified North-36)
Summary 42
A. Estimated NMUSA Footprint 42
B. Development Areas for Replacement Holes 43
C. ReplacementHole Alternative Layouts 45
D. Comparative Construction and Course Data 46-47
E. Comparative Costs 47
F. NMUSA andReplacement Holes Timelines 48
G. Restitution 48
H. Replacement Hole LayoutRecommendations 49
7. Correspondence from and to Concerned MWR Patrons 50
8. About Us 51
Appendices Index 52
A. An Alternative Solution: Replacement Hole Layouts 53
B. Demographic Data 84
C. Impact Study Survey Results 96
D. Historical Decisions Impacting NMUSA Siting 104
E. Correspondence from and to Concerned MWR Patrons 108



1. Executive Summary

The U. S. Armyos current plan to open the
Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on June 14, 2013 on land used by the Fort Belvoir
Golf Facility (FBGF)portends problems for Army leadership and the Morale, Welfare,
and Recreation(MWR)g ol fi ng patrons. It does this sinc
downsizing the current 36-hole layout (known as the North-36) to a 27 -hole layout for
two reasons. First, the planned downsizing will make room for the NMUSA. Second, the
Army is under the impression that downsizing the facility will improve its course usage
and profitability. Therefore, it concludes a downsized facility of 27 holes will more
adequately suit Fort Bel voiros MWR needs. T
planning assumptions to determine: if they have merit; the impact of current Army
plans on eligible MWR golfing patrons; and if there are alternative solutions, which
better support both the interests of the NMUSA and the FBGF. Here are our principal
findings.

A Planning Framework: The c¢losing of Fort -Bgolfvoiros
course in 2007 coupled with the planned downsizing of the North -36 to 27 holes will
result in a 40% reduction in 3yearsi n t he installationbés gol f ¢
from 45 to 27 holes of golf). The Fort Belvoir MWR knew in 2000 that the there was
overcrowding on the weekends when they requested a PGA study to examine the need
for an additional 18-hole golf course to alleviate the problem. Elimination of the South-9
golf course in late 2007 to make room for the new hospital was an issue that flew
largely under the radar screen with no serious comprehensive study (of which we are
aware) of the consequences of such a decision on MWR interests Downsizing the
North-36 facility without fully understanding its consequences provides ample reason
for MWR golfers to question the soundness of current Army long-range installation
planning.

A Operational and Profitability Impact: We disagree with the premise that
downsi zi ng RaffatilitieB ® b 27ehole l@ysut will improve course usage and
profitability. Our analysis leads us to the opposite conclusion. At most, a downsizing will
show increased course capacity usage in the shortterm, which can be a misleading
indicator of progress. It means nothing if the golf facility does not increase its profits
through an increase in the number of rounds played, which a 36 -hole layout is better
able to provide. Based on the revenue data at other 27 -hole Army facilities and a
projected 53% reduction in weekend tee times under a North-27 downsized facility,
there will be a significant loss in annual fee and daily fee revenue. This coupled with the
decrease in outings, cart use, range fees, golf shop, food, and beverage sales will likely
reduce revenue by approximately 30% from the predicted FY 2008 revenue of $3.3
million to $2.3 million. Considering the 45-hole facility, the reduction would be from
$3.8 million revenue to $2.3 million ---a 40% reduction in 3 years.
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A Economic Impact:  Fort Belvoir provides the only military golf facility in
Northern Virginia (encompassing Fairfax and Arlington Counties) available to an
estimated 20,000 eligiblefial | serviceso MWR patrons residin
depend on access to the two remaining Fort Belvoir courses because of proximity and
affordability. Playing at nonmilitary facilities will cost significantly more (a 40 -100%
increase depending on the public/semi-private course chosen).

A Social Impact: Golf facility usage is not the only factor to consider in
determining the scale of golf facilities. I n
showed Fort Belvoir golf courses ranked 19n out 49 Army installations in importance
from the viewpoint of the MWR user. Our own survey confirms t he importance the Fort
Belvoir golfers assign to its MWR courses. The majority of those surveyed (64%)
indicated a downsizing to 27 holes would greatly decrease their quality of life. Most
significantly, 82% viewed the planned downsizing as an erosion of a military benefit.

A Political Impact:  Thus far, the Concerned MWR Patrons has made every
attempt to work this issue to a successful conclusion within Army channels. We do not
see this issue as zeresum game where the NMUSA win equates to an MWR North36
golf facility loss. That is simply a false choice. We believe both interests can be
accommodated through the construction of replacement holes for those lost to the
NMUSA site. However, should the Army be adamant in downsizing the facility to a 27-
hole facility, the MWR golfing patrons who took our survey are telling us very clearly to
escalate the issue to our political representatives. A total of 73% of all respondents
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the need to elevate this issue to the
political level. And 93% of the Active Duty and RC members weighed in favor of this
approach. We believe such a path will not present a positive picture of how well the

Army is serving thewellkb ei ng of it s 0 Tand adher sedvicenplayiRgamni | y 0
Fort Belvoir.
A An Alternative Solution : Building Replacement Holes : Building

replacement holes for those lost to NMUSA construction is doable on land contiguous to
the residual holes outside of the NMUSA footprint. We have examined this in detail and
concluded it will involve the construction of 3 to 5.7 new holes depending on the
alternative layout chosen as well as modifying/renovating current or old holes. The
estimated cost for the three alternative layouts we developed range from $1.6 to $2.8
million (1-2% of the projected cost of the NMUS A). We recommend the construction of
replacement holes and reconfiguration of North-36 to retain its current capacity include
two championship courses equal in quality to their current counterparts. If the Army
agrees with our recommendations and makes an early decision toward restitution of the
lost holes, the replacement holes could be added to the required Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the NMUSA. Even with inclusion in the EA,the North-36 would
undergo a 22-month transition period. This would occur between the time NMUSA
construction begins in the summer of 2010 and when the new replacement holes would
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be ready for play in late spring/early summer of 2012. During that period, the North -36
would be temporarily downsized to 27 holes.

A Replacing the South Nine Golf Facility: =~ We recommend the South-9 golf
course be replaced with an executive length course or a par-3 course and include a
family oriented golf learning center. We believe the record of South Post golf indicates
this would be well received and supported.

Ultimately, the Army has to decide what it wants on June 14, 2013 when it plays
all the tunes of glory at its opening ceremony for the NMUSA. We would hope by then
the MWR golfing patrons of Fort Belvoir would look at the NMUSA as a welmomed rather
than an unwelcomed neighbor. For that to happen, the Army leadership has to reverse

its current thinking about the disposability

replacement holes to reconfigure the North-36 and building a family oriented new
South-9 will place the NMUSA on the moral high ground of serving the recreational well -
being of its Total Army Family rather than on destroyed MWR property. As retired
veterans (and for active duty and RC members who will join our ranks), the cho ice is
simple.

for the Concerned MWR Patrons

Edward (Ted) H. Cummings Ronald E. Snyder, PhD
Colonel (USA, Ret.) Colonel (USA, Ret.)
tedcummings@verizon.net resnyder04@msn.com
(703) 978-0966 (703) 451  -7560

Additional copies of the study in PDF file form are available upon request.
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2. Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this study is to provide an objective and comprehensive assessment
of the impact of NMUSAO £ onstruction on t he36 dgolbcotrseBel voir
Hopefully, this report will provide interested parties (Army decision -makers and
pl anners, eligible Morale Welfare and Recreat
interested parties) with new information and insights bearing directly on the issues at
hand i namely, the construction of a long overdue NMUSA and the long-term interests
of an established MWR golf facility and its patrons.

The study addresses the demographic
population change in Northern Virginia since )
1994, a typical profile of the 2007 mi litary ImpaCt StUdy SCOp

golfer at various ages, and the current choices :
) : An Alternative
regarding where to play golf in Northern

Virginia for eligible MWR patrons resident in  [iihet e Pl isiFAlTe RSollutlon
that area. North-36 |to a 27Hole| (Replacement

(Baseling | Facility Holes o

The study then assesses the impacts of FEEili

N MU S Adnstruction on the FBGF (North-36)
on eligible all-service MWR patrons from the
following  four  perspectives:  operations,
economics, social, and political. We overlay
these  perspectves on the following

configurations: Eligible MWR Patrons
A The Current North -36 Golf C ourse .

North-36)

Impact On

.

This section looks at the current 36 F
golf holes divided among the Gunston From The Followin@erspectives:
and Woodlawn Courses (see map on A Operational
page 6). It includes data showing the A Economic
impact of eliminating the South Nine golf A Social
cour se on Fort Bel A Political n)

post in 2007, which reduced the MWR _
facilities from 45 golf holes to 36 in Figure 2 Scope
2008. The assessment serves asa baseline for later comparisons.

A A Downsized North -27.
Here we address the impacts on MWR patrons and the Army due to the
planned reduction of the golf facilty to 27 holes from each of the four

perspectives cited above.



A An Alternative Solution (A Newly Modified Nort h-36)

We examine alternative plans to reducing the North -36 to a 271 hole layout by
building replacement holes on land contiguous to the current North-36 golf
holes. Three alternative layouts are depicted in detail to include estimated co sts
and our recommendations for how to proceed.

The study group obtained information from a broad spectrum of open source
material, interviews and discussions with knowledgeable people, and the views of
eligible FBGF patronsthrough a formal survey. The sources of information are noted,
either in the body of the report or in its appendices

3. Background

Fort Bel voir 6s gol f facilities consisted of

executive-style South-9 golf course located on the South Post opened for play in 1935.

The 13" Engi neer Mess and Recreation Fundinpaid f
1947, the Army approved the construction of a full length 18 -hole golf course on the

North Post. Legendary golf course architect Robert Trent Jones Sr. designed the first

nine holes. The entire North-18 opened for play in May of 1951. In 1960, General

George Decker who earlier won the Fort Belvoir golf club championship assumed his
duties as the Armyoés Chief of Staff.

In the 1992 -94 timeframe, Fort Belvoir approved and constructed an expansion
of the old North-18toa 36-hol e | ayout , kn@wn 0a §-livke mgE B Nor t h
consisting of the current championship Gunston and Woodlawn Courses grew from
modifying old holes of the original North-18 and creating new ones encompassing a
total area of 400 acres. After opening the North-36 in October 1995, it has served its
patrons well. Moreover, the quality of these two courses enabled them to host the
Worldwide Military Dependents Golf Tournament in 1995 and our U.S. Open national
championship local qualifying round in 1998 using the challenging Gunston Course.

Since 1995 Fort Belvoir provided 45-golf holes to eligible MWR patrons of all skill
levels. Installation decisions in recent years superseded dl that history and planning to
support the areabds MWERtherBRAQ deasion to locate e rew .
$700+ Million, 115-bed hospital on the South 9-hole golf course, it was apparent that
there was no comprehensive study of the impact on the milita ry community of golfers in
Northern Virginia over decision related to the loss of golf facilities. Tangential to the loss
of the 9-hole South Course was the Army decision to site the $200+ Million National
Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) on a portion of the two remaining 18-hole North
courses. The Corps of Engineas contracted Feasibility Study assumed that a 27-hole
facility would be adequate. Apparently, Army decisionrmakers proceeded without
conducting a comprehensive assessment of the impact of retaining only 27 holes vs. 36
holes.



4. The Demographic Setting
A. MWR Eligible Patrons in Northern Virginia.

AAr my Moral e, Wel f ar e, and Recreation
Army is committed to the well -being of the community of people who serve and
stand ready to defend the nation. Army MWR is a comprehensive network of
support and leisure services designed to enhance the lives of soldiers (active,
Reserve, and Guard), their families, civilian employees, military retirees and
ot her el igi bl Souwea FMWRCiWela$ite s . 0

Golf is revenue-producing recreational activity provided for the M WR
eligible community. The Nonappropriated Fund (NAF) profit generated by Golf
Courses helps fund other MWR activities at Fort Belvoir. The MWR eligible
community consists of all authorized patrons as outlined in AR 215-1.

The actual population eligible to use facilities at Fort Belvoir is difficult to
accurately determine because of the authorization latitude for other than active
duty, retired military, and DOD civilians.

A conservative estimate of the military community in the Northern Virginia, the
personnel working and/or living in Northern Virginia who are authorized to use the Fort
Belvoir Golf Courses, consists of wer 125,000 patrons. Appendix B.1 provides a
detailed analysis of the Active Duty Population in Northern Virginia.

2006 Eligible Patronkiving/Working in Northern Virginia
Air
Total Army  Mavy Force Other Source
Active Duty 27,210 10,819 11545 4541 DOD Personnel (Appendix 1)
Spouses of Active Duty 10,000 Estimated at 40% of AD
DO D Civiliam 33698 12,770 4723 2 460 13843 DOD Personnel (Appendix 1)
Military Retirees 50,740 MO AL Statistics
Reserve on Active Duty 4,000 Estimated at 20% of AD
plus Coast Guard +
plus DOD Contractors +
plus Other Eligible Patrons +
TOTAL 125,645+ Table 17 Eligible Patrons in Northern Virginia
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This authorized patronage is relevant to the fact that the Fort Belvoir Commissary ($95
Million) and AAFES ($115 Million) are the largest in salesof this type in CONUS. Profits
from AAFES are a major source of the nonappropriated funds that sustain the MWR
community support programs.

As this DOD employment is the major factor in the chart below on the eligible MWR
patrons in Northern Virginia we looked for the changes between 1994 and 2006. As

shown in the chart, the total Defense personnel decreased from 76,654 in 1994 to
DEFENSE PERSONNEL TREND 60,976 in 2006. The 16,000 reduction is
contributed primarily to Navy personnel
150000 which decreased by 20,000 from 41,148 in
ociviian other || 1994 to 21,726 in 2006. Apparently, this was
100000 OCivilian AF the closing of the Washington Navy Yard.
ociilannavy || The Army decreased from 54,341 in 1994 to
50000 aciiianamy || 47,162 in 2006. The Air Force decreased
B A Force was from 15,659 in 1994 to 14,597 in 2006.
0 aNa Other civilian personnel increased from
1994 2000 2006 7 23,981 in 1994 to 27,226 in 2006. We

source: US Censi BArmy . .
Figure 2 concludg there has been ‘no significant
change in DOD Personnel since 2000 that

would justify a reduction in MWR facilities.

