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TO: HONORABLE MAYOR 
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SUBJECT: Measuring Economic and Fiscal Impact DATE: March 29,2007 
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Approved Date 

At the Community and Economic Development Committee of March 26,2007, the committee heard 
this report. The committee asked that this item be cross-referenced for Council action to: 

Accept the staff report regarding: 

a) Measuring economic and fiscal impact of 6 cultural and sporting events: San Jose Grand Prix, 
San Jose Jazz Festival, ZeroOne San Jose, San Jose International Mariachi Festival, Tapestry and 
Talent Festival and the Rock and Roll % Marathon; and 

b) An economic impact methodology to be used to project the economic benefit of future events 
and to measure the actual economic impact post event. 

A copy of the stafl'memorandum is attached for your review. Staff will make a brief presentation at 
the Council meeting. 

(wfwL PAULKRUT O 
Chief Development Officer 
City Manager's Office 

Attachment 

For questions please contact Paul Krutko, Chief Development Officer at (408) 535-8182 
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TO:  COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC FROM: Paul Krutlto 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: MEASURING ECONOMIC and DATE: 02-09-07 
FISCAL IMPACT O F  CULTURAL 

AND SPORTING EVENTS 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: City-Wide 

Accept the attached report, Analysis of the Econonzic and Fiscal I~iipact of Cultural andSportiiig 
E I J ~ I I ~ S  in Sun .Jose: Explanarion ofRecomn~ended Methodology and Inlpact Assessment for Six 
Represen mrive Evenrs. 

OUTCOME 

By accepting this report, City would be adopting a conservative, credible and consistent approach for 
assessing the econon~ic and fiscal impact of events. This methodology will be used by the City and 
its partners in estimating economic impact from Cultural and Sporting events. 

BACKGROUND 

San Jose is a leader in supporting a range ofcullural and sporting events /ha/ rejects the uliique 
characteristics, interests, arid history ofthis conznzunity. 

These events are important for several reasons, including but not limited to economic and fiscal 
impact. 

Events d rh~e  econoli~ic andfiscal impact-Cultural and sporting events can help drive 
econon~ic impact by attracting visitors and stimulating new spending. Events can also 
generate revenue for the city. 

El~ents build co~iin~unity strength and identiwCultural and sporting events can help 
celebrate the people and attributes of the community, connect people to each other, and build 
local pride. Residents can value them as cornmunity amenities. 
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Events raise comriiii~iityprojile-Cultural and sporting events can shape how San Jose is 
known and perceived in the Bay Area, nationally, and internationally, which can have myriad 
positive effects on the community in the long-term. 

. Ever7ts drive repeat bush7ess-Cultural and sporting events can introduce people to the 
Downtown, who may like what they see and return again in the future to patronize businesses 
visit attractions, and live or work. 

In suppoi? of the Economic Development Strategy, the City has stepped up its interdepartinental 
efforts to host new signature events that can attract external visitors and media attention and to 
evolve existing events to a greater external appeal. Interest has been growing in having a credible, 
consistent way to predict and assess the economic and iiscal impact of events. 

To date, staflat the city, Convention and Visitors Bureau. ,Sj?orts Authority, and the everitprod~icers 
themselves have approached this question in independerit and diverse 1i)ays. For example, the 
Convention and Visitors Bureau undertook a study in 2003-2004 to ~neasure the impact of 
convention visitors to San Jose. The San Jose Spoils Authority has com~nissioned specific economic 
impact evaluations for unique events and, occasionally, for their overall program. The Office of 
Economic Development has been called on to come up with estimates for recent new events, and has 
used peer-city methodologies and national on-line tools. National as well as local event producers 
have offered up their own estimates of economic impact. 

Cify elected leadership arid staflhave recognized the need to develop a cornmori nlethodology and 
roo1 that can be used by everyone. OED initiated an effort in partnership with San Jose Convention 
and Visitors Bureau, San Jose Sports Authority, Team San Jose and the Office of Cultural Affairs 
(OCA) to develop a common methodology and tool that could be used by all parties to estimate the 
impact of the diverse range of existing and potential new events. OED issued an W P  in March 2006 
to affirm the feasibility of this approach and identify a firm qualified to carry it out. 

The RFP was released on the City's Economic Development website and eight RFP packets were 
]nailed to finns located throughout the United States who specialize in economic impact research. 
The successful firm, SportsEconomics, LLC of Berkeley, was one of two respondents to the RFP. 
The review panel consisted of members from OED, OCA, Convention and Visitors Bureau, San Jose 
Sports Authority, and Silicon Valley Sports Entertainment. 

The project scope included a) recommending a methodology to measure economic and fiscal impact, 
b) surveying six, diverse events to collect spending data from visitors, and applying the 
r:co:c:r.endcd methcc'c!og~ !o assess :he economic impact of cach cvcn:, and c) devslojjlng sii 
Economic Impact Calculator Tool that city staff and partners can use to estimate the impact of future 
events. 

At an October 2006 committee meeting, OED provided the Driving Strong Economy Council 
Committee (former name of Community and Economic Development Committee) with an update on 
the project's progress. Based on feedback received, the current agreement with SportsEconomics, is 
being augmented to include an additional survey from Vietnamese Spring Festival & Parade (Feb. 
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IS). Three additional surveys are planned for events at HP Pavilion. The additional data collected 
will furlher calibrate the Economic Inlpact Calculator Tool, which \vill be ready f o ~  use by April. 

ANALYSIS 

Economic Impact  Methodology 

The m~thodology recommended by Dr. Daniel Rascl~t-r of Spo~isEconon~ics is conservative because 
i t  only 'counts' spending by visitors to San Jose who are in town for the event, not spending by 
locals. Spending by locals, or hy visitors in town for some other reason, may have happened without 
the event having talten place. 

The metl~odology draws on primary spending data and modeling rclationsl~ips that come from more 
than a dozen primary studies conducted in and around the San Jose community on a broad base of 
events, and on dozens more similar types of events conducted in other regions. San Jose's 
methodology and tool will be regularly re-calibrated to ensure continuing accuracy. The 
methodology has been peer reviewed by independent university-level professors and researchers at 
the IJniversity of South Carolina (see attached letter). It is the opinion of these independent 
reviewers that, "the resulting study provides a relatively conservative estimate of the total economic 
impact on the city." Additionally the letter states "the city and its residents can feel confident that the 
calculatio~~s in this economic impact study are valid." 

S u w e y  Results for  Six Events 

In order to secure data on visitor spending patterns, SportsEconomics conducted primary surveys of 
six diverse events held in Downtown San Jose from July-October of 2006. Six events worked 
collaboratively with the City and SportsEconon~ics: San Jose Grand Prix, San Jose Jazz Festival, 
Zeroone San Jose, San Jose International Mariachi Festival, Tapestry Arts Festival, and Roclc n Roll 
Half Marathon San Jose. 

The City and SportsEconomics intentionally picked events that were diverse in terms of their 
audience, features, locations, and stage of development. The characteristics and spending data from 
these event's will be used as proxies for ineasuring the impact of other events that happen and could 
happen throughout the year in San Jose. (While other primary survey work may be funded in the 
future to update and improve the model, it will not be feasible to conduct primary surveys for every 
single future event.) More than 3,000 surveys were completed, representing more than 10,000 
people. 

Taken togelher, the economic assess~nenl of these six events show that they generated very 
considerable economic andfiscal intpact for S a ~ i  Jose Specifically, the total economic iinpact of 
these events was approximately $74 million, with more than $1.9 million in new tax revenues. The 
economic impact resulted in $44.2 million in increased income for residents and supported 1,280 
FTE (full-time equivalent) jobs. 

The table below shows key summary measures for each of the six surveyed events (see Exhibit 1-2 
in the full report for more detail). Although "Spending by L.ocal Rcsidents/Non-Incremental 
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Visitors" is not counted as part of true "economic impact" in the methodology recommended by 
Spol-tsEconomics~ it is provided here as an indicator of Iocallot~ier pa~licipaiion in the event. 

Mariachi Festival 
Snn In<? l a 7 7  F m t i v a l  I %Ill9 rniI1in11 1 %312.40(3 1 Rh 1 i n i l l i n n  

Roclc n Roll Half Marathon 
San Jose Grand Prix 
San Jose International 

Economic Impact 
from Outside 

Visitors 
$16.4 million 
$23.6 million 

$1.5 million 

-. . . .~~~... ~~~ - -  --, - -  , 

E c o ~ ~ o r ~ ~ i c  1nipacrji.0111 Oiriside Visiroj-s includes direci spending-dollars spent in the city related to events that 
otherwise would be spent outside the ciry's economy, including spending by non-local visitors and event-related 
spending by vendors, media, sponsors, and event participants such as performers and teams. This also includes indirect 
spending-the 're-spending' that results of the direct spending dollars as they circulate through the economy (commonly 
referred io as the  'multiplier effect.') 

Arts Festival 
- . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 

Ciry F i s c o l l ~ ~ ~ p o c /  includes the taxes and other revenues that accrue to local government as result o f  the events' 
operations and nun-local visitors traveling to the c i ty  

City Fiscal 
Impact 

$554,900 
$559,000 
$22,600 

$12.4 n ~ i l l i ~  ' 

Spendi1lg by1,ocal Rcsidenis/Non-lncre~i~e~tl~l Visilors is no1 counted as part of true "economic impact" in the 
methodology recommended by SportsEconomics; it is provided here as an indicator of locallother participation in and 
support of the events. 

Spending By Local 
ResidentsIOthers 

$5.5 million 
$19.9 million 
$16.2 million 

$24.0 million 
$4.0 million 

$75.7 million 

~n 1 $25 1,400 
~ e r o u n e  San Jose I $9.3 million / $225,500 

PUBLIC OUTREACHIINTEREST 

Total 

0 Criteria 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or greater. 
(Required: Website Posting) 

$74.1 million I $1.9 million 

0 Criteria 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public health, 
safety, quality of life, or linancialleconomic vitality ofthe City. (Required: E-mail and 
Website Posting) 

[7 Criteria 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that 
may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or a 
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting, 
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers) 

This memorandum and attached report are being posted to both the Office of Economic 
Development website (www.sieconom~.co~n) and the City of San Jose's Committee Agenda website 
( w w w . s a n i o s e c a . ~ o v l c l e r W C o m m i t t e e A e e n d a l )  on Friday, February 9,2007. 

Discussion of the report will occur at Community and Economic Development Committee meeting 
on February 26,2007. 
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COORDINATION 

This report has been cnordinated with the Budget Office: Finance Depa~iment ,  and Office of 
Cultural Affalrs. 

FISCALIPOLICY ALIGNMENT 

This project aligns with the City's Econolnic Strategy #4: "Evolvt and Position Downtown as a 
IJnique Creative and Cultural Center of Silicon Valley.'' 

CEQA: Exempt. 

Director, Office of Economic Development 

For questioi~s please contact John Lang, Development Officer, 408-535-8 178. 

Attachment: Analysis of the Economic and Fiscnl Inipncr ofCzcIiurn1 and Sporring Evenrs in SUIT 
Jose: Expianolion of Reco117niended Merhodology and 1117pact Assessnienl for ,Six Represenrarive 
Events by Dr. Daniel Rascher of SportsEconomics, L.1.C 
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The City of San Jose ("Ciry") retained SportsEcononics, LLC ("Spo~tsEconomics"j to et'aluate the econonic 

and fiscal benefits to the City of San Jose ("City") associated with the ope~zdons  of six primary events hosted in 

the ciqr. This analysis presents rstimztes of the quanofipbie impacts and a discussion of qualitative benefits to the 

Ciry c~u i rcnr l~  generated as a result of thc events i t  annuaUy hosts. The study's kc), findings are presented in &us 

Execuuve Summav.  The full Report must be read in 11s enurery, includ~ng t h e  irmiung condldons provided at 

the end o f  the Report, to understand thc bachground, methods and asiumpuons underlying the study's findings. 

The purpose of h s  Report was to erumate the total gross cconor ic  impact of six p~imaqz events liosred in thc 

C,ity from July through October of 2006. I n  an effort to esumare the annuzl impact of similar culrural and 

sporting cvents hosted in the City, the following events mere selected to be representadve: (I) San Josc Grand 

Prix, July 28.30, (2) ZeroOne Sanlose Fesdval and Symposium, August 7-13, (3) Corncast San Jose Jazz Festival, 

August 17-20, (4) Tapestry Atts Fesdval, September 2-4, (5) illaiiarlu Festival and Conference, October 3-8, and 

(6) San Jose Rock and Roll Half Marathon and Expo, October 7-8,2006. The dara for each of these event t p e s  

will then be used to estimate the impacts of similar events arhich run in the C,ity rhroughour the year. A primary 

reason why these six &verse events were chosen was to provide important baseline visitor spending dara that will 

be used as input for the Economic Impact Tool that is being developed. The diverse characrerisucs of these 

events are viewed as representative of the liinds of events that  happen and could happen throughout the year in 

San Jose (where it will not be feasible to do primary surveys for every single event going forward). This Report 

u'LU presenr the findngs for all six of thc events described above. 

More than 3,000 sunwys were collected represenring over 10,000 people. Total anendance at the six events was 

over 400,000 with just less than half of those attendees being local iesidents. Approximately 130,000 anendees 

iepresented "unique visitors" who spent an average of just over 5400 during their stay.] The  events smdied 

generated considerable economic impacts for the Ciry Moieover, substantial tax revenl~es were also generated. 

Specifically, the total economic impact on the City from these events, and from the event operations, was 

approximately $74.1 million, with over 1,280 jobs created, and more than 91.9 rnihon in new tax revenues. The  

details a re  shown in Exhibit 1-1 below. 

' An explanation if "unique visitors" and the entire economic impact methodology is described in Section 2. 
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Exhibit 1-1 

In adii~tion to rlic media exposure for the Ciry res~lldng from the events, the 

cvents studied also generated considerable economic impacts for the City. 

