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

www.concernedmwrpatrons.org
STATUS REPORT TO MWR PATRONS – April 2011

At inception (October 2007), CMWRP believed that the Army was not fully aware of the adverse impact on MWR Patrons of BRAC and National Museum of the United States Army (NMUSA) decisions.  We thought that a simple letter to the Fort Belvoir Commander and his chain of command would result in an Army generated Impact Study and subsequent Restitution (replacement of facilities paid for by MWR Patrons [NAF funded}).  Absent any action by the Army, we researched and published our comprehensive Impact Study in April of 2008. Since then we have continued to advocate for addressal of the most obvious point – the siting of the NMUSA on the North-36 represents a significant adverse impact on MWR patrons and must be mitigated. Throughout the last several years, Army leadership has followed a consistent pattern of deferring to the COE on the size and cost of the project and ensured that any downsides to NMUSA project are kept under the radar of congressional and public scrutiny.     

The Army Historical Foundation (AHF) was contracted to raise the private funds for construction; however, after 5 years of dismal results (revenue barely exceeding expense) the Association of the US Army (AUSA) in 2009 lobbied the Congress to pay for the NMUSA with public funds.   There is a lack of transparency regarding the status of design and fund raising.  The AHF Web Site and their fund raising letters have changed the NMUSA opening date from 2013 to 2015 without telling donors that at the end of 2009 they had only $12.6 million in the bank of the  required $160-180 million estimated construction cost for Phase 1, let alone the $355.0 million for the total NMUSA.  

As stated in the September Draft Environmental Assessment, the Army has finally agreed to maintain 36 holes but the timing of the Reconfiguration Project (RP), which will replace holes lost to the NMUSA footprint, is still up in the air.  Our current effort is to have the Army develop an integrated time-phased schedule which will insure completion of the RP before the closing of any holes for MCA Infrastructure and NMUSA construction.  This is a reasonable request considering the current status of AHF efforts to raise private funds to construct the NMUSA. 

The attached Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) provides you an update on the current status of the NMUSA based on our understanding of the limited official information made available by the Army. Our website www.concernedmwrpatrons.org provides you historical transparency of CMWRP efforts on your behalf to insure that current and future MWR Patrons in Northern Virginia receive appropriate consideration by the Army.
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) Regarding the Status of
the National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA) and the Reconfiguration Project (RP) of Fort Belvoir’s North Post MWR Golf Facility

Q:  What is the main purpose of Concerned MWR Patrons (CMWRP)?

A:  The position of CMWRP is stated in our attached November 2007 Position Paper which was sent to the Army leadership. This position has not changed.   CMWRP was formed to provide a spokesperson for MWR Patrons concerned with the apparent lack of Army concern for the importance of the Fort Belvoir MWR Program to the “quality of life” of current and future DOD MWR Patrons stationed or living in Northern Virginia.  The CMWRP recommended that the Army develop an Impact Study and make Restitution. 

Q:  Is Concerned MWR Patrons opposed to the National Museum of the U.S. Army (NMUSA)?

A:  The CMWRP has taken no position on the necessity or viability of a NMUSA as the decision to build the NMUSA is an Army and Congressional issue which started when the Army went to Congress in 2000 seeking support for a NMUSA.

Q:  What has changed since 2007?

A:   CMWRP became more concerned with the Army management of the NMUSA project based on information we learned during the development of our April 2008 Impact Study. (the Army refused to do an Impact Study).  Development of the Impact Study forced the CMWRP to research the history of the NMUSA from 2000 to 2008.  Of particular concern was the lack of transparency of the NUSA project and the fact that the Army knew about the significant adverse effects on MWR Patrons in 2007:

  “Long-term significant adverse effects on Fort Belvoir’s MWR recreation program would occur from the construction of the Army Museum and Museum Support Center. If the museum would be constructed on the North Post golf course site, Fort Belvoir would lose a portion of this golf course, in addition to the South Post golf course, because of the hospital is sited there under the Preferred Alternative. Fort Belvoir could lose about 60 percent of its golf course fairways, which would result in significant losses to the MWR NAF from lost revenue. Overall, the loss of these MWR programs and facilities would reduce the quality of life for Soldiers, retirees, and their families.” (Source: BRAC Final Environmental Impact Study (FEIS) June, 2007 and Record of Decision (ROD) August 7, 2007)
In November 2007 the Secretary of the Army (I&L) announced that the NMUSA would be built at the Kingman Gate (aka North Golf Course).  This is the same office which signed the BRAC ROD, 3 months earlier, in August 2007.       