The 51,000 military retirees
account for about 40% of the
authorized MWR patronage in

Northern Virginia Retirees

- 150000

Northern Virginia. There are

about 21,000 retired officers - 100000 | BTotl
(8,000 over 65 years) and 30,000 R

enlisted members (9,000 over 65 065+
years). The economic and social - 0

status of m|||tary retirees’ VirginiaNothern Officer Enlisted

Virginia

especially the 17,000 over 65 Figure 3
becomes a major consideration
when analyzing who has time on weekdays to support MWR revenue generating
programs at Fort Belvoir.

Appendix B.2 shows the population statistics for the counties in Northern Virginia. DOD
Civilians, Active Duty members living on the economy, and military retirees are affected
by the cost to live in the Washington Area. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
both income before taxes and annual expenditures increased; however, not
proportionally. The 2006 median income of $88,551 is close to the Arlington County
income of $87,350; however is well below the median income of $100,318 in Fairfax
County. Appendix B-3 provides an overview of the economic statistics for the Northern
Virginia community. The income increased by 91% from 1990 to 2006. The most
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COST OF LIVING TREND Washington Area significant expenditure iIncreases
between 1990 and 2006 were attributed
100000 to housing 95%, contributions to
22000 v pensions and social security 96%, and
gasoline within the transportation

28888 — B Healthcare

| T 0,
20000 1 mrensionss| | e€xpenditure was 94%.
%888% ] E O Entertain

Dollars

T T T T T mTransport In summary, there are

QO 2] QO () i i ili
RSN DHousing approximately 125,0QO+ _m_llltary
B Food members from all services residing in

BIncome

Northern Virginia who are eligible to use
MWR facilities at Fort Belvoir. Military
retirees make up 40% of this population. Military retirees liv ing on a fixed income are
most affected by the increased cost of living as it reduces their discretionary income
available for recreation and leisure activities. The recent 2007-2008 downturn in the
economy will also impact discretionary income.

B. Estima ted MWR Eligible Golfers

The 2005 MWR Triennial Leisure Needs Survey included Fort Belvoir Facilities, which
are summarized in Table 2 on the next page.

The total cases are the percentage of total responses to the survey received
from Fort Belvoir personnel surveyed. The Golf Course at 18% usage was the 4" most
used MWR facility on Fort Belvoir by all personnel surveyed. The Fitness Center/Gym
and Athletic Fields were most used by Active Duty. Active Duty Spouses preferred the
Bowling Alley and Fitness Center/Gym. Civilians preferred Fitness Center/Gym,
Recreation Center and Picnic Area. The most important facility to 25% of retirees was
the Golf Course, closely followed by the Bowling Center and Fitness Center/Gym. These
results reflect the social considerations, such as, the time available, job demands, age
constraints, and increased importance of exercise to the health of each of the four
groups.
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Table 2 FORT BELVOIR MWR FACILITY RANK ORDERED USEAGE
Rank Ordered by Percentage Use by Total Cases
source: 2005 MWWR Leisure Needs Survey
Facilities Surveyed Total Users Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

Fitness Center/Gym 222 70% 21% 33% 20% 31%
Bowling Center 141 24% 41% 16% 21% 22%
Library 130 31% 16% 19% 16% 19%
Golf Course 111 14% 10% 14% 25% 18%
Recreation Community Activity Center 100 20% 7% 29% 14% 17%
Post Picnic Area 89 23% 6% 29% 9% 15%
Swimming Pool 105 29% 16% 10% 10% 14%
Athletic Fields 103 40% 9% 14% 6% 14%
Arts & Crafts Center 82 15% 10% 11% 14% 13%
Outdoor Recreation Center 62 11% 6% 11% 11% 10%
Army Lodging 69 18% 9% % 8% 10%
Automotive Skills 62 16% 4% 10% 9% 10%
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 34 8% 4% 6% 4% 5%
Marinas 27 5% 4% 5% 4% 4%
Child Development Center 27 11% 3% 5% 1% 4%
BOSS 22 7% 2% 6% 1% 3%
Youth Center 20 8% 2% 2% 1% 3%
School Age Services 16 6% 1% 5% 1% 3%

PERCENT OF MWR POPULATION SURVEYED WHO PLA
Table 3 source: 2005 MWR Leisure Needs Survey

Usage Rates Active Duty

The golf course usage at
Fort Belvoir is in consonance

with other mllltary courses In Northeast Region Courskstal SurveyeMembe SpouseCivilian:Retiree:

the MWR Northeast Region. carlisle Barracks 23.3% 38% 25% @ 18% @ 22%
Belvoir is 18.1% dt Fort Belv oir 18.1% 14% 10% 14% 25%
eivoir 1s 16.1% comparead 10 - o monmouth 16.9%  23% 15% 14%  21%
Fort Meade with only 13.7%. FortLee 16.8%  22% 16% 14%  15%
Fort Meade currently is building Fort Eusts 16.3% | 19% | 12% | 12% | 20%
Fort Dix 14.5% 11% 11% 13%  18%
two 18-hole courses to replace rq veade 13.7%  24% 12% 9%  17%
the courses taken by the BRAC
decision to move additional Average Participation 23% 15% 14% 21%
headquarters to the Post.
Applying the percentages of ESTIMATED GOLFERS

each group playing at Fort Belvoir
to the 125,000 eligible patrons, we
estimated approximately 23,000
plus potential golfers in Northern
Virginia. We assumed the patrons

OSpouses

5 B Active Duty

working at Quantico (Appendix B-1) OCivilian
would play there and reduced the ORetirees
estimate (by 1098 military, 314 BTotal

spouses and 438 civiliang to 21,000 BGolfers

playing at Fort Belvoir. Of the
estimated 21,000, there are
probably about 1,000 retirees
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playing at private clubs, such as, Army-Navy Country Club. A conservative estimate of
potential golfers who would be eligible to play at Fort Belvoir is 20,000 plus. Obvious ly,
the Fort Belvoir Courses hasnot nor cannot accommodate 20,000 golfers.

To estimate the total

Table 4 source: 2005 MWR Leisure Need SU | 1sed the statistics from MWR 2005
Active Dut Spouses Civilian Retirees Total ;
Estimated Golfers =~ 3272 685 4280 11685 1oo23| Leisure Needs Survey_ t_hat_showed
Did not play Past Year88% 90%  88%  83% 8s% | the percentage participation by
Played Past Year 393 " 69 514 1986 = 2961 | military golfer worldwide. The Fort
Played Mostly On Post 294 48 216 894 1452 . PSR
Times per Month Play ed Belvoir survey indicated vyho
Less than Once 43% 49%  36%  23% played golf (19,923) and applying
1-3 Times  31% 32% | 27% | 28% the worldwide survey percentage
4+ Times 27% 19% 37% 49% h h b fti | d
Rank shows the number of times played.
E1-E4 28% 8% N/A 0% Of the golfers surveyed worldwide,
23 oo - I o only 12% of the golfers indicated
01-03, WO1-C'W5 17% 19%  NA 9% :
04-010  16% 45%  N/A  45% they played golf in the past year.
Applying the participation
Playc Figure 4 %:tsht 98 21 298 1093 TWAS09 percentages to the estimated
Less than Once 40%  46%  45%  31% 20,000 golfers who might use Fort
1-3 Times 36% 35%  27%  26% Belvoir, we estimate that about
arTimes 24% | 19% | 28% ENA4% 1,452 patrons would play mostly
Rank !
E1-E4 38% 2%  NA 1% on post and 1509 would play
E5-E9  34% 41%  N/A  39% mostly off post. Overall a
01-03, WO1-C'W5 12% 14%  NIA 8% - -
SI0Th 15— BT conservative estimate of 3,000+

could be expected to play at some
time within a year at Fort Belvoir.

The estimated 1,500 patrons (350 Active Duty & Spouses and 1,100 Retirees &
Civilians) who would play most at Fort Belvoir correlates closely to the 1,240 Tee Time
priority numbers requested in FY2007 (357 Active Duty and 883 Retirees/Other). Tee
Time availability is critical to those golfers (Active Duty, Civilian, and Retirees) who are
still working as most only have time to play on weekends.

There have been continual complaints over the past 10 years, since completion
of the additional 18-hole course in 1994, about the availability of weekend Tee Times
on the North 36. In 2000, the Army contracted with the PGA for a study to determine
the feasibility of building an additional 18 -hole course to reduce the overcrowding on
weekends and holiday mornings. It must be concluded that the two 18 -hole courses at
Fort Bel voir are the Amini mum requi rsevdoo
would most likely play at Fort Belvoir in the over 20,000 estimated golfers from all
Services who could play at Fort Belvoir.
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C. Rounds Played Trend TOTAL ROUNDS TREND

In the future, we would expect
an increase in MWR eligible golfers due | 120000

to reduced op-tempo, the increase in | *gooog | I DFort Meade
population on Fort Belvoir, the increase 60000 1 mSouth 9

H HR 40000

in the total n_nlltar_y_ end st_rength, and 20000 | BNorth 36
the increase in military retirees due to o AU U O U LT

the current gulf war. The impact of op- & f&@ f&& W@u W@e

tempo since 2001 can be seen on the e s

ATotal Rounds Trend °° d the fdBelvoir

Rounds per Day Trendo charts. The (Ot al

rounds trend looked at both Fort Belvoir and Fort Meade to insure the trend at Fort
Belvoir is not an abnormality. In the rounds per day chart, there has been a 12%
decrease in rounds per day from 324 in 2001 and 286 in 2006 at the North 36. The
South 9 level remained about the same. The South 9, played mostly by retired military
and family members at almost 100%

Figure 7 BELVOIR ROUNDS PER DAY TREND papacﬁy for the past 6.years, was not

impacted by op-tempo like the North 36

400 which was played more by the Active

300 — — | Duty and working retired golfers. If the

200 | —— | | predicted future increase in eligible

100 T c— MWR golfers is correct, the current
0 T ‘ ‘ ‘

North 36 would continue be inadequate
to support the number of weekend tee

times as cited by the Fort Belvoir MWR
South 9 Operating Days in 2000.

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

North 36

D. Profiles of Typic al Enlisted and Officer  Golfers in Northern  Virginia

Tables at Appendix B-4 and at Appendix B-5 provide detailed profiles for the
enlisted and officer military golfer respectively. These profiles were developed to show
a 2007 composite snapshot of a military member at selected ages. We felt it was
important to understand our clientele.

These profiles provide the social (age, job requirements, family obligations) and
economic (job security, job expectations, income) factors that ultimately determine the
number of rounds played by Active Duty and Retired members.

Based on the profiles, we considered the priority of available time and estimated
the fAAverage Annual Pl ay by Ageo. OQur esti mat
to the 2005 MWR Leisure Needs Survey. Our profiles were validated as there is a high
correlation between our estimatesand t he survey data on ATi mes
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Golf requires 5 to 6 hours at the golf course plus travel time compared to more athletic
sports, such as, football or baseball. For Active Duty and military retirees still working
social factors and work demands are the key factors affecting when they are available
to play. For military retirees, economic status and discretionary income are major
factors determining how often and where they play golf.

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

Figure 8

ESTIMATED ANNUAL PLAY by AGE

OEnlisted
O Officer

sl SISISIEIE

Active Active Active Active Active Active RetiredRetiredRetiredRetired
Duty 22Duty 28Duty 32Duty 38Duty 40Duty 46 46 55 65 70

A major consideration in when to play is Tee Time Availability. We note that
while golfers are working (until age 65) they play less golf; therefore, they try to play
mostly on weekends. Any reduction in weekend Tee Time Availability will primarily
impact Active Duty and Retired Military who are still working.

D. Golf Courses Available in Northern Virginia

Northern Virginia courses as shown in Appendix A.7.

Fairfax County has 12 restricted play private country clubs, 11 semi-
private/public courses, and the 2 restricted play military courses at
Belvoir.

Prince William County has 7 restricted play private country clubs, 10 semi-
private/public courses, and the 1 restricted play military course at the
Quantico Marine Base.

Loudoun County has 8 restricted play private country clubs, and 8 semi-
private/public courses.

Cost to play and travel time to the course is considered the major factors in
where to play. Gas prices will also add to the total cost to play at another course. For
example, a 40-mile trip in a 20 mpg car with gas at $3.00 per gallon would add $12.00

15



for round trip to the cost of playing. Travel time of 1 -hour from Fort Belvoir is
considered the maximum a patron would travel to play on a regular basis.

Appendix B-8 provides a summary of Public and Semi-Private Courses with their
daily fees that are within 1 -hour of Fort Belvoir from the courses in Appendix B-7. Also,
shown are the military Courses and their daily Fees. The awerage daily fee with cart at
a public course is $60 on a weekday and $74 on a weekend.

Appendix B-9 provides a summary of with Public and Semi-Private Courses their
Annual Dues that are within 1-hour of Fort Belvoir from Appendix A.7. Also, shown are
the military courses and their daily fees. The average annual dues at a public course
with cart are $3,142 and $5,154 at a Private Course after an average initiation fee (one-
time payment) of $40,000.

A quick look at the data in Appendix B-8 and Appendix B-9 shows that playing at
non-military facilities will cost significantly more than at a public/semi-private course (a
40-100% increase depending on the course choser). We will provide a more detailed
analysis of the economic impact on a military golfer in the following section.
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5. Impacts on MWR Patrons from the Planned Downsizing of FBGF North -36
to a 27 -Hole Golf Facility

A. Operational Impacts
1. Introduction

To establish the FY 2008 North-36 baseline, we start with the only certified Army
data available to this Study Group--- the FY2006 and prior years MWR golf course data.
When we project FY 2006 data to FY 2008 we expect relative percentages to be similar
as if we had access to FY 2007 data. Using FY2006 data helps the reader to understand
the feelings of the Belvoir golfer to the reduction from 45 holes to 36 holes and predict
his reaction to a further reduction from 36 to 27 holes.