Total Economic l w n c t  to City: 574.1 mdhon. 

lnduccd Economic i m ~ a r t s  to City $442  d o n  in increased residcnr income 

and I 280 FTE o b s  crearcd. 

The economic impact portion of ttus studg evaluates the areas described as follows: - Direct Spending - Tius represents dollars spent wirhin the City related to the events that orhenvise 

would be spent outside the City's economy (e.g., non-local visitor spending, and event-related spending 

by vendors, media, paidcipanrs (ardsrs, racing teams), and corporate/sponsors) that is truly incremental 

to the Ciry). - Indirect Spending - Induecr Spending results from the re-spending of those "direct" dollars as they 

circulate through the local economy (commonly referred to as the "multiplier effect", which is discussed 

in a following section). - Total Economic  Impact- Totel Economic Impact (Output) is equal to the sum of direct and indirect 

spending. 

Di~ect  spending also increases economic activiry, which increases resident income levels (associated with 

new and existing jobs), resulting in adhtional spending within the local economies, referred to as the 

induced effect. The Total Economic Impact is inclusive of the induced impacts. 

Induced Economic Impact Affecting Earnings -The direct and indirect increase in resident 

income levels resulting from direct spending activity related to the events hosted by the City 

. Induced Econon~ ic  Impact Affecting Employment - The number of direct and indirect 

full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs that are supported in the local economy as a result of direct 

spending activity related to the events hosted by the City. 

Fiscal Impact  -The  annual taxes collected as a result of the events' operadons and non-local visitors 

traveling to the Ciry that would not have accrued to the regjon if it were not for the presence of  the 

events. 

The operadons of such events can benefit a community in a variety of ways. Initial rounds of spending are 

generated by spectators on dclcets, concessions, merchandise and parking, as well as before and after the events 
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a t  local hotel, icstzurant, entertainment; retail and other cstablishmenrs Fol events hosted at faclliuts sucli as ~ l ? e  

H P  Paulliurl, spending is also grncrated by thc operzuon of the fac~liry rtself, which contributes t l i~ough rts direct 

crpmdirores uzirinn the c o m m u G q ~  as \vtU as through the taxes paJd to  die local government. F u r h e r ,  the  

operations of  a facility can generate venue-related spending in areas such as  advertising 2nd sponsorsliips. 

Although spending origmates from local spectators or other local sources, as well as f tom spectators 2nd sources 

outside the area ("visitols"), for purposes of this Report, only those sourccs of injtial direct spending that are 

generated from outside the zrea or by organizzuons within the area that would not hasc spent the money loialiy 

otherwise are cons~dered "net new" to the commur iy .  Spending by visitors inside of an event may be 

considered economic impact if the vendors inside of the event are local businesses. Care is talcen to avoid 

double-counting expenditures by visitors that are thcn re-spent by event organizers in the local communiq.  

Spenhng  by local spectators and revenue generated by local sources is assumed to  be entirely displaced. In other 

words, it is assumed that this spending would have occurred in the local economy in some other form if it were 

not spent before, during, and after an event. For example, if a local resident did not spend money at an event, i t  

is assumed that he would have spent that money on  another form of purchase in the local economy, such as fol 

concert or rheatre tickets, shopping, dining, erc. Therefore, since such spending is not considered new t o  the 

local economy, it has not been included in the esdmares of  economic and fiscal impacts presented in this Report. 

Similarly, the indirect spending estimates are based on  the "adjusted" direct spending figures. See Exhibit 1-2 

below {or a derailed surnmaly of the findings for the six evenrs.' Explanations of  aU findings are contained 

within the relevant sections of the Report. 

' Briefly, a single person attending a three-day event will be cotinted as three in temls of Attendance, while only 
counted as one for Unique Attendees. Unique Visitors are further delineated into "Time-Switchers" (those visitors who 
chose to come to this particular event instead of coming to San Jose another time, thus substihting this event for another 
one), and. "Casual" Visitors (those visitors in San Jose primarily for another reason, but also chose to come to  rhis 
event). Therefore, "Relevant" Visitors are those unique visitors who are in San Jose for this event who are not '"Time- 
Switchers" or "Casual" Visitors. A full description of these definitions is found in Section 2.0. 

~po-nomics w ,*.- db,. 



Exhibit 1-2 

Detailed Summary of Economic Impact Findings Dom the Six Primary Events 

Locd Re%idenc% who hnmdcd Evmr (00, Yinlonl 

 TO^ N U ~ ~ C C O ~  uruqucV~s~ron Pmcmpamng in h r n r  Acowacr 

N"",hrr of"Tim..n*,rhcr." only 

Nvrnbrrof"CuuJ'Vls~iors Only 

Numbcrof Vlsclors who arc h o ~ h  "Cosulll. Yis#t(rm and "Time-nillrhcrr" 

Nurnhcr .f "Rricvurt" Vinron: Come Towsds Emnmmc l m p ~ r  

,\.mg. nUly Elp.nd,"rc Pcr "Rclc"nni wnmr 
A V C ~ ~ C  Nvmbcr ofDz>r Srrycd Per '"RcBvint" Vincor 

,\v.rrse E~pcndiwrc (0. Bn..r Tnp Per "Rdn.."i' Yi.ll~. Ovuidr I2v.nr 

Averagc Ozpcndimrr for Enom Tnp PC, "R~buanc" Vlrlror Inridc E\,cnc 

m n d i n m  Cs?cronc. 

Trul.pomL.on 

R*ng 
n~t.4 

W n n s  
Bntcrwnmcnr 

Food & 0cr.cn.r 

htirccllmcous 

Toul  Rclcvmt Visitor Spcndmg Ouesidc of  Ormt 

Totd Spendns Inridc Ercnr Arc. 



As desciibcd in Seccon 4.0 of Lhir Rcpolt; r t ~ e ~ c  zre asptrts of  rconornic impact dlar nie difficult to  quanub .  

For insrance, sports and cultmid events can plovidc f : r t  media coverage for a ciri, (lmoxvn as media impact) that 

can lead to fumre tourism in dle communiy.  An indcaror o f  mcdla impact is provided for two o f  the events. 

AddjuonaUy, local events ran provide an e r n o d ~ n z l  benefit to  rtsidents above and beyond any tangble fvlanciai 

benefit. This 1s imown as psych~c lrnpzct or public consu~npuon benefit. Valuing this is beyond the scope of 

h s  srudy. However, cven though tlie amount of locd spending is nor counted as pall  o f  cconomic impact, i r  

does p ~ o v i d e  informadon on rhc rntcrtinrncnr \ ~a lur  to local residents o f  2n event  Therefore, local spending 

csdmares a re  measured for each ex2enr. 

Sccuon 2.0 of tius Report describes economic irnpacr concepts and die methodology used. Section 3.0 provides 

the specific findings of  econon i r  impact and other analyses. Section 4.0 discusses ijrnitadons of the study, 

including sources of economic impacr that are not accounted for, thus maldng rhe estimates here conservative. 
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One purpose of economic impact analysis is to provide the public with relevant informadon regarding rhe rerurn 

on an  investment in a project or event. The management of financial resources is decided &rectly by 

government officials ot indirecdy by citizcn voting. Economic impact provides a metric for comparison to other 

possible investment projects or events. 

Economic impart is bascd on the theory that a doUar flowing into a local economy from outside of the local 

economy is a benefit to the loraliry. In order to measure cconomir impact, the cause of the lmpact must firsr be 

ideniified. The most important underlying principle in evaluating economic impact is to measure new economic 

benefits that accrue to rhe region that would not have otherwise occurred. W i l e  this sounds simple, part o f  the 

difficulty lays in measuring what wouid have happened to the rcgion without the event having taken place, 

considering that the situation is purely hpothedcal. 

The financial rerurn for residents is in the form of new jobs, new earnings, and new tax revenues that occur 

because of the occurrence of the sporting or cultural event.3 Thcsc new earnings, for instance, are generated for 

residents who are not hrecdy associated %th the sporting or cultural event, but who are the beneficiaries o f  the 

posidve errerndues that sports and cultural events can provide to communiues. Positive externalities, or 

overflow benefits, are those benefits that are produced by an event, but are not capmred by the event owners or  

facility being used. When a visitor comes to the City of San Jose to watch an even\ they may spend money at 

10cd food establishments, gas stations, retail stores, erc. This spendjng benefits the owners and employees of 

those estsbtishments thereby creating a positive direct economic impact. 

An important concept that is determined early in a study is the geogapltic area of impact. Generally, the 

geographic region upon which the economic impact is mcasurcd is the region that is considering funding part of 

the event costs. In dus way, the proper cost-benefit analysis is performed. If the local government partiaUy 

h n d s  a event or facility, then the residents of the region pay for the investment. The correct comparison is to 

determine the benefits that the local region receives, not some other city, county, or state or comhinadon 

thereof. 

The area of impact is a significant factor in determining the amount of economic impact that occurs. As an 

example, imagine a resident of Cupertino who typically spends his entertainment dollars attending the movies 

near home. This person, for instance, may decide to anend an went  in the City of San Jose instead of his usual 

entertainment habits near home. In this case, he is adding new money to the City of San Jose and providing a 

economic impact, as his spending would have ohenvise occurred in Cupertino. However, he is not 

adding new money to the Santa Clara MSA because it indudes Cupemno, and this spending is therefore 

considered substirutcd, displaced, or redirected spending. Thus, he is providing zero economic impact for the 

MSA, hut positive impact for the City of San Jose. On the other hand, a resident of Berkeley would ~ r o v i d e  

3 Additionally, having local rnsjor culwrd and sporting events enhances cornrnuniry and civic pride. This is known as 

psychic impnct end is discussed in Section 4.0. 
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cconomic impact for tht  City; Counri.; and MSA Finct Etrlitley Lcs outside of all o f  these g e o a a p h c s .  For  h e  

pulposcs o f r l l ~ s  study, the gcopap1;ic ares of  impart i s  the C i y  of Sari Jose. 

Because spenrhng by locd :csldents is considered ro be displaced spending and is not ro i~n tcd  as part of 

economic impacr, i t  is v c q  imporiant to drhncatt attendc-es inro wsitors and local residents. There is a further 

debneation of visirors into. ( I )  visitors who wel i  already in town for another reason, bur decided to attend the 

event anyway ('casual" visitors): (2) visitors who would have come to  town during another nearby time period, 

but instead opted to  attend die event during this time pcriod forgoing coming to  town another time (" 

switchers"), and (3) visitors who  are in town because of the event and would not have othenrrise come to town. 

This latter group, referred to as "televanr visitors", consdrures visitors whose s p e n d n g  is fully counted as being 

part o f  direct spending cconomic impart.  The spenhng by "czsual" visitors and "time-switchers" is nor fuUy 

counted as new spendtng, only the inc~emental spending is counred (if it can be measured).d 

Economic bencfit is measured through direct spending, which hns rwo different components.  The first 

componenr is visitor spending. For example, how much are people spending because of  sporting o r  culrural 

events? This also includes horn much they are spcnding for their enurc stay on restaurants, retail, transportstion, 

ctc. Another component is organizadonal spending. H o w  much is spent hy event organizers to m n  these 

events, accounting for rhe source o f  funding for the events? If the Ciry is partiaUy funding a local event, than 

those expendirures should no t  be counted as part of economic impact since the City could have spent that 

money elsewhere w i h n  the community Care is taken to avoid double-counting of  spending by spectators inside 

of an evenr coupled with the event organizers spending in town (see Section 2.1 for more details). Some vendors 

within an  event are local businesses and thus spending by visitors o n  those vendors provides economic impact. 

However, spending by visitors on  vendois who aie  not local does nor necessarily provide local economic impact. 

T o  account for this issue economic impact is ~neasuied in two ways, one counting dl visitors spending inside of 

an event and anorher nor counting it at all. Tlus provides h e  upper and lower bounds for economic impact. 

For the purposes of this Report, ql~antifiable impacts ale in the form of  eco>io,nir iiqoclr which are subdivided into 

three stages of  impact: drerf, iudil-ec/, and i~~d:~ced impacts. Each of  these is further sub-divided into tot01 oi,puf, 

corilillgr or  iiirorze, enqio~iiirietr/, andjircoieffecrs. Descriptions of  each term follow. 

' In  this rcport, incremental spending for time-switchers is measured by accounting for the number of addidonal days these 
visitors indicated they stayed in the City for the events that esceeded the trip to the City they were substimting, multiplied by 
the average spending per time-swircher per additional day. 

~po-nornics .,-.. ,-. 
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2.1 DIRECT SPENDING METHODOLOGY 

Dixect spending is ~neasured for spending in the City that u,ould not othelwise occur without the piesencc of 

and rhc cvenrs it hosts. This spending will be derivcd from: 

Visiting spccietor spending outside of the events (at local restaurants, retail stores, etc.); and 

Visidng reams/zrusrs/corporations/sponsors and other event participants' spending. 

Each of these expen~ijture categorjcs are adjusted for spendng that occurs outside of the Ciry. This Report 
uulizes primary research (sulveys and direct data gathering during the events) to estimzte spending. Many 
econonuc impact studies double-count the spending of the event organizers locdy in order to produce the event 

and the spenrlng by event spectators inside of the event. However, some of the spendinginside of an event may 

go to locally-based vendors (thus providing economic impact). The economic impact findings are discussed in 

Section 3.0. 

2.2 INDIRECT AND INDUCED SPENDING METHODOLOGY 

The economic output that results from the direct spending during an event subsequently affects many other 

industries and workers. For instance, when a group of visitors attends an evcnr in the Ciry, they may spend 

money in a local restaurant before the event. The restaurant will disburse some of this money to pay employees, 

to purchase food, to pay udlities, and so on. The food wholesaler will pay the farmer who then purchases 

clothng a t  the local retail store. These additional expenditures continue through the successive rounds until the 

money either leaks out of the local economy or is saved within the local economy for a significant period of time. 

