A Proposal and Action Plan

 To Create an Inner Harbor Management District

Report to Mayor Martin O’Malley
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Executive Summary
Baltimore's Inner Harbor is the cultural, financial and symbolic heart of Baltimore City.  Business leaders, planners, and elected officials from countries around the world have traveled to Baltimore to learn how to replicate and incorporate the successful elements of the Inner Harbor’s transformation into the fabric of their cities. 

And yet, as private investment in the Inner Harbor’s new and expanding attractions has soared in recent years, its public spaces have become tired, worn and deteriorated.  In contrast to the positive impression engendered by the Maryland Science Center’s dramatic new Dinosaur Hall, Rash Field, with its dirt paths, overgrown flower garden, and broken infrastructure sends a message of indifference.   Unsightly signs posted by attractions and city agencies clutter views of the National Aquarium in Baltimore’s $60 million Australian River Gorge exhibit.  These kinds of mixed messages exist throughout the Inner Harbor.  
In an October 2003 report to Mayor Martin O’Malley (“Managing Baltimore’s Inner Harbor Operations”), the Greater Baltimore Committee (GBC) examined and reviewed the Inner Harbor’s physical condition and its operational and management structure.  A dominant force behind the Inner Harbor’s planning and early development, GBC concluded that the Inner Harbor today suffers from a disjointed, fragmented, and an ineffective approach to management and operation.  GBC believes that an asset as vital to the City’s economic health as the Inner Harbor (which generates more than $60 million annually in city taxes) requires “the constant, everyday attention of an individual or group whose sole concern is to defend the city's primary interest in the continuing maintenance and future development of the Inner Harbor.”  The report cautioned that the Inner Harbor is inherently fragile and has deteriorated in a surprisingly short time: “The huge economic and cultural benefits to the city can quickly disappear from the failure to manage them on a day to day basis.”  

In February 2005, the Baltimore Waterfront Promenade Committee released a report (“The Baltimore Waterfront Promenade – Parks and Public Spaces), partially funded by BDC, on the current condition and future prospects of a larger waterfront district from Canton to Locust Point.  Prepared by HR&A, a leading real estate consulting firm specializing in waterfront development and management, the report recommended that a single management structure, similar in nature to the proposed Inner Harbor Management District (IHMD), be given responsibility for the full length of the promenade. 

In adopting this report and its recommendations, the Inner Harbor Advisory Committee relied heavily on the GBC and Baltimore Waterfront Promenade Partnership reports.  Combined, the two reports make a compelling case for taking immediate action to improve the Inner Harbor’s management and operations.

The Mayor’s Inner Harbor Advisory Committee, a private stakeholders group appointed by Mayor Martin O’Malley in August 2004, recommends the creation of a public- private partnership (Inner Harbor Management District) to advocate for, participate in and financially support public and private sector efforts to create and maintain a world class system of parks, promenades and open spaces in the Inner Harbor.  The IHMD would function as a business improvement district (BID), in which all commercial property owners initially would enter into a multi-year contract and each make a commitment to annually contribute an amount not to exceed $.17 per $100 of assessed value to fund supplemental maintenance, landscaping and security in the Inner Harbor district.  During the period in which the IHMD operates under the Contractual Model (including ramp-up), the funding formula should be tied to an estimate of the actual expenses.  Over the longer term, it is recommended that State enabling legislation be sought to allow creation of an Inner Harbor and waterfront promenade district, if support exists within the communities along the promenade.
As proposed by the Advisory Committee, the IHMD would be governed initially by a 16 member public and private Board of Directors consisting of 4 City and 12 private sector representatives.  The annual budget, starting out at approximately $1.4 million would come from four primary funding sources: 1) mandatory property owner contribution; 2) incremental revenues from Inner Harbor vendors (paddle boats, for example), leases (Inner Harbor Marina, for example), and greater dock master efficiencies; 3) fee-for-service contract(s) with City Agencies; and, 4) foundation and governmental grants.  Funds would be used to raise the standard of care and quality of the Harbor’s public areas to a world class level by supplementing landscaping, sanitation, security and visitor services.  The City, through a contract with the IMHD, would commit to providing a baseline level of service.    
The Advisory Committee urges the creation of the organization and start of services begin immediately. The Advisory Committee therefore proposes a phased implementation strategy: 