The following chart shows the rounds played as a percent of capacity for the golf
facilities from FY2000 to FY2006. For the period FY2000 through FY 2002, the breakout
between the South 9 and North 36 was not considered accurate.

ROUNDS PLAYED vs. CAPACITY
200000
% 150000 659 610 : e e
Z 100000 49% 4
© 50000 g y 94% b
0 I I I I_I— I I_I— I I_I— I I_I—
FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
OSouth Rounds OSouth Capacity ONorth Rounds
Figure 9 ENorth Capacity  OTotal Rounds B Total Capacity

With the exception of FY 2003, the overall percent of p lay vs. capacity for the total
golf facilities (South 9 and North 36) has been about 62%. The South 9 from FY 2003
through FY 2006 has played at an average of 95% of capacity. The North 36 for the
same period has played at an average of 52% of capacity.

In FY 2005 27,912 rounds were played at the South 9 for 94% and 27,040 rounds
in FY 2006 for 92%. For the same period the North 36 was played at 62,249 rounds for
53% in FY 2005 and at 57,054 rounds for 48% in FY 2006.

The availability to get a tee time (starting time) at the desired time to fit intoy our
schedule is the most critical factor when considering both percentage use and impact
on the golfer 6 s @ cust ome The svartrowdifigeon weekemds identified by
Fort Belvoir MWR in 2000 has been further exacerbated by the BRAC decision to close
the South 9 without restitution. Public hearings and letters to the Installation
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Commander on the BRAC decision were intense with feeling that the Fort Belvoir MWR
failed to properly portray the impact on the military community.

The golf facilities revenue was $3.8 million in FY 2005 and $3.9 million in FY2006.
Both years the golf facilities made a profit.

Table 5 GOLF FACILITIES FINANCIAL STATISTICS
EY2005 EY2006
Rewvenue Expense NIBD Rewvenue Expense NIBD
South 9 $656,140 $428,253 $226,645 $683,769 $515,175 $168,234
North 36 $3,184,077 $3,226,365 -$43,866 $3,218,511 $3,177,925 $40,586
Total $3,840,217 $3,654,618 $182,779 $3,902,280 $3,693,100 $208,820

I f you do not wunderstand the Ar mywouddypst em f
easy to ask why the North 36 did not play at better than 52% and why this unused
capacity will not accommodate the 27,000 rounds from the South 9. The question that
also needs to be answered is how the South 9 achieved an average 95% rate and will
these golfers transfer to the North 36 in 2008.

a. North 36 Percentage vs. Capacity

The Army benchmark is important to understand when considering per cent
usage Vvs. capacity. The Army wuses 200 rounds
capacity of an 18-h ol e gol f course and 100 roulmks per
course. The Army has established a policy that if 25 rounds are played on a given day
it is an fAoperating dayo. However, the weath
the course. There is no consideration given for time of the year (hours of daylight) or
the number of tee times available due to the difficulty of the course. Using the Army
benchmark, the number of rounds played vs. capacity will never reach 100%. In fact,
the North 36 percent of 52% is reasonable after analyzing the Army system of
calculating capacity.

For example, at Fort Belvoir in FY 2005 there were 296 operating days and 294
operating days in FY 2006. This would mean the course was expected to play at
capacity from February through November. In the winter months you are lucky to get 4
hours of tee times (start time) and during the summer about 8 hours. Tee times are
based on the time it takes to compl ete the 18 holes of the golf, usually 4 to 4 2 hours
from the start time.

Tee times are also based on keeping the course flowing at a reasonable pace of
play. Pace of play is determined mainly by the difficulty of the course. The North 36 is
expected to play in 4 hours and 20 minutes. To maintain a reasonable pace of play,
considering both walking and riding golfers, tee times are set at 10 minutes. At 10
minute tee times, there would be 6 tee times per hour which would accommodate 24
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golfers per hour. To reach a capacity of 200 rounds per operating day there would
have to be 8 hours and 20 minutes of tee times. To complete the last round of the day
would require 12 hours and 40 minutes of daylight (8:20 plus 4:20 = 12:40). This is

possible only during the mid -summer months.

Using an average of 6 hours per day from March through November, we would
calculate that each operating day using 10 minute tee times could accommodate 144
golfers (6 hr x 24 golfers/hr). This would be only 72% of capacity (14 4 rounds / 200
rounds = 72%). We know that weekend days are at full capacity (144 rounds/day);
however, weekday usage would not use all the tee times because most of the members
would be working. Usage on weekdays depends on play from retired military ret irees,
family members, tournaments, and outings. Using a weekday average over the 10
month period of 70 member rounds/day per course, we would estimate the weekday
usage at 35% (70/200=35%) each day without outings and tournaments. During an
average 7 day week the usage would be 46% ({70 x 5} + {144 x 2} / {200 x 7} =
46%) of capacity. Weekday outings and tournaments are required to increase the
revenue during the week which supports the military rate for weekend play. The
Belvoir goal has been 100 outings/tournaments per year for 20 weeks of the 40 weeks
in the 10 month operating period. To reach a weekly usage of 60% on one course
would require 100 weekday outings/tournaments of 80 golfers each. Assuming Belvoir
reaches their goal of 100 outings on 1 course, we would have 20 weeks at 60% and the
other 20 weeks at 46% for an average annual usage on that course of 53%. The
overall annual use for the North 36 courses would be 50% ({53% + 46%}/2 = 50%).

The North 36 usage was 52.6% in FY 2005 and 48.5% in FY 2006; therefore, the
play in FY 2008 will have to exceed FY 2006. The 2000 PGA Study recommended
increased use of outings for increased revenue. Attaining the goal of 100 outings has
been difficult over the past several years; therefore, this number is not expected to
increase, without extraordinary marketing, improved customer relations, improved
course conditions, and keeping the outing fee stable. The 911 incident has tightened
security; thereby, making it more difficult to attract non -military golfers to drive to the
course. They are currently forced to use the Tully Gate and find their way across Fort
Belvoir. Access through the Kingman Gate would help attract outings.

b. South 9 Played at 95% of Capacity

How did the South 9 play at 95% of capacity from February through November
during the same FY 2005 and FY 2006 period that the North 36 played at 52%? The
answer is the type of facility (golf course and practice facility) and the golfer playing the
course. The South 9 was an Executive 9-hole course which was played twice for 18
holes. It was a relatively flat terrain which could be easily walked by the golfer. The
golfers were mainly retired military retirees, family members, beginners, and Active
Duty wanting to play a quick round of golf. The club house was a social center for the
gol fers. They would congregate early each mol
Egg McMuffin, establish foursomes, and get in their daily round in before noon. This
was their daily recreation---the same as an Active Duty going for a morning run or
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workout at the Fitness Center. They played nearly every day the course was open.
Many of the retired golfers did not play weekend days as they left the course open to
the Active Duty and military retirees who were still working. Weekends were fully
subscribed; they played at 100% or better of capacity every weekend.

The practice facility was superior to the facilities currently available on the North
36. The Golf Course Generl Manager recognized the value of the South 9 practice
facility and tried to retain 3 holes and the practice facility during the BRAC decision
process. Army installations leaders did not understand the importance of the South 9
as evidenced by the failure to plan for a replacement facility in the Fort Belvoir Master
Plan.

Tee times are based on keeping the course flowing at a reasonable pace of play.
Pace of play is determined mainly by the difficulty of the course. The South 9 was
expected to play in 4 hours. To maintain a reasonable pace of play, considering both
walking and riding golfers, tee times are set at 8 minutes. At 8 minute tee times, there
would be 8 tee times per hour which would accommodate 32 golfers per hour. The 4
hour time for 18 holes permitted starting times from 7am 1 9 am and again at 11am -
1pm for a total of 128 tee times during prime time.  Using the Army expected capacity
of 100 rounds for a 9-hole course, the South 9 played at over 128% of capacity on
weekends and at about 88% capacity on weekdays.

A high percentage of the South 9 golfers were Annual Fee golfers vs. Daily Fee
players. Considering the number of rounds they played per year, it was cheaper to play
as an Annual Fee player. Some were only capable of playing 9 holes; therefore, this
permitted open tee times starting after the first group completed 9 holes (2 hours),
When the South 9 closed in late 2007, the General Manager initiated a 9 hole rate with
cart to attract these golfers to the North 36. To continue to attract these golfers to the
North 36 in 2008, the management will have to consider their needs and make
accommodations, such as, starting tee times on the back nine for only 9 hole golfers.

Based on responses from our survey, we would expect about 53% of the South 9
golfers will continue to be Annual Fee golfers and migrate to the North 36 in 2008. The
lack of weekend tee times at the North 36 will probably reduce this mitigation.

2. Predicted North 36 Baseline in 2008 TEE TIMES 2007 VS. 2008

The reduction of 45 holes to 36 holes 600 100%
reduced tee times 25% for the total golf f acilities. igg i 75%
The tee times at the North 36 were unchanged,; 300
therefore, the weekend percent use vs. capacity 200 384
will be unchanged. 100

0 T

The North 36 currently allocates 46% of FY 2007 FY 2008
the weekend Tee Times (177) to Active Duty and
54% (207) to all other golfers. Using the Eigure 10
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predicted 350 Active Duty & Spouses and 1,100 Retirees & Civilians from the
demographic analysis, the probability of an Active Duty getting a Tee Time on either
weekend day is 51% and the other retirees and civilian golfers 19%. The probability of
getting a weekend tee time will be reduced because of the added golfers from the
South 9. This reduction will predicatively result in the loss of Annual Fee golfers in
2008.

On weekends the North 36 plays at
100% capacity; therefore, any mitigation
from the South 9 would only increase

TOTAL FACILITY ROUNDS

100000 84094 65300
weekday play. We would expect an average 80000 | BSouth Rounds
increase of 18 golfers per course on | 40000 ;I:E BNorth Rounds
. - . 20000 A
weekdays from the retired military retirees 0 - OTotal Rounds

and family members. This would be a 53% | g1 FY2006  FY 2008
migration or 7400 of the approximate 14,000
weekday rounds played on the South 9 in FY 2006. This would change the average
weekday play at the North 36 from 35% to 44% (70 + 18 = 85/200). During an

average 7 day week the usage would be 52% ({88 x 5} + {144 x 2} / {200 x 7} =

52%) of capacity without outings and tournaments. Assuming no change in outings
from 2007, the overall annual use for the

North 36 courses would be an increase of FY 2008 ROUNDS VS. CAPACITY
5% to 55% ({58% + 52%}/2 = 55%. The
predicted 5% increase resulting from the 200000
mitigation of weekday golfers from the AlEroT iR
South 9 would increase the rounds played 100000 BRounds
in 2008 to 65,300. 0 B Capacity
FY 2005/2006FY 2008
Figure 12
Table 6 GOLF FACILITIES FINANCIAL STATISTICS
FY2006 FY2008
Revenue Expense NIBD Revenue Expense NIBD
South 9 $683,769 $515,175 $168,234
North 36 ~ $3,218,511 $3,177,925 $40,586 $3,299,168 $3,177,925 $121,243
Total $3,902,280 $3,693,100 $208,820 $3,299,168 $3,177,925 $121,243

Irrespective of the predicted 5% increase in rounds on the North 36, the
financial data for 2008 will be significantly affected by the loss of the 27,040 rounds.
We predict that 20% of the 7 ,400 rounds (1,480) that would migrate from former South
9 players on weekdays would pay daily fees which would contribute to the Revenue.
The other 80% would be played by annual f ee players which were already included in
the North 36 Revenue. Expense is expected to stay the same. The loss of the South 9
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will cost the total facility bottom line profit (NIBD) 42% ($208,820 1 $121,243 =
87577/208820 = 42%).

In summary, we predict th at the Baseline 2008 North 36 will have less Annual
Members, less Daily Fee Players, and result in a reduction in bottom line profit.

3. North 36 to 27 holes.

Considering only the weekend tee times, the North 36 will support 384 golfers
during the summer time on the 36 holes during an 8 hour period. If the construction of
the NMUSA reduces the North 36 to 27 holes, to maximize tee times, would require
starting on all 3 nines using a cross over. This would get 120 golfers off in the first 2

hours and another 120 golfers in the next rotation and GOLFERS ACCOMODATED

start new tee-times around 3:00 PM until the end of

the day. This total would be 240 for the entire 500

complex in 8 hours. We lose 144 golfers on weekends | ., | =%

in each 8 hour period. The courses n FY 2007 | 4 | |55 5%

accommodated 512 golfers per day on a summer | 550 | 47%

weekend or holiday. This has been reduced by 25% | 590 L - |

to 384 in FY 2008. If the NMUSA takes another 9 | 190 I | 240|

holes this would result in a 53% reduction since FY 0 : :

2007. The loss of capability to accommodate 272 FY2007 FY2008 Fy2010
Ly . . Figure 13

golfers per day within a 3 year period will have a

significant impact on the financial bottom line and force golfers to play public/semi -
private courses or quit golf if they could not afford to play at other tha n a military
course. This will be perceived as a lack of concern for our service personnel.

The probability of getting a weekend tee time will be reduced when reducing the
facility from 36 to 27 holes. Assuming there are no preferred active duty tee times set
aside for general officers, the 37.5% (144/384 = 37.5%) loss in tee times on weekends
in FY 2010 will reduce the probability of an active d uty golfer getting a tee time from
51% to 32% and all other patrons from 19% to 12%. The reduced availability to get a
weekend tee time will further reduce annual fee and daily fee players. For comparison,
the average golf membership at a typical golf club is 350 -450 golfers---this ensures the
average 400 of a high probability (48%) of getting a weekend tee time on Saturday or
Sunday.