The ijidired economic impacts are those that occur in the local reuon or area of impact (City of San Jose) char is 

the re-spending o f  the initial visitor expenditures. Indirect spending arises from the need of one industry to 

purchase goods or services from other industries to produce its output. When one business that is a direct 

recipient of event-related spending purchases goods from another business within the City in order to produce 

its output, the second business also realizes economic benefit through the "ripple" (or indirect effect) of  the 

initial espenditure. For example, when attendees purchase food at the venue, the concessionaire must purchase 

goods from producers/manufacturers in order to maintain inventory Icvels. To the extent this "re-spending" 

occurs in the San lose economy, the initial dollars spent with the concessionaire have secondary effects on  the 

local economy. Indirect impacts occur in various industries including: the wholesale industry as purchases of 

food and merchandise products are made; the transportation industry as the products are shipped from 

purchaser to buyer; and the manufacturing industry as products used to service the venue and racing teams are 

produced. The summation of each successive round of re-spending consdtutcs the indircct impact estimate. 

In this study, ex~enditures made by the event orpnizer to host and manaee the event and exoenditures made by 
the vendors to offer concessions and merchandise durinc the event are included as indirect s~ending. Some of 
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The first thlee items are types o f  spendng h a t  re-circulate throughout the local economy. These last nvo 

cztegorits of spending are considered "leakages" outside of the geographc rtgion and reflect the nodon that a 

rcgion is not cconornically isolated, but engages in commerce with other regions. The larger and more diverse 

rhe geoeraphic region, the less lcalrage there is, ail else equal. 

Using the above five scrnarios, input-output tables are created that disaggregate an economy into industries and 

examine the flow of goods and sein~ices among them. Multipliers are then marhematicaUy derived which 

uniquely desrrlbe the change in output for each and eveq  industiy as a result of the injection of  one dollar of  

drecr impact rnto any of  those industries. The process allows a separate multiplier to be applied for each o f  the 

528 industry groups. 

The slzc of a @en economy's multiplier is directly related to its geographic size, population and diversity of  its 

industrial and iommerciai base. A larger population is generally able to support a more &verse economic base 

and more products are litely to be manufactured and purchased locally. Therefore, money injected into an 

economy with a larger population is re-spent more often, causing greater changes in local business volume. 

Conversely, a smaUcr defined local geographic region implies that more event attendees are visitors, as described 

above. However, smaller geographic areas suffer f ro~n  a greater degree of "leakage" because a smaller 

geographic region is less self-sufficient than a larger region. 

In this Report, direct spending is used to estimate indirect spending by using multipliers from a regional 

economic impact model based on the USDA Forest Service IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANning), now 

supplied by MIG (MJnnesota IMPLAN Group).= IMPLAN produces a report that provides multipliers for over 

500 secrors o f  economic activity at the city, county, region, and state level, using data Provided by the U.S. 

Dcparment Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

The  follouring represents an example of multiplier effects within a locality. If a group of spectators from outside 

of  the City visits San Jose because of an event and spends $1,000 in the community, or  if this money is spent by 

one of  the exhibitors aff&ated with the event that is headquartered outside of the City (e.g., Comcast), then this 

initial direct expenditure stimulates economic activity and creates additional business spending, employment, 

household income, and government revenue in the City. The initial spending (by the visitor or  exhibitor) is called 

the diirn;~?p~ctand the ripple effect is termed the r~~uNiplio-effert.6 

The local theatre, restaurants, retail stores, uansportadon, and others who receive the initial injection of  money 

will spend it in one of the five ways listed ahovc. The remaining portion of the initial spending that does not leak 

our of the economy is then spent in one of the same five ways and the chain of events continues. The 

'Once estimatcs of direct spcnding arc calculated, thcsc estimates arc cntcred into IMPLAN to obtain the total cconomic 
impact ertimatcs. IMPLAN is a statistical software package that helps to calculate the total economic impact of various 
phenomena. Thc dctded matrix of multipliers imbedded in the IMPLAN software help to calculate h e  various spin-off 
impacts that originate from thc initial direct injection of non-local money into a given region. Specifically, IMPLAN 
generates the following gross economic impact estimates: the short-term impact upon local spcnding and thc long-term 
impact upon valuc-added. This long-tcm impact is comprised of additional local income; additional bvsincss taxes; and 
additional property-typc incomc. 
T o  be clear, thc multiplier effcct Icads to the calculation of the indirect and induced impacts. 
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subsequent loundz of spcnding m e  ~ c r ~ n r d  i>~diiritii>qoi/~ and stem from the iiiiilclpliere@it E A b i t  2-1 shou,s the 

drect  and in&rrct cifrcrr gcncrzred by an injecdon of spending by inciemrntd visitors to the event.' 

Exhibit 2-1 

Spending 
(Induced) 4 

A l l  b u s i n ~ s x 5  

As ~Uustrated, direct spending that occurs from spectators in the venue, spectators out of the venue, and for 

team/exhibitor-related activities fosters additional spcnding in various industries. This indirect spending results 

in increased economic activity, which increases household income levels and allows for additional household 

spending (the "income effect"). 

There are different types of multipliers 2nd each has a specific purpose. Thc 1nuJtip6m1 ore co,,q/e~nelrio~~, t lo toddfrfr~.  

1 Hotel Spending is used as an example for how indircct and induced impacts arc gcneratcd from the direct spcnding. A 
similar flow of spending could be mapped for any of the other initial direct spending categories (e.g., restaurant, retail, or 
inside faciliry spending. 
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The first type of mulupliex is called an uiilpnt, sdes, or uansacdon multiplier. It measures the direct, indirect, and 

lnduicd tffecr of  an citra urit of  visitor spending on economic acuvity witlun a local economy. This multiplier 

rrlatts touiirm exprndirure lo h e  increase in business financial turnover that is created. Thcrc are 528 

industries: each having its own multipljer. In the analysis that follows, the multipliers have becn reduced ro 30 

ag@egatcd industly scctors with the relcvanr tourism sectors analyzed. 

The appropriate multipliers to he used are dependent upon certain regional charactcrisucs and d s o  the nature of 

the expendimre. We selected muidpliers for the foUowing industries, as these industries provide the best 

ieprcsentauon of  initial spending associated with the operations of events the Ciry may host: commercial sports, 

hotels, caring and drinking places, entertainment, retail trade, local transportstion, and misreUaneous spending. 

Three different sets of multipliers are generated hy IMPLAN corresponding to measures of regional economic 

activity, including: total sales, personal income, and jobs. Multipliers for total sales, personal income, and jobs 

were identified for each of the industries listed above. 

An uoniiiigr (also linown as an i ~ ~ c u r n e )  mi~ldplier, the second type, measures the direct, indirect, and induced 

cffects of  an extra unit of visitor spending on the level of household income in the local economy. It is 

operationalized as che ratio of change in income to the initial autonomous change in expendjture that brings it 

about. Iris the clearest indicator of the effect of economic impact on residents of the host community. 

The third type of muldplier is called an ~i>@l$)J7i>m[ multiplier. Employment rnuldpliers measure the hrcct, 
indirect, and induced effects of  an extra unit of visitor spending on employment in the local economy. It 

measures how many ful-time equivalent (FTE) jobs are supported in the local economy as a result of  visitor 

expen&tures. 

In addition to economic impacts, the government of the City of San Jose (as well as those of  Sanra Clara County 

and the State of California) benefit from the operadons of these events in the form of tax revenues.0 Fiscal 

impacts are calculated by analyzing the marginal tax rates for each category in relation to djrect impacts. Indirect 

impacts are measured by using recent historical aggregate average tax rates collected by the local government, 

accoundng for the share that pertains to the tax categories listed below. 

Fiscal information used in this analysis was obtained from the Office of Economic Development for the City of 

San Jose, Bureau of  Economic Analysis, State of California GSP, the State of California Deparunent of Finance, 

vww.economy.com, and other governmental resources. Thc primaty taxes affected by event-related expenditures 

include the State of California Sales and Use tax, and the Innkeepers tax. The following is a brief discussion of  

these taxes. 

8 To reiterate, only fiscal impacts to the Ciry are measured in rhis report. Fiscal impacts to the Statc and County are 
generated by these events and operations, but are not detailed in this rcpon. 
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Sales T a r  

The State of Califorma lcvies a tar o f  6.75 prrcent on the sale o f  most consumer goods and services7 However, 

the Ciry o f  SanJose ]riles an ;ddjoonal tax of 1.5 pelcent, bzinging the total rzre t o  8.25 perccnt." Since the area 

of impact is rieilncd a s  the C i q ?  only rases flowing to that endty are includcd in t h s  analysis. 

The sales rar is zppllcd to prepared food irems, retail products, auto rental, gasoline, and business setvices, and 

not applied to  locd transpoltation stn,iccs (taxi, bus, ttc.), and admjssions to  amusement establishments (movie 

theaters, golf: football, basebnli, etc.). It is applied to melchandse and concessions sold inside of  an event that 

charges an admission fcc. For events that do  not charge an admission fee, it is applied to alcohol and 

merchandise sales. but not food salts " 

Transi t  O c c u p a n c y  ( H o t e l  Occupancy)  Tax 

In  addition to  sales tax, the  City of San Jose levies a ten percrnt Transit Occupancy Tax o n  hotel room sales. In 

addition to the Translent Occi~pancy Tax, additional funds are levied u h c h  are directed towards the Business 

Improvement District (BID). 

H o t e l  Business  I m p r o v e m e n t  District  (KBID) Fee" 

In March 2006, a marketing partnerslup of 31 hotels began collection of  the Hotel Business Improvement 

Districi (HBID) Fee. Funds generzted are used for visitor and convention promotion. Funds collected are 

managed by the non-profit corporzuon, San Jose Horels, Inc. 

AU hotels operating within the hotel business improvement district (HBID) are charged a flat fee per occupied 

room per night. T h e  fee paid by a specific l~otel  is determined by which zone it is in: 

Zone A consists of  hotels within a one-mile radius of the San Jose McEnery Convention Center, . Zone B consists of  hotels located one to  three miles from the convention center, 

= Zone C consists of  hotels located outside of t h e  three-mile radius. 

T h e  Zone A fee is $2.00; the Zone P fee is 81.00; the Z.one C fee is 90.75. The weighted average H B I D  fee is 

31.25, with the number o f  rooms available in each zone used as the  weight. This amount, $1.25, will be used to 

calculate the H B l D    or ti on of  fiscal impact. 

F o o d  a n d  Beverage Tax 
The City of San Jose does not levy a separate tax on  the sale of prepared food and beverages. However, the  sale 

of  food and beverages is subject to  sales tax. 

m e  State Gcnernl Fund is allocated 73%. and the Couniy of Senta Clara is allocated 7%. 
'O The Ciry of San Jose receives 1.0 pcrccnt of thc tax, and t hc  Vallcy Transit Authority receives an additional 0.50 percent, 
for a total of 1.5 percent directed towards local funds. 
" Salcs tax cnLlctoon jnfnrrnauon is prowdcd by ihc C~ry  of San Jose 
1: Pleasc scc ihrm:~/\nnv s~~~oscrneovl.c!c.~l;/A~endn/F6~006/062006 04 0!a od_f for more dcrdr 
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Gate  F e e  

At ourdoor events rhzt are gated and uclreted, the Fets  and Charges Rcso l~~t ion  includes a 5% "gate fee" that is 

collcc~ed on  p o s s  admissions revenue. Trus is paid to rhe City and is earmarked for the Fesdval, Pzrade & 

Celebrarion giznr program. 

O t h e r  Taxes 

In sddition to  the above major taxes affected by venue events noted above, the Counries and Stare may realize 

addidonal event-related tax revenues such as gasoline tax and others. 

These taxes and c o ~ r e s p o n d n g  tax rates provide the hasis to calcdate fiscal impact for the City from dilect and 

in&irct icvenues as a result of event-operadons. Indirect fiscal impact is based on the average (not marginal) 

taxes collected for each dollar spent within San Jose. 
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3.0 MEASIJWMENT O F  E C O N O h l I C  AND FISCAL IMPACT F R O M  EVENTS 

The analysis described in this secuon is plimanlg hascd on the suiveys administered before, during, and after the 

2006 San Jose  Grand Prix ("Grand Prix"), ZeroOne San Jose Fcsdval and Symposium ("ZeroOne"), 2006 

Comcasr San Jose Jazz FtsuvrJ ('Jazz Festival"); 2006 Tapestry Arts Festival ("Tapestry Arts"), 2006 hlariachi 

Fcsuval and Conicrence ("Mariachi Festival"), and 2006 San Jose Rock and RoU Half Marathon and Expo 

("Rocli and Roll") cvcnts ("primary totnts").l~ An intercept sunrey was administered to visitors and local 

lesidents in and around these events. The preponderance of the surveys were fded out via direct inteniews with 

respondents. 

As noted, an important component of direct spending includes fan expenditures outside event venues a t  local 

estnblishmenrs such as restaurants, retail shops and other such places. Sunrey respondents were asked their 

location of residence, reason for their visit, and about the level and types of activities for which they spend their 

money in order to dcvelop an estimate regarrLng the level of fan spending before and after events. As discussed 

previously, economic impact is generated only when "new" money is injected into the local economy. In other 

words, only the spending that would not have occurred were it not for the events the Ciry hosted is considered 

economic impact. T o  quantify this amount, spenhng was only included for attendees who met three conditions: 

Arrendees niust live outside the City of Sanjose in order to generate "new" spending for the Ciry; 

Attending an event must have been the primaiy pulpose for traveling to the area; and 

Attending an event must not replace a future visit to the Ciry. 

