


















































































































A preliminary meeting for this group has been established as April 22. \""\'e hope that during this
sununer we can get the community's involvement again: they have reach out to us and they have
expressed their concerns, and we wanted to go back and clear the slate and basically work \vith them
from the ground up and see if we can come up \vith a mutually agreeable solution to this property.
Additionally, Needwood, Northwest and Little Bennett--and we did agree with the County Executive's
recommendation for the FY09 Capital Improvement Plano-as to not to fund these projects based on
the outcome of Sligo. Again, as we continue to evaluate the golf course system as a whole, we need to
ftrst understand what is going to happen at Sligo Creek and what the outcome of that property is
before we can established what is going to happen with the other three properties, according to what
was outlined last year as our Master Plan goals for these properties. It just may be a matter of timing
of funding and so forth, and so we need to understand how we will be able to accomplish that as we
move forward.

CHAIRl'vL\N ROYCE HANSON (14:40): \"'Vby is it, just remind me, why is it that you have to have
Sligo settled before you can proceed with the others?

MILLER (14:49): Basically, as you are aware, the Revenue Authority is a completely self-supporting
entity, and therefore we need to be able to understand what the impacts are from Sligo Creek, for
example, if Sligo Creek was to remain as is and we need to continue to support those annual losses, it
may affect the timing of how we can move forward with the other projects. So, according to how that
[?], we need to again look at everything from a system-wide basis in order to make sure that we have
the timing for our funding and so forth in order to move forward with the other projects. So we just
felt that we needed to have a better understand of how that project is going to go and in what direction
that project will go before we proceed with the other projects.

HANSON: (15:30): You had a 14% increase in rounds at Sligo Creek; how did that affect the revenue
cost?

MILLER: The revenues went up substantially over the year as well, but the cost to operate at that level
were extremely above budget so, even though we were ahead on our revenues budgets and projections,
we were behind on our bottom line projections and our net income projections were actually lower
than what we had budgeted, so basically what we were ftnding when we went through the year, Mr
Chairman, was that even though we were able to increase the revenue significantly, the cost of being
able to sustain those increases outweighed the beneftts.

f-L\NSON: Are you making money on Little Bennett?

MILLER: No, sir.

K\NSON: Not making money on Little Bennett either?

i\IILLER: No.

H..\NSON: .\re you losing more at Little Bennett than you are losing at Sligo?

MILLER: ."'-ccording to the budgets, we are projected to lose more at Little Bennett that we are at
Sligo..\, you are a\vare, the Little Bennett Golf Course is outlined specitically in our lease agreement
that we cannot do anything \vith Little Bennerr for 5 I·ears. So we ha\-e to do our best to maintain that
property. Hopefully, as \ve see the growth in that local marketplace, within :5 ~'ears we'U see a change in
that property as \vell.
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f--L\NSON (16:50): Yes, because Little Bennett and Sligo had your greatest growth, so you must be
doing something righ t.

MILLER: Yes.

f--Lr\.NSON: .-\t both of these courses too.

f--L-\NSON: At that rate of growth ... !J'imu!taneOtIS poim ill this sedion."

MILLER: Yes, we were very happy to see the response at both of those.

HANSON: ... they exceed Needwood and Northwest, where you have an actual decline ...

I\IILLER: Yes

f--L-\NSON: [unclear]

MILLER: That is correct and Northwest, for example, Needwood's rounds total at even over 10%,
according to the national and local data, I mean, any of these growth rates that we're showing at these
properties is substantial according to what the industry is showing nationwide, even regionally and
locally, to be able to see these type ofgrowth rate. Needwood, even at 10.5%, is significant growth
and Northwest remaining flat; we did make a change this year in the management team at Northwest,
we [ ... some G'hanges deSG"ribedj

HANSON (18:04) \'{;nat sort of growth potential do you see for Sligo and for Little Bennett?

MILLER: I don't think we're going to be able to maintain this type of growth rate in the upcoming
season: I definitely see the system stabilizing more this year that what these numbers show. \'{;'e were
able to realize a significant amount of growth last year with the introduction of new programs and so
forth. I think we have another year of growth out of both of these properties, but I think its probably
more in line with the growth rates that you're seeing in relation to the total golf system or maybe an
additional 3 or 4 or S% at those properties.

tvLRJOHN ROBINSON (18:50): It's clear that you're making progress, and we have another role
here: we're invested pretty heavily in your operations. You may want to give it to us in a confidential
basis but anything that I'm invested in, I'd like to see the financials-profit and loss and balance.