With 27 holes, the entire complex must be managed to serve and support the
membership and maximize outings to maintain revenue so as to maintain a reasonable
member fee. Members should not be playing a 9-hole course on weekdays to
accommodate outings as this would be considered as an erosion of benefits by most
members. This would significantly impact membership and revenue.
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There will be some corresponding cuts in expenses and a possible
increase in daily/annual fees; however, the expected MWR profit will not be met. A 27 -
hole complex will not generate the rounds of play, the revenue and profit that a 36 -hole
complex can generate. Historical data from the other Army 27-hole complexes
compared to Belvoir substantiates
this fact. Note that the Virginia 27 -
hole courses, at Fort Eustis and
Fort Lee, generated about 36% of 3888

REVENUE $Million

. (%]
the revenue as the North 36 in FY i %ggg OFY 2005
2006. Based on the revenue data g %888 i BEY2006
at other 27-hole facilities and the A 508 .

28% reduction in weekend tee
times, there will be a signifi cant
loss in annual fee and daily fee
revenue. When including the loss in Figure 14
outings, carts, range fees, golf
shop sales, food and beverage, we would expect revenue to be reduced by
approximately 30% from the predicted FY 2008 revenue of $3.3 million to $2.3 million if
the course is reduced to 27 holes. Considering the 45-hole facility, the reduction would
be from $3.8 million revenue to $2.3 million ---a 40% reduction in 3 years.

Rucker
Gordon
Hood
Lewis
Eustis
Lee
Belvoir

Redstone

More significant than the lost revenue, is the economic, social, and political
impact on the approximate 725 military golfers that will no longer be able play at the
Fort Belvoir Golf Facilities from after 2009. This 50% prediction is based on a 30% loss
in golfers from the 45 holes to 36 holes and an additional 20% loss from the 3 6 holes
to 27 holes. (350 AD + 1,100 Other = 1450 x 50% = 725.)

The chart on the next page illustrates the nature of reduced frequency of play at
the planned North-27. It corroborates the preceding analysis, which portends significant
reductions in course usage should the Army proceed downsize the golf facility. We
administered a survey between February 15 and March 16, 2008. The questionnaire
was distributed to FBGF golfers including active duty/reserve component, DoD civilian
personnel, and retirees. The responses provided were considered anonymous input with
the data collected reported only in the aggregate. Additionally, the survey was designed
to obtain an objective assessment of the patrons' views. We did not structure the
guestions to lead respondents to the conclusion that they should be opposed or in favor
of a 27-hole golf layout. A total of 215 respondents took the survey.

The survey asked eligible MWR golf patrons for their frequency of play expressed
(in terms of rounds they played per month) in 2007. Then we asked them what their
frequency of play would be if the FBGF downsized to a 27-hole layout. Here is their
response.
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Survey Input: Frequency of Play (Rounds Per Month) at th
North-36 versus a North 27
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Figure 15

Notice how the respondents say they will play less frequently under a North-27
layout than they did in 2007 on the North -36 for every category of golfer who plays 4 or
more rounds per month. For the avid Fort Belvoir golfer (7 rounds or more per month),
the drop is dramatic. Then there is a shift in frequency of play for the category of
golfer who plays 1-3 rounds per month. Here more of our respondents are indicating
they will reduce their frequency of play at Fort Belvoir to 3 or less rounds per month.
They have shifted from the right columns reflecting avid golfers at Fort Belvoir to the
left side of the chart showing le ss frequent use of a downsized golf facility. This
percentage distribution shift shows the projected trend very clearly. The total
percentages add up to 100% and the shift is not a favorable one for MWR
management.
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B. Economic Impact

The loss of capability to accommodate 272 golfers per weekend day within a 3-
year period will have a significant impact on the financial bottom line and force golfers
to play public/semi-private courses or reduce their frequency of play. Some may quit
golf if they cannot afford to play at other than a military course. When we addressed
the loss of revenue above we did not predict the potential increase in fees to help
profit. In addition to the 725 golfers lost because of reduced capacit y, our survey of
golfers would predict that a 12% fee increase above the FY 2008-09 rates would have
an additional 10% decrease in golfers playing the 27-hole course

The economic impact on the typical military golfer playing at a course outside Fort
Belvoir substantiates the following quote:

ATi gerds people have visited Fort Bel voir
existing courses on the base into a topnotch, tournament-level course has been
bounced around. But concerns over being able to keep the course in top condition
under heavy, low-cost military play (which our troops rightly deserve) will likely foil such
a plan.o (Comment from Golf Week on Tiger Wo
his AT&T National tournament.)

There are a number of courses within lhour of Fort Belvoir; therefore,
consideration should be given to the economic impact on the military golfer playing
these courses as an alternatve to Fort Belvoir. Appendix B-10 provides a detailed
Average Enlisted Military Golfer AnnualCost Comparisoni Fort Belvoir vs. Semi-Private,
Public, and Private Courses. Apendix B-11 provides the same comparison for the
average officer military golfer. These appendixes were developed by applying the
average fees from Appendixes B-8 and B-9 to the Prdfiles established in Appendix B-4
and Appendix B-5. We did not consider course location, travel time, mileage cost, or
social implications in this analysis.

Daily fees at Military Golf Courses are DAILY FEE COMPARISON

established at the same fee for both Active 50
Duty and Retirees. Using 2007 data as the » 40 $30 $43 |
baseline, it would cost the Enlisted Member | & 30 | 4, $24 s ||
67% more on the weekday and 96% on the S 20 -

. o 19 || |
weekend to play the average Daily Fee 0
Public Caurse in Northern Virginia. An _
Officer would pay 25% more on the e ke
weekday and 48% more on the weekend.

Figure 16

DEnlisted OOfficer OPublic
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All SemiPrivate Courses within 1 hour of Fort Belvoir and many of the more
desirable Public Courses include the cart in the Daily Fee.This chart shows the cost

(DAILY FEE w/CART COST COMPARISON
@EBelvoir
e EEo ——52% ORet Enlisted
© SR — 52% 809%
= 85% ° — — 40% | ORet Officer
8 95% 64% ] | 47%
: DO Semi-Private
5 .
AD  ADOfficer Retired Enl55  Off 55 65 70 Public
Enlisted
Figure 17

comparison between daily fee at Belvoir with a cart and these courses. To play these
courses would cost between 64% to 95% for an Active Duty member and between
52% to 85% for a military retiree under 70 years of age.

Another option is to join a Semi-Private Golf Club. This chart shows the cost
comparison of annual members at Fort Belvoir w/cart vs. the average cost at Semi-
Private Clubs in Northern Virginia. Membership at these SemiPrivate Clubs includes the

cart. For an Active : .

Duty member joining Annual Cost Belvoir vs. Semi-Private

a SemiPrivate Club 4000

the cost increase | =& 3000

would be 140% to 5 5888 | —ﬁ
157%. Retirees until | © 0 - ,
they reach 70 years,

the cost differential @((50 @Qf% o Qf‘io \fgb?? 0@% Q/&cg) O%‘éo (oé\% Oﬂg\Q Q@’Z}‘b
would be -18% to A LT T % Q‘%Q,«i\\'
+10%. At age 70, —

the cost would BBelvoir OSemi-Private

increase 56% to 75%.

ANNUAL COST BELVOIR vs.
. ' o _ PRIVATE COUNTRY CLUB
The last option is to join as Private

Country Club. This chart shows the annual cost
differential for the Retired Military only. Active o

Duty is not shown as the cost differential would £ 2000 BBelvoir
be between 655 to 760%. The annual g 330 B Private
differential for retired members less than 65 1008 7
years is between 267% for officers and 391% d & D O e
. .9\9 {\\0 \'\ (\'\ 2
for enlisted members. At 70 years the cost & 0 Qy,“q.o &
& e

differential is 760% for enlisted members and
542% for officers. The annual cost does not Figure 19
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include the one time average initiation fee of approximately $40,000. Obv iously, joining
a Private Golf Club is not an option for the average military retiree.

Il n summary, the Tiger Wetbedfées at Giilitary golf was ¢
courses are kept low because it is a Morale, Welfare, and Recreation benefit. The golf
course is and was, as with other Morale, Welfare, and Recreation facilities, considered a
part of our military pay. Military retirees, from the draft Army, still consider this a part
of the benefits they earned while serving at significantly reduced pay scales compared
to their civilian counterparts.

The BRAC Final Environmental Impact Study (FEIS) and the Record of Decision
(ROD) signed by the Deputy Secretary of Army (Installations and Environment) on
August 7, 2007 included a similar conclusion:

Ailf the museum would be constructed on th
site, Fort Belvoir would lose a portion of this golf course, in additional

to the South Post golf course, because 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

theirfami | i es . 0O
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C. Social Impacts

A Ar my -Bélre lisl directly linked to the relevance and readiness of our Army.
Well- Being programs focus on meeting the needs of Soldiers (Active Duty, Army
National Guard and Army Reserve), DA Civilians, Veterans, Retirees and Families
before, auring and arter de pSoy mey1 t \eb Site
(http://www.army.mil/armylife/wellbeing/ )

A component of Army Well-Being is recreation and its supporting MWR facilities. On
this same web site, the Army identifies several goals to ensure its programs are
meeting the needsof Teach member of t heAnmbogithetharedr my Fami |

AnToéelive according to a standard of [|iving
Toée. . devel op and mai nt ai lbngirg wigie the ArmypoTeamp-r i d e a
Sol di ers, DA Civilians, Reti rees, Vet erans an

How then do these statements affirming the Army commitment to well -being
programs to ensure quality of life and a sense of belonging to the Army family relate to
the issue of the planned downsizing of the North-36 to a 27-hole layout because of
NMUSA construction? Quite simply, they relate for the following reasons:

1. Those eligible MWR patrons who use the Fort Belvoir golf courses find such
rhetoric incongruous with the expected consequences of further downsizing
our 36 holes of golf to a 27 -hole layout.

2. The planned downsizing seems to ignore MWR needs since the Army
concept is unnecessary (replacement holes can be built to retain a 36-hole
layout, maintain profit ability, and still allow for NMUSA construction).

3. There is the potential for a divisive issue to fester where military golfers
would harbor ill feelings toward the presence of the NMUSA on an adjacent
bull dozed fairway. Fort Belvoir golfers may look at the Army Museum as an
intruder rather than a welcomed neighbor, particularly with a downsized
course. This could be avoided by building replacement holes.

As mentioned earlier in this study, we conducted a survey of MWR golf patrons of
Fort Belvoir between February 15 and March 16, 2008. The responses provided were
considered anonymous input with the data collected reported only in the aggregate.
Additionally, the survey was designed to obtain an objective assessment of the patrons'
views. We did not structure the questions to lead respondents to the conclusion that
they should be opposed or in favor of a 27 -hole golf layout. A total of 215 respondents
took the survey. The distribution of respondents by service status is indicated in the
table below.
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We did not have access

) Service Status Number Percentage
to the Army email database due of of Sample Size
to privacy concerns over sharing Respondents
individual email lists with our Active Duty 11 5 %
study group. However, we made Reserve Component 6 3%
every effort to obtain as broad a (RC)
sample size as possible by Dob Civilian 15 7%
broadcasting the survey in a flier Employee
in the Fort Bel v oi-860(s Reti¥edMilitary 160 74 %
clubhouse lobby. This flier Retired DoD  Civilian 14 7 %
contained instructions on how to Other 9 2%
take the survey online for all Table 7 Total 515 100%

service categories, whether
active duty or retired. While 215 respondents may seem like a small sample size, it
should be noted that in the Army -Wide 2005 Triennial Leisure Needs Survey for MWR
only 111 respondents who took the survey at Fort Belvoir said they used the Fort
Belvoir golf courses. Therefore, this survey is almost double the sample size of the

Armyds MWR survey f o rverttheidstributionsof tad MWRtsuney .

had a much smaller percentage of retirees in its sample size (only 24.5% compared to
74% in our survey). This small response presumably was due to the limitations of
distributing the MWR survey to the full retiree ¢ ommunity in the local area. Sixteen
active duty members at Fort Belvoir who took the Triennial MWR survey used the golf
courses, which was fairly close to our sampling of 11 active duty members. The MWR
survey did not include reserve component (RC) members. Therefore, if you total our
active duty and RC respondents (17 respondents), they actually exceed the MWR
sample size of 16 active duty respondents who said they used the Fort Belvoir golf
facilities.

Here are the selected responses (of the 25 surveyed questions) relating to the
social impact on the Army family of planed golf course downsizing. The complete survey
results are found in the Appendix.

In assessing the need for a recreational facility based on demand, three factors
are addressed: the estimated usage, its importance to patrons, and how it satisfies their
quality of life (QOL). These three factors are addressed in the MWR Triennial Leisure
Needs Survey conducted Armywide. Also, they are addressed in the civilian sector by
city and county officials managing parks and recreation services. We have already
examined the usage factor in our treatment of the operational impacts. There are two
other factors, which we will now address that bear on the need for retaining a 36 hole
layout or downsizing it to 27 holes. The first deals with the importance of the North -36
to patrons. You can have a situation where a golfer, due to work and other constraints,
plays little golf at Fort Belvoir perhaps less than once per month. However, when that
golfer does find the time to play golf, he or she values the need for an accessible
military golf course at an affordable rate.