· Phase 1.  Because State enabling legislation would be needed before the City could implement the longer term vision of creating a management district within which all property owners are assessed a surcharge collected by the City, the Advisory Committee recommends moving forward now by incorporating the IHMD entity; appointing the Board of Directors, and negotiating the baseline and supplemental services agreement with the City.  Until the legislation is in place that allows the City to assume collection responsibility (as it does on behalf of the Downtown Partnership Management District), the commercial and nonprofit property owners within the district would commit to funding the private sector portion of the IHMD budget by entering into a multi-party contract between the IHMD, City and property owners.
· Phase 2.   By July 2007, obtain state enabling legislation and then City Council legislation to allow the City to collect the funds through a surcharge on Inner Harbor property tax bills on behalf of the IHMD.  
The Advisory Committee recognizes that the proposed IHMD does not address all the issues raised in the GBC report.  It urges the City to explore ways to ensure that the high standards of development called for in the original master plan (and affirmed in the 2002 Inner Harbor Master Plan update prepared by Coopers Robertson & Partners) are achieved.  

The Mayor’s Inner Harbor Advisory Committee urges the Mayor to adopt and implement this proposal.  Its members understand that implementing the proposal will cause them to be responsible for additional expenses to help fund the IHMD.  Across the country, BID districts are a proven, fair, and effective approach to private sector participation in providing supplemental services.  We believe that the Inner Harbor would benefit from this approach.      

The Advisory Committee wishes to thank the Greater Baltimore Committee for hosting the stakeholder’s group meetings, and M&T Bank and The Abell Foundation for funding staff support.  
 

Section I.  Making the Case
I.
Economic Impact 
	Inner Harbor By-the-Numbers

	Paid Attract.  
	  4,846,000 admissions

	Retail
	     593,000 square feet

	Attractions
	20,000,000 visitors

	Hotel
	         3,810 rooms

	Office
	  4,566,617 square feet

	Parking
	         9,687 spaces

	Residential
	            814 units

	Source:  BDC
	


The Inner Harbor is the civic, financial and symbolic heart of Baltimore City.  Beginning in the 1970’s, its transformation from a long stretch of dilapidated docks and abandoned warehouses into a thriving mixed-use cultural, commercial and recreational district gave rise to tourism as an entirely new industry, now Baltimore's third largest.  Some of Baltimore’s largest companies, such as Legg Mason, T. Rowe Price, and Constellation Energy, are headquartered in the Inner Harbor.  The district’s concentration of restaurants, hotels, shopping, major cultural attractions, office buildings and housing generates an estimated $60 million annually in net tax revenue to the City, nearly six times the city’s cost of providing services in the waterfront district.  Tens of thousands of Baltimoreans depend upon a thriving Inner Harbor.  
	Inner Harbor Tax General Fund Tax Revenues

	Hotel
	$21,381,950

	Office
	$20,014,543

	Residential
	$  6,839,258

	Parking
	$  5,029,330

	Retention
	$  2,806,591

	Retail
	$  2,145,038

	Attraction
	$  1,137,218

	Leases/Other
	$  1,402,206

	
	

	Total
	$60,756,134

	Source: BDC


Today, there is an unprecedented amount of private and public funding being invested, either planned or underway, in the Inner Harbor.  In 2004, the new Visitor Center opened and the Maryland Science Center and American Visionary Arts Museum completed major expansions.  In summer of 2005, the new $32 million Reginald F. Lewis Museum of Maryland African American History and Culture will open and in fall 2005 the National Aquarium in Baltimore will unveil its $60 million Australian river canyon exhibit.  
Building on the huge retail success of the Power Plant, the Inner Harbor is broadening its appeal to tourists, office workers and a burgeoning downtown housing population with the construction of new upscale shops and restaurants at Lockwood Place and Harbor East.  Harborplace is adding four new restaurants as part of a major renovation.  Cultural tourism opportunities abound with the Baltimore Civil War Museum, Maritime Museum, USS Constellation, and new Historic Jonestown Heritage Walk, featuring new or expanded museums and attractions.  In 2005, the City will break ground on the new West Shore Park (between the Science Center and Visitor Center), which will feature a large lawn surrounded by shade trees and public gardens.  
II.
Maintenance and Management Issues
With private investment flourishing, the gap between the condition and appearance of privately maintained areas and those public spaces for which the city is responsible is widening.   As documented in an October 2003 report issued by the Greater Baltimore Committee (GBC), there are many City agencies that have a role in maintaining these public spaces, but there is little coordination and no centralized management authority.   The GBC report identified problems associated with this lack of a centralized and coordinated approach to Inner Harbor management.  Those problems are listed below:  

· Poor and inadequate general maintenance of all built features, including walkways, fountains, landscaping, lighting, signage, streetscape amenities, etc. 

