Concerned MWR PATRONS

P.O. Box 57, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060

www.concernedmwrpatrons.org  
July 28, 2009

Mr. Jerry Hansen

Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations & Environment)

110 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20312-0110

Reference:  Memorandum of Agreement between the U. S. Army and the Army Historical       Foundation (AHF) for the National Museum of the United States Army (NMUSA)

Dear Secretary Hansen,


We would request clarification of two statements in the referenced MOA.  First,

“II. D. 2) Since appropriated funds cannot be used for golf courses per Title 10 U.S.C. section 2246 and to ensure the viability of 27 playable holes of the golf course, the AHF is responsible for items required during the site preparation phase such as fencing to segregate the museum campus from the golf course.”

This statement has been interpreted by the Corps of Engineers and the Army Historical Foundation to mean that in the design and construction of the NMUSA that they may leave any 27 holes regardless of the impact on the Gunston Golf Course.  In his letter of February 2008, Secretary Keith Eastin stated “Should the final decision be that a portion of the golf course is selected for the NMUSA that could conceivably reduce the total number of golf holes to 27---a number which could still support current course loads without operating at a loss.” Between the February letter and our meeting with Secretary Eastin in July 2008, he apparently recognized that this statement was unsupportable.  He told us that if the Morale, Welfare, and Recreation Command needed 36 holes that they should develop a “Business Plan” to justify the requirement.  The Golf Course Market Analysis and Feasibility Study dated November 2008 justified the requirement for 36 holes.  

We were surprised that the January 2009 MOA guidance was not modified to require the NMUSA design to “minimize the impact of NMUSA’s project development on the MWR golf facility to enable it to retain a 36-hole layout with minimum disruption and at minimal costs.”  Army funds are being spent for both the NMUSA and any “Replacement Holes”; therefore, it would appear rationale that the Army would want to minimize the impact and cost on both projects.    

Please clarify the ASA (I&E) intent, if the COE and AHF interpretation that the NMUSA design has precedence and therefore, the NMUSA can leave any 27 holes regardless of the impact on the Golf Courses or if consideration should be given to minimizing the impact on the Golf Courses. 


Secondly, we request clarification of “II. D. 3) No site preparation work may commence unless the AHF establishes to the satisfaction of the ASA (I&E) that it will have funds sufficient to cover the costs identified in Subsection II D. 1) and 2) above, as well as III below.”  The 2010 Army Budget has a MILCON Project for “Fort Belvoir – Road and Infrastructure Improvements which would satisfy a portion of Subsection II D. 1).  AHF fund raising has been dismal. In the past 4 years, they have raised approximately $30 mil of the required $160 - 200mil for Phase I.  Yet the Army continues to spend appropriated funds for a project which may never raise sufficient private funds.  


Please clarify what is considered “funds sufficient to cover the costs identified in Subsection II D. 1) and 2) above, as well as III below.”  Assuming the 2010 MILCON Project is approved, what is the AHF funding requirement which will permit the COE to start site preparation?  Our primary concern is that the COE will close a portion of the Golf Courses without adequate private funds to start vertical construction of the NMUSA within a year.  This would cause the “Long-term significant adverse effects on Fort Belvoir’s MWR recreation program … the loss of these MWR programs and facilities would reduce the quality of life for Soldiers, retirees, and their families” predicted in the 2007 BRAC Record of Decision.

Your clarification of these two statements in the MOA will help our MWR Patrons understand the Army’s intent regarding support for the MWR Programs at Fort Belvoir.

Very Respectfully,

for the Concerned MWR PATRONS
Ronald E. Snyder

Colonel, USA (Ret)

resnyder04@msn.com