As described in Section 2.0, the economic impact of the events is derived from new spending in the local region, 

mostly due to from visitors to the communiry. Colporate and team espenditures related to the event also 

provide economic impact. These sources of revenue are new to the community and do.not come from local 

residents, but from those outside of the communiry.'* Impacts are in the form of total output, earnings, and 

employment and begn  with direct spending, followed by indirect and fiscal impacts. 

Finally, the operations of these events also generate spending within d ~ e  area of impact. Thc expenditures by 

evcnt organizers that are captured within the City are included in the total economic impact. Impacts are in the 

form of total output, earnings, and employment and begii with direct spending, followed by indirect and fiscal 

impacts. 

Organizational spcnding and visitor spending at local restaurants, retail stores, and other relevant establishments 

constitute thc direct impacts in this Report. Exhibit 3-1 shows the sources of direct operations impact and 

various adjusunents made to account for re-directed spending, as opposed to new spending, and leakages outside 

of the area of impact. 

13 Surveys werc conducted during several days for each of there cvcnts. 
" Spending by local residents duc to the events was rnensured for all event rypes, but to be conscrvndve this spending is 
excluded from the impact figures givcn for the events 
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Exhibit 3-1 

- - - . - -. -- . - - - - . . . - - . . . 
Sources o f  Spending . . - . - .. - - - - - r .- 

1il~iifE EI .CII I  Oirrside O J E I ~ E I I ~  

Ticltets - HotelsILodging TeamiArtis( 
Concessions . RestaurantsIEateries . Media . Merchandise . Retail Corporate/Sponsor - Parlung . Ente~tainmentILeisure . Vendor 

Transportation Event Organizer 

1 . ~ e a l t a g e  Displacement Local Spending 1 

I . Non-Local Sources . Remaining in Area Visitors 1 

For each of thc main pa~ucipant groups under analysis (incremental visitors, non-incremental visitors, and local 

resldcnts), we have per day, per group data on how much they spent on lodging, transportation, dining, event- 

related merchandise, retail, and lnisceUane6us items. 

Each set of sample data is extrapolated up to its corresponding population in order to obtain direct spending 

estimates for each of the primary spending categories listed above. The amount of incremental visitor spending is 

calculated by determining the total number of incremental visitors in the population (not local residents, time- 

switchers or casual visitors), and then taking a weighted average of those individuals' spending, per person, per 

day. From this, we can determine the proportions of spending diat were allocated to each of the spending 

categories, such as lodging, transportation, dining, etc. These relative proportional spending figures can be used 

to extrapolate the amount of spending that occurred in each of these spending categories during the events being 

measured. 15 

15 This calculadon is slightly modified for hotel expenditures since not all "on-local groups stayed in a hotcl. The 
modification is that the calculation is wcighted to account for thc number of parties that, separately, ured,n local hotcl. 

s p 6 & ? n o m i c s  -W--A.&, 
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3.1 CUMULATTVE IMPACT O F  SIX EVENTS hlEASURED 

Theic were 2 toral of  nczrly 1,000 usablc surveys administered during the primal? events, w h c h  rcpresents more 

than 9;700 people based on  the size of each pnrry represented in the survey responses. In  toral, there wele more 

than 525;000 atrcndcis to these events: of wluch 59% were considered "unilue".'"f those, approximarely 45% 

were local lesidents of the Citv. 

T h e  curndau\~e number o f  unique visitors who came ro the  City and pardcipated in one  of  the primary events 

was approsimatcly 171,181.1i O f  the visitors ro the City, those for wluch expenditures are counted toward the 

economic impact for the primary events are nearly 132,608 visitors, 23"% fewer than the total number of 

visirors.ls The rypical visiroi spent nearly 8301 on averace d u r i n ~  their trio ro San lose t o  artend an  event.], 

As shown in Exhibit 7-2, based o n  these findings from the sunrey analysis, the rumdat ive direcr ex~endi tures  by 

incremenral or relevanr visitors to  thc City are nearlv P30 &lion outside o f  the event areas bur withjn the Citv of 

San lose. and an additional $10 m&on when nccoundn~  for s p e n d n  inside the event areas. for s toral o f  nearly 

$40 miVion in impact. 

Exhibit 3-2 

Total Number of Uniquc Visitors Pzrdripadng in Event Acdvider 
Nurnbci of"Timc-rwiichcrs" Only 
Number of "Crsud" Vislrors Only 
Number of Visiroir who arc both "Carud' Visitors m d  "T~mc-swirchcrr" 

'spending by locd r c r i d m ~ ,  "rime-nvitcherrU, m d  "rarud" visitors war no, urrd in chc impact malg~ir. 

kpCnding is \*thin ihc Ciry of Smjorc.  

'spmdhg includes rcvenucr irom drtctr, mrrchmdira, concerrionr md orher inridend spending inridc event area. 

' q t t endance  was provided by event organizers and the City of San Jose, and was not valid& by SportsEconomics. 
Unique attendees and locals were estimated bared on survey rcsponscr for each cvcnt, and are cumulated to arrive a t  a total 
percentage for the cntirc population of cvent attcndees. 
17 This represents thc total number of attending visitors for aU six primary events. 
l a  Thc difference accounts for "timc-switchers" and "casual" visitors. 
1"s figure represents the average of attendee spending per trip across the primary events srudied. This is comprised of 
approximately $226 outside the events, and an addirionll $75 inside of the events during thcir entire t i p  to the City to 

attend an event. 

~ p o G Z 2 n o r n i c s  u* ,P,.,,.". 
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A mczsurc of direct visitor spending in each cztegoly is shown below in Exhbit 3-3. The totd new incremcnrd 

hrect spending in the Cin, due to the prima? events stuhed. including teamlarust spendine and orean?zztional 

s D e n d j n P 1 7  the event organizers. is more than $45.2 million. 

Exhibit 3-3 

Total Direct Spending 445,260,989 935,250,053 

Indirect Spending 928,884,961 917,064,718 

Total Economic Impact 974,145,950 952,314,771 

' ~ o e r  nor include rffccrs of spendink within events. 

New incremental indirect spending is about 828.9 million in the Cit).. Total economic impact. in terms of 
output. is about 974.1 million on the Cim because of the events and related activities. If inside soendinp were not . 

included. total economic impact would fa! to 865.0 mdhon. This includes nearly $13.6 million in rotal business 

spending related to the operation of these events." AL measurements account for incremental nsitoi spending, 

not local resident spending, that is above and beyond what they would have spent if nor for these events taldng 

place in San Jose. An estimate from the non-incremental visitors surveyed of direct spending because of the 

events is about $20 million (not shown in table). An esdmate of direct spending by local residents because o f  the 

events is about $56 million (not shown in table). liincluded.bon-incrementalinlocals the 

total economic imoact of the events to a~oroximately $150 million. 

The  induced impact measures the extent to which the employees of all impacted firms spend their additional 

income gained from the inirial rounds of impact. Combined, these impacts comprise what is i].pically called a 

spillover or triclde-down effect, and take time to occur as the money spent directly from non-local sources takes 

time to work its way through the local economy. 

Induced economic impacts on the City of San Jose due to the primaly events are shown in Exhibit 3-4.21 a 
1.281 WJ-time eauivalent iobs are eenerated from the direct and indirect spendine. resultine in nearly 944.2 

million in earnines imoact within the City22 

20 This includes spcnding by teams and adst  participating in the cveng non-local media visiting the City for the purpose of 
covering t h  cvcnt, corporate and sponsor spending at the event, incremental spending by vendors selling at the event, and 
expenditures by cvcnt organizers. With the cxccption of event organizer mpendirurcs, which was incl~tdcd in indirect 
spending, all othcr spending is reflected in the $45.2 million in direct spending shown abovc. For Fvnhcr cxplanatioas of this 
spending and how it is accounted for, please refer to the Methodology sccdon of this Rcport. 
21 The cumulative earnings and cmploymcnt figures represent the sum of these categories for thc primaty events measured 
in this Report. 
22 Thesc impacts are not additive to the total economic impacts presented in the previous section. Rather, of thc total 
impart, nearly $44.2 d o n  b turned into incremental earnings. 

~ p o m n o m i c s  -d..,,-a*. 
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Exhibit 3-4 

Income 544,238,426 934,916,267 
Employment 1,281 1,037 

' ~ a e s  no! vlcludc cfle~ir ofspendmpn<ilrhin events 

Fiscal impzcts represent annual taxes coUerted a s  a result of the operations of these primary events and non-local 

visitors uaveling to die regon to attend events in the City of San Jose. Fiscal information used in this analysis 

was obrxined from the Cahfornia Department of Revenue, the Cabfornia Economic Development Portal, other 

governmental resources, the Counry Tleasurcr's nffice, and other economic impact studies. The plima~y taxes 

affected by event-rclared expcndrurr-s include the Sales and Use tax and the Innl-eepers tan. This analysis only 

includes taxes that would not acclue to the City were ~t nor for these events taking place. 

The foUowing tables illustrate the estimated fiscal impacts resulting from the primary events llosted in the City in 

2006. Thc new incrernen~al direct tax impact of these events on the Ciry are based on the various tau rates 

described in Section 2.4. 

As Exhibit 3.5 shows, the totd new incremental tax irnoact measurement for the orimarj events is over $1.9 

million for the Ciiy.23 If inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact would fall to less than 81.5 d o n .  

These impacts a re  only for the tax caregories discussed in this study, not all possible tax revenue sources, and do 

not include taxable spending by local residents or "casual" visitors or "time-switchers". 

Exhibit 3-5 

Direct Taxation 91,273,933 91,085,876 

Indirect Taxation $651,980 $385,136 

Total Fiscal Impact 41,925,913 81,471,012 

' ~ o c s  nor incivdc any laser on rpcndingwilhin cycnts. 

- 
3 Tax impacts to the Statc of Cabfornip and to Santa Clara County were also generated from the events, but arc not 
reponed in this report. 
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3.2 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF SANJOSE GRAND PRIX 

For the Grand Plix, the usable surveys represented more than 1,600 people based on the size of car17 pzrty 

(number of people) represented in the sulvey responses.za The economic impact measurements based o n  this 

suwey are described in this section. Additionally, information on team spending was cstimated based on surveys 

administered to  teams. Other  analyses of  the sunreys, such as details of  attendee demographics and 

p s y c l ~ o ~ a p l ? r c s ,  are contained later in dus secuon. 

Of the spectators represented by the surveys adrinistered during the 2006 Sarl Jose Grand Pris on  July 30,2006, 

42% were local residents of  the  Gty.25 The average size of the parry represented in ezch survey is 2.9 for visitors 

2nd i.2 for local residen1s.2~ Of that traveling party, visitors indicated that they paid for 2.1 persons, whereas 

locals paid for  an average of  2.4 persons. As shown in Exhibit 3-6 below, the average number of  days thar each 

person stayed in the Ciry was 2.2. The nipical visiting spectator spent 8126 Der day ourside of  the race and an 

addidonal 3164 o n  event-specific spendin! inside of  track area.2' O n  nverapeLwectators spent a~proximatelv  

$446 for their entire trio to  San lose. 

T h e  number of  unique visirors who  came to San Jose and participated in activities related to the Grand Prix was 

approximately 25,316 out of  48,962 unique attendees.zB O f  the visitors t o  the  City, about 7% were "time- 

switchers", meaning thar they would have come to the City during some other nearby time period, bur instead 

chose t o  come during the weekend of  the race to  attend the events. Similarly, 14% were "casual" visitors who 

were in town for  other reasons, but chose t o  talre part in event-related activities as part of  their stay. T o  be 

conservative, expenditures by "time-switchers" and "casual" visitors are no t  included in the economic impact 

calculations because this spending would have occurred in the City anyway.29 Thus, the  number o f  visitors t o  the 

City for which expenditures are counted toward the economic impact of the Grand P ~ i x  events are 21,654, 24% 

fewer rhan the total numhcr o f  visiton. 

2' The measurement error in the results that foUow is equal to 3.0%. This is the enor rate at the 95% significance level. 
Hence, the quantity of usable surveys is more than sufficient to csdmatc the actual economic impact. 
25 This was dcterrnined by referencing all zip codcs that are located in the City of Sm Jose, This was determined by 
referencing all zip codes which were in the Ciry of San Jose. The respondent sample is based on the number of surveys 
administered during the event, multiplied by the number of persons in the rcspondent'r traveling party. 
'The  size of the party, as described in the survey, relates to thc number of people rcprcsentcd in the traveling parry. The 
smaller party size reprcrcntr the nurnbcr of persons in their party that the survey respondent was paying for when estimating 
expenditure responses. 
n Excluding dckct costs, thc spending inside the track per relevant visitor decreases to $68. Excluding tickets w a d d  
decrease total economic impact. 

The total attendance for the Grand Pdx was cstimated to be 117,552 with most attending multiple days. This was 
provided by the event organizers. However, romc of these attcndccs cannot bc considered "unique", as they attended more 
than one event that wcekend. This was estimated via question 3 h the survey, in which respondents wcre asked what other 
events they were attending that wcekend. Attendance estimates were therefore reduced by the number of respondents that 
indicated thcy wcre attending other events bcsides the race. Ticket sales utcre also reduced such that thcy \trere only 
accounting for spectators purchasing a ticket to the Sunday racc. M othcr spectator ancndancc was based on survey 
responses indicating which days and events they attcndcd. Thcreforc, thc total attendance utilitcd was discounted so as to 
not double-count non-unique ittcndec spcnding, or count local residents of course. 
29 However, spcnding from dmc-switchcrs that they indicated was more, but for the event, wns captured, which amounted 
to approximately $950 in additional spending. In total, time-swilchers which had incremental spending accounted for less 
than 1% of thc population. 
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Exhib i t  3-6 

Number of Unique Attendees (indnidual people attending event) 
Locd Rcridenrs who Arrcndcd Event (not Visitors) 

Total Nulnber of Unique Visitors Partiripaiing in Race Actiuuer 
Numbcr ofl'Time-swirchers" Only 
Number of "Casual" Visitors Only 
Number of Visitors who are both "Casual" Visitors and "Time-rwitchcrs" 

Numbcr of "Relevant" Visitors: Count Towards Economic Impact1 

Average Expcndrure Estimates 
Average Ddy Expen&mie Per "Reicvanr" Visitor 5126 
Average Number of Dnyr Stayed Per "Rclevnnt" Visitor 2.2 

Average Expcnditurc for Entire Trip Pcr "Relevant" Visitor Outside racc 5282 
Average Expenditure for Entire Trip Per "Relevmr" Viriror Inside race3 $164 

Ti-- 6,104,666 

kotal Direct Spcnding of "Relevant" Visitors Inside Race' $3,543,078 1 
'spending by locd rrridcntr, "drnc-swvirchcrr". and "cnsual" visitors wms not used in die impsrt analysis. 