· Lack of adequate security, appropriate authority, and understanding and enforcement of existing rules and regulations
· Poor and inconsistent general maintenance of property: grass mowing, trimming, planting and weeding, watering, litter clean-up, trash collection disposal, benches, and graffiti removal
· Lack of written standards and permitting process for uses and structures, present and future
· Lack of control and enforcement of regulations pertaining to signage, banners, and directional signs
· Lack of enforcement of Park rules and regulations (in part due to competing public safety demands)

· Lack of written procedures for control of leases

· Deteriorated condition of the Inner Harbor’s West Shore park
· Lack of project management responsibilities for Inner Harbor capital projects
	Poor and inconsistent general maintenance of property, including grass mowing, trimming, planting and weeding, watering, litter clean-up, trash collection disposal, benches, and cleaning of graffiti
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	Poor and inadequate general maintenance of all built features, including walkways, fountains, lighting, signage, and streetscape amenities
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	Lack of adequate security, appropriate authority, and understanding and enforcement of existing park rules and regulations
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	Lack of control and enforcement of regulations pertaining to signage, banners, directional signs

	[image: image13.jpg]POWER PLANT
POWER FLANT

NER HAREOR
500./53.5448




[image: image14.jpg]





III.
Call to Action
The benefits of the public and private investments discussed previously could be short-lived if a long term solution is not identified and agreed upon immediately to provide for effective, long term management of these improved public spaces and gardens.

On May 4, 2004, Mayor Martin O’Malley released an updated master plan for the Inner Harbor and named Andrew Frank, Executive Vice President of the Baltimore Development Corporation (BDC), as interim Inner Harbor Coordinator.  The naming of an interim Inner Harbor Coordinator, in part, grew from the October 2003 GBC report recommending better coordination, management and oversight of the Inner Harbor’s operations. 

In August 2004, the Mayor appointed an Inner Harbor Advisory Committee (IHAC or Advisory Committee) to recommend ways to improve the quality and care of the Inner Harbor and to provide opportunities for greater collaboration between the city and its private sector partners.  The Mayor said at the time that naming representatives from the Inner Harbor business community, attractions, and other stakeholders would provide him and his staff with guidance and feedback on the city’s renewed efforts to maintain and strengthen the Inner Harbor.  The Mayor asked that the group work with Andy Frank and come back to him with recommendations on ways to dramatically improve the quality of the Harbor’s public spaces and ensure the long term effective management of those spaces.
After a kick-off meeting with the Mayor in September, the Advisory Committee met monthly to explore alternative approaches to addressing the issues in the GBC report and build consensus around specific recommendations to the Mayor.  A consensus emerged quickly in favor a creating a new singularly focused public private management entity, empowered by the City and accountable to private stakeholders.  This group would have the skills, staff and financial resources to advocate for the Inner Harbor’s interest, establish and enforce a baseline agreement with the City, and provide supplemental services.
Timeline
The timeline to address this issue was as follows:
	GBC Releases Inner Harbor Report

