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About SFA 
1) Founded in 2003 

 
2) $3.5 billion in planned and 

operational sports & recreation 
facilities 
 

3) Plan – Fund – Open – Manage 
 

4) All services are built on a foundation 
of research and analysis 
 

5) Opening 1.5 million square feet of 
indoor space and  600 acres of 
outdoor space in the next year 
 

6) Driven to improve families and 
communities  

 



Agenda 

1) Introduce the Project 
 

2) Define the Project Scope 
 

3) Provide Overview of Market Research Results 
 

4) Provide Overview of Facilities 
 

5) Provide Overview of Financial Analysis 
 

6) Review Recommendations 
 

7) Answer Questions 



Project Introduction 

•The Sports Facilities Advisory (SFA) engaged by City of 
Bowie to perform a feasibility  study related to the 
construction of a new indoor sports complex 
 

•Waldon Studio Architects (WSA) engaged to contribute 
to site recommendations, design recommendations, and 
local construction codes 
 

•SFA tasked to make informed recommendations about 
the development of one of more indoor sports facilities 
as an independent, impartial third party 



Project Scope 
 
 
Scope of Work 

 

•Conduct interviews and surveys with key stakeholders, 
community participants, and City officials 
 

•Analyze potential site locations for viability 
 

•Analyze need for new facilities 
 

•Estimate construction costs for new facilities 
 

•Create financial forecast for new facilities 
 

•Provide recommendations for development  



Project Scope 
Project Milestones 
 

• March 11-13- Conducted market study and stakeholder interviews 
 

• April 11-  Delivered stakeholder survey and community survey 
 

• April 26- Delivered preliminary results of survey 
 

• May 2- Delivered survey results of survey and reviewed financial forecast 
structure with City officials 

 
• May 7- SFA presented update at public session 

 
• May 22- Reviewed final results and recommendations with City officials 

 
• May 29- Delivered final report 

 
• June 3- Presenting final report 

 
 



Participative Research 
 

On-Site Stakeholder Interviews 
• Total Individuals Invited: 90 
• Total Confirmed: 63 (70.0%) 
• Total Attended: 60 (95.2%) 

 
Stakeholder Survey 

• Unique Stakeholder Organizations: 76 
• Unique Survey Responses: 37 (48.7%) 
 

Community Survey 
• 924 Total Responses 
• Bowie Residents: 634 (68.6%) 
• Non-Bowie Residents: 290 (31.4%) 
 

 

Market Research 



Market Research 
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Market Research 

Turf Court Ice Aquatics
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Market Research 
Participation by Surface and Season 
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Market Research 
Drive Time Analysis 
 
 

 

 



Overview of Facilities 

 
 

Aquatic 
 

Size:   34,600 SF 
 
Features:  - 50 Meter Competition Pool 
     
Est. Cost:  $5.82 million 



Overview of Facilities 

 
 

Court 
 

Size:   61,400 SF 
 
Features:  - Five High School hardwood basketball  
     courts (configurable Youth and College) 
  - Six Volleyball Courts 
 
Est. Cost: $7.58 million 
   
 
 
Note: Would be in addition to  
 Bowie City Gym 



Overview of Facilities 

 
 

Ice 
 

Size:   70,000 SF 
 
Features:  - One NHL-Size Rink   
  - One Olympic-Size Rink 
     
Est. Cost: $10.65 million 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Would replace Bowie Ice Arena 



Overview of Facilities 

 
 

Turf 
 

Size:   52,500 SF 
 
Features:  - Two 200’ x 100’ Turf Fields 
  - Four Batting Cages 
   
Est. Cost: $6.22 million 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

Overview of Baseline Analysis Assumptions 
 

• City’s historic funding model was used 
• City funds construction 
• City funds ongoing operations 

 
• Outside groups rent facility to offer their own programming 

 

• “In-house” programming is limited  
 

• Projections provide inventory for individuals/groups that are 
currently underserved 

• E.g.  adult leagues, non-major sports, etc. 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

Overview of Results 
 

• Market research shows a clear demand for all four facilities 
considered 
 

• For some activities, there is a conflict between demand and 
willingness/ability/expectation to pay sufficient rates to meet 
the demand 
 

• None of the facilities can become self-sustaining in the historic 
operating model 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

 
 

Overview of Aquatic Facility 
 

• Construction Cost: Lowest 
 

• Operating Cost: Highest 
 

• Notes: In this model, the net operating (loss) will be in excess 
of $500,000 in perpetuity 
 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

 
 

Overview of Court Facility 
 

• Construction Cost: Second Highest (includes increased 
administrative and service spaces because of its standing as 
the top priority for development) 
 

• Operating Cost: Second Highest 
 

• Notes: Operating loss includes the operating expenses of the 
Bowie City Gym; the new court facility is projected to have a 
5 Year cumulative operating loss of ($1,801,332 ) 
 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

 
 

Overview of Ice Facility 
 

• Construction Cost: Highest 
 

• Operating Cost: Lowest 
 

• Notes: This assumes the Bowie Ice Arena would be 
repurposed; the cost to construct this facility is more than $3 
million more than any of the other facilities 



Financial Analysis 

 
 

 
 

Overview of Turf Facility 
 

• Construction Cost: Second Lowest 
 

• Operating Cost: Second Lowest 
 

• Notes: The facility is projected to be severely underutilized 
during the non-winter months 



Financing Recommendations 

 
 

Recommendation for Financing 
 

• Both the City and the residents have expressed the need to avoid 
increased taxes as a way of covering operating losses 
 

• SFA recommends entering into meaningful dialogue with existing 
user groups to explore public/private partnerships  
 

• In a public/private partnership, the City would provide a 
combination of:  
• Land 
• Site work and site infrastructure 
• Capital toward construction and start-up costs 
• Capital to cover portion of annual operating loss 

 
• A private partner would get guaranteed inventory on a long-term 

agreement in exchange for providing:  
• Capital toward construction and start-up costs 
• Capital to cover portion of annual operating loss 

 



Ranking Recommendations 

 
 

Criteria for Ranking Facilities 
 

Need: Bowie resident participation, non-Bowie resident 
participation, need as reported by stakeholders, need as 
reported by individuals in the community, need currently being 
met, intended utilization 

 

Construction Cost: cost to build relative to other facility types 

 

Operational Cost: cost to operate on an ongoing annual basis 
relative to other facility types 
 



Ranking Recommendations 

 
 

Rank Based on Need, Construction Cost, and Operating Cost 
 

1) Court 
• Dependent on rental fee structure outlined in financial forecast 
• If rental fee structure is not approved and implemented, rating may 

decrease 

2) Aquatic 
• Dependent on ability to subsidize operations for more than $500,000 per 

year 
• If that obligation cannot be met, rating may decrease 

3) Ice 
• Cost to construct and resident vs. non-resident utilization are factors in 

prioritization 
• Most likely model to attract private partners; if a public/private 

partnership can be formed, rating could increase 

4) Turf 
• Low demand for year-round utilization 
• Does not fit the City’s operating model, therefore not recommended 



Questions? 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank You! 

 
 