Q:  Why should the Army be concerned about the impact of the NMUSA on the MWR Programs?

A:  The Army should be equally concerned with supporting the MWR Patrons in Northern Virginia as they are with building the NMUSA.  The Army continually publishes support for the Military Family; however, closing portions of the golf courses for the NMUSA would be perceived as contrary to Army stated policy of support for the Military Family.

Q:  What is the difference between closing MWR Facilities for the new hospital vs. construction of the NMUSA?

A:  The new hospital was a necessity because of the deteriorating condition of the Walter Reed hospital and was perceived as a direct benefit to active and retired military living in Northern Virginia.  However, CMWRP believe that the Army should have made restitution for the MWR facilities paid for with MWR Patron Non-Appropriated Funds (NAF). The NMUSA is not perceived as having the same benefit as the hospital as it is nice to have but not essential. 
Q: Is CMWRP opposed to the siting of the NMUSA on the Fort Belvoir Golf Facility?

A: We would have preferred that the museum been located at the Pence Gate on the South Post (the 2004 15% design option was discarded during the 2005 BRAC process). We are not opposed to the existence of an NMUSA or its location on the Fort Belvoir’s North Post MWR Golf Facility provided Army leadership makes full restitution by minimizing the impact of NMUSA construction on the golf courses by insuring reconfiguration construction to retain a quality 36-hole layout is completed and open before taking any holes for NMUSA construction.
Q:  How will the Army fund the Museum and pay for its operation?

A:  Following was extracted from the Army Historical Foundation (AHF) Web Site:

How will the National Museum and the Museum Complex be funded? — The Department of the Army has donated land at Fort Belvoir, Virginia for the Museum Complex. It is funding the Museum design and development prior to the Museum's opening, and will pay for the Museum's annual operating expenses. The American people will fund the construction of the Museum through the National Museum of the United States Army Capital Campaign, which will be administered by the Army Historical Foundation.

Why doesn't the Army pay for the entire Museum? — The private funds being raised by the Army Historical Foundation represent the nation's share of the support in tribute to America's Army. The Department of the Army has provided the land at Fort Belvoir for the Museum Complex, and is covering the Museum design and development costs—including a 122,000 square foot Museum Support Center that will provide a secure, museum-quality, climate-controlled environments to house, protect, treat, and study the Army's priceless art and artifacts collections—prior to opening. The Army will also fund the Museum's annual operating budgets. The Congress of the United States has voted to create this Museum in partnership with the American people. In this way, each American has a stake in this Museum and the stories of our soldiers it will tell.

Q: Is CMWRP opposed to Congress providing $31 million in MILCON funding so that the road and infrastructure construction can begin and the Army can get on with building museum?

A: We are opposed to Congress appropriating any MILCON funds for such a project at this time.  The Army Historical Foundation has not raised sufficient funds to sustain vertical construction and their fund raising record does not indicate any improvement in the current economic recession. Further the Army has no integrated timeline plan which ensures the Reconfiguration Project (RP) (involving construction of new and modified golf holes to replace those lost to NMUSA construction) is completed and the new holes are open for play before any holes on the Gunston Course are closed due to the NMUSA construction. If the Army leadership would direct the correct sequence (RP first followed by NMUSA construction) we would have no objection to MILCON funding.

Q: Does the Army Historical Foundation (AHF) have the privately donated funds to build the museum now? 