Mayor Creates Interim Coordinator Position

H&S Hosts Kick-off Dinner at Harbor East

IHAC Issues Group Meeting #1

IHAC Issues Group Meeting #2

Inner Harbor Task Force Briefing

IHAC Issues Group Meeting #3

IHAC Issues Group Meeting #4

Executive Committee Meeting #1
Executive Committee Meeting #2
	· October 2003

· May 2004

· June 28, 2004

· Nov. 30, 3004

· Dec. 13, 2004

· Jan. 12, 2005

· March 7, 2005

· April 28, 2005

· May 5, 2005

· June 17, 2005


IV. Options Considered
In preparing this report, the Advisory Committee considered a number of options to address the maintenance and management issues outlined in the GBC report. Among the options considered were: 
· Do nothing; 
· Ask the City to do more; 
· Create a public private voluntary association; or, 
· Create a public private organization that would be legislated as a Business Improvement District (BID).   
The group briefly considered and then dismissed the option of asking the City alone to solve the problems raised in the GBC report.  Across the country, cities like Baltimore are faced with shrinking state and federal resources, aging infrastructure and rising costs to deliver basic city services. The Committee recognizes that with fewer workers stretched thinner, the City’s ability to provide basic maintenance services plus the overall management of the harbor to meet world class standards is not realistic.  Baltimore City’s 30 year decline in population, now stabilizing, has not proportionately diminished the City’s responsibility for maintaining Baltimore’s aging infrastructure.  For example, Baltimore has approximately the same amount of park land (6,000 acres) today that it did in 1980.  The Department of Transportation (DOT) has responsibility for more roads (2,000 miles), bridges and culverts (298) and street lights (72,000) today then it did 25 years ago.  While the infrastructure challenges are as great, the number of “general fund” positions in Recreation and Parks, the Department of Transportation and the Department of Public Works has fallen dramatically as indicated in the graphs below.  
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After considerable discussion and deliberation, the Advisory Committee concluded that in fact, private and nonprofit interests should and would be willing to participate in funding supplemental services that would be aimed at improving the management and appearance of Inner Harbor's public spaces.  
In making its recommendations for a Business Improvement District, the Advisory Committee recognizes that the proposed IHMD does not address certain issues raised in the GBC report that are not related to the day-to-day Inner Harbor management and operational issues.     
Section II.  Recommendations
The Mayor’s Inner Harbor Advisory Committee recommends creating a new business improvement district for the Inner Harbor.  As a BID, the Inner Harbor Management District would advocate for, participate in and financially support city and private sector efforts to create and maintain a world class system of public and private parks, promenades and open spaces in the Inner Harbor.  
The Advisory Committee proposes that the BID function as a public-private partnership that would draw on the strengths of each sector to create a world class system of park and open spaces linked by a Waterfront Promenade.  The BID should encompass the Inner Harbor district initially and expand over time to include the entire Waterfront Promenade.  Under this partnership, the City would perform basic public services and continue to carry out specialized services such as setting up and breaking down special events, collecting revenues, maintaining water features and fountains, and bringing its expertise to a public-private board of directors. Private sector partners would lend their business acumen to create and lead the management entity, set performance standards and contribute financially to the cost of providing the enhanced services necessary to catapult the Inner Harbor’s public spaces to world class status.
The IHAC recommends that all private and non-profit owners of commercial property within the IHMD boundaries, described below, would contribute to supplemental maintenance, landscaping and security in the Inner-Harbor district.  
I.
Governance 

Drawing on experiences with public-private management partnerships around the country, HR&A emphasizes the importance of having a strong, passionate, and visionary Board to provide general oversight, guide policy decisions, and be responsible for upholding a high standard of maintenance and design.  HR&A writes, “The most successful public-private park management entities are closely guided by their respective Boards, whose approval of major policy initiatives, budgetary decisions, and standards of operation has maintained the excellence of those entities. The contribution of concerned and dedicated citizens whose interest lies in preserving and improving that property is invaluable.”  

A 16 member Board is proposed to govern the IHMD, consisting of city representatives, public agency heads, representatives of attractions and cultural institutions; property owners, service providers and vendors.   We propose creating an operating Executive Committee that would be empowered to exercise the powers and duties of the Board between Board meetings and implement the policy decisions of the Board.  We also recommend that the Board create standing committees (such as tourism, marketing, public safety, sanitation and landscaping) and that the composition of those committees include non-Board members who have an interest or expertise in the subject matter of the committee.    

The Advisory Committee recommends that the Board be comprised of the following representatives:
Initial Private: 
· One (1) member each from top four (4) taxable rate payers
· President of GBC

· National Aquarium in Baltimore Executive Director  

· Maryland Science Center Executive Director  

· One (1) member from Waterfront Promenade Partnership
· Five (5) members representing the following categories: retail, hotel, office, residential, and service provider
City

· DOT Director 

· DPW Director

· Mayor’s Office

· Parks Director
· Two (2) Ex-Officio City Council members (appointed by the City Council President with suggested representation being from the Council Districts)

· Baltimore City Comptroller (Ex-Officio)
II.
Boundaries   
The Committee believes that in setting the boundaries of the Business Improvement District it is important that the uses within the area or areas proposed for inclusion are generally compatible, face similar kinds of issues, and include a set of stakeholders that see their future tied to one another.  As a start-up entity, the IHMD should begin with a manageable area in which there is near unanimous support.  We recommend that the first phase of the BID include the Inner Harbor district, generally from the Ritz Carlton to Central Avenue. 
The first phase of the IHMD (Area A, shown below) would be bounded by Light Street on the west, Pratt Street to President Street to Fleet Street on the north, Central Avenue on the east, and Key Highway on the south.  Along the Promenade, the district covers the Ritz Carlton to Central Avenue.  The proposed IHMD would not overlap any part of the Downtown Management District; rather, it would be a contiguous extension. (The proposed Pratt and Light Street boundaries would be contiguous with the southern boundaries of the Downtown Management District.) 
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The long term goal would be to provide supplemental services along the entire waterfront promenade from Locust Point to Canton.  New contiguous areas would be phased in only when sufficient owner and neighborhood support and funding exist.  If contiguous areas such as Harbor Point and Fells Point are interested in obtaining supplemental services before a formal expansion was scheduled to take place, these areas could contract with the IHMD to provide the desired services.  
III.
Division of Responsibilities
The IHMD, above all, is a constituent service organization, created to serve the mutual interests of its primary funders: property owners within the district and the citizens of Baltimore.  In addition to providing the specific supplemental services described below, the IHMD would assume overall management and coordination responsibilities in the Inner Harbor.  In this capacity, the IHMD would provide a single point of contact for matters relating to the Inner Harbor.  We recommend that the IHMD embrace an organizational structure that is flexible and responsive to the changing needs of the contributing members.  It would oversee and coordinate the maintenance of the public areas and impose performance standards on itself, on property owners and on the City.  In addition to becoming a service provider, the IHMD would serve as the Inner Harbor advocate, spokesperson, problem solver and fundraiser (seeking grant opportunities for specific projects, for example).   The Advisory Committee recommends that the IHMD replace the Inner Harbor Task Force.  Generally, Board meetings should be open to the public unless confidential matters such as financial information, personnel are being discussed.  .   
A. 
Baseline Service Agreement 