29

How



Importance The chart on the
right shows 152 golfers who took our

Importance of N36 Compared to
Other MWR Facilities

survey. They ranked the North-36 golf
courses as the #1 facility compared to #1
other MWR facilites at Fort Belvoir. Ranking :2
While you would expect a high rating

# 4 or Lower
given the number of military retirees in
our sample size, it is much higher than 0 100 200
the Army-wide MWR Triennial Survey
showed. In that survey among retirees, Faorl w3 | w2 | m
MWR olf courses ranked 6" overall with
Army Lodging taking the top billing. |'#°f RESpEII; S8 0 2 152
Quality : We asked the MWR
patrons of the North-3 6 fA How woul d t he r edu-86tto a27-hotef
| ayout affect the quality of yanswers.lOf theP50

respondents, 120 (or 64%) said it would greatly decrease the quality of life (QOL). You
would think this response would apply mainly to retired military but it does not. The

retired military registered
a 60% response in
selecting the answer of
greatly decreasing their
QOL. In contrast, a total
of 81% of the Active
Duty an RC respondents
said it would greatly
decrease their quality of

Effect on Quality of Life

No Opinion
Greatly Decrease
Moderately Decrease

Slight Decrease

No Effect

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 : : .
life. That is 21% higher
Sight [ Moderasy] Greaty - than the retired military.
No Effect No Opinion
Decrease | Decrease| Decrease
m Effect on Quality of Life 5 13 48 120 1

Figure 21

Quality of Service

Overall, the MWR
patrons are satisfied with
the current Fort Belvoir
Gold facilities at the
North-36 as the chart on
the left indicates.

Food & Beverage
Pro Shop
Golf Course

Percentage ¢ 50

100

m Very Good mGood B Adequate/OK

Figure 22 M Poor m Very Poor & No Opinion
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Attitudes towards Downsizing to a
27 -Hole Layout

We asked a number of questions
about their attitudes on this subject. As
you can see in the chart on the right,
there is an overwhelming feeling among
all respondents that downsizing to a 27-
hole layout should not be done. It is
more strongly felt among retirees but
stil 80% of the Active Duty and RC
patrons were against this reduction in
the golf facility. Similarly, a large
majority of respondents (58%) strongly
disagree with locating the NMUSA on
the North-36 should there be no
feasible alternative sites.

N-36 Should Downsize to{87
to Make Room for NMUSA

All
AD & RC

0 50 100
Percentage ™, e 2c | Retired Military Al
m Strongly Agree 0 0.74 0.54
H Agree 0 0 0
Neutral 0 1.48 1.09
m Disagree 20 8.89 11.96
1 Strongly Disagree 80 88.89 86.41

Figure 23

Most of the respondents (82%) strongly agree with the view that downsizing of

Downsizing to a N27 is an Erosion of a Military Benefi

All
Retired Military

AD & RC

0 20 40 60 100
AD & RC Retired Military All

m Strongly Agree 86.6 82.96 82.07

H Agree 0 9.63 9.78
Neutral 0 4.44 4.35

m Disagree 0 0 0.54

1 Strongly Disagree 13.33 2.96 3.26
Figure 24

the North-36 is an erosion of a
military benefit (see chart
below). The Active Duty and
RC patrons feel this way as
well (87%). MWR facilities are
not normally considered as a
military benefit such as health
care, pay incentives, Gl Bill,
retrement pay, PX and
Commissary Discounts.
However, for those who use
the golf courses at Fort Belvoir
and at  other military
installations, they place a high
value on access to these
facilities, which they have
earned through their current
and past DoD service.

Moreover, MWR patrons help pay for these facilities by their shopping at PXs and
Commissaries, which generate the nonappropriated funds (NAF) to construct and
maintain these golf facilities. Many of the MWR patrons who play golf at Fort Belvoir
combine playing golf with visits to other Fort Belvoir stores generating additional NAF

funds.
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NMUSA Fundraising

To date there has been
scant mention of planned
construction of the NMUSA on
the North-36 golf layout and
the downsizing of the facility to
a 27-hole layout. Army officials
can certainly maintain that the
matter has yet to be decided,
which is certainly valid. The
Record of Decision (ROD) siting
the NMUSA on the North-36

NMUSA Fundraising Should Reveal the NMUSA Impa
on the FBGF to Existing and Prospective Donors

and the 27 hole downsizing are

. EJ
AD & RC
0 50 100
AD & RC Retired Military All
H Strongly Agree 86.67 71.85 72.83
W Agree 13.33 22.22 21.2
Neutral 0 3.7 4.35
m Disagree 0 0.74 0.54
m Strongly Disagree 0 1.48 1.09
Figure 25

stil pending the ROD by

Assistant Secretary of the Army, Keith Eastin. But every indication points to the siting of

the NMUSA on the Fort Belvoir North-36 and the Ar my has publicly
it will be located pending final approval. In the meantime, NMUSA fundraising
spearheaded by the Army Historical Foundation (AHF) continues with no mention of the
potential adverse consequences to MWR golfing patrons. Neither on the AHF web site
nor in fundraising letters from General Tommy Franks mailed to Army retirees is there
so much as a whisper that there may be a problem.

We asked the survey respondents how they felt about this (chart upper right).
They sent a strong signal that such fundraising efforts should reveal the NMUSA impact
on our golf facilities to existing
Will You Contribute Money to NMUSA and prospective donors. Active
Fundraising even if NMUSA Construction Results | Duty and RC members weighed

in a Reduction of N6 to 27 Holes? in heavily in favor of this (87%)

. as did the retired military

Al : ) (73%).
Retired Military : )

AD & RC ) The respondents also
registered a strong rejection of
L 2 = donating monies to NMUSA

. — resulting in a downsizing of the

AD & RC Retired Military All North-36. One would expect

m Already Have 0 5.93 4.89 MWR golf patrons to be upset
DB Al 0 0 0 about the potential reduction of
Probably Will 0 4.44 4.89 their golf facility and to voice
= May or May Not 6.67 6.67 7.61 their displeasure, which they
® Probably Won't 20 11.11 12.5 have in this survey. However, to
Definitely Won't 73.33 68.89 67.93 not donate money to the Army
No Opinion 0 2.96 2.17 for a worthwhile cause and a
Figure 26 long overdue museum bears
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some measure of concern. Many of the survey respondents are veterans who served
their country with honor. They have taught their child ren and their grandchildren to

respect this countryodés military values. Their
Army, which will be on display on June 14, 2013 when the Army Museum opens its
door s. For 68% of t hem t o nateayennyhoetge NMEBFAI ni t el

means something is seriously wrong. Either they have placed too high a value on golf or
the Army has seriously misjudged the impact of what a downsizing will mean to these
veterans. In either case, the social impact of Army decision-making thus far on this
matter has neither served the Total Army Family nor the Well-Being of its members
very well.

Working the Issue within the Army

Thus far, the Concerned MWR Patrons has made every attempt to work this
issue to a successful conclusion within Army channels. We do not see this issue as zere
sum game where the NMUSA win equates to a MWR North36 golf facility loss. That is
simply a false choice. We believe both interests can be accommodated through the
construction of replacement holes for those lost to the NMUSA presence. However,
should the Army be adamant in downsizing the facility to a 27 -hole facility, the MWR
golfing patrons who took our sur vey are telling us very clearly to escalate the issue to
our political representatives (see chart below). A total of 73% of all respondents
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the need to elevate this issue to the
political level. And 93% of the Active Duty and RC members weighed in favor of this
approach!

If you oppose downsizing of the 486 to 27
holes, do you agree with the need for
writing your politcal representative
(local/State/National) about this issue?

If and when this issue is
elevated to the political level, then
it will spill over into the media.
None of this will serve the Total

Army Family very well. 1t will Al

become readily apparent to

anyone willing to delve into the AD & RC

matter (as. good reporters do) 0 50 100
that despite the Army best

intentions to focus on the needs Retired

of its MWR patrons, there is a AD&RC | \ilitary Al

good chance the whole matter | g fonagee 66.67 44.44 44.08
would not have seen the light of

day if it were not for the = Agree 26.67 26.85 28.95
Concerned MWR Patrons efforts e 6.67 16.67 1711
to bring the matter to the Army m Disagree 0 3.7 3.29
| eadershipds att m Strongly Disagree 0 1.85 1.32
the way Army  Well-Being No Opinion 0 6.48 5.26
programs are supposed to work. | ggieor

The fact that this study was not
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initiated by the Army to ensure it was making sound decisions regardin g two important
facilities indicates a lapse in planning foresight. While many of the installation planning
steps for the NMUSA construction on the North-36 seem very well thought out, a blind

spot seems to have developed over the flurry of staff actions u nderway. That blind spot
is the need to ask the troops (in this case the MWR patrons of the FBGF) what they
think. Well the Army thus far has not asked them but we have. You have heard their

views on some selected issues we have highlighted. The whole stoty is in the survey in
Appendix C. Acting on their concerns will go a long way in shoring up the ill -feelings
generated thus far.
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D. Political Impacts
1. Introduction

APer cept iimpodant ifastor when considering the political impact of a
decision which affects the social and economic quality of life of an individual.
Published or announced decisions are correlated with previous facts to perceive the
intent of the decision maker. Lack of information or waffled information also
contributes to how decisions are perceived by those affected. This section will review
the perception of the timeline of decisions and information about the siting of the
NMUSA and the impact of the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) on this
timeline. Additionally, it will ad dress the potential damage this issue poses to the Army
should politicians and the media choose to become engaged in the issue

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Fort Belvoir dated June
2007 and the Record of Decision (ROD) dated August 7, 2007 states that the EIS
identifies mitigation measures to minimize, avoid, or compensate for the identified
adverse impacts. The EIS states that a separate environmental assessment will be
required for other projects, such as the NMUSA, that are not BRAC projects. In addition
to other sites which must be identified in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA, two other major issues are transportation (la ck of interchange on the
Fairfax County Parkway) and noise (impact on the wildlife in the special natural
protected area and the homes constructed adjacent to the golf course since the Golf
Course expansion 19906s Environmental Assessm

2. History.

Historical decisions mpacting the NMUSA siting are shown at Appendix D.
Reviewing the history since the 2000 decision to build the NMUSA, to the interference
of the BRAC construction, to the present preferred site on the North 36 golf facility
provides interesting reading of a very confused situation. The Army was well on their
way with 15% design completed at Pence Gate when the BRAC decision changed the
location to the Engineering Proving Ground. Local political pressure forced the Secretary
of the Army to change the initial preferred sites to the Kingman Road Site, resulting in
plans to take 9 holes of the North 36 Golf Facilities. This decision was made before the
BRAC Feasibility Study concluded that the further reduction of holes from 45 in 2007 to
27 in 2010 would adversely reduce the quality of life for s oldiers, retirees, and their
families. O

3. Perception of the Decision Process.

a. Early NMUSA Progress

I n 2001, Congress, based on t he Secreta
mandated that the NMUSA be sited at Fort Belvoir. Fowever, the size (scope) and cost
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of the facility and the location on Fort Belvoir was leffto t he Secretary of t
decision. The difficulty of raising funds for the NMUSA by the Army Historical
Foundation (AHF) delayed the A-E Design contract until September 2004. The Pence

Gate site was the location agreed to with the support of local leaders. In February

2006, the contractor submitted his initial 15% design for the Pence Gate site. The

contract was placed on hold due to the September 2005 BRAC decision and the slow

fund raising by the AHF.

b. Fort Belvoir BRAC Planning Process

In November 2002 the Army started collecting data for the development of the
BRAC 2005 mplementation Plan Guidance which was issued in October 2004 and
updated as of 3 March 2005. Fort Belvoirods
support to a few tenant agencies to a major support mission for DOD agencies which
will double the population and included major support to new facilities at EPG. The
planning staff had to be increased at the same time as the BRAC required data to be
submitted. Environmental concerns at Fort Belvoir, the acreage required, size of the
mission changes, and time constraints did not permit detailed planning. The planning
staff submitted the known environmentally safe South Post 9-hole Golf Course, the
North 36, EPG, and 241 acres on Southwest Fort Belvoir in November/December 2005
to implement the September 2005 Presidential BRAC decision. We believe that if time
permitted more detailed planning, other alternative sites would have been provided.

c. Change from Pence Gate to EPG to Kingman Road

The EPG location recommended for NMUSA by the Fort Belvoir BR&
Implementation Team and announced in July 2006 was unacceptable to local political
leaders because of transportation concerns and the proposed Enhanced Use Lease
(EUL) to help fund the NMUSA. The EUL would have added commercial activities to the
EPG sig, thereby, increasing the population and transportation concerns. There was no
explanation for changing the location from Pence Gate, especially, when there had been
extensive coordination on location, environmental assessment was complete, and the
COE hal completed 15% of the design. On November 30, 2006 the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Installations and Environment) announced that the NMUSA had changed
to the Kingman Road site (meaning the North 36 Golf Course). The on-going BRAC
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which included both the Pence Gate and
Kingman Gate sites, was not completed until June 2007; therefore, it is perceived that
the Army made that decision without the benefit of the EIS. Apparently, th e Pence Gate
location was still feasible when the EIS contract was signed. The EIS and Record of
Decision (ROD) August 2007, i n the ASocioecon
ALohgrm significant adverse eff e po@gamavauldFort B
occur from the construction of the Army Museum and the Museum Support Center at
the North Post gol f course site.o The Ar my
mitigate the loss of 40% (45-holes to 27 holes) of the MWR recreation capacity.
According to Army statistics, the South 9 was played at almost 100% capacity for the
past 6 years by mostly family members, beginning golfers, and the more elderly retirees
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who could walk the course. The Fort Belvoir facilities are the only readily accessible
and economically affordable Golf Courses in Northern Virginia which are available to
members of all the military Services. This loss of the South 9 and potentially 9 holes on
the North 36 impacts mainly on military retirees from all s ervices who live and vote in
Arlington and Fairfax counties.

d. Local Political Reaction to Kingman Road Site

The Kingman Road site was not the site desired by local political leaders. The
Army maintains that the final site selection has not been completed as the Feasibility
Study is on-going. However, there is only one serious site, the Kingman Road, being
considered. Other sites must be identified in any NEPA action. Perception would tell you
that with 99% accuracy the site has been selected. To further con firm this precept, in
December 2007, the Army held an Industry Form for selecting the A-E Design
contractor and indicated the firm must have golf course design experience.

e. Limited Congressional Review

Other than limited congressional actions authorizing the establishment of an
NMUSA and its location at Fort Belvoir, the Army is not under the degree of
congressional scrutiny on this issue as it would be for a military construction project
using appropriated funding. The Army has provided the land at Fort Belvoir, and is
covering the NMUSA design and development cost--including a 122,000 sq. ft. Museum
Support Center. The Army Historical Foundation was contracted by the Army to do the
fundraising for construction of the NMUSA. Upon completion, the NMUSA will become
United States property and the Secretary of the Army will assume administrative
jurisdiction over the NMUSA using appropriated funds.

f. Lack of Information on NMUSA Process

The Army directed the USACENew England District to contract for a Feasibility
Study sometime in 2007. We have researched the New England District web site.
However, there is no information posted on its website concerning the status of this on -
going COE feasibility study. The web site does include required information on the
contracting process begin in December 2007 to select an A-E Design contractor.