A: No, not even close to that. It most likely has barely enough funds to start the early phases of construction before they would quickly run out of monies. The price tag for Phase I was $160-200 million and the entire museum $335+ million based on the Army’s estimate in August of 2008. According to the AHF’s IRS Form 990’s, since it started campaigning for museum funds in 2004, it had $12.6 million in the bank or pledged donations as of the end of 2009.

Q: Why is the cost of the NMUSA so large?

A: According to our research, there were never any practical constraints placed on the Army’s planning efforts in terms of total funds or land required for the museum. The scoping of the NMUSA and detailed planning was an open ended process. The scope of the NMUSA has grown significantly since 15% design was completed in 2004 for the Pence Gate location.  The Army’s feasibility study of August 2008 does not provide specific guidance on the key issues of a funding ceiling and land acreage needed for the NMUSA. The same feasibility study states that early in the master schedule planning these two tasks (B-22 and B-23 of Appendix 1) would be completed – namely, “AHF Funds Available to Procure Site Work” and “AHF Funds Available to Procure the Museum.” This has yet to be remotely realized. In a November 2008 public hearing, the chief engineer responsible  for planning the project stated that the guidance given to him was “to design a world class museum and leave the Fort Belvoir golf facility 27 holes” from its current layout of 36 holes. So the project was engineer-driven without practical constraints.

Q: Was the status of the Army’s fund-raising for the NMUSA considered in planning the expanded scope of the NMUSA?
A: Apparently not, as our research concludes that their Revenue barely has covered Expenses for the past 5 years while the NMUSA design was finalized. We don’t really know the exact status of fund raising because the Army Historical Foundation (AHF) charged with raising the money for the museum’s construction does not provide real time status reports such as fund-raising thermometer charts to reach its goals either on its website or in its promotional literature.  AHF has changed the construction start and completion dates without any explanation to the military veterans and benevolent organizations being solicited for funds.  This is not transparency.    

Q: Why doesn’t the Army make such information transparent to the public?

A: We believe the Army Historical Foundation, charged with raising the private donations to construct the museum, has raised such a relatively small percentage of funds needed to construct the museum (even its initial Phase 1) after nearly five years of fund-raising, it prefers not to advertise this rather sobering fact. They have only raised $12.6 million thru 2009 in net revenues (total revenue less the cost of fund-raising). That means since 2004 (when they started this fund-raising effort) they have only raised 4% of the total museum $335 million, which was the Army’s feasibility study estimate as of June, 2008. If we look at just the costs of Phase 1 construction which includes the main museum   building (as well as amphitheater, grandstand, visitor parking and staging area) its price tag (for MILCON funded Early Site Work and the privately funded Phase 1 construction) was $180.2 million. So at the end of 2009, the AHF had only raised 8% of private fund for Phase 1 vertical construction.  We note that the cost of the MILCON project has increased from $20 million in 2010 to $31 million in 2012.  We would conclude that the Phase 1 cost has also increased proportionately. 
Q: When will the AHF have raised sufficient privately donated funds to pay for the museum?

A:  We don’t know. We suspect the AHF would tell you due to the vagaries of fund-raising it is difficult to estimate. However, it is really apparent that if the AHF continues at its current fund-raising rate it will take decades. It will be an extremely difficult challenge for the AHF to obtain the private funds to build the museum costing that much in the current economy. We also note that, in 2009, the Association of the US Army (AUSA) presented a resolution to Congress to provide public funding for the NMUSA.  CMWRP was told that, in 2007 when the Army wanted to use an Extended Use Lease (EUL) to fund the NMUSA, that Senator John Warner told the Army that if they wanted a NMUSA that they had to raise private funds for construction of the museum. 
Q:  What is the Reconfiguration Project (RP)?