MILLER: Yes. According to the lease, we do submit those reports on a quarterly basis.

ROBINSON: Thank you for reminding me of thal. \'(:"e will ask staff about it.

.·Sedion 011 .-apito/ improvemmt expmditllru ilZ the ga!lsytem. j,[r Jlilll!r's repOf1 G1JIldlldes..·

Prepared testimony (21:20):
• Laura :-'fol for the Board of Directors of FI7'~lIdJ' f)/S!igf) Cmk

• Don Collins, :\IomgomerY Counr:,- resident
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Sligo :\ddendum p. -J. ot 6



Question and answer period
ROBINSON (27:50): For the community, it's not to see where the merits will go, but if it turns oul
that, even with your helpful suggestions and a fair trial period, if the golf course can't be made to
generate a positive cash flow, it'll probably go away, because the Council is not prepare to subsidize
these facilities--it made that very clear.

COLLINS (28:19): I think that the community's understanding--and certainly my understanding (I
really can't speak for everyone in all the diverse communities around Sligo)-- I think our understanding
is that the system is supposed not to lose money, that Sligo by itself can lose money. And we've seen
an increase in the rounds played there; if the cost per round has gone down, but the revenues have
gone up, we are still making more money and there are long-term suggestions for reducing costs tbat
also have been suggested.

ROBINSON (28:56): I think you better reach an understanding with the Revenue Authority what the
policy is, because my understanding is that the expectations, when the lease was signed, is that in the
long run all the facilities, each facility, had to stand on its own feet--and that was a policy decision of
the Board and the County when the lease agreement was executed.

COLLINS: I can't speak for anyone else; my interpretation...

ROBINSON: That's just a caution. .. fjimultaneouJ voim in this sedionJ

COLLINS: Thank you.

ROBINSON: ["ndeal) You might get 70 acres of woods, but that's not such a bad thing.

ROBINSON: ... but you should be aware that that's out there.

DR ALLISON BRYANT to [1\1r Robinson]: But just be cautious, because you might be just speaking
from recall [general laughte~.

ROBINSON: I think I'm painfully aware ofwhat led up to the negotiations with the Revenue
Authority. I'd rather forget about it.

BRYANT [addressing sta.ffJ: I thought, I'vIs Rueben [spelling?}, that this is one of the reasons that the
Revenue Authority has it, that the question is individually looking at the sustainability of one,
independently, but you're looking at the ability as an enterprise to carry the enterprise itself as a whole,
and it was understanding that some would be subsidizing others from that standpoint in terms of play
because of the different character, demographics, and the location. Again, I'm talking off the top of
my head too, so I just didn't want to have this gentleman [i.e., ;'vIr Collim] walk away from here thinking
one thing and then, when he finds out that that was not what is really being observed, thinking that he
might have been misled.

ROBINSOi\; (30:50): I knO\V the Revenue .\uthority can speak for itself, but I knO\V that \ve \vere very
concerned that \ve get Sligo back because it couldn't be turned around and generate sufticient cash
t1O\v.

Laura Mol
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l'vIS RUEBEN (31:00): I'm simply going to read from the lease; it's a lot easier. It is a public
document. Section 12.2 says that [reads aloJldJ: .

Upon a determination by Tenant, based upon an independent financial analysis of the
entire Golf System that indicates that any of the park Golf Courses is adverse to the
entire Golf System, Tenant shall have the right to extract any of the Park Golf Courses
from the Lease and return it to Landlord; provided, however, Tenant shall first present
such findings to the Planning Board and the County Council to consider alternatives to
closing the Golf Course.

ROBINSON (31:40): I stand corrected.

HANSON: So it depends ultimately on what's "adverse."

RLJEBEN: That's correct. So it could be determined that if the course itself is losing money and then
it's adverse to the system-in fact, that could justify it. But a financial analysis would need to be done,
and a presentation would need to be made to both the Planning Board and the County Council.