The Kingman Road preferred site is not public land. And, the FBGF (North-36)
golf courses were constructed with NAF funds rather than appropriated funds.
Therefore, Army NMUSAplanning is not subject to the same level of scrutiny associated
with a military construction project on public land using appropriated funds. The study
group has been unable to obtain the details of the NMUSA construction plans to include
the location of its access road. While we appreciate the vagaries of construction
planning with many details still to be determined by the design contractor, installation
planners by now must have a feel for how much of the North -36 land will be affected.
That they have been unwilling to share this with our study group leads us to the view
that NMUSA siting and its impact on the North-36 is very much a close-hold project.
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The AHF is dharged with fundraising for the construction of the NMUSA. There is
no up to date information on its web site or fun draising literature we can find that
shows the status of funds raised thus far to achieve its campaign goals of $200+
million.

g. Implications to Fort Belvoir Master Plan

Although the NMUSA is not a BRAC project it has been impacted by the BRAC
decision and the NMUSA site selection is currently entwined with BRAC decisions as
presented in the Fort Belvoir Master Plan. The Fort Belvoir Master Plan is presented
guarterly to the Board of Advisors. Military retirees from all services are the constituents
of the Northern Virginia political members of the Board of Advisors; therefore, it is
appropriate for these leaders to question what is being done to mitigate the impact on
the quality of life of the s oldiers, family members, and retirees living in their
communities. While this body may have raised such concerns in private sessiors with
the Fort Belvoir installation leaders, we cannot find any public statements of concerns
over the planned downsizing of the North-36 to accommodate the NMUSA.

4. Fort Belvoir Planning Advisory Board.

The Charter for the Fort Belvoir Planning Advisory Board states AnThe Fort Be
Installation Commander is responsible for the analysis, planning and implementation in
support of assigned development missions to include BRAC, and their synchronization
with other operational missions at Fort Belvoir, and activities in the surrounding
c o mmu n i The €harteo provides for an Advisory Board to ensure issues affecting
the community are addressed and provide comments and recommendations.

The Fort Belvoir Planning Advisory Board includes:

Chairman Gerald Connolly, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Gerald Hyland, Mt Vernon District, Fairfax County

Supervisor Pat Herrity, Springfield District, Fairfax County

Supervisor Jeff McKay, Lee District, Fairfax County

Chairman Corey Stewart, PrinceWilliam Board of Supervisors

State Sen. Toddy Puller (representing Virginia General Assembly)

Staff, Senate Armed Services @mmittee (representing Virginia CODELL)

The Board of Advisors is responsible to insure Fort Belvoir planning and
implementation is in accordance with the needs of the user and the community. After
reviewing the historical decisions, we believe the Board of Advisas should become
more involved over the consequences of the planned NMUSA siting on the recreational
interests of eligible MWR patrons many of whom are veteransand t he board mem
constituents. We believe the advisory board should raise the following issues with Fort
Belvoir leadership.
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Loss of South 9

1. Why are there no plans for replacement of the South 9 which would
accommodate beginners, family members, and retirees who feel intimidated to
play the more challenging North-36 golf courses? BRAC decisions at other
Installations have included replacement of facilities taken by the BRAC.

2. Why not consider an Executive Par 3 Golf Course and Learning Center to
replace the South 97?

Kingman Road Ste

1. If the Kingman Road site is selected, what action does the Army plan to
take to reduce the adverse impact of the decision on the quality of life for
Soldiers, retirees, and their families?

2. Why didnodot t he A (fimgcialmhdduilding ceplacamens t i t ut i
holes) of the holes taken by the NMUSA?

3. What is the Navy, Marine, and Air Force Command reaction to the erosion
of military benefits which impact their members playing at Fort Belvoir?

5. Potential Damage from Political and Media Involvement

Thus far, involvement of political leaders and the media has focused on BRAC
implementation and to a lesser degree the NMUSA. The issues of most concern deal
with potential traffic congestion, land use, and the impact on the environment. To date,
the impact of NMUSA cmstruction on the recreational interests of Fort Belvoir golf
patrons is a non-story. Should the Army proceed to build the NMUSA on the North-36
golf facility without building replacement holes, then there is the potential for a full
examination of the issue accompanied by tough questions from political leaders beyond
those which the Fort Belvoir Planning Advisory Board could raise. This could be
accompanied by probing press articles, which could call into question the soundness of
Army planning and concern for its troops and veterans. Here are some of the issues an
investigative reporter could surface.

A Validation of the North  -36: Prior to 2005 BRAC legislation and the NMUSA
siting on the Kingman Road site, there were no plans to downsize the North -
36 golf facility. By Army regulations, Fort Belvoir provides periodic reports,
which validate the need of retaining its MWR facilities to include its golf
courses I n the Armyds 2005 Leisure Needs S
ranked the golf facilities as the 4™ most used MWR facility. How can the
Army say what is needed one year is no longer needed the next?

A Restitution of Golf Facilities at Other Military Installations: The
military has in the past sought restitution by funding and building
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replacement holes for MWR golf courses, which have been impacted by
construction projects. Fort Meade currently is planning restitution of the golf

holes it will lose to BRAC construction by building a new 36-hole golf facility

on 367 acres of | anedal acca. There are gthersniilitary per i p
installations, where similar restitution arrangements have been made. Why is

Fort Belvoir treated differently?

Possible Cover -up in Army NMUSA Fundraising: Thus far, the Army has
been mute on the issue of downsizing the golf facility as a result of NMUSA
planned construction. Of course, it rightly can claim the issue has yet to be
decided. However, continued NMUSA fundraising attempts beyond the
pending Record of Decision (ROD) by the Army, which do not reveal the
awkward truth of planned North -36 downsizing, will be vulnerable to
criticisms it is conducting a cover-up. Those who have already donated funds
to the NMUSA or will in the future may feel the Army misrepresented the
facts by not mentioning the consequences of its plans. Additionally, there is
scant information on how much funds the Army has raised to date.

Is Downsizing Golf Courses an Army -wide Phenomenon? While each

military installation is unique, the Army justifies its planning decisions for the

Fort Belvoir downsizing on measurements of course usage and profitability. Is

the planned downsizing of the North-36 part of an Army-wide policy to
downsize gol f facilities i f t hey donodt
capacity usage and profitability? If not, w hy has Fort Belvoir been singled

out?

The Level of Armyds Concern for VHEterans
one looks at all the documents available to the public pertaining to
environmental assessments of the impacts of Army construction plans at Fort
Belvair, it appears there is little mention of how such plans will affect
veterans. To date, the Army has never asked the veterans who use the Fort
Belvoir golf courses what they think about the NMUSA siting and the resultant
downsizing of its golf facility. Nor has it asked them if there is an alternative
solution to downsizing. That does not speak well of the Army interest in the
well-being of all its Total Army Family. Moreover, it does not tap into the
creative minds of its veterans to see if they have any ideas or
recommendations, which could assist the Army.
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Thus far, we have described the impacts of planned NMUSA construction on
MWR patrons. It leads us to the conclusion negative impacts on the Army and its
MWR patrons can be avoided.

Part of the early planning for how to deal with the NMUSA siting on a golf
facility may have arisen from a misconception. Reportedly, the mind set among
Fort Belvoir planners was that if you are going to eliminate 4 to 6 golf holes for
the NMUSA you might as well take all nine since golf course operations depend
on nine-hole increments. However, if the Army was open to restitution plans,
then the planning guidance would have been to preserve as many golf holes as
possible and still accommodate the NMUSA sjce requirements. Thus, for every
hole you preserve for the golf course is one less hole you need to replace to
retain current golf course capacity. The latter mindset is how we approached this
dilemma.

This study looked for possible solutions to the quandary facing the NMUSA
and the FBGF. If we did not think there was a workable solution to the problem,
we would have stated that conclusion. The more we studied it, the more we
became convinced there is an alternative solution, which allows the NMUSA and
North-36 to coexist. Moreover, it can be done at a modest cost on land
contiguous to the current holes. It involves building replacement holes,
modifying existing holes, and renovating old ones. The next section describes
how it can be done.
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6. An Alternative Solution (A Modified North -36 through Replacement Holes )

Building replacement holes for those lost to the establishment of the NMUSA on
the North-36 golf facility is a reasonable position, which could accommodate the
long term interests of both facilities. Herein is a complete description of ways this
can be accomplished. Three alternative layouts are described involving either the
renovation of old holes, modifying existing holes by lengthening or shortening them,
and building replacement holes. These alternative layouts are not the only possible
configurations. Nor are they meant to describe the golf construction design in great
detail. That would be left to a professional golf course construction contractor with
the necessary design and castruction skills. However, members of our study group
are experienced golf course rating officials trained by the United States Golf
Association (USGA). They have studied and rated many courses in the Washington
Metropolitan area as members of the Washington Metropolitan Golf Association. In
developing the course and slope ratings for each skill level (reflected on any golf
course scorecard), they have a feel for the many factors affecting the playability of a
hole from the bogey to low handicap player. Ad ditionally, members of our study
group who have played regularly at the Fort Belvoir North -36 for many years have
an intimate knowledge of the existing courses and the original 18 -hole layout.

The first step in determining where to build replacement hol es is to know which
of the current hol es will be | ost to

footprintdo meaning the entire area the

phases (interior and exterior campus) are completed. Initially, the A -E solicitation
indicated a footprint of some 85 acres. On February 28, 2008, at a public
information meeting addressing BRAC and the NMUSA, the Fort Belvoir Installation
Commander Colonel Lauritzen indicated the footprint would be less than that and
probably af fect only 4 to 6 golf holes of
the seven holes we initially estimated. The exact footprint has yet to be determined
since it will be part of the design contract. Thus, it may be some months before a
final determination is made. However, our best estimate of the footprint is shown on
the map on the following page. It covers about 69 acres of land and would in effect
eliminate the following holes of the Gunston course (#3 thru 7 and the rear teeing
area of #8). A good geographic dividing line is the ravine, which runs in front of the
initial Gunston #3 teeing area and behind the Gunston #8 forward white teeing
area. We estimate the land west of that ravine will be used by the NMUSA. Based on
this projected footprint, we considered three alternative layouts to reconstitute a
North-36 layout in five golf hole development areas.

In choosing these areas we were guided by the latest environmental
assessments of Fort Belvoir contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for Implementation of BRAC 2005 - dated June 27, 2007. Additionally, we
took into account other environment al
They are:
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the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Update of the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan,

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP),and the
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP).
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The five golf hole development areas are as noted on the map. Area Alpha
located in the northwest corner of the North -36 near the maintenance facility consists
of 21 acres of hilly terrain diagonally bisected by a stream bed. We believe this area can
accommodate up to three golf holes. Area Bravo located between the Woodl awn 6 s
thru #9 ™ holes is a valley with moderate slopes bisected by a stream bed. It covers 29
acres and could accommodate three golf holes. Area Charlie located behind the
Woodlawn #5 green consists of a small evergreen forest and moderately sloped ter rain.

It covers 11 acres and could accommodate one golf hole. The map above also shows
Area Delta for possible golf development. This is a narrow ribbon of land immediately
adjacent to the Woodlawn #6 hole. It fits between the #6th hole and the Fort Belvoi r
Forest and Wildlife Corridor, serving wildlife crossings by connecting the Jackson Miles
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Abbott Wetland Refuge with the Accotink Bay
Wildlife Refuge. Warning signs for this corridor
are staked about twenty yards into the wood

WILDLIFE

Iirrl]e on the south side of the 6th hole (right i CORRIDOR
oto). ;
Pro PROTECTION
We discounted using this area for ' AREA
replacement holes due to its encroachment ' ——————————
into a high priority bird breeding habitat B el
designated as part of tRQhEe wilclite habiti. i n

program. If tree clearing in this potential golf / United States Army
P . f Public Works | %
development area were minimized, it may be B [ Depar e e aivoir, VA
possible to build holes here as this ribbon of : & i oliadd

land lies north of the wildlife corridor.
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If the final NMUSA footprint eliminates more golf holes than we have estimated,
then the only other area for building additional repla cement holes contiguous to the
current ones would be in the southwest corner of the Humphreys Engineer Center
(HEC) in Area Echo. It consists of rolling forested terrain and covers 31 acres of land,
which could accommodate three golf holes. The use of this area would be predicated on
the approval of the Corps of Engineers (CE) as the HEC is not part of the Fort Belvoir
military reservation since its transfer from Fort Belvoir to the CE in September of 1980.
We do not see a need for building replacement holes in this area if our estimated
NMUSA footprint remains valid.

Development Areas Alpha and Bravo contain streambeds designated riparian
resource protection areas (RPAs) and thus are considered environmentally sensitive
areas (ESAs). Golf holes developed in these areas will employforced carries to landing
areas to avoid continuous fairways encroaching into these ESAs. Moreover, elevated
timber cart paths crossing the ESA should reduce any adverse impacts on wildlife and
vegetation in the area. Finally, the fairways and cart paths will be oriented generally
perpendicular to the stream bed and spaced sufficiently apart to minimize their effects
on the ESA. In all, we believe the planned holes for these areas can be constructed in
such a way to protect the environment.