	Examples of Baseline City Services

· Remove trash
· Clean water

· Repair light fixtures, benches, trash cans, signs, etc

· Remove snow
· Remove and replace dead trees

· Fund and install capital improvements for publicly owned areas



The purpose of creating a BID district is to raise funds to supplement, not supplant, city services.  To ensure that the City continues to provide a baseline level of services, the City and IHMD should enter into a Baseline Service Agreement (BSA).  The primary function of the BSA would be to establish the minimum level of services that will continue to be provided by the City (primarily the Department of Transportation, Department of Public Works, and Police Department) within the IHMD area.  
	Examples of Uniform Standards
· Trash containers shall be serviced so as never be more than 3/4 full at any time
· No “Cushmans” vehicles or any vehicle should be driven on promenade after 9 a.m. or before 9 p.m. except for emergencies
· Grass shall be maintained at 2" to 3" high for cool season and 1" to 2" for warm season
· All areas shall be kept free of litter at all times


The BSA also would establish specific and measurable Performance Standards.  The Performance Standards, which could be adjusted annually, would set out a level against which the provision of services can be assessed and measured (both by City managers and the IHMD).  If these standards are not met then the IHMD can work with City Department heads to ensure adherence.  Having City Department heads serving on the IHMD Board and Executive Committee will facilitate regular communication and help resolve issues as they arise.  Performance Standards also give the City – perhaps even CitiStat – the ability to pinpoint problem areas and take immediate action.  As well as setting the level of primary services to be provided, the Agreement would establish the mechanism for the continued monitoring and review of the provision of these services and lay the groundwork for entering into future "partnering" arrangements.

The dollar value of the services currently being provided by the Departments of Transportation (DOT), Public Works (DPW), and Recreation and Parks (Parks) is shown below.  Appendix A includes a detailed break down and description of the City services performed by DOT, DPW, Parks and Police in the Inner Harbor. The description of services was provided by the respective agencies. 

2005 Baseline City Service Expenditures

	DOT Expenditures

DPW Marine Expenditures

DPW Inner Harbor Expenditures

Police Department

Rec. and Parks Expenditures

Total
	$   563,114

$   861,499

$1,234,236

$2,608,000

$     18,500

$5,285,349


B. 
Supplemental Service Agreement – “Sweating the Details”
Since it would receive significant city funding, IHMD would contractually agree to provide certain services to the City under a Supplemental Service Agreement (SSA).  Similar to the BSA, the SSA will establish criteria against which the IHMD could be assessed and measured by the City.  Initially, the Advisory Committee envisions that the IHMD would provide services by contracting out with non-public service providers such as private landscaping companies, Downtown Partnership and Living Classrooms Foundations.  Long term, in-house landscaping and public safety staff should be considered.  The supplemental services that could be provided by the IHMD fall into three general categories:

1. General Management Responsibilities

2. Landscaping

3. Public Safety/Visitor Services 

1. General Management Responsibilties
· Providing leadership, advocacy and problem solving for Inner Harbor issues

· Administering and enforcing the City’s Inner Harbor leases

· Overseeing Dock Master and waterside activities

· Preparing a Capital Plan for the Inner Harbor

· Providing project manager services for capital projects

· Performing frequent and regular inspections of the Inner Harbor public areas to ensure responsiveness and quality control

· Preparing signage guidelines, including installation of wayfinding system

· Providing overall coordination of city and private service delivery
· Monitoring, inspecting all aspects of Promenade, including public, private and nonprofit properties or activities

· Overseeing all lease renewals or Request for Proposals (RFP) processes (not for development projects)
· Approving permits for use of public areas
· Supervising supplemental services