HANSON: (32:12): And which could include the concept of whether it's a loss leader in terms of
getting people interested in golf who then move on into the rest of the system, so there are alternative
approaches to that. rvIr l\IIiller, any comment on any of this?

MILLER: No, rvIr Chairman, not really. The point of the system is that the Revenue Authority is a
self-supporting entity and the gist of it all is that we have to manage to balance our system as a total.

HANSON (32:44): I'm pleased that you're setting up the advisory committee and working with the
community on this because it's always·, we find in almost all our individual park situations, that that's
usually a good idea. We don't always reach 100% agreement with what's done, but usually we're able
to find a solution that resolves the big issues that people will have and come to a satisfactory outcome.
In general, people like the parks: the recent survey done by the County indicates a higher satisfaction
with the parks than any other public facility in the county and a very high rate of use so, as far as that's
concerned, we're very pleased about that.

I don't think we need to act on this, do we, l'vIr Giddens?

GIDDENS (33:50): No, sir, that's right. I just want to add for the record, though, that the
department is very happy working with the Revenue Authority. \~'e found l'vIr l\IIiller and his staff very,
very responsive. And we are also very sensitive to the needs of the citizens of Sligo.

:~()ndtfding exchanges;'

Transcription by J.D. Royal & LaJlra ,'vIol
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Addendum 4
William "Duke" Beattie. MCPS

From: Beattie. William [William_Beatlie@mcpsmd.org]

Sent: Friday, September 05,200811 :19 AM

To: Bruce A Sidwell

Cc: Keith Miller

Subject: RE: Last call for approval of SCSAG rept & minutes

Bruce - I do not approve of the report, and I do not agree with the recommendations. Please understand
that I represent the interests of Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) and its students. The
recommended changes will have little or no positive effect on MCPS students, in particular, the students
that attend schools in the proximity of Sligo GolF Course. Constructing a driving range would have had a
great positive eFFect. A driving range would have provided students a viable practice Facility relatively
near their homes and schools. The lack of a driving range facility requires that these students drive
appreciable distances and share practice time and space with other schools at other courses in other
communities, thus reducing the practice time For teams throughout the county. The students that would
have beneFitted by the inclusion of a driving range are at a distinct competitive disadvantage compared
to their peers in other communities. In this respect, I believe that the committee, collectively, adopted a
narrow interpretation of "community" and I do not agree that the best interests of the "community" have
been accurately reFlected or represented At least that is my opinion, and I am obviously in the
minority ......Have a good day.......Duke

From: Bruce A Sidwell (mailto:basidwell@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, September OS, 20088:45 AM
To: acp1629; Carole Barth; heathbleau; howlandk; Joe & Diane Liberta; laura; Mike Welsh; Christine.Brett;
bowpeake@aol.com; doug.redmond@montgomeryparks.org; Beattie, William; msdonna@comcast.net
Cc: kmiller; Laura Mol
Subject: Last call For approval of SCSAG rept & minutes

Good morning Sligo Creek Stakeholders members,
I've heard From many of you on approving the report as well as the draFt minutes For the Aug 26

meeting. But, there are still a number of you who I've not heard From. Today (Sep 5) is the target date
for your votes on the report, and your desire to add a separate individual piece to be sent to the MCRA
Board with it. While it would be nice to close the books today, there is no practical reason why the
date to hear from you can't be extended until Monday (assuming we aren't recovering From Hannah). So
the drop dead date is Monday 9Qm (Sep 8) on getting your vote in on the report. At that time please
also indicate whether you will submit to me and Keith an individual message for the Board. Any
individual piece needs to be sent to Keith by Sep 12th so it can be copied and sent on to the MCRA
Board.

The date For approval of the Aug 26 minutes is also Sep 8.

Per Donna's request Laura Mol made pdf versions of both documents. They are attached. Except for
tiny changes they are exactly the same as what you received from me on Aug 29th. The minutes were
corrected to show that Christine works for Parks, not the school system. The report includes a clarifying
sentence in the Sligo as a "Green Course" paragraph saying "At the last meeting, on August 26, the
attending members unanimously approved a proposal to the MCRA Board to develop and promote Sligo
as an environmentally-supportive course. In addition, the Stakeholders' sense was that promoting this
goal for all the public courses should be undertaken by MCRA."