The alternative | ayouts provide for
18hol e courses. o0 While there is no hictedn
applies to a given course, for purposes of this study we will use the current North -36
courses as our standard. Both are billed as championship courses due their overall
length from the black (Championship) tees of 6,908 yards for the Gunston Course and
6,832 yards for the Woodlawn Course. This coupled with the hilly terrain and design of
the holes provide enjoyment and a fair test of golf for all skill levels, as reflected in the
course and slope ratings from each set of tees. The current Gunston Course hosted the
| ocal qgualifying round of our USGA Open
which is more user friendly with an overall approximate length in the 6,600 yardage
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range. This would accommodate the needs of most players except for the low
handicap/scratch golfers. We present three alternatives with different combinations of
regulation versus championship course layouts. They are presented in order of
recommendation. Here is a summary of their chief characteristics. The three alternative
layouts are described fully in Appendix A page 53.

Alternative Layout 1 - Two Championship 18 -Hole Courses

This layout modifies one current hole; builds one new hole and makes a
composite hole by combining part of new hole with an existing hole in Area Alpha;
builds three new holes in Area Bravo and one in Area Charlie. It is the most
expensive of the three alternatives with an estimated cost of $2.810 million. These
two championship courses are longer in length than their current counterparts. The
new Gunston Course is 7,077 yards long from the black tees compared to the
current 6,908 yards. The new Woodlawn Course is roughly equal to its current
counterpart in length (6,836 vice 6,832 yards respectively). Thus, this option retains
the championship quality of both courses and can be enjoyed by all skill levels.

Alternative Layout 2 i One Championship and One Regulation 18-Hole Courses

This layout renovates one old hole from the original North-18 layout;
modifies two current holes; and builds four new holes 1 two in Area Alpha and two
in Area Bravo. It is slightly more expensive than first alternati ve with an estimated
cost of $1.879 million. Since it affects two ESAs, care must be taken to address
environmental concerns. The new Gunston Course is a regulation course at 6,512
yards from the black tees compared to the current 6,908 yards. The new
championship Woodlawn Course is longer than its current counterpart (7,140 vice
6,832 yards respectively).

Alternative Layout 3 i Two Regulation 18 -Hole Courses

This layout renovates two old holes from the original North -18 layout;
modifies three current holes; and builds three new holes in Area Alpha. It is the
least expensive option with an estimated total cost of $1.601 million. Since it only
affects one ESA, it poses the least problems for the environment. These two courses
are shorter in length than their current counterparts. The new Gunston Course is
6,562 yards in length from the black tees compared to the current 6,908 yards.
Thus, the new Gunston course becomes what [
rat her than the Ac haadgyiToennsvhwWaodlawroGoursedang i t i s
shorter than its current counterpart (6,616 vice 6,832 yards respectively) is classified
as a regulation course. Note: The yardages off the black (Championship) tees were
used in this study to show the total length of th e holes.
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Comparative Data

The table below shows where replacement holes would be constructed for each
alternative.

Distribution of Development Development
Development Area Alpha Area Bravo
Area Use

Alternative 1

Development
Area Charlie

(L€l | 2 Holes
1b Woodlawn 3 holes 1 hole
Alternative 2
2a Gunston 2 Holes
2b Woodlawn 2 Holes
Alternative 3
3a Gunston 2 Holes

Tabl 3b Woodlawn 1 Hole

The next table shows the type of construction to build replacement holes for
each alternative.

Distribution of Old Renovated Modified Total Holes
Construction Holes Holes
Type (shortened or
lengthened)

Alternative 1
1a Gunston 1and 1/3 1 and 2/3

1b Woodlawn 4 4

Alternative 1 1and 1/3 5and 2/3
Total
Alternative 2

2a Gunston 1 2 2 5
2b Woodlawn

Alternative 2 1 2 4 7
Total
Alternative 3

3a Gunston 1 2 2
3b Woodlawn

Alternative 3 2 4 3
Total

Table 9
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Key characteristics of the new courses are shown in the table below. They reflect
they type of information found on the scorecard, which reveal the difference in course
playability for each alternative. Also included is the estimated pace of play.

Key Scoreca rd Data Course Course Slope Rating Estimated
(data for new course Yardage Rating Pace of Play
alternatives are Black Tees
estimates) (Champion -
ship Tees
Current 6,908 73.0 132 4 hrs 20 min
Gunston Course
Current 6,832 73.4 127 4 hrs 20min
Woodlawn Course
Alternative 1
la Gunston 7,077 75.5 136 4 hrs 45 min
1b Woodlawn 6,836 74.4 128 4 hrs 14min
Alternative 2
2a Gunston 6,512 69.6 125 4 hrs 37 min
2b Woodlawn 7,140 77.6 134 4 hrs 28min
Alternative 3
3a Gunston 6,562 70.4 126 4 hrs 33 min
Table 10 3b Woodlawn 6,616 72.2 124 4 hrs 15min

Using historical data on the cost of the golf construction at Fort Belvoir to expand
the old 18 holes to the North -36 in the 1992-1994 period and applying inflation rates
since then and projected forward to 2009, we estimate the cost of constructing new
golf holes at $363,000 per hole. We have also factored in contingency funds of 15% to
preclude cost overruns. Naturally, these rough cost estimates would have to be refined
by a course designer during the planning process. [Refer to the analysis in the Appendix
- Alternative 1 for an explanation of how we derived that figure.] The comparative costs
are shown below.

Distribution of
Construction Costs
Alternative 1

Course Cst (in K) Total Cost (in K)

1la Gunston 967
1b Woodlawn 1,727
Alternative 1 Total 2,810K
Alternative 2
2a Gunston 929
2b Woodlawn 892
Alternative 2 Total 1,879K
Alternative 3
3a Gunston 1,044
3b Woodlawn 557
Tabl Alternative 3 Totad 1,601K
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NMUSA and Replacement Hole s @imelines

These next series of charts show the overlapping progress of NMUSA construction and
replacement holes construction.

NMUSA & Replacement Holes’ Timelines
MMUSA Siting
Record of Decision NMUSA Ground NMUSA Construction Footprint MNMUSA Opening
(ROD) Breaking Eliminates Selected Golf Holes Ceremony
(Summer) (Summer) of the Gunston Course {June 14)
v Yy Y
2008 2010 2011 2012 2013
++ TJL
Army Leadership's Installation Staff S Summep’EaHv R EIEMET {15
o2 - Fall Seeding Open for Play
Decision to Replace Planning and Late Spring/Ean
Holes Approval ( ates::_lrjl any
(e.g.. Feasibility, EA,
Design Award, & Construction of 3 to 5.7 New
. ROD) Replacement Holes Depending
Figure 30 upon the Alternative Layout
Chosen

The above timelines indicates there will be a 22-month transition period between
when NMUSA construction begins (summer of 2010) and when the new replacement
holes will be ready for play (late spring/early summer of 2012). The golf facility will
have to be downsized to an interim 27-hole layout during this transition period as we
assume the Army will not want to delay the start of NMUSA construction.

The above timeline allows an 18-month period for the grasses of the new holes
to take root and mature. The above recommended timelines may seem like a lot to do
in little time. However, the staffing process involves building only 3 to 5.7 new holes
depending on the alternative chosen, not a totally new nine -hole layout.

Restitution

A final matter is the issue of financial restitution for the costs of building
replacement holes. We believe the source of funding is an internal Army matter to
resolve. Therefore, we take no position on it other than to encourage MWR, The AHF,
and Army Staff to work out an equitable solution so that the difficulty of obtaining
funding is not used as a justification for inaction.
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If we polled MWR golfing patrons at Fort Belvoir, we believe most of them would
feel that since these two courses were built with non appropriated funds (NAF), it seems
only fair that the Army either through its NMUSA fund -raising or other funding sources
should pay for the cost of replacement holes. Probably, they would not agree with the
notion that the cost of replacement holes should be paid by MWR funds from the NAF
funding pool. They would base this on the simple principle of whomever breaks it fixes
it. And the siting of the NMUSA on the Gunston Course definitely fits in this category. Of
course, we defer to the Army lawyers, comptrollers and decision-makers to settle the
issue so that the construction of replacement holes can proceed without delay.

Whether the funding comes from NMUSA fund-raising, nonappropriated funds or
other funds as determined by the Army, the overall cost of replacement holes is
relatively small. It represents less than 2% of the NMUSA estimated costs of $200
million. We believe the NMUSA fundraising would be enhanced by including the NMUSA
site plan with the planned replacement holes. NMUSA would then be in a position to
affirm that its fundraisi ng includes restitution of the holes eliminated in order to
maintain the current level of MWR golf facilities.

Recommendations

1. We believe the alternative layouts depicted offer a reasonable solution at an
economical cost to reconcile the competing intere sts of the NMUSA and the military
golf patrons of the Fort Belvoir North -36. We have rank ordered the alternatives in
order of recommendation. While all of the alternatives provide for a 36 -hole
capacity, we highly recommend any reconfiguration of the Nort h-36 provide for two
championship courses comparable to the current North-36 golf courses (e.g.,
Alternative 1). At a minimum, the reconfiguration of the North -36 should include at
least one championship and one regulation course so it can be enjoyed by all skill
levels (e.g., Alternative layout 2).

2. We recommend the Army decide the issue of whether to build or not build
replacement holes as promptly as possible. Making an early decision to build
replacement holes will reduce the transition period betwee n the loss of current holes
and the opening of their replacements.

3. We recommend Army installation and MWR management ensure that:
e the minimum number of holes are eliminated for the NMUSA to reduce
the number of holes requiring replacement,
e the 27 holes are playable at all times during the transition period,
e MWR patrons are apprised of the design and construction plans and
schedules.
We stand ready to assist the Army and MWR, particularly the Club General
Manager, to ameliorate any adverse impacts on patrons and public opinion during the
transition period.
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7. Correspondence from and to Concerned MWR Patrons

The Concerned MWR Patrons was formed in November 2007, when it became
apparent that the BRAC decision to take the South 9 and the Army decision to take
9 holes of the North 36 for the National Museum of the United States Army (NMUSA)
was not inthe bestint er est of the ATotal Army Family?o
Belvoir Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) facilities. In the letter at Appendix
E, we expressed this concern to the CG, Installation Management Command
(IMCOM), CG, Family Morale Welfareand Recreation Command (FMWRC), and the
Installation Commander, Fort Belvoir. We included our Position Paper that
recommended an Impact Study and Restitution. We received no acknowledgement
or answer to our letters from IMCOM or the Installation Commander of Fort Belvoir.
However, in late January 2008 we received the letter at Appendix E from the DCG,
FMWRC indicating that our concerns would be addressed.

In early January 2008, we decided that the Army would not do the Impact
Study; therefore, we formed a Study Group to write this Impact Study. We sent the
letter at Appendix E to General Hartzog, President of the Board of Directors, Army
Historical Foundation (AHF), the CG, FMWRC, and the Installation Commander,
informing them of the Impact Study and off ering our willingness to work with the
Army. Our letter to the AHF was forwarded by General Hartzog to the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (I&E) Keith Eastin as the latter was responsible for the
NMUSA site selection and construction.

We received the February 20" letter from Secretary Eastin at Appendix E which
stated no decision on NMUSA siting hadbeen made nor would it be made before
this summer, following the completion of environmental requirements. Additionally,
he indicated that should the NMUSA be sited on the golf course, it could lead to a

reduction of the facility to a 27-hol e | ayout fa number whi ch
current course |l oads withoutFMWREwoald stulyg a't a
ways t o i mprove t he g odnd look atcaptionstty dweld pr of i

replacement holes to maintain a 36-hole configuration.

We wish to recognize Secretary Eastin, General Hartzog, and BG John Johnson
for acknowledging our letters. We hope Army leadership will receive our findings
and recommendations as a reflection of our concern for the best interest of our
Army.
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8. About Us

As Concerned MWR Patronswe are a consumer-oriented volunteer group who are
eligible to u sMoralg, Welfareniandi Reeareatyoidas (MWR) facilities,
programs and services by virtue of our current or past military/DoD service. We are an
off-line independent group working outside the formal military/DoD civilian
organizational structures and chain of commands to provide another perspective,
particularly from the MWR patronsodo | evel

Our purpose is threefold:

A Ensure the interests of MWR patrons are considered in military/DoD decision
making regarding MWR facilities, programs, and services.

A Provide recommendations on how the interests of MWR patrons can be met
when they come in conflict with other competing military/DoD interests.

A Finally, the group serves as a source of information for MWR patrons to track
the progress of contested issues affecting MWR paronage through our web
site (www.concernedmwrpatrons.orq).

Currently, the focus of our group is to ensure the interests of eligible MWR patrons
are considered by Army leadership in the construction of its NMUSA on the FBGF
(North-36) and to provide recommendations.

Our group draws on open source information and the views of Army managers and
planners involved in projects, which affect MWR facilities. Additionally, we poll MWR
patrons for their views and provide them the results of any formal survey/study we
produce.

Should you desire to write us, we may be reached at this address.