· Positioning the harbor as a regional, national and international attraction

· Coordinating public relations and marketing for the Harbor.
2.
Supplemental Landscaping Responsibilities
· Beautifying harbor by creating planting plan for public and private areas
· Installing flower gardens, planting and maintaining all Inner Harbor and Harbor East public area seasonal flower beds (Rash Field, West Shore Park, Harbor Place, McKeldin Plaza, Harbor East promenade)
· Creating standards for all flower plantings – public and private 
· Maintaining flower and shrubbery beds by weeding, watering, pruning and mulching regularly
· Treating all turf and grass areas, keeping them lush and green
· Installing and maintaining hanging flower baskets on all Inner Harbor poles
· Performing inspections to ensure all planting standards are being met
· Overseeing flag and banner program and seasonal decorations program
3.
Supplemental Public Safety – Promenade Ambassadors

	Washington D.C. Safety and Maintenance Workers (SAMs)

“SAMs undergo intensive training, which ranges from two to six weeks, depending on their area of work.  Hospitality SAMs participate in classroom training for two weeks where they research, explore and become knowledgeable on issues such as crime prevention and reporting, first aid and first responder training, communication skills and homeless services. Four weeks of field training with experienced SAMs follows the classroom lectures, role plays, site visits and drills. 
“A day in the life of a SAM requires acting as "eyes and ears" for law enforcement, reporting hazards and defects on public space, providing emergency assistance, and contributing to a more attractive physical environment through partnerships with the police and public works departments agencies.  The SAMs present a visible, professional and welcoming face to Downtown.  SAM Homeless Outreach Service Teams work with professional staff to help connect the homeless with needed services, and to discourage illegal and anti-social street behaviors. They also work with property managers to prevent encampments and aggressive panhandling in private space.”




Primary Responsibilities:

· Providing overall coordination of public and private security (including police) in Harbor and promenade areas
· Creating and managing a communications network of public and private security professionals in Harbor
· Providing a complement of friendly faces and helpful hands for visitors, residents and office workers in Inner Harbor, Harbor East and Fells Point areas

· Providing a fun and upbeat pulse along harbor, helping to provide an exceptional experience

· Responding to questions and requests from tourists regarding attractions, dining, history, etc. and distributing brochures about Harbor attractions
· Performing panhandling patrols
· Providing visible, uniformed safety presence along promenade
· Establishing and monitoring security camera system in Inner Harbor areas (also for use by the City Dock Master)
· Preparing a “look” and color scheme that will be carried out on uniforms, decorations and collateral materials produced to promote the Harbor
IV.
Budget and Funding Sources
IHMA funding should be shared by all stakeholders – public, private, and nonprofit. Three basic principles apply: 1) the formula under which the property owners contribute must be fair, equitable and provide IHMD a reliable stream of income; 2) all beneficiaries should participate financially in some way; and, 3) as a large property owner and important stakeholder, the City should contribute financially.   
BIDs are set up differently across the country; however, the common element is that property owners within the district agree to impose on themselves a compulsory tax or fee (“surcharge”) to pay for the supplemental services.  The Committee considered two alternative approaches to the surcharge: 1) Local legislative action through a City Council Ordinance to create a BID and impose an ad valorem surcharge on property owners (“Traditional Model”); or, 2) Multi-year contractual agreement with the City that binds property owners make an annual contribution (“Contractual Model”).  
In weighing these two alternatives, the Committee determined that the most appropriate organizational and funding structure is not currently available under local law and would require State enabling legislation.  Since the Committee believes that the creation of an Inner Harbor Management District should not wait until State legislation can be secured, it recommends moving ahead under the Contractual Model; State legislation should be sought at the appropriate time. 

The Committee recommends that the IHMD’s operating budget be funded from the four primary sources that are discussed below:

· Surcharge paid by property owners within the district.  The Committee recommends that commercial and non-owner occupied residential property owners be assessed a surcharge not to exceed $.17 per $100 of assessed value for each property within the district.  During the period in which the IHMD operates under the Contractual Model (including ramp-up), the funding formula should be tied to an estimate of the actual expenses.  Until the legislation is in place that would allow the City to assume collection responsibility (as it does on behalf of the Downtown Partnership and two community benefits districts), the property owners within the district would commit to funding the private sector portion of the IHMD budget under the Contractual Model.  Within two years, the City, IHMD, and Waterfront Promenade Partnership (see Section V) should take the steps necessary to transition to the Traditional Model. 
	Years 1 Funding Sources  (12 month period)
	 Amount 

	 
	 