Thanks,
Bruce
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Members of the Montgomery County Revenue Authority:

Addendum 5
Donna Bartko, Member fi Chair. County-wide
Recreation HParks Advisory Board

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments and concerns regarding the future
of Sligo Creek Golf Course.

PREFACE

I'd like to share with you my and our board's familiarity with the MCRA and the golf course
system. Several years ago, during the transfer of the golf courses from MNCPPC to
MCRA, I was vice chair of the County-wide Advisory Board for Parks and Recreation. Our
advisory board was active in following the transfer of the four Parks' golf courses to RA
from inception. Very early on in the process, Bill Mooney, former director of Enterprise
attended one of our board meetings and outlined the reasons, the process and an
overview of the lease terms with us. We were kept up to date on this item by Mr. Terry
Brooks after Mr. Mooney left MNCPP employ.

Our Countywide board was very concerned and vocal about future use and potential non­
parks development of any or all of the four Parks' golf course properties and what the
ultimate disposition of those courses could be if a golf course was deemed detrimental to
the golf course system. Original draft language in the lease allowed for golf course land to
have the potential to be transferred to private parties, who were prohibited from running
any type of golf course activity but would have no other limitations except for zoning and
permitting. We were extremely concerned that transfer of public land to private ownership
could result in dense housing projects or other non-open space usewith a significant
lessening of green space.

The Countywide Board has members from each of the five local boards (Silver Spring,
Eastern, Western, Mid-County and Up-County) and these boards were also kept involved
and apprised of the ongoing situation and golf course negotiations. We voiced our
concerns loudly and often -- not only to the Planning Board, but to Council members as
well. Certainly, our board was not the only concerned party, but we were clearly an
influence in assuring that the lease language required the return of any golf course from
RA directly back to Parks in lieu of open market possibilities. Before and after the lease
was executed, Keith Miller attended several of our meetings to answer questions, review
the ideas for the golf course master plan and to solicit our perspectives. Our board was
frank and strongly expressed qualms relative to the golf courses master plan, fee
structures, programs and essential requisites to meeting the needs of county residents ­
young, elderly and challenged. We have also indicated our strong desire to resolve the
Sligo course problems with minimal discomfort to the adjacent neighborhoods.
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Mr. Miller also met with the Silver Spring Parks & Recreation Advisory Board on several
occasions taking them on more than one tour of Sligo Golf Course and the adjacent
neighborhoods to assure the SS was informed and in a position to give feedback. Steven
Earll of the SS advisory board and a member of the county wide advisory board has been
a liaison to Mr. Miller over the last year sharing with him questions and concerns while also
keeping the county wide board informed and up to date on the SS board's discussions and
activities regarding Sligo Golf course.

We also established an ad hoc group of golfers from each of the regional boards and me
to meet periodically with Mr. Miller to make sure that he received feedback and kept our
groups in an information loop on many golf issues, but specifically the Sligo golf course
because of the citizen concerns.

Last Fall during one of our ad hoc meetings Mr. Miller briefed us on a recent meeting he
had with the neighborhood groups and the requests that he had received: follow up on
Audubon affiliation, obtain lighting information and traffic studies. He advised us that he
was doing so and that he anticipated a public meeting to present that information in
December 2007; he asked me to moderate the meeting, keeping the tone of the meeting
objective and to try to keep the tone of the meeting less emotional and more businesslike.

The video tape of the entire meeting will demonstrate that I met those goals 100%. The
video tape of that meeting will also demonstrate that at that time I suggested. that a task
force be put together to try to work tog.ether with the MCRA to mediate a win-win solution
for both the communities, for the county, for the MCRA and most importantly for the
golfers. During that meeting, I also spoke briefly with Councilmember Marc Eirich about a
task force to work with the community and he indicated his concurrence to me that it would
be a good idea to try to get the two entities to work together.

Later this spring I was contacted by Mr. Miller to join the Stakeholder group to represent
the county-wide perspective. It was my understanding at that time the group was more of
a stakeholders group rather than a task force, but that the county executive's office, more
than several of the county council members and the MCRA board wanted this group to
come together to try to work out acceptable solutions to the problems.

