








multiple public access points for options for mixed-use developments with restaurants, shops,
and a training/educational/innovation lab complex.

The buildings are shown as planning block configurations, enabling a design style to be
developed, but in any case, with a “generic structure” not unlike a waterfront loft structure that
accommodates multiple adaptations and uses.

A construction budget is indicated for inifial phase construction, with options to be defined by
market demand studies and funding.

Section 4 Green Infrastructure

Section 4 addresses the site context including the larger site to the south of the MHC proposed
as the Rivers Edge Development. This report proposes a “green infrastructure” approach to the
entire site to improve civic community amenities and natural quality while reducing construction,
operating, traffic and infrastructure costs for the entire site infrastructure.

Section 5 Comparative Analysis

Section 5 presents a survey of maritime museums and centers that are natfional and regionall
peers, with focus on operating models and means of financial support. Key findings include the
frend toward expanded focus of heritage museums to respond to new visitor interests, the need
for a variety of income streams to make up for uneven visitor attendance, and advantages of
co-location. Additional peers and lessons learned from other surveys are noted in Appendix

B 2008 Conference Council of American Maritime Museums. These findings have been
incorporated into the scenarios presented in Section 3.
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1.2

1.3

Four Questions to be Answered During the Phase | Planning

The planning, design, construction, and operation of a major visitor venue, such as the proposed MHC
is like any journey, with many points of course correction, each with opportunities and risks. The goal of
successful planning is to increase opportunities and to reduce risk.

Funding of the MHC—Ilike any major museum and non-profit visitor venue—requires major seed

funding, generally in the range of 50 percent or more of total project costs, including endowment. These
requirements come from the fact that the operational costs of a major visitor venue are rarely, if ever, met
by visitor or program income. The requirements for planning and programming a non-profit museum or
similar visitor venue come from the mission, that is, the perceived worth and attraction of the collections,
programs and educational benefits to public education and well-being. The mission and its fulfillment
must attract funding from sources of public and private wealth. In best cases, the operation of the venue
demonstrates significant contributions to the community culture and economic prosperity.

The private sector components of the project may include restaurants, shops, hotels, and other market
driven programs. These components are normally identified by analysis of the social/economic capacity
of the surrounding communities, using market analysis techniques developed by private tourist and
commercial businesses. The perceived return on investment must attract funding from venture capital
and/or loan sources. This private sector project does not and should not take away the importance of
education and outreach, the core values behind the MHC.

To increase opportunity and to reduce risk, the planning phase of a visitor venue dependent on public and
private funding must answer the following questions:

1 MISSION: What is the public value of the project mission and vision?

2 SITE: Does the site support fulfillment of the project mission and vision?
3 MARKET: Does the project respond to community need/market demand?

4 FUNDING: Are there sufficient and sustainable sources of funding?

Common failures in planning major visitor venues come from inadequate development of programming
data, or in accepting overly optimistic or unsupported assumptions, rather than answers based on realistic
data. “Due diligence” planning follows a more rigorous process. It requires the commitment to proceed
with the verification to support the assumed answers to each question, while providing “fall back” options
in case some assumptions prove wrong.

Status of Planning to Date

This report helps to answer the first two of these questions in the affirmative.

MISSION: What is the public value of the project mission and vision?

The mission is compelling and has many national and regional peers. Several peers are within Michigan
with very similar business models. The recently completed Great Lakes Maritime Heritage Center in
Alpena, Ml is of comparable size, undertaken with a green agenda. The Great Lakes Maritime Center in
Port Huron, Ml is a revitalized river property that has benefited from private funds to restore an historic
schooner as a magnet attraction.

SITE: Does the site support fulfillment of the project mission and vision?

The MHC site is perfectly situated for visitor and community access and to revitalize Bay City’s civic core
area around its historic City Hall. It enables publicly accessible and gated areas with access to the river.
It has room for a range of buildings to accommodate maritime heritage attractions and a mix of support-
function uses, offering MHC opportunities for revenue producing functions such as shops, restaurants,
and possibly lodging.