	 Property Owner Contributions 
	 $   400,000 

	 Vendor/Lease Income 
	 $   150,000 

	 City Contract 
	 $   300,000 

	 Total 
	 $   850,000


	Years 2 Funding Sources  (12 month period)
	 Amount 

	 
	 

	 Property Owner Contributions
	 $500,000 - $654,000 

	 Vendor/Lease Income 
	 $200,000 - $300,000 

	 City Contract 
	 $275,000 -  $300,000 

	 Total 
	$975,000 -  $1,254,000


· Vendor/Lease Incremental Earned Income.  The leases, concessions and service vendors listed below generate revenue for the City.  The Advisory Committee proposes that the IHMD assume responsibility for overseeing these various agreements.  Incremental revenue earned (above the current base of $350,000 as of January 1, 2005) would flow back into the IHMD to help fund supplemental services.  The IHMD should also seek to identify additional, new revenue generators.  Examples of service vendors currently working in the City are:
· [image: image20.png]


Carousel

· Clipper City

· Concessions

· Dock Master

· Harbor Cruises

· Inner Harbor Marina

· Maritime Museum 

· Rusty Scupper

· Trident Boats

· Pride of Baltimore

· Paddle Boats

· Pier 6 Pavilion

· Ride The Ducks

· USS Constellation 

· Visitor Center

· Water Taxi

· City Contract for Services. There are some services that the City now provides in the Inner Harbor that could be provided more efficiently by the IHMD.  There is precedent for the City contracting with non profit organizations to perform certain services; for example, in 2003, the Department of Recreation and Parks contracted with the Living Classrooms Foundation’s Project Serve program to maintain five city parks.  Similarly, under a contract with the City, the IHMD would assume responsibility for certain services that are now being performed by the DPW, DOT or Parks. One such service the Committee recommends be considered would be the landscaping maintenance of public gardens.  Motor Vehicle Revenue (MVR) funds are a potential source for eligible activities.  
· Grants and Other Stakeholder Contributions.  Additional funding would be sought from foundations and state and federal funding sources.  In addition, the IHMD would seek contributions from other beneficiaries of the supplemental services, such as property owners outside the district, hotels, vendors, attractions and restaurants.   
Operating Budget (Fully Funded Traditional Model)
NOTE:  This operational budget is preliminary.  It is provided for illustrative purposes.  The actual budget, which would be approved annually by the IHMD Board of Directors, will depend on what services are contained and described in the Baseline and Supplemental Services Agreement.   

	Management/Overhead
	# of Positions
	
	Total

	Executive Director
	1
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Administrative Assistant
	1
	
	

	Operations/Quick Response Team Coordinator
	1
	
	

	Overhead (rent, utilities, insurance, supplies)[1]
	
	
	

	Total Management/Overhead
	
	
	$300,000 - $440,000

	
	
	
	

	Ambassador/Public Safety 
	
	
	

	Senior Level Retired Police Official
	1
	
	

	Supervisors @ $27,000 each 
	2
	
	

	Harbor Ambassadors 
	12
	
	

	Homeless Outreach Worker
	1
	
	

	Total Ambassador [2]
	
	
	$400,000 - $615,000

	
	
	
	

	Landscaping
	
	
	

	Annual Contract
	
	
	

	Materials
	
	
	

	Total Landscaping
	
	
	$275,000 - $300,000 

	
	
	
	

	Total IHMD Operating Budget
	
	
	$975,000 - $1,355,000

	
	
	
	

	DOT Expenditures
	
	
	$   563,114

	DPW Marine Expenditures
	
	
	$   861,499

	DPW Inner Harbor Expenditures
	
	
	$1,234,236

	Police Department
	
	
	$2,608,000

	Rec. and Parks Expenditures
	
	
	$     18,500

	
	
	
	

	Total City Operating Budget 
	
	
	$5,285,349

	
	
	
	

	Total Inner Harbor Operating Expenditures
	
	
	$6,639,349


V. Long Term Vision: Extending the IHMA to Serve the Length of the Waterfront Promenade
For years, the Waterfront Promenade Partnership (a 501(c)(3) organization that is now an affiliate of the Living Classrooms Foundation) has advocated for a unified approach to managing the entire length of the promenade from Canton to Locust Point.  Founded 20 years ago as the Baltimore Harbor Endowment, the Waterfront Promenade Partnership is a grassroots organization that is dedicated to preserving and enhancing public access to the harbor and the waterfront.  