I was please to find that the group's objective: To become familiar with the current
conditions at Sligo Creek Golf Course and to make recommendations to the Montgomery
County Revenue Authority Board (MRRA) that the Group fees will be acceptable to the
community at large while making the facility environmentally and economically sustainable
and a positive contribution to the golf course system. The goal of the Stakeholder
Advisory Group is to conduct meetings and business as necessary to provide its written
recommendation and advice to the MCRA Board in September 2008.
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COMMENTS & CONCERNS

Having missed only one meeting during the entire tenure of the group, I fully participated in
the process and came away quite disappointed and saddened by the lack of work product
and the failure of the group to meet even a modicum of the group's goal.

This group, as demonstrated by the report, was never able to or willing to work to identify
or work towards identifying any sources of income producing amenities that could generate
revenue to offset the obvious need for repairs to deferred maintenance let alone any
additional improvements.

The neighborhood groups merely reiterated their perspectives on not just being against
any kind of driving range, but to actually becoming hostile when non-neighborhood group
members wanted to discuss different, smaller levels of driving ranges or alternative sites
for a driving range with the understanding that income generation was and is key to
keeping this golf course viable.

The group did not spend any significant time or energy on environmental issues, the group
did not address traffic issues nor did the group discuss at any length the Audubon Society
concerns the neighborhoods had raised as their most meaningful concerns over and over
to their Council members and to the County Executive. The group did spend significant
time discussing video arcade virtual driving range golf as an alternative to a true driving
range, much to my and other's chagrin.

As you read the report and as you read the addendum, it will become very clear that there
is no consensus from this group other than that espoused by the neighborhoods in
proximity to Sligo that they want no changes, but that they want the deferred maintenance
repairs made at the expense of others.

I have reviewed and briefed the County-wide Board and the Area Board Representatives
about this group's dynamics and the final product and lack of significant positive
recommendations to the MCRA board. Our County-wide Board has empowered me to let
you know that we support keeping Sligo Creek Golf Course functioning as part of the
MCRA golf course system.

Towards that end, we have formed an ad-hoc advisory group to aid Mr. Miller and
yourselves in obtaining a more global perspective from the Montgomery County
community to augment the limited perspective from the small neighboring communities
who may have more exclusive concerns rather than more inclusive concerns of the
majority of the citizens of Montgomery County.

I will be more than happy to meet with you to discuss this addendum or to answer any
questions you may have. Again, thank you for the opportunity to serve the MCRA, the
citizens of Montgomery County and the current and future golfers of Montgomery County.

Respectfully submitted.

Donna W. Bartko



Montgomery County Revenue Authority
Board of Directors Resolution

January 27, 2009

Resolution No. 290109

RESOLVED that the Montgomery County Revenue Authority (MCRA) Board of
Directors, having received and reviewed the independent financial analysis provided by
NGF Consulting ofthe entire Golf System indicating that the Sligo Creek Golf Course is
adverse to the entire Golf System, does hereby so determine that the Sligo Creek Golf
Course is adverse to the entire Golf System, and hereby directs that the Executive
Director extract the Sligo Creek Golf Course from the lease between MCRA and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission dated 26 October 2006
(hereinafter referred to as the "Lease").

IT IS THEREFORE the resolution of the MCRA Board of Directors that the Executive
Director is hereby authorized and directed to proceed with the immediate extraction of
the Sligo Creek Golf Course from the Lease as provided in Section 12.2 of the Lease;

IT IS FURTHER resolved that the MCRA Board of Directors authorizes the Executive
Director to enter into an amendment to the Lease or separate Agreement (as the
Executive Director may deem appropriate) by no later than April 15,2009 providing for,
notwithstanding its extraction from the Lease, the continued operation of the Sligo Creek
Golf Course by MCRA substantially in accordance with the provisions of the Lease
and/or on such other or different terms as the Executive Director may deem appropriate
for a period of time no longer than October 1,2009.

Approved by the MCRA Board of Directors the 2ih day of January, 2009.

/
/;

;~/ i . / I
//~;:/tfc!

Stephen H. Edwards
Chairman



MONTGOMERY COUNTY REVENUE AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

County Council /

Keith Miller, Executive Directori~
Montgomery County Revenue AuthorIty"

March] 9,2009

Expedited Bill 8-09, Park Department - Golf Courses - Lease with
Revenue Authority - Amendment

After attending the public hearing on expedited bill 8-09 and receiving a copy of
the written testimony submitted, I submit the following to hopefully clarify some of the
statements made.