'~pcndin~ is only wirhin rhc of Sen Jose. 

l~pcnding includcr ievcnuer from dckco, merchandisc, conrcrrionr and othcr inridcnrnl spending inridc rvcnt rrcn 

This  estimate o f  the number  of visitors to the City because of  the Grand Prix is a consenrative measuremenr. 

Visitors w h o  came to  town because of  the event, but did not attend the event are not represenred in thcse 

findings. Amazingly, t h s  is quite common at major sporting events - often college students attempting to attend 

college sports events o r  wanting to  be near the action. For instance, at the 2005 NCAA Men's Final Four 

basketball tournament held in San Antonio, over 7,000 visitors came to  town because of the basketball 

tournament, but did no t  attend any of the games. That is a 14% increase above the number of visitors w h o  did 

attend the games. To the extent that scalping o r  any other ticket transfers occur, these will usually be in the 

direction of  local residents selling to  visitors. This is also known to be true of  racing events, in which event 

spectators are commonlp known to "tail-gate" o r  park outside o f  the facilities during the weekends of the events, 

but d o  not actually attend the events. Therefore it is possible that thousands more visitors came to  the City 

because o f  the  events than is represented in these findings. 

Based on these findings from the sunrey analysis, the total direct enpendimres bv incremental or relevant vjsitors 

in the  Citv are over 56.1 million outside o f  the race area, and $3.5 million when accountine for so end in^ inside 

the race area. 

A s  shown in Exhibit 3-7, total business spending used in this mcasuremenr of  direct economic impact is m o r e  

than 83.7 million.l. Including expenditures by event organizers and vendors, total business spending due t o  h i s  

event was more than $8.2 million." 

'0 B~~siness spending includes spending by teams, corpontions, vendors and media spending was provlded by the cvcnt 
organizers for the purposcs of this study. Tcam spending was estmarcd via a rcparate survey administered to teams that 
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Exhibi t  3-7 

Team ~x~endirurcr '  

Med in  ~ x ~ c n d i r u r r a ~  

C.oiporate/Sponsoi ~ x ~ e n d i t u r c s '  

Vendor ~ x ~ c n d i r u r e s *  

Event Orgaruser Expcnd,rurcs5 

-- 

' ~ c a m  Spending cgprurcd ~ i n  rcpararc svnrey inrtmrncnr. Number of rramr m d  r)pr of 
reams prowdcd by Cir) of Sln Jorc m d  evcnr orgmircr. 

* ~ r r u n ~ r c r  inrludc non-locai rpcndmg by medin orgnnirationr to cover thc ?vent, 

erdmarcd by Cir) of Sin Jose m d  evcnr arginirrr. 
'Erthater inrludc corporate m d  sponsor rpcnding ar rhc cvrnr provided by Civ o i S m  
Jarc md/o r  event org-r6zcr. Canrcrv~ovc givrn inabiiryto rrnck nll rptndmg. 
"Errimnrer include ody vendor rpcnding by nan-locd \,mdarr ro opirnre ar evcnr, 

erdmatrd by C iv  of Sari Jose and evmt argmircr. Thir is not intlodtd in dirrct 
spending, and is instcad included in indirecr rp~ndvlg. For rrpllnarion of nuonlie, 
plcarc ie f t r  ro Mcthodolou scrrion of report. 

'Estimsrcr piavidrd by evcnr argmircrr. m d  icpirrent an-going opcrstiond crpcnrcr 
net of Cii). fundbg. Thir is  nor included in dircct spending, and is insread included in 
indiiccr rpcnding. For explanation of ration&, plcsrc refer ro Methodology section of 
rcporr. 

Dj,ct  and Indirect Spending 

A measure of  direct visitor spending in each categoly is shown below in Exhibit 3-8. T h e  total new incremental 

direct soendinp in the  C i v  due t o  the Grand Prix and related events is over 913.3 million. 

participated in the Grand Prix. There were a total of 108 amateur and profesrionll teams that participatcd in this event, 
composed of 17 Profcssionll teams and 91 Amateur teams. Therefore, this ratio of visitors was applied to the total team 
population, and multiplied by the average spending per visiting team to arrive at an estimate of team expenditures. Thc 
average spcnding per visiting Professional team was nearly 562,000 pcr team per trip, with thc average team spending 4.8 
days in town. The average spending pcr visiting Amateur team was nearly $5,800 per team pcrvisit, with the average team 
spending 5.5 days in town. 
Esdmatcs for spending by the City were provided by the Ciry. T h e  amount spent for 2W6 Nill diminish in coming years, 
falling to an investment of 81.14 million in 2007 and 5639,000 annually for 2008-2014. These crpenditures are not counted 
in the economic impact analysis, yet there is an opportunity cost to these funds. 
31 Expenditures by cvcnt organizers and vendors arc not included in dkcct spending, and arc instead included in indircct 
spending. For explanation of rationale, please refer to the Methodology section of report 
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Exhibit 3-8 

Parkjng 

Reral  

Lodging 

Entcrtalnmrnr 

Food Ec Bei,erage 

MisccUancour 

Toral Relevant  Visitor Spending Outride of Racc 

Spcnhng  lnsldc Race Area 

Team/Mcdia/Sponror 

Torai Diiccr Spending 

I l l i s  column does nor inclodc rp~ndingxGrhin the rnre r i r ~  

New incremental indirect spending is about 810.2 m a o n  in the City." Total economic i m ~ a c t .  in terms of 

oumut. i s . b . 8 2 3 . 6  rndhon in the Ci? due to the Grand Prix and related activities. Excludine s ~ e n d i n e  within - 
the racc area. total irnoact u,ould b ~ S 1 4 . 3  million. AU measurements account for incremental visitor spending, 

nor local residents spending, &at is above and beyond what they would have spent if no t  for the Grand Prlx 

taldng place within San Jose. 

Spending by Local Resjdents 

An estimate of spending from non-incremental visitors because of the events is about $6.2 million. A n  estimate 

of spending by local residents because of the events is about $13.7 million. If included, non-incremental visitors 

and locals would bring d>e total economic impact of the events to appro?dmately 543.6 million.3, 

Induced Economic Impact 

Induced economic impacts on the City due to the Grand Pria are shown in Exhibit 3-9. About 362 full-rime 

equivalent jobs are eenerated from the direct and indirect spending. resulting in more than 912.8 m a o n  in 

earnines imoact withrn the City. 3' - .  

32 It is possible that the direct spendmg estimztes do not include spending by those spectators who sat in luxury suites, as 
those suitcs were not sunreycd. However, it is possible that some suite-holders were intercepted during the normal sulvey 
activity 
"Thcsc figures arc provided for informauonal purposes only. As stated earlicr, spending by non-incrcrncntal visitors and 
local rcsidcnts is not included in economic impact. The non-incremcntal and local visitor populations were determined via 
survey responses. 
%These impacts are not addiuve to the total economic impacts presented in the previous section. Rather, of the total 
impact, nearly $12.8 milljon is turned into incremental earnings. 
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Exhibit 3-9 

Fiscal Impacr 
As ~ i h b i t  3-10 shows, the total new incremental tax impact measurement for the Grand Pfix is over Ph559.000 

for the City.~l If  inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact u~ould fall to $291,000. If  spen&ng by non- 

incremcntd visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact to the City for this event would gour by about 

$867,000. 

Exhibit 3-10 

Sales md Use 593,727 573,981 

Pariicipnrion paymen? $117,552 I 0  

Nct Parking ~cvcnue'  $9,192 59,192 

Hotci Occupancy 5103,996 $103,996 
Horcl Burincss Impro\,cmcnr Disrricr fec 53,741 13,741 

Dtect Taxation 3328,207 51 90,909 

Indirect Taxation 5230,831 5100,103 

' D O C S  nor inclvdc spending inside ihr =vent srce. 

'A dckcr n x  of 53 per dckcr sold war collccrcd on bchelf of  rhc tit) 

' ~ c r  pmiirng reucnue war gencratcd at Ciry lor5 dwing rhc Girnd P ~ Y .  

Media Impacr 
In adrlidon to economic impact, the City may also bcnefit from the national and inteinational focus and media 

attention created by such events. During broadcasts of the Grand Prix, for instance, the announcers mention the 

name of the City, often increasing awareness about it. Additionally, television viewers saw many images of people 

enjoying themselves in San Jose, creaung an enhanced image of the area. As a result of the Grand Prix, San Jose 

was exposed to millions of people through appearances in many media forums such as newspapers, radio, and 

the Internet. The benefits derived are similar to those of companies who advertise their company name as 

opposed to a specific product. 

Although it is extremely difficult to measurc the translation of media coverage into actual new visitor 

expenditures, the event did generate valuable media imprcssions. This media impact is vat part of the economic 

impact, but was measured by the San Jose Sports Authority as having $4.6 d o n  in media value, which 

' 5  Tas impacts to the State of California and to Santa Clara County were also gcncratcd from the events, but ore not 
reported in this report. 
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generated neally 200 mllbon implessions during d?e days following die event.ls Over 500 rnrdia c r e d c n d s  werr 

issued to  icpor; on the tacr and approGrnately I70 countries htoadcast tile rare. 

Other F i n d i n ~ s  f r o m  t h e  Survev A n a l v s i s  

O f  die suin;ey respondents, nearly 60% were visitors to the C q ,  and 41% were visitors to  Santa Clara County. 

Approxhately  10% of evtnt  anendees were {ram out of state. 

As erpecied, these c\zents wcre pi~maril), spectator events, with more than 14% of  respondents hawng n o  official 

affdauol, with the Ciry o r  the event. O f  tlhose listing an affhation, 2% were rnemhcrs of  a team or  crew, a n d  

nearly 3% were eithcr worlcing with a vendor or sponsor at die event. 

Nearly half of respondents had annual household incomes less than 9100,000, and more than a quarter had 

incomes above $150,000. T h e  classification of  household incomes is shown below in Exhibit 3.11, with the 

average household Income of visiting attendees at $109;460." This income is nearly 64% higher than the median 

household income for the  San Francisco Bay Area.38 

Exhibi t  3-11 
- IS% , I 

T h e  age of visitors attending the Grand Prix skewed older, with nearly half of visitors over age 45, as shown in 

Exhibit 3-12 helow. T h e  average age usas 42 yeals old.31 

Exhibi t  3-12 

" Thc media covcrnge for this event was signjficaorly nugmented by a fight bcnvcen the nvo divers. As a rcsult, it is 
estimated that the coverage for the 2006 Grand Prix is triple what i t  would normlily be for the race. These calculations 
were provided by the San Jose Sports Authority, and were not audited by SportsEconomics. Thc $4.6 million is composed 
of $3.4 million in television media valuc (41 million impressions), and $1.2 million in print value (158 million impressions). 
3' The calculation of average honsehold incomes is based on using the midrange of each income category for all categories 
except the 9125,000+ category, which used S125,000as its weight. 
38 Source: hnp://un3nu.bayarcaccnsus.ca.gov/baprea1hun. 
' 9  The calculation of average age is based on using the midrange of each age categoly for all categorjes exccpt the 5 5 t  
categQry, which used 65 as its weight. 
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<18 18-24 25-14 3 1 4 4  4544 551 

Age Cntcgory of Anendeer 

Nearly three-quarters of respondents drove to the event in a personal car or truck, 3% flew to the event, 1% 

rented a car, 8% said they took public transportauon (hus/BART), and nearly 14% responded using an alternate 

form o f  transportation. Therefore, nearly 97% of attendees used ground transportation to come to the event, 

even though ncariy 10% of attendees were from outside of the state of California. 

The majority of visitors (89%) listed the Grand Prix as the primary reason for their trip to San Jose. 

Approsimately 9% were already on vacation to the City, 2% were primarily in the City for business, and the 

remainder visited the City for an unspecified "Other" reason. 

Approximately 8% of attendees listed attending other cultural activities whiie in San Jose, 14% visited die Tech 

or Art Museum(s), 16% anended an event at H P  Pavilion, and 6% listed having attended another typc o f  

unspecified event/amacdon during their visit to the City.'o 

With regard to Grand PILY activities, 20% also anended the StreetFest, 3% attended the Driver VIP Parry, 2% 

attended the Go-Cart races, and 4% anended the Canary Fundraiser. 

In terms o f  marketing and thc mode of communication in which the respondent learned of the events, 27% of 

all respondents listed Radio or  television, 13% listed the Internet, 21% listed the Mercury Newspaper, 27% listed 

Word of Mouth, 51% indicated they h e w  because it was an annual event, and 4% listed "Other3'.4l It is not 

b o w n  whether those who learned of the event via the Internet visited the event or city's websites. Similarly, it is 

not known wliat television channel or broadcast respondents were viewing which contained information about 

the events. 

