Ted Cumming’s Summary of Fort Belvoir Public Information Meeting Forestdale ES Feb 28, 2008.
The three colonels charged with implementing BRAC at Fort Belvoir were present - namely Col. Lauritzen (Field Artillery), Col. Moffatt (Engineer), and Col. Rossi (another Engineer). Col. Lauritzen led off the presentation with a call for teamwork and sharing of concerns. He also mentioned the idea that we should be thinking about what people will think of the whole BRAC implementation fifty years from now. Hopefully they will not be asking themselves, “What were those guys thinking?” Rather, they will look back as this whole construction and relocation project as quite an achievement. The presentation consisted of an explanation with graphics of three facilities: The National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) at the Engineer proving Ground (EPG), the new Dewitt Army Community Hospital, and the NMUSA. There was also mention of the recent agreement with local officials to complete the missing link of the Fairfax County Parkway through the EPG. [This morning’s paper indicated the Virginia Supreme Court has overruled much of the Northern Virginia Transportation plans as being unconstitutional since only elected officials having taxing authority. The article indicated this will affect BRAC road infrastructure improvements, in effect delaying them until the state legislature approves them.]

 

        In Colonel Rossi’s presentation of NMUSA, he showed the following timelines:

        TBD           Site Selection

        Apr 08       A-E Selection 

        Jun 08        Award A-E Contract

        Mar 2010   Design Complete

        Jun 2013    Museum Opening

        

        Reportedly, the presented time lines above need to be adjusted.  The most likely timelines are indicated below:
        TBD                 Site Selection

        Aug 08             Award A-E Contract (Design Award)

        End of Sep 08  Environmental Assessment Complete
        End of Sep 08 Likely time for Sec Eastin’s Record of Decision, but has to follow        Environmental Assessment with a “No Significant Impact” finding.  

 

        After the presentation, they opened the meeting to Qs & As. I was about the fifth person to ask questions. I introduced myself and said I represented the group of Concerned MWR patrons looking at the NMUSA siting of the Kingman Road onto the North-36 golf courses. I then went through each of the three questions in detail. 

        Col. Lauritzen answered them as follows:

 

1.  Has Siting decision been made? 

 

Col. Lauritzen: First of all, I don’t know if you received Sec Eastin’s reply to your letter to General Hartzog. I told him I had heard about this letter, but I had not yet seen it. He said the final decision has not yet been made. Everything seems to pointing to this coming June/July when the decision will be made.

 

2    How about the size of the footprint, so we can plan replacement holes? I went into some detail as to how I used his Feb 25th presentation graphic and superimposed it on the golf course and found it occupied 85 acres of land and called for the destruction of 7 golf holes.

 

Col. Lauritzen: The figure of the museum requiring 85 acres of land is not accurate. He estimated they would need something like half of that. Therefore the resulting footprint would mean the North-36 would not lose 7 holes but maybe 4 to 6 holes. [Note: After the Q&A session, I discussed the issue with Col. Lauritzen for another twenty minutes. I showed him my map of the estimated footprint. He drew a line across the footprint indicating where he thought the northern limit would be. His line translates into a loss of 5 ½ holes on the Gunston front nine. See Attached Map.]
 

3    How can you justify the encroachment of the Information Dominance Center (IDC) into the Fort Belvoir Forest and Wildlife Corridor? Has the corridor been changed? 

 

    Col. Lauritzen: First of all those presentation graphics showing blotches on a map are meant to convey only general areas under consideration. They have not been made by engineers. 

 

Following the Q&As, I approached Col. Lauritzen and got into some specific issues. I started with the remark that I did not envy his job and that we both had difficult jobs reconciling competing interests. Then I gave him a copy of the three questions with the footprint map. I showed him the map and that is when he leaned over and looked at it. I told him I knew where the bore drilling samples were to be taken from the Gunston 3rd to 6th greens to give him his bearings. He then drew the line. He also told me the final footprint would not be known until the environmental impact assessment was in and the design award was rendered.

 

Here are some other interesting things he mentioned:

 

        He said the Army Museum folks told him they needed a site that would attract one million visitors annually because that was number the Army Museum estimated was needed for the museum to be successful financially. Contrary to what we previously thought, the one million visitors per year was not an estimate of what they hoped to attract. Rather, it was a requirement for NMUSA solvency. 

 

        When I asked about the prospects of moving the museum to the south west post area or even the golf operations to that area, he said the problem could be future BRACs down the road. If you move the golf courses to the southwest area, then someone in the future could just dissolve Fort Belvoir entirely since you no longer had a training area. If you placed the museum there, it would complicate Route 1 traffic. 

 

        I told him about our Impact Study and how we were shooting for a April 7th publication date. I also told him part of the study included a survey and how so far, with about 18o responses, the message was one of extreme angst over the prospects of the NMUSA causing us to downsize to 27 holes. He told me all he has ever heard from the MWR people is that if you lose holes from NMUSA it in effect is a nine hole loss since they think in terms of nine holes to run a golf operation. I told him that that was not our opinion at all. Our position is the fewer holes the course loses from NMUSA construction the less holes are needed for replacement to reconstitute a 36-hole layout.

 

        I also told him the survey results right now showed about 74% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the need to take this issue to their political representatives. I told him, we would like to resolve it within the Army house but I may come to the point of being elevated to higher levels.

 

        My final words to him were that in his presentation he had called for teamwork. He also mentioned that warning about what others would say about all these decisions fifty years from now. I told him the Army would have decide what it wanted my generation of military golfers and veterans (and future generations) to be thinking as they looked at museum activities across a fairway while they played a round of golf. Would they see it as an intruder/occupying force or as a welcome neighbor? 