The Promenade Partnership asked HR&A to evaluate the physical character of the promenade in addition to recommending alternative management structures.  Echoing the GBC report, HR&A found that the Promenade is not maintained at a standard of excellence equal to its standing as the region’s premier tourist destination.  HR&A observed that the public spaces and parks along the Promenade face challenges similar in nature to the Inner Harbor – challenges inherent in providing a consistently high standard of maintenance in a linear park that comprises distinctly different districts.  
The authors of the HR&A report agree that the Inner Harbor would benefit from a BID structure; however, they believe that creating an Inner Harbor management entity must coincide with laying the groundwork for expanding the district over time to cover the entire Waterfront Promenade.  Not doing so, HR&A cautions, would further separate the Inner Harbor from the rest of the Promenade in organization, funding, and maintenance.  In support of the BID district structure, HR&A believes that a unified improvement district would achieve cost efficiencies, make easier the adoption and implementation of unified design standards and maintenance, increase staff professionalism, and concentrate civic advocacy of an important city asset.   A BID also would have the ability to impose design guidelines on Promenade maintenance and new construction that would serve the Promenade’s primary purpose as a unifying element for the waterfront.  

A BID structure starting in the Inner Harbor and expanding outward has the advantage of providing for gradual buy-in from its constituencies. There are challenges to creating a unified improvement district.  A Promenade-wide BID would allow, but not require, participation by all areas of the Promenade.  If a portion of the Promenade did not want to participate in a BID at its outset, it would not be prohibited from joining at a later date.  For the BID to succeed, HR&A believes that it is imperative that membership be offered to the widest possible area.  The HR&A report cautions, “Care must be taken in allocating its revenue stream so that money generated by one section of the Promenade is not spent on the maintenance of another.” 

The Advisory Committee recommends the IHMD consider contracting with the Waterfront Promenade Partnership to develop and implement a strategy to build support for extending the IHMD boundaries and services to cover the entire promenade.  
VI.
Implementation Plan
To achieve the recommendations of the Inner Harbor Advisory Committee, the following implementation plan is suggested:
	Adoption of final report by Inner Harbor Advisory Committee 
	April ‘05

	Present report to Mayor O’Malley
	Aug ‘05

	
	

	Verify Assessment Information 
	May/June ‘05

	Create Steering Committee
	May ‘05

	Brief City Council President, City Council Members and Comptroller
	May/June ‘05

	Present Recommendations to Inner Harbor Task Force
	June ‘05

	Draft and incorporate Inner Harbor Management District (IHMD) charter and by-laws
	Aug ‘05

	Negotiate, draft and seek Board of Estimates approval of Baseline Service Agreement 
	Sept ‘05

	Hold initial Board meetings, finalize fiscal year 2006 budget and set rate
	Aug ‘05

	Draft, negotiate and obtain signatures of property owners for Multi-Year Contract
	July/August ‘05

	Obtain bridge loan to fund start up costs 


	July ‘05

	Seek Board of Estimates approval of Funding Agreement (Contractual Model) between IHMD, City and property owners
	Sept ‘05

	Negotiate, draft and seek Board of Estimates approval of Supplemental Service Agreement
	Sept ‘05

	Hire Executive Director 
	Sept ‘05

	Competitively bid and award service contracts 
	Oct ‘05

	Begin IHMD operations 
	Nov ‘05

	Working with Waterfront Promenade Partnership, build consensus for longer term legislative model (including geographic scope and basic funding formula)
	2006

	Introduce and obtain approval of State enabling legislation and City Council legislative required to implement Traditional Model
	2007

	Begin operations under Traditional Model
	July ‘07


VII. 
Conclusion
Since the beginning of his Administration in 1999, Mayor Martin O’Malley has embraced a strategy of growth.  He recognized that the City’s future is tied to its greatest assets.  The strategy is working.  After decades of decline, the City’s population has stabilized and is projected to rise.  In just five years, home values have increased 70 percent.  Private investment in new condominiums, apartments, office buildings, shopping centers, hospitals, and research centers has flourished.  

Despite these enormous gains, shrinking state and federal resources, aging infrastructure and rising costs make it impossible for the public sector alone to provide the level of funding necessary to maintain the City’s most vital assets at levels that can ensure their continued health.  This is the case with the Inner Harbor, which lacks adequate funding and an organizational structure to maintain the Inner Harbor as a source of revenue and local pride.  

The Mayor’s Inner Harbor Advisory Committee urges the Mayor to support the creation of a Business Improvement District to provide the resources and organizational structure to protect and enhance Baltimore’s most vital asset.  The Committee recognizes that the level of service and organization needed to properly manage the Inner Harbor require additional resources.  We recommend that commercial property owners in the Inner Harbor help fund these services, along with additional public resources and contributions from adjacent commercial and hotel interests as well as nonprofit attractions in the harbor. 
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