'0 Respondents could select all categories that apply, thcrcforc may sum to greater than 100%. 
* I  Since respondents Ncrc allowed to cirdc all modcs of communication that factored Into heir decision, these figures will 
not rum to 100%. 
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Nenily 23O/u of respondent: stayed rn a Hotel or Motel during their v~si t ,  and 74% listed staling ir a privatr 

rcridcncc. Thc remainins 3% itaycd in a non-specified form o f  lodging. None of  die visito~s indicared staying in 

an RV. 

Almost aU (95%) visitors rzred their visit as "ExceUent" or "Good". 
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3.3 ECONOMIC I~IPACT OF 2006 ZEROONE SAN TOSE FESTIVAL AND SYMPOSIUM 

Fo, the ZeroOne event, the usablc surveys represented GOO people bascd on  the size of  each parry (number o f  

people) represented in the sulve)? responses.i2 The economic impact measurements based on  this survey are 

described h this section. Other analyses of the surveys, such as details o f  attendee demogiaplics and 

psychograptocs, are contained later in this section. 

O f  the spectators represented by the usable surveys administered during the ZcroOne Fesdval and Symposium, 

19.9% were local residents of  the City.'> T h e  average size o f  the parry represented in each sunreg is 2.9 for 

visitors and 2.2  for local residents.u From the traveling party, both visitors and local residcnrs indcated that 

rhey paid for 1.7 pcrsons. As shown in Exhibit 3-13 (below), the average number of days thzr each person stayed 

in the Ciry was 2.7." The ~ i c a l  visitor spent 584 per day outside of the Fesdval. and an additional 839 on  

event-specific spending inside of  Festival areas for the entire period, Ieadmg to nearlv $123 h s ~ e n d j n e  - .  oer dav. 

On averape. soertators spent aoprovjmatelv 9282 for their entire trip to SanJose.4' 

The number o f  unique visitors who  came t o  the City and participated in Z.eroOne event activities was 

approximately 17,547 out of 27,760 unique artendees." Approximately about 3% of spectators were "time- 

switchers", meaning that rhey would have come to San Jose d u i i g  some other nearby time period, hut instead 

chose to  come during the week of  August 7-13, 2006 t o  attend the events. Similarly, 6% were "casual" visitors 

who  wcrc in town for other reasons, but chose to take part in event-related activities as parr of their stay. T o  be 

conservative, expenditures by "time-switchers" and "casual" visitors are no t  included in the economic impact 

calculations because chis spending would have occurred in the City anyway.ls Thus, the number of  visitors t o  

San Jose for which expendcures are counted toward the  economic impact of  the ZeroOne Festival and 

Symposium is 15,892, 9% fewer than the total number of  visitors;Q 

4' The measurement error in thc results that follow is equal to 4.1%. This is the error rate at the 95% significance level. 
Hcoce, the quantity of usable surveys is more than sufficient to estimate the actual economic impact. 
'3 This was determined by referencing nll zip codcs which were in the City of San Jorc. This war determined by referencing 
aU rip codcs which were in the City of San Jose. The respondent sample is based on the number of surveys administered 
during the event, multiplied by the number of persons in the respondent's haveling parry. 
*The sizc of the party, as described in rhe suwey, relates to the number of people represented in the traveling party. T h e  
smaU~r party size represents the number of pcrsonr in their party that d ~ c y  were paying for when indicating their 
expenditure rerponrer. 
" ISEA attcndccs stayed an nvcragc of 5.3 days, and the remaining spectators stayed an average of 2.4 days. 
'6 ISFA attendees spent a greater amount per day than other spectators, spending an average of $853 for their entire trip to 
the City, whereas other spectators spent i n  average of $215 during their trip. Spending averages were weighted by 
percentages of population that were ISEA attendees vs. those that werc non-ISEA attendees. This includes one-time ticket 
purchases, which werc approximately $26 per visitor. 
47The total attendance for d l  dates of the ZcroOnc Festival and Symposium was estimated to be 84,571. Howevcr, most of 
thcse attendees cannot bc considcicd "unique", as they attended more than one of the ZcroOne events that week. 
Ivloreover, the attendance was csdmnted per venue and exhibit, and was hkdy double counting many visitors pel day. 
Therefore, bnsed on the responses to quesdon 3 and 4 in the survey, in which respondents were asked to indicate what other 
days and elients they were ittending that wcck, this numbn was discounted so as not to double-count non-unique attendee 
spending. This figure also does not include locals. 
*' n x r c  was no incrcrncntal spending from timc-switchcrs. 
,I1 This escludcs non-unique, non-incremental visitors to the events in addition to rime switchers and casuals. 
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Exhibit 3-14 

Artist ~xpend i ru rc r '  

hlcdiil Expendimrcs2 

CorporarcISponror ~ x ~ e n d i r u r c s '  

Vendor E x p e n d i r u r c ~  

'Artist ~ p ~ ~ d i n g  clpruied 6% rrp~rerr survey inarrumcnr. Numbti of srrirrr provided by 
C i l  of Sari Jorr and evcnr organht~s 

'trtimlrcr inclvdc only non-lord spending by media organi;.adonr to covcr the event, 

eriimat~d by Clryaf S ~ n J o r c  md rvtnr oip*rci. 

' ~ ~ d m ~ r ~ r  include corporate md sponsor spendingar rhe tvcnl provided by Ciry ofSnn  
Jose vldlor  event orgkzirer. Canrenrativc given insbdiry ro trarli dl spending. 
1Ertim2,,, inclvdc only vrndor rpenmng by no"-loid vmdorr to opernre at evcnr, 

crdmarcd by City of Sari Jorc snd cvcnc o r p i r c r .  This is nor included in direct rpcnding, 
snd is insrcad included h indmrcr spending. For cxplmation of radonnlc, pierrc refrr ra 
hlrrhodology rcction of rcporr. 
' ~ ~ t i m a t c a  provided by cvcnc organizers, m d  rcprcrcnt on-going oprietiond crpcnrcr nci 
of Cjry funding. This ir not inclvdcd in diiecr rpcndiig, and is instead included in indirect 
~ ~ r n d i ~ g .  For ~ ~ p l l n ~ t i o n  of ntionalc, plrare refer ro iClcrhodology rcction of rcpnrr. 

Direct and Indirect Spendhg 

A measure of direct visitor spending in each category is shown below in Exhibit 3-15. The total new incremental 

djrect s ~ e n d i n e  in the Citv due to the ZeroOne Festival is nearly R5.4 million. 

Exhibit 3-15 

Parking 
R e d  
Lodging 

Eotcrminrncnr 

Food & Beverage 

MirceUaneous 
Total Rclcvant Visitor Spcnding Outside of Event 

Spending Inridr Event Arca 5621,182 SO 

Corporatc/Tenm/Mcdil/Sponso~IVcndor 5955,375 9955,375 

Total Direct  Spending $5,436,213 54,815,031 

'?his column doer not inrlvdc tpcndingdrhic the rare arc% 
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Ncu, intrementzl mdirrrr spcnding is zbout 93.8 d o n  in the City. Total economic imoact. in terms of oumut, 

&bout $9.3 m a o n  on Szn lose becmse of the Zeroone  Festival and related activides, If excludine soending 

inside the Ftsuoal. total econon1ic irnoact would be rcduced to 97.1 million. 

Spend- by Loca/  Resjdenrs 

AU measurements account for incrcrnental visitor spending, not local residents spending that is above and 

beyond whar they would have spent if not for the ZeroOne Festival taldng place in San Jose. An estimate from 

the non-incremental visitors sut~reyed of spending because of the events is about $1.5 million. An estimate o f  

spcniling by local residents because of the events is about 52.5 mibon.  If included, non-incremental visitors and 

locals inside and outside of the event would bring the total economic impact of d ~ e  events to approximately 

%l3..3mUion.~3 

I n d u c e d  E c o n o m i c  I m p a c r  

Induced economic impacts on the City due to the ZeroOne Festival are shown in Exhibit 3-16. About 157 fuU- 

time e~ujvalent  iobs are prnerated from the direct and indirect s~endine .  resultine in more than 95.3 million in 

earnines i m ~ a c t  w i h n  the Gq,. 5' 

Exhibi t  3-16 

Income 55,313,600 $4,735,157 
Employment 157 141 

'noes nor include rpcnding inridc rhc cvcnt area. 

FjsczJ I m p a c t  

As Exhibit 3-17 shows, the total new incremental tax impact measurement for the ZeroOne Festival is more 

than 11225.400 for the Ciq.rr If inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact would fall to 3189,000. If 

spending by non-incremental visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact to the City for this event would 

grow by nearly $65,400. 

Media I m p a c r  

In  addition to economic impact, the City may also benefit from the national and international focus and media 

attention created by such events. Although it is extremely difficult to measure the translation of media coverage 

into actual new visitor expenditures, the event did generate valuable media impressions. This media impact is nol 

part o f  the economic impact, but was measured by the City. There were nearly 150 local, regional, national, and 

international credentialed journalists who attended the individual and multiple events. Nearly 100 stories about 

$3 These figures are provided for informational purposes only. As stated earlier, spending by non-incremental visitors and 
local residents is not included in economic impact. The non-incremental and local visitor populations werc dctemined via 

~ - 

suwcy responses. 
" These impacts are not additive to the total cconomic impacts prcsentcd in the previous section. Rather, of the total 
impnct, ncady $5.3 milli~n is turned into incremental earnings. 
$5 Tax impacts to the State of California and to Santa Clara County werc also generated from the cvents, but arc not 
reported in this report. 
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ZeroOne/ISEA2006 have appeared-from extensive multi-day coverage in the San Jose Mercury News to a fuU- 

page spread in the "Arts" secoon of the Sunday New Yorh T~mes.  Wired, Southwest Spirit and Associated Press 

covered the event as wcU as a vzrjety of internauonal a r t  and technology publjcations. Google Lsts about 

125,000 mendons of "ZeroOne San Jose". Approximately 2,300 blogs on the Jnrerner mendon 

ZeroOneJISEA2006. 

Exhibit 5-17 

Horel Occupancy 594,830 594,830 

Hotel Busmess Improvement D~smct  fee 510,778 $10,778 

Direct Taxadan $138,754 $137,915 

Indirect Taxation 586.700 951.663 

'DOCS nor inclvdc spending inside rhc cvcnt men. 

O t h e r  Findinps - f r o m  the Survey Analysis  

Of the survey respondents, nearly three-quarters were visitors to the City, and 65% were visitors to Santa Clara 

County. Approximately one-third of event attendees were from out of state. The largest percentages of out of 

state visitors were international, with 4% of attendees from Australia and 5% from the United IGngdom. 

As expected, these events were primarily spectator events, with nearly 64% of respondents having no official 

aftiliation with the Cjty or  the event. Of those listing an affiliation, 5% were a City or  event employee, 3% were 

with the media, 19% were an exhibiting or participating artist, 1% were working with a vendor, and 9% listed an 

"Other" affiladon with the event. 

Many attendees came to multiple days of the event, with just 30% indicating they attended just one day. Half of 

artendees came three days or less, and nearly one-quarter came all 6 days. Approximately 40% listed having 

attended events on Tuesday, 46% on Wednesday, 50% on Thursday, 68% on Friday, 59% on Saturday, and 2.5% 

on Sunday. More than half came to the ISEA Symposium, and approximately 40% Listed attending a 

performntive cinema or Repertory/Theater Performance. 

The majority (90%) of attendees said that the ZeroOne Festival was the pnmary reason for their visit to the City. 

The remaining 10% was fairly evenly split berween listing business or vacation as the primary purposc of their 

v~sit. 
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Approximately 3 i 0 / o  of attendees lisred a t tendng other cultural activiues w l d e  in San Jose, 52% visired h e  Tech 

01 .41t Muscum(s), 6% zrtendcd an event at HP Pa\llion, and 2% fisted having attended another we o f  

unspeclficd evcnr/anracdon during their visit to the Cty.'~ 

Incomes slcewed lower, with more than 60% of respondents had annual household incorncs less than 875,000, 

and nczrly three-quaxters had incomes below $100,000. The classification of household incomes is shown below 

in Exlubir 3-18, upid, the average household incomc o f  visiting attendees at $76,389.57 This income is nearly 15% 

highci than the median household income f o ~  the San Francisco Bay Areasa 

Exhibi t  3-18 

I 

The age of visitors attending the ZeroOne Festival skewed younger than other events, with more than 56% of 

visitors beween the ages of 25 to  44, as shown in Exhibit 3-l9below. The average age was 38 years 01d.a 

Exhibi t  3-19 

56 Respondents could select aU catcgorier that apply, therefore may sum to greatcr than 100%. 
5' The calculation of average household incorncs is bascd on using the midrange of each incomc catcgory for all categories 
esccpt thc $125,OW+ catcgory, which used $125,000 as its wdght. 
58 Source: http://w~v.bayarcacensus.ca.gov/b~yare~.h~n. 

The calculntion of average age is based on using the midrange of each age catcgory for all catcgoricr exccpt the 5 5 t  
category, which used 65 as its weighr 
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Age Category 01 Attendeer 

More than half of respondents drove to the event in a personal car or  truck, 1% stayed in an RV, 23% flew to 

the event, 5% rented a car, 6% said they took public transportation @us/BART), and nearly 10% responded 

using an alternate form of transportauon. Therefore, more than three-quarters of ancndees used ground 

transportation to come to the event, even though one-third of attendees were fiom outside of the state of 

California. 

Nearly 39% of respondents stayed in a Hotel or Motel during their visir, and 44% listed staying in a private 

residence. The remaining 16"h stayed in a non-specified form of lodging. None of the visitors indcated staying in 

an RV. 

In terms of macl~eting and the mode of communication in which the respondent Iearncd of the events, 4% of all 

respondents listed Radio or television, 36% listed the Internet/E-mail, 20% listed the Mercury Newspaper, 29% 

listed Word ofMouth,  6% indicated they knew because it was an annual event, and 11% listed "Othern.w O f  

those listing an "Other" affiliation, common responses involved having to work or participate in the event, or  

affiliation with the ISEA or Symposium. It is nor known whether those who learned of the event via the Internet 

visited the event's or  city's wehsites. Similarly, it is not known what television channel or broadcast respondents 

were viewing which contained information about the events. 