A:  The Army finally recognized the need for restitution/mitigation in the September 2010 Draft Environmental Assessment (EA):
“This draft EA also addresses the impacts of reconfiguring the existing North Post Golf Course to replace the golf course holes that would be adversely affected by construction of the NMUSA at the Gunston site. The impact on the North Post Golf Course was one of the primary issues raised by commenters on the October 2008 draft EA.”
“The recent closure of the South Post Golf Course has already reduced golfing opportunities for the Fort Belvoir community, and has taken away a source of funds for the Fort Belvoir Directorate of Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation (FMWR). Based on a Project Validation Assessment (ICF, November 2008), the Army concluded that it is critical to provide four sets of nine holes at the North Post Golf Course.”
“The Army anticipates that reconfiguration of the North Post Golf Course golf holes would start in advance of the museum construction, likely in 2011. The holes would be available for play by 2012, after turf grows in sufficiently to support normal playing conditions. The intent is to have no interruption of play, but due to the seasonal nature of the work there may be an interruption of services.”
“Overall, the construction of the NMUSA would have a moderate, short-term impact to the North Post Golf Course, as nine golf holes are made temporarily unavailable to patrons. The Army would use a phased approach to construction that would not remove golf holes from play until absolutely required for the safe and efficient completion of the NMUSA. The long-term impacts to the golf course from the NMUSA would be mitigated through the subsequent redesign of the course to retain 36 holes. The Army Historical Foundation would provide a gift to the Army which would encompass the construction of NMUSA and mitigation measures to include the reconfiguration of the golf course holes.”
CMWRP comments to the draft EA recognized the schedule disconnects in construction start dates and the Army’s stated, “The intent is to have no interruption of play”.
      “The draft EA tries to make a distinction between significant “long-term” vs. “short-term” adverse effects. The premature closing of holes for any extended period of time before the replacement and reconfiguration construction is complete would significantly affect the FMWR programs and would reduce the quality of life for the Total Military Family. It would appear to be inconsistent for the Army to fail to protect the quality of life for the Total Military Family especially during the President’s proclaimed “Military Family Month”. “As America asks ever more of military families, they have a right to expect more of us -- it is our national challenge and moral obligation to uphold that promise. 

      We must conclude that to justify a FNSI the “final” EA should state that completion of the Replacement and Reconfiguration Project is required before the closing of any holes for MCA Infrastructure and NMUSA construction.”

Q: Is there still a schedule disconnect between the NMUSA and Reconfiguration Project
A:  Yes. CMWRP has a disagreement as to the length of time between RP construction start and holes open for play.  The draft EA uses 1 year which we think is too short. The premature opening of the new 18 holes in April 1994 resulted in almost 5 years of increased maintenance costs and extensive work to put the course into acceptable playing condition.  If RP construction starts this Fall, 2011 and we get a mild winter in 2011-2012 for construction to progress coupled with a exceptional growing season in 2012 and mild 2012-2013 winter it may be possible to open June-July 2013.  In our view under the most ideal conditions, the RP would last 1 and ¾ years before a reconfigured N-36 layout is open for play. A more realistic timeline is for the RP to take two years. The proposed 2012 MILCON project is slated to begin April 2012.  If the Army follows the sequence of tasks constructing the NMUSA contained in the Master Schedule detailed in the Army Feasibility Study Appendix 1 dated August 20, 2008, then we would expect the Gunston Holes falling within the NMUSA footprint to be closed within three to four months of the start of NMUSA’s road and infrastructure construction, if not sooner.  Once one hole becomes unusable due to NMUSA early site work and infrastructure construction, there is no longer an integral front nine to the Gunston Course. At that point in time, the N-36 becomes a 27-hole layout until the RP is ready for play. It is the Army’s “intent is to have no interruption of play” but we don’t believe this is possible unless the RP precedes NMUSA construction by a full two years. We believe the lack of coordination between the two projects could be resolved with an integrated time phased schedule that completes the RP project well ahead of any NMUSA construction.  
Q: Why can’t the Army leadership establish the sequence of construction as you suggest – namely, build the reconfigured holes first and then start the NMUSA construction?

A: CMWRP has no explanation from the Army. It appears that the Army believes that expending appropriated funds for Infrastructure construction will help raise private funds for vertical construction or provide a basis to lobby Congress for the $300-400 million of appropriated funds to build the NMUSA as was done by the AUSA in 2009.   Further it appears that the Army Leadership believes that the impact on the MWR Facilities is an Installation Management Command (IMCOM)/Family Morale Welfare Recreation Command (FMWRC) issue and not an Army Leadership problem.  CMWRP believes that the NMUSA project and the impact on the MWR Facilities is a problem which should be handled with an integrated time phased plan developed by Army Leadership. 
Q: Can this conundrum ever be sorted out so that these two projects can be completed?