Determination of Adverse - Several of the testimonies question the determination
that Sligo is Adverse. This pertains to the language in section 12.2 of the lease agreement
which states, "Upon determination by tenant, based upon an independent financial
analysis of the entire Golf System that indicates that any of the Park Golf Courses is
adverse to the entire Golf System... " The MCRA submitted a copy of the National Golf
Foundation (NGF) Consulting report which clearly states, "Based on the above analysis
of expected future performance, coupled with the previous analysis of actual
performance, it is clear to the NGF Consulting team that Sligo Creek is the most
'adverse' facility in the overall system due to its poor economic performance and its
general type of facility (9-hole with limited ancillaries)," (NGF Consulting, Inc - Montgomery County

Revcnue Authority- Letter report - 21). Considering the concIusion of the NGF Consulting report and
the MCRA's determination, we believe we have satisfied the requirements of the lease
agreement.

Management Fee - The written and verbal testimony submitted to COlillcil
includes several references to the distribution of the management fee and its impact on
the financial performance of Sligo Creek. The NGF Consulting report addresses this by
stating, "We also note that eliminating or modifying the $160,000 management fee at this
facility will not be enough to eliminate the economic loss and still leaves the problem of
appropriate management for the facility." (NGF Consulting, Inc - Montgomery COUJlty ReveJlue Authority­

Leiter report - 21 ).
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Sligo Creek Stakeholders Advisory Group - There were several references made
to the openness of the MCRA during the meetings with the advisory group that should be
clarified. The MCRA attended all of the meetings with the group but did not have a vote
in the group and we served as a resource of information. The biggest discussion point of
the group was what to do about a driving range. The group discussed this over several
meetings and seemed to be stuck. At the July 1st meeting, I expressed my observations
regarding the group's progress and stressed the need for the group to remain on task. I
suggested that the group needed to first determine if they would support a driving range.
I clarified that if the group determined they would accept a driving range then the
discussions could include size, hours of operation, and location. The group voted in the
affirmative on a motion to not approve a driving range in the recommendations to the
MCRA Board. The group again discussed this motion at the July 15th meeting and stated
that I had given an ultimatum, which I again clarified that it was my suggestion for the
group to first vote if they were agreeable to a driving range and, if they were, then they
could discuss the particulars. At the July 29th meeting, the group again revisited the
discussion of the driving range and I again clarified my statements. A motion was
introduced to rescind the passed vote to not approve the driving range that was approved
on July 1st and the motion was defeated. The MCRA's focus from the beginning of the
lease agreement with Parks was to find a solution for losses at Sligo Creek. We have
spent two years reviewing the property and working with the community to find a
solution, which ultimately led us to the decision ofextracting it from the system and
returning it to Park and Planning.

Sligo Creek Stakeholders Advisory Group Recommendations - The MCRA has
stated its appreciation for the time dedicated by each member of the group as well as the
recommendations provided by the group. The MCRA has implemented several of the
group's recommendations; however, the MCRA does not believe that the
recommendations address the financial needs of the facility. The most significant
recommendation to increase revenues was to increase the price by $1 or $2, which the
MCRA did in 2008. Additionally, it was suggested during public testimony to the
Council, that the golfers would be willing to subsidize the operations of Sligo Creek by a
small increase. The result of the MCRA's increase at Sligo was a 9% decrease in
rounds played versus 2007. This is in contrast to the other 3 park golf courses which all
grew rounds in 2008 versus 2007.

In conclusion, we are sympathetic to the users of the facility and members of the local
community. As stated above, the MCRA has been working on a solution for Sligo Creek
for two years and although the decision to extract Sligo and return it to Park and Planning
is difficult, it is one that the MCRA has to make. Although many people cannot
understand the decision, if you review the data available this is not a problem that is
limited to Sligo Creek but a challenge that is facing this type of facility, stand alone nine­
hole courses, throughout the Country. As indicated in the NGF report Sligo is the most
adverse course to the system, and we believe the future sustainability of the system will
be secure when the property is no longer operated as a golf course.