Nearly 84% of visitors rated their visit as "ExceUent" or "Good", and 14% felt their experience at the event was 

"Average". 

Since respondcnrs were allowed to circle 3U modes of commurucauon that factored into their decision, these figures will 
not sum to 100% 
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3.4 ECONOh4lC IMI'AcT OF 2006 COMCAST SAN!OSETAZZ FESTIVAL 

For the 2006 Jazz  Festivd: thc  usable sulveys represented nearly 4,400 people bascd o n  the size o f  each palty 

(number of pcoplc) represented in the sulvey responses.'] T h e  economic impact measurements based o n  this 

sul~rey are described ix this section. Other analyses of the SUNCyS, such as derails o lanendee  demographics and 

psyrhographjcs, are contained later in dus section. 

Or the  respondents represented in the suivey sample, 18.8% were local residents of  the City.- T h e  average size 

of the party represenrcd in each survey is 5.8 for visitors and 3.4 for local residents." From the traveling party, 

visitors indicated that rhey paid for 2.0 persons, whereas locals paid for an average of 2.1 persons. As shown in 

Exhbir  3-20 @claw), the average number o f  days that each person stayed in the City because of the event was 

1.9.64 T h e  t p i c d  vlsitinp sDectator snent 9107 ner dav outside of the Festival. and an additional $26 on  event- 

-fit s ~ e n d i n p  inside o i  the Festival areas for the entire period visited. leadine . to  neariv 6134 in soendinp ~ e r  

dav. O n  a v e r a e e . p . ' s  

The number  o f  unique wsitors who came to  the City and participated in Jazz Festival activities was 

apploximarcly 37,617 out of  46,316 unique a t r e n d e e s 6 ' 0 f  the visitors to the City, about 8% were "time- 

switchers", meaning that rhey would have come to San Jose during some other nearby time period, but instcad 

chose t o  come to  attend the Jazz Festival. A n  additional 16% were "casual" visitors who  were in town for other 

reasons, hut chose to  rake part in event-related activities as part o f  their stay.&' T o  be consenrative, expenditures 

by "time-switchers" and "casual" visitors are not included in the economic impact calculations because rhls 

spending would have occurred in the City anyvay. Tlws, the number of visitors to San Jose for which 

espendirures are counted toward the economic impact are 27,022,28% fewer than the total number o f  visitors. 

fl The measurement error in the results that follow is equd to 2.9%. This is the error rate at the 95% significance level. 
Hence, the qnantiry of usable surveys is more than sufficient to cstirnarc the acnld cconomic impact. 
62 This was determined by referencing d zip coder which wcrc in the City of San Jose. The respondent sample is bascd on 
the number of surveys administered during the event, multiplied by the number of persons in the respondent's traveling 

party- 
"The size of the parry relates to the number of people represented in the traveling party. The smaller party size represents 
the number of pcrsons in their party that they were paying for when indicating their expenditure responses. 
'Qpectators stayed slightly longer than performers. The axrerage performer spent 1.2 days in the Ciry. 
6s This includes an avcrage spectator ticket cost of 910.18. 
66 This comes from a total attendance estimate of 76,000 provided by the event organizers. 
0 Onc reason for the relatively high number of casual visitors is that many of the casual visitors traveled in larger parries, 
with an average traveling parry of 9 persons. 

~~o&Gnorn ics  -dA,-..,-. 
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Exhib i t  3-20 

Total Attendance 
Number of llnique Arccndces (individual pcoplc zncnding event) 

Local Reridcnts who Aiicnded Event (not Viritorr) 
Tord Nurnbcr of Visitors Pardcipanng in Fcrtival Activiucs 

Number of "Timc-switchrrs" Only 
Number of "Carual" Visitors Only 
Number of Visirorr who arc both "Casual" Virirors md "Time-switchcrr" 

Nurnbcr of "Relevanr" Virirarr: Count Towards Economic Impacr' 

Average Expenditure Ertimatcr 
Average Daily Ex~cndirure Per "Rclcvanr"Viriror 
Average Number of Days Sraycd Pcr "Relevant" Visiior 
Average Expcndirvrc far Entire Trip Per "Relevant" Viriror Outrldc Fcsdual 
Avcrage Eapcndirurc for Entire Trip Pcr "Relevmt" Visitor Inside Fertival' 

. .-p 

i r c t  Cpc3ding of " R c l n a n t  ' Vicnnrr O ~ t s d e  Feruvbl' -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - . . . . . . . . . - - . - -- - . . . - - . . . -. . - . . 
T o t a l  DLcct S p ~ . n d i n ~  oi"Rcleran!" Visitors Inside Frsri\,d' . - - - . - - . . . . - - - . . . - . . - . . . . . - - - - . . - - . . . - - 
' ~ p r n d i " ~  byiacal rcsidenu. "Lirnr.r~vilr1~crr". and '"mrunl" ririlon r r r  not "3rd in ihr imp~rf mnlptl 

'spending only witllin tl>cCityof Smn Jose 

'spending inrludn rcucnucr horn lidelr. mrrrl~ondise. ronrclrionr md mhtr incidrnlol spending insldr r ~ n l  rrro. 

Based o n  these tindings from the survey analysis, the total direct expendirures bv incremenral o r  relevant visitors 

in San lose  is a ~ ~ r o x i r n a r e l v  $5.5 million outside o f  the Festival. and is over 96.2 million includinp d i e  soending 

in both the inside and outside areas.cn 

As  shown in  Exhibit 3-21, total business spending used in this measurement of direct economic impact is nearly 

$260,800.* Indud ing  expenditures by event orgafizers and vendors, total business spending due to this event 

was more than 81.4 

"This includes ticket costs, which were estimated to be approximately $5.00 per ticket. 
69 Business spending includes spending by corporations, vendors and media spcnding. The number of attenrling artists, 
sponsors, media and xrendors was providcd by the event organizers for thc purposes of h s  study. Wherever othcr 
information was not possible, visidng population assumcd to bc samc as the rest of the sample. Anjst spending and Media 
expenditures were captured r i a  the spectator survey via question 2, and were analyzed separately from spectator responses. 
70 Expenditures by went organirers an$ vendors are not included in direct spcnding, and are instead included in indirect 
spending. For explanation of rationale, please refer to the Merhodology section of report. 
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Exhibit 3-21 

Arurr Expendirurerl 

Media ~ a ~ e n d i t u r c s '  

ColporarcISponror Erpendiiurcs3 

Vendor Expenditures4 

Evcnc Orzaillzcr ExpcndirurcrJ 

' ~ ~ t i s  spendme caprured via reprrrcr ruwey inrrrumenr. Number oflrtirrr provided hl, 
C i l  of San Josc md rvenr orgxnirrrr 

' ~ u m b e ~  ~ r \ i ~ i ~ u l ~  h4rdia erumrrtd bg JWZ Feruvnl. ~ c d i r  rpcnding capnlred by rurves. 
'Erornni~r include rorporaic md rponroi spending rr the  rvrnr provid~d by Cjr)l afsnn 
Jose md/oi event orginiicr. Conrcnindvc givm insbilicy l o  rrarlc dl rpcndulg. 

'~rkrnrcrr includc only vcndor rpcnding by non-locsl vendors ro operate at event, 

rrtlrnlred by City of Sm Jorr uld event orgxniier. Thir is not inclvdcd in direct spending, 
znd is insrrad inciudcd in lndircct rpendhg. For crplmarion ofrntionllc, plcarc refc, to 

Mcrhoda lo~  rrctian of report. 

'~rrimarcs prosidrd by Jan Frrovnl organizers, md rcpicrcnl on-going expcnrer far 
event opcrationr Thir is nor includcd in direr! rpcnding, and is inrrrnd inclvdcd in 
lndveci rpendjng For cxplm=tion of rationnlc, pielre refcr ra iMcrhodology section of 
icporr. 

Direcr and Indirecr Spendin,o 

A measure of direct visitor spending in ench category is shown below in Exhibit 3-22. The total new incremenrd 

direct s~end ine  in the Ci? due to thc jazz Festival is more than 86.5 d o n ,  

Exhibit 3-22 

Parking 5232,438 1232,438 

R c r d  5856,372 5856,372 

Lodging $1,497,718 51,497,718 

Entcrrlinmcnr 5431,308 $431308 

Food & Bcvcrage S1,837,896 51,837,896 

MisccUancous $202,286 $202,286 

Totd Rclcvlnr Visitor Spcnding Ourside of Evcnt 55,555,706 $5,555,706 

Spendmg Inside Event Arc= 571 5,094 SO 
Corporate/Te~m/Mcda/Sponsor/V~nd~i 5260,840 5260,840 

Total Direct Spending $6,531,641 55,816,546 

Indirect Spending 14,353,034 $2,892,901 

 h his column docs nor include spending within the rarc arc= 
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Nem ~ncremental inhrect  spenriing is about 94.3 million in the Cir).. Totai economic imoart.  in terms of ournut, 

1s about 910.9 million on  San Jose because of  rheJazz Festival and related acuvides. If escludinp . s ~ e n d i n p  . inside 

of the event. the total economic imnact would be reduced to  $8.7 d o n .  

S p e n d i n g  1~1, L o c a l  R e s i d e n r s  

NI measurements account for incremenral visitor spending, not local residents spending that is above and 

beyond what they would have spent if not for the Jazz Fesdval taldng place in San Jose. A n  esdmate from the 

non-incremental visitors surveyed of spending because of the event is about 13.5 m a o n .  A n  estimate of 

spending by local residents because of the events is about $2.6 million. Ifincluded, non-incremental visitors and 

locals inside and outside of  the event would bring the total economic impact of  the events to  nearly 917.0 

d o n 7 l  

I n d u c e d E c o n o m i c  I m p a c r  

Induccd economic impacts on  the City due to the Jazz  Fesrjval are shown in Exhibit 3-23. 

w v a l e n t  iobs are eenerated from the direct and indirect soendine. resulting in more than g6.4 million in 

earnines i m ~ a c t  within the  City'? 

Exhibi t  3-23 

Incomc 56,453,824 S5,787,930 
Employment I91 173 

'DOCS not includr spcndlng inrldc the eucnr nicz 

F i s c a l  Impact 

A s  Exhibit 3-24 shows, the total new i n c r  

9312.400 for the Ci~ . ' 3  If  inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact mould fall to  $266,500. I f  spending 

by non-incremental visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact to  the City for this event would grow by 

nearly 81 22,000. 

" Thcsc figures arc prowdcd for lnforrnauonal p~rposcs only As staled eatLcr, spcndng by can-mcrcmcr.tJ vlsrroIr md 
local rcsjdenis a not lncludcd m rconomlc Impact Thc non.mcrcmcnta1 and local nrltor populauonr were detcrrnlncd vja 

survey rcsponscs. 
These impacts are not additive to the total economic impacts presented in the previous section. Rather, of h e  total 

impact, nearly 66.4 million is n~rned into incremental earnings. 
13 Tax impacts to the State of California and to Santa Clara County wcrc also generated from the events, but are not 
reported in this report. 
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Exhibit 3-24 

Sdcs  md Usc 548,895 543.448 
Garc ~ r c '  S7,539 SO 
Hotel Occupancy S 149,772 $149,772 

Hotel Burmeis Irnproocment Dlsirict ice 57.975 $7,975 

D i ~ e c t  Tarauon 5214,181 $201,195 

'beer nor mrludr rpcndvlg inside the e w n i  aren 

'A ticker rnx or gate fee of 5% of ndrnirrionr rrvrnuc n,ar coilecrcd by rhe Cir).. 

O t h e r  Findings f r o m  t h e  Survey Analysis  

O f  the suwey respondents, 69% were visitors to the Gq?, and 53% were vislrors to Santa Clara Count). 

Approx~marely 17% of event attendees were from out of state. 

As expected, tliese evenis were primarily spectator events, with 92% of respondents having no official affiliation 

with the City or the event. O f  those lisdng an affiliation, 2% were a City or event employee, 1% were with the 

media, 1% were performers, 2% were worldng with a vendor, and 2% listed an "Other" affiliation with the 

event. 

Half of anendees came to multiple days of r h e  event, with 20% coming all three days. Approximately 26% listed 

having attended events on Friday, 65% on Sarurday, and 66% on Sunday. 

n i e  majority (83%) of anendees said that the Jazz Festival was the primary reason for their visit to the City. 
Approximarclg 5% of attendees were already in town on business, 9% were visiting thc City on vacation, and 3% 

listed another, unidentified reason as the primary purpose of their visit. 

With regard to which stages at the Festival had the most attendance, the main stage attracted the most visitors, 

with 69% of respondents listing having visited that stage. The Salsa stage attracted 44% of attendees, 42% 

visited the Latin Stage, 19% visited the Blues Stage, 21% attended Jazz at the Rep, 1.5% went to Big Band, 12% 

went to Jazz in Restaurants, and less than 10% went to the Youth Stage, Smith Dobson, or Jazz Beyond. 74 

Approximately 12% of attendees listed attending other cultural activities wldc in San Jose, 18% visited the Tech 

or Art Museum(s), and 8% attended an event at HP Pavilion." 

"Respondents could select aU caregolies that apply, thcrcfore total may sum to grcater than 100%. 
'5 Respondents could select aU categories that apply, thcrcfore may sum to greater than 100%. 
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More than 44% of  respondents had annual household incomes less than 975,000, nnd nearly three-quarters had 

incomes below $125,000. The classification of household incomes is shown below in Exhibit 3-25, with the 

average household income of visiting attendees at $93,685.76 Tius income is nearly 40% h g h e r  than the median 

household jncome for the San Francisco Bay Area." 