A: Identifying what needs to be done is simple. Getting the Army leadership to change there position is difficult but doable. It involves the following actions.

1. The Army publishes the final Environmental Assessment (EA) wherein it assesses that siting the NMUSA on an existing MWR golf facility presents a significant adverse impact. The EA specifies the Reconfiguration Project (RP) as the mitigating measure which must be completed before any existing golf holes are lost to NMUSA construction. This, in effect, removes the significant adverse impact. Then, it publishes the Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) and Record of Decision (ROD) to authorize the construction of the two projects – namely, the RP and the NMUSA.  

2. The Army and MWR managers develop an integrated plan which coordinates the activities of the two projects.
3. The AHF makes restitution by transferring the necessary privately donated funds to pay for the Reconfiguration Project (RP). A dated estimate was the costs of the RP would be $3.5 million.  The Reconfiguration Project design should be based on insuring the golf courses is restored to the same quality and not restricted by a dated estimate.
4. The RP is approved and its construction is completed and holes open for play before closing any holes for NMUSA infrastructure or vertical construction.
5. A MILCON Project is approved and construction of the road and infrastructure begins no earlier than when the AHF has generated sufficient privately donated funds to sustain construction. If sufficient private donations to fund the complete museum are not available in a reasonable amount of time, then the scoping back of the scale of this engineer-driven NMUSA project may be needed.        

Our website at www.concernedmwrpatrons.org provides more information and historical transparency on CMWRP actions on behalf of MWR Patrons.  
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MWR FACILITIES

Issue:   The impact on Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) facilities and profits generated by them need to be properly considered when making decisions on new construction projects on MWR Community Use land. These facilities and the profits generated from them benefit our soldiers Army-wide. MWR funds are Non-Appropriated funds (NAF) generated through military spending at post facilities. .MWR facilities, paid for by military families, should be replaced if taken for other development

Background:  MWR Business Activities that generate NAF funds, especially the golf facilities, are an important recreation activity for active and retired military in the Greater Washington area.  The two 18-hole Championship courses and the now closed 9-hole facility at Fort Belvoir were the only military golf facilities readily accessible to the extensive all-service military population in Northern Virginia.  The courses are in high demand by eligible patrons and DOD/DOD–related organizations sponsoring golf outings that generate MWR profits and promote organizational cohesiveness.

The BRAC decision to build a new hospital on the existing South 9-hole course will affect the bottom line profit for the Fort Belvoir MWR for many years.  The true impact to MWR patrons and other activities on Fort Belvoir was not accurately considered. There has never been a satisfactory explanation as to why the hospital had to be built on an existing MWR facility when there is abundant vacant land immediately adjacent to the “South 9” facility.  .  

Currently, the Army leadership with the ASA-I&E in the lead in coordination with Fort Belvoir and the Army Historical Foundation are considering sites for the Museum of the US Army.  Several of the sites could take a portion of an existing 18-hole golf course at the North-36 Golf Facility.  The museum will be built with public contributions but will be located on Army land.  There is adequate land at Fort Belvoir without reducing a revenue-generating business activity and taking away a recreational benefit built with NAF funds.  When the golf course additions were built in 1992, waivers from the state and federal government had to be secured.  Current museum sites will affect watersheds, wetlands, and Wildlife Preservation Corridors. The impact on the golf community, the other activities at Fort Belvoir funded by golf course profits, and the overall combined reduction with the closing of the South 9 need to be considered


Position:  

1. Impact Study.  The Army should not discard MWR recreational activities without complete consideration of the active duty, retired military, military families, and the DOD/DOD-related community using that facility and the funds generated for other Army-wide activities.

2.  Restitution. MWR recreational business activities impacted by new construction should be replaced in kind before construction is started and recreational activities are disrupted.
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