Concerned MWR PATRONS
P.O. Box 57
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060

Additional copies of the study in PDF file form are available upon request via our
web site (www.concernedmwrpatrons.com) or by email to the co -authors.
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Appendix A -1: Replacement Holes

Alternative Layout 1

Puinh.-‘v’ 38°43'48 125N

77509:50.515 W,

a. The Modified Gunston Course

© 2008 Tele Atlas

Streaming ||||111111100%

Alt 1a:

Modified
Gunston

Yardage 394
(Black Tees)

Par 4 5
Old Holes G1 G2

534

Ol ielnle | 394 534

180 455 387 485 401 577 367 3,780

3 4 4 5 4 5 4 38
G8 G9 GI0 Gl G GB GH

modified

180 455 387 485 401 577 367 3,575
Oon

Scorecard

*For Old Holes, G refers to old Gunston holes and W refers to old Woodlawn hc



Alternative 1a: Modified GunstonBack

12 13

485 206 418 604 468 370 193 320 233 3,297 7,077

5 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 35 73
W12 W13 New New W11 G15 G16 G17 G18
Hole &W14
Modified
485 206 NA 427 468 370 193 320 233 3,333 6,908
On On

Scorecard Scorecard

*For Old Holes, G refers to old Gunston holes and W refers to old Woodlawn hc

Estimated Change i€ourse and Slope RatingSR/SR):

Black Tees Old New Change Change Final
Gunston Modified (dueto (dueto  Adjusted
Gunston Length) other Ratings
factors)

Course Rating
Slope rating

Due to the routing of this alternative layouthe Gunston % hole (a pa#5)
remains intact. Moreover, on the back nitigere are tree par threes instead of the
usual twa However, he overall course yardage is 169 yards longfean the old
Gunston Cous from the black teesThis is due to reéouting changes, which provide
a total of five pat5 holes¢ one more than normal four for an #&le layout.
Moreover, the new #1% hole is 604 yards long from the back tees making it t
longest hole on the Guimsn or Woodlawn courses. It involves a dramatic fairw
approach shot from a hill descending into the old Woodlawn #14 green below.

The old Gunston #4 (par 5), which is lost to NMUSA construction will be ¢
by the addition of old Woodlawn #12 (par &)a difficult hole. Therefore, we judg
these two holes as a wash in ratings. The addition of old Woodlawn #13 (par| .
roughly the equivalent rating of the old Gunston #7 (par 3) even though the forme
downhill and the latter an uphill hole. The atidn of two new holes #12 (par 4) an
#13 (par 5) involving forced carries over ESAs coupled with significant eleye
changes from tee to green will present higher ratings than the par four holes lost fr
bal! {! O02yaidNHzOGA2y 061 oeadjlsggdthel ogetalb ratih
upwards by one point.

From the blue tee box (middle teesyye estimate theratings to come out
around71.8 in course rating and 132 in slope rating. However, we would recomm
the course designer position these middle teaxes far enough forward to ensure the

[72)

-

[e})

-

—
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CloseUp Views of Renovated, Modified, or New Holes

The Gunston #2 hole is the
same as the current Gunston #2 (
par 5) rather than using the old par
across the pond as is the case
alternatives 1 and 2. Again the
current Gunston #8 hole is modifiec
to a par 3 exactly as in the first twc
alternatives. The remainder of the
new Gunston holes uses existin
Gunston holes not impacted by the
NMUSA footprint or holes transferreg
from the current Woodlawn Course
with the exception of two new holes} ¥
constructed in Development Areg
Alpha depicted on the mapot the
right.

The new Gunston #12 (a pa
4) is the same design as the dog le
left par four found in alternative 1°
(la: Gunston #13). As mentioneg
before, the landing area for tee shots|
on this hole willrequire regrading to
accept shots at all skill levels. Thy)
new Gunston #13 in this alternative i¢ ’ ?!anw‘“‘\\‘w
the longest par 5 at Fort Belvoi
culminating on the  current /
Woodlawn #14 green. The final 1/3 g ) = P |
this hole is already constructed and i /
use. The long new UBston #13 (604 |/
yards) as shown above uses multipl
tees to help shorten the hole for '
higher handicap players. It approaches the current Woodlawn#g#en from a different
direction.

The play of both holes would involve forced carries (oantinuous fairways as
indicated) over the stream bed in this environmentally sensitive area (ESA). Additionally,
elevated timber cart paths over this ESA may be needed to respect the environment. For this
#13" hole, notice the back and championship tees are plasedhe northwest side of the
stream, whereas the middle and forward tees are laced on the east side of this valley so as not
to present to daunting a challenge nor slow the pace of play.
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Pace of Play

The current Gunston and Woodlawn Courses are rated by the USGA pace of play system
to take a player approximately 4 hours and 20 minutes to complete his or her round. This
assumes the player walks the course and generally keeps his or her ball in playSTG#e
system does not factor in the time spent searching for lost balls. Part of the pace of play rating
involves the time it take to walk the course yardage (tee to green) and the time it takes to walk
from eachgreento the next tee. The difficulty or s of each hole is also considered. In
practice, playing either of the current golf courses in 4 hours and 20 minutes is an attainable
goal. However, due to time spent searching for lost balls, it typically takes a group of four
players about 4 hrs and 4Binutes to complete a round.

The following yardage comparisons indicated the difference between the current
Gunston Course and the new Gunston Course under Alternative la.

Yardage Tyg Current Gunston  New Gunston Difference
Course Course

Alternative la

Tee to Green 7,077
Yardage

Green to Tee 2,084 2,797 +713 yds
Yardage

Total Yardage 8,992 9,874 +882 yds

CIENSEEROREEY 4 hrs 20 min 4 hrs 45 min + 25 min
(estimated)

+169 yds
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Alternative 1b : The Modified Woodlawn Course

4‘}172008 Tele Atlas
®

X
Sl P\“\g“

v { (=4
O
S | : Lo
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Alternative 1b Modified WoodlawnBack

Alt 1b: Out
Modified

Woodlawn

Yardage

(Black Tees)

Par 37

Ol Slolsse - W10 W15 W16 W17 W18 W1 W2 W3 W4

Ol ciekelss 329 235 489 338 442 400 324 482 482 3,490
Oon
Scorecard
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11 12 13 14 15

191 270 416 230 578 435 594 208 468 3,390 6,836

3 4 4 3 5 4 5 3 4 35 72
W5 New W6 New New New W7 W8 W9
Holes Hole Hole Hole

191 NA 416 NA NA NA 594 208 468 3,342 6,832
On
Scorecard

*For Old Holes, G refers to old Gunston holes and W refers to old Woodlawn hc

Estimated Change in Course and Slope Rat{@R/SR):

Black Tees Old New Change Change Final
Woodlawn  Modified (dueto (dueto  Adjusted
Woodlawn Length) other Ratings
factors)

Course Rating
Slope rating

This modified Woodlawn course is 4 yaftdsger off the black tees, so on the
basis of comparative length, this layout should match the current Woodlawn ratin
However, in comparing the current Woodlawn holes transferred to the Alternative
Gunston Course with those the new holes, which wéfplace them in this newly
modified Woodlawn Course, there is decided increase in difficulty. Woodlawn cufr
#11" hole (Par 4 downhill at 468 yards) will play easier than the neW #b%e (Par 4
at 435 yards) even though the latter is shorter. Therentr Woodlawn #12 (Par 5 4t
485 yards) while challenging will not be as difficult as the new Woodlawn #14 (Pgr
578 yards). Additionally, the current Woodlawn #13 (Par 3 at 206 yards) plays e
than will the new Woodlawn #13 (Par 3 at 230 yards)ictvihas a forced carry over
the ESA. Only the current Woodlawn #14 (Par 4 at 350 yards) will play more dift
than the new Woodlawn #11 (short Par 4 at 270 yards). Thus, the challenging ne
of the three new holes in Area Bravo merits raising thenggiby one point.

These adjustments will generally hold trireplaying more forwardee boxes.
Therefore from the blue tee box (middle teesye estimate theratingswill remain
essentially the same around70.7 in course rating and 124 in sloeing.
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Close Up Views of New Holes

One new hole (3b.Woodlawn #11) i/
constructed inDevelopment Area Charl{go 5,
the right). Construction of the tee areas wil |{| |
require clearing a forty yard area from & |«
dense evergreen forest creating what cours
N} G§SNE OFff | &OKdzi
3 green. As you move towards the gree
the terrain opens up. The graeas placed in
an area behind the current Woodlawn #¢;
black tee box and is the site of an o ~
engineer training area for log and earthen defensive works. Although this is a short Par 4 at 270
yards, the proximity of trees and ideal terrain for the greeti make for an interesting hole.

Three new holesare located in
Development Area Bravo (shown on the
left). After playing the current Woodlawn
#6 hole, the golfers play the new
Woodlawn #13 (a Par 3 of 230 yards) with
~a forced carry over the riparian resource
LINPGSOGA2Y | NBF owt! o |
streambed. From there, the routing
proceeds to the demanding #{4ole ¢ a
578 yard par 5 running parallel and
opposite to the curent Woodlawn #9th
hole. This requires and interesting
approach shot across a gulley in the
~northwest corner of Area Bravo. From the
| #14" green, the golfers begin heading
- south as they play the long #1%ole of
435 yards which runs parallel and opposite
the current Woodlawn #7 fairway. After
playing these three new holes in Area
Bravo, the golfers marry up with the last
three holes of the current Woodlawn front
nine to complete their 18 holes of
Alternative ® Q& 2 22 Rf | gy [/ 2 dzNA ¢

- \ -
“‘ Development Area Bravo

SNl
> R TN OO (Ty QY

7 6 &

\

Riparian
Resource
Protection Ar ea

(RPA)

"v ,, ‘}
g e, MIFBON
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Pace of Play

The current Woodlawn and Gunston Courses are rated by the USGA pace of play system
to take a player approximately 4 hours and 20 minutes to complete his or her round. [Refer to
background information on this determation under Alternative la for the new Gunston
Course.]

The following yardage comparisons indicated the difference between the current
Woodlawn Course and the Woodlawn Course under Alternative 1b.

Yardage Typ CurrentWoodlawn New Woodlawn Difference
Course Course

Alternative 1b

Tee to Green 6,836
Yardage

Greento Tee 2,190 1,987 -203 yds
Yardage

Total Yardage 9,022 8,823 -199 yds

CIENSEEROREEY 4 hrs 20 min 4 hrs 14min -6 min
(estimated)

Environmentl Considerations foAlternative 1 (The New Gunston and Woodlawn
Courses)

The new Gunstor#12 and #13 holes in Development Area Alpha (a designated
riparian/resource protection area) should not present significant adverse impacts on the
environment. The stream bed in this ares a designated riparian resource protection area
(RPA). As stated earlier, these holes will respect the ESA in this area employing forced carries to
avoid continuous fairways encroaching into these sensitive areas. Moreover, elevated timber
cart pathscrossing the ESA should reduce any adverse impacts on wildlife and vegetation in the
area. Finally, the fairways and cart paths will be oriented generally perpendicular to the stream
bed and spaced sufficiently apart to minimize their effects on the EBAll, Iwe believe the
planned holes for this area can be constructed in this area while still protecting its environment.

The Fort Belvoir Forest and Wildlife Corridor serving wildlife crossings by connecting the
Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland Refuge wittetAccotink Bay Wildlife Refuge is further to the
south than the new holes shown for this new Woodlawn Course. Also, these new holes do not
encroach on the high priority breeding bird habits located immediately south of the current
Woodlawn #6 hole, whicls #12 in this layout. The only environmentally sensitive area affected
by these new holes is the riparian resource protection areas (RPAs) running along the
streambed in Area Bravo. However, the one crossing of this area on tH& Hdl8 can be
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accomplibed with elevated timber cart paths and naontinuous fairways to protect the
natural environment.

Estimated Construction Costs for Alternative 1 (The New Gunston and Woodlawn Courses)

Availablehistoricalcostdatafor constructing 18 golf holes, as part of the 1992
expansion to the current Nort86 layout, indicates the total cost was $3,762,410. This did not
include construction of the club house, site utilities, and out buildings. However, the above
figure doesh y Of dzZRS G KS | NOKAGSOGQa FSSa T2N) 0KS RSa;
including irrigation. In addition to the $3,762,410, there were other expenses as noted below:

Toilets, ball machines, roads, and patl$i14,500
Landscaping - $43,300.

Adding these to the design, construction and irrigation costs, we arrive at a figure of
$3,920,210 for total costs.

Using the historical inflation rates, we find that between January 1992 and February
2008, the inflation rate was 53.29% (Source: an onlin#ation calculator found at
http://inflationdata.com/Inflation/Inflation _Calculators/Inflation _Rate Calculator.asp ).
Appling this inflation rate to thd992 total cost above indicates inflation has elevated the cost
to $6,009,290 by February of 2008. We would then have to add an additional two years of
inflation to estimate the project costs the remainder of 2008 and all of 2009 for the Army to
decide, conduct the necessary feasibility studies, environmental assessments and award a
contract for the replacement of golf holes lost to NMUSA construction. Thus, we have used an
inflation rate of 4.28% for the next two years or an additional 8.56% increasstimated
costs. This translates in a final adjusted cost estimate for 18 holes in 2009 to be $6,523,685,
which would mean the estimated cost for each new hole would be $362,427. We will round
that figure upwards to obtain a cost planning factor of $3@&Khole.We have also factored in
contingency funds of 15% to preclude cost overruns. Naturally, these rough cost estimates
would have to be refined by a course designer during the planning process.

The estimated construction costs faiternative 1are shown on the next page.
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1la Gunston Description Cost Total Cost
by Nine Holes (in K)
(in K)
3rd Hole Add three teeing areas 15
(Par 3 modified) (estimated 5k per teeing
area)
12" Hole New hole + regrading 463
(Par 4 new hole) landing area (100k)
13" Hole New hole 363
(par 5 New Hole)
Elevated timber cart paths 50
over ESA in Area Bravo
subtotal 891K
Contingency Fund of 15% 134K
Total 1,025
1b Woodlawn
11" Hole New Hole + some extra tree 413
(par 3 New Hole) clearing (50k)
13" Hole New hole 363
(Par 3New Hole)
14" Hole New hole 363
(Par 5New Hole)
15" Hole New hole 363
(Par 4 New Hole)
Elevated timber cart paths 50
over ESA in Area Bravo
Subtotal 152K
ContingencyFund of 15% 23K
Total 1,78XK

Grand Total 2,81K

*Qur cost estimates include the construction of elevated timber cart paths over ESAs. If this is deemed
unnecessary during an environmental assessment, then this line item wouldeleted from the

estimate.
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Appendix A -2: Replacement Holes
Alternative Layout 2a . The Modified Gunston Course
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