Exhibit  3-25 

The  age of visitors attending the Jazz Festival skewed older than other events, with nearly 40% of visitors older 

than 5.5. as shown in Exhibit 3-26 below. 

Exhibit  3-26 

' 6  The calculadon of average houschold incomes is bascd on using the midrange of each income category f o r d  categori~s 
exccpt h c  $125,OW+ category, which used $125,000 as its wcight. 
'7 Source: hnp://www.bayareacensur.w.gov/bayarca.hm. 
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Mole ihzn ha11 (5Z0/o) of h e  populauon classified rhemsrlves as Caucasian, 16% idendlied themselves as Alrlczn- 

Alnellczn. 18% as Hispamc, 6 % ~  as Asian, and the remaining 8% as some other race o r  rombinarion of  two or 

mOIE rzCcS 

App~arjmatcly  8.3% of ~csponden t s  drove to the evrnt in a personal car o r  truck, 4% flew to the event, 1% 

icnred a car, 1% said h e y  took public transportation (bus/BART), and 9% responded using an alternate form of 

transportation. n e r e f o i e ,  mrire than 97% o i  attendees used ground transportadon to  come to  the event, even 

though 17% listed traveling from outside o f  the state of Califor,ia. 

Nearly 38% 01 respondents stayed in a Hotel or Motel during their uisit, and 51% listed staying in a private 

residence. T h e  remaining I I% stayed in a non-specified form of lodging and less than 1 %  of  visitors indicated 

sta)lng in an RV. 

O f  those lisdng a hotel o r  motel, 23% listed the Fairmont, 20% listed the Hilton, 12% listed the Mardott, 7% 

listed the Crowne Plaza, 6% listed the St. Claire, 5% listed the Super 8, 5% listed the Hyatt, and less than 3% 
listcd either the Weliesley Inn and Suites, Vagabond Inn, Ramada, Radisson, Motel 6, Montgomery, Hotel D e  

Anza, Holiday Inn, Fair Oaks Inn, Days Inn, Cla~win, or Arena Hotel as rhc chain for which they booked their 

lodging. 

In terms of marketing and the mode of communicarjon in w h c h  the respondent learned of the events, 13% of 

all respondents listcd Radio o r  television, 13% listed the Internet/E-mad, 23% listed the Mercury Newspaper, 

26% listed Word of Mouth, 43% indicated they knew because i t  was an annual event, and 2% listed "Othcr".~a 

O f  those listing an "Other" affiliation, common responses involved having r o  work o r  in the event. I t  

is not known whether those who  learned of  the event via the Internet visited the event's o r  ciry's websites. 

Similarly, it is not known what television channel or broadcast respondents wcre viewing which contained 

information about the events. 

Nearly all visitors (96%) rated their visit as "Excelient" or "Good", and just 1 %  felt their experience at the event 

was below Average. 

7s Since rcspondentr wcrc allowed to circle all modes of cornmunicauon that factorcd into their decision, thcse figures will 
not rum to  100n/o. 
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3.5 EcoNoh4lC IMPACT OF 2006 TAPESTRY ARTS FESTNAL 

For the 2006 Tapestry Arts Festival, there usable sulveys represented nearly 1,800 people based on the size of 

e2ch party (number of people) represented in the survey  response^.'^ The economic impact measurements based 

on this suivey are described in dus section. Other analyses of the surveys, such  as details of attendee 

demogaphics and psychographcs, are contained later in this secuon. 

Of  the respondents represented in the survey sample, 60% were local residents of the Ciy."' The average size of 

the party represented in each survey is 2.8 [or visito~s and 3.0 for local residentsnl As shown in Exhhi t  3-27 

[below), the average number of days that each person stayed in the Ciry because of the event wzs 1.9. 

nmical visitin9 sDectator sDent 974 per dav outside of the Fesdval. and an additional 582 on event-s~ecific 

s ~ e n d j n g  - inside of Festival areas durinp the entire visitation ~ e r i o d .  leadine to near]" 8156 in soendinp ~ e r  dav. - .  
On averape. spectators soent aooroimatelv $224 for their entire trip to Snnlose. 

The  number of unique' visitors who came to the City and participated in Tapestry Arts Fesdval activiues was 

approximately 47,534 ou t  of 118,046 unique anendees.0 O f  the visitors to the City, about 2% were "time- 

switchers", meaning that they would have come to San Jose during some other nearby time period, but instead 

chose to come t o  attend the Tapestry Arts Festival. An additional 17% were "casual" visitors who were in town 

for other reasons, but  chose to take part in event-related activities as part of their stay. To be conservative, 

expenditures by "timc-switchers" and "casual" visitors are not included in the economic impact calculadons 

because this spending would have occurred in the City anyway. Thus, the number of visitors to San Jose for 

which expenditures are counted toward the economic impact arc 36,737, 23% fewer than the total number of 

visitors. 

' m e  mearurcment error in the results that follow is equal to 2.5%. This is thc error rate at the 95% significance level. 
Hence, thc quantity of usable survcys is morc than sufficient to estimate the actual economic impact. 

This was dctcmined by referencing all zip codes which were in the City of San Jose. The total respondent population 
based an  the numbcr of surveys administered multiplied by the average survey respondent party sire. 
" The size of the party, as described in the survey, relates to the numbcr of people represented in the traveling party. The 
smaller party size represents the numbcr of persons in their party that they were paying for whcn indicating their 
expendimre responses. 

Attendance cstLnates provided by Tapestry Arts Festival. In total, there were 150,000 attendees to the cvent, which broke 
out as follows: 46,000 on Samrday, 61,000 on Sunday, and 35,000 on Monday. However, some of these attendees cannot bc 
considered "unique", as they attended more than one of the Tapestry Arts Fesdval cvents that wcck. This war csdmated via 
question 3 in the survey, in which respondents were asked to indicate what othcr days of the event thcy wcrc attending that 
week. To be conservative, the total attendance was dircountcd by thc numbcr of respondents whicli indicated they wcrc 
attending more than one thcse events so as not to doublc-count non-unique ancndee spending. This figure also docs not 
includc locals. 



SJ - Economic & Fiscal Impact Analysis 45 

Exhibi t  3-27 

/Tord Attendance 130,000 1 
Nknbcr  o f  IJniquc Arrtndcer (in&vidud pcople ancnding cvcnr) 

Local Rcr id~nr r  who Attcnded Evcnr (not Vlsirorr) 

T a r d  Nurnbcr oi Visitors IJarticipaong in Fertivzl Acdrsities 
Number of "Tune-swircherr" O d y  
Nurnbcr of "Casual" Vlsitorr Only 
Number ofViritors imho are both "Cesual" Visitors and "Time-swiichcrr" 

Number of "Rclevani" Visitors: Counc Towards Economic Impacr' 

A\,ciagc Expcndzrure Ertimarcr 

Averagc D d y  Expcndirure Per "Rclcr,ant" Vlrifor 

Average Number of  Days Stayed Pcr "Relc\~anr" Visitor 

Aserape Exprndiruic for Entire Trip Per "Relcl,ant" Visitor Outride Festival 

Al,eraee Expendirurc for E n t i e  Trip Per "Rclcvanr" Viriror Inridc Festival' 

Based on  these findings f rom the sunrcy analysis, the total direct expenditures bv incremental o r  relevant visitors 

in San lose is nearlv $5.2 million outside of t h e j  

inside and outside areas. 

As shown i n  Exhibit 3-28, total business spending used in this measurement of direct economic impact is nearly 

$ 5 6 , 5 0 0 . ~ ~  Including expenditures by event organizers and vendors, total business spending due t o  this event was 

more than $41 8,500.a4 

0 Business spending includes spcnding by corporations, vcndors and media spcnding. ? h c  number of attending nrtists, 
sponsors, media, and vcndors w a s  provided by the cvcnt organizers for the purposes of this smdy. Wherever other 
information was not possible, visiting population assumed to bc same as the rest of the sample. Artist spcnding was 
estimated via a separate survey administered to panicipating Artists during the Fesrival. Media expendirurer arcre captured 
via the spectator survey via question 2. 
84 Expendirures' by event organizers and vcndors arc not included in dircct spcnding, and arc Listead indudcd in indircct 
spending. For explanation of rationale, plcasc refer to the Methodology section of rcpon. 

c 
S P O ~ ~ E ? ~ , ~  
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Exhibit 3-28 

Artist Erpcndirurcrl 

~ e d i a  ~apendirures '  

Corpontc/Sponsor Expendirures3 

Vcndor Erpcndirures4 

Event Organizer ~ x ~ e n d i r u r e r '  

' ~ i t i r r  spendhe cnpmrrd via rrp;irate survey insrrumcnr Nvmbcr of anises pra\.idcd by . . 
City of San Josc and cvtnr o r g ~ r e r r .  
ZE sornatcr inrivde only non-lord rprndlng Liy rncdia argrninuonr to rover rbc crcnr, 

istimated by Clry of Sxn Jorr nnd event o r p i r c r .  

'~ romarer  inrludc iorporrtc and sponsor rpcndkgsr the evenr providrd by Ciry of S m  
Jose and/or event orgmirrr. Conservative given inabihr). to rmct dl rpmdhg. 
'Erdmnrer includc only vcndoi spending by non-lard vcndorr to oprrarc rr event, 
esrLnilrcd by Ciry of Sm Jose snd event orgmher. This is nar vlclvdrd in diiecr spending, 
m d  is inrrcnd included in indrcct spendink. For crplmarlon of iatiandc, plrxrc rrfcr to 

Mcrhodalogy rcction of reporr. 

'~rtimarcs providcd by cvenr orgmircrs, md rcprcrcnr on-going operational cxpmrcr nrr 
of City tunding. This is nor included in diicrr spending, and is insread included in indirect 
spending. For cxplmntion of rntionllc, plearc rcfcr to hlcthodolog), rrrtion of rcporr. 

Direct and Indirect Spenabg 
A measure of  direct visitor spending in each category is shown below in Exhibit 3-29. The total new incremental 

d i~ec t  soendinp in the Citv due to the T a ~ e s t m  Arts Festival is more than 58.2 million. 

Exhibit 3-29 

Pvking 
Retail 

Lodging 
Enicrrlinment 

Food & Bcveiagc 

hlisceUancous 5103,883 5103,883 
Total Relcvmt Visiror Spending Outside of Event S5,195,871 $5,195,871 

Spending Inside Event h e 9  

Ar6sr/Media/Sponror 

Total Direct Spending 

In&ccl Sprnding (ind. Event O~ganizer and Vendor) 54,089,109 S2,635,647 

 his column docs nor include spending within the mcc rrcr. 
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I\leu- inc:emental mdircct spending is about $4.1 million in the Clr),. Total economic impact. in terms of outout. 

i s  abovt P I 2 3  milljon on San Jose because of  the T ~ D ~ S U V  Arts Festival and related acuvlues. I f  eacludmg 

snendine inside o f  the evcnt the total economic impact would be reduced to $7.9 million. 

Spending by LocdResjdenis 
AL measurcmenrs accounr for incremental visitor spending, not local residents spcnhng  that is abovc and 

beyond what they would have spent if not for die Tapes t~y  Arts Festival taking place in San Jose. An estimzte 

from the non-incremental visitors surveyed of  spending because of the event is about 93.0 million. An estimate 

o f  spcnding by local residents because of the events is about $21.0 million. If included, non-incremental visitors 

2nd locals inside and outside of the event would bring the total economic impact of the events to  approximately 

3.36.4 m i h o n . ~  

Induced Economic Impact 
Induced economic impacts on  the City due to the Tapesrry A ~ t s  Festival zre shown in Exhbi t  3-30. P b o u t  239 

fd-"me equivalent iobs are eenerared from the direct and indirect spendins. resultin_e in nearlv 98.0 d o n  in 

tarninps impact urjdun the City * 

Exhibi t  3-30 

Income 
Employment . 

l ~ o e r  no, include rpcnding inridc ,hc ivcn, ircn. 

Fiscal Impact 
As Exhibit 3-31 shows, the total new incremental tax i r n ~ a c t  measurement for the  T a ~ e s t n ,  Arts Festival is more 

than 3251.4QO for the   city.^ If inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact would fall t o  $193,400. I f  

spending by non-incremenral visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact to  the Gty for tlus event would 

prow by nearly $130,500. 

85 These figures are provided for informational purposm only. As stated earlier, spending by non-incremental visitors and 
local residents is not included in economic impact. The non-incremental and local visitor populations were determined via 
survey responses. 

Thesc impacts are not additive to the total economic impacts presented in the previous section. Ratl~cr, of thc total 
impact, nearly $8.0 d o n  is turned into incrcmcntal earnings. 
" Tax impacts to the State of California and to Santa Clara County wcrc also generated from the events, but are not 
reported in this report. 
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Exhibit 3-31 

Salcr and Use 175,170 $49,999 

Hotcl Occupancy $78,150 978,150 

Horcl Buaincrr lmprovcmenr Dirolcr fee 95,786 $5,786 

Dircct Taxation 5159,107 3133,935 

Indirect Taxation $92,300 359,484 

'Doer not include rpcnding inside the rvenr u c a .  

O t h e r  Findines - f r o m  t h e  Survey Analvsis  

O f  the sulvey respondents, 42% were visitors to thc City, and just 24% were visitors to Santa Clara County. Less 

thnn 7% of event attendees were from outside of the state of California. 

As expected, this was primarily a spectator event, with 85% of respondents having no official affliation with the 

City or the event. O f  those listing an affhation, 3% were a participating artist, 8% were working with a vendor, 

3% listed an "Other" afffiation with the event, and less than 1% listed as being with the Media or working with 

the City or the event.. 

Mote than three-quarters only came to one day of the event, with just 16% coming all three days. Approximately 

63% listed having attended events on Saturday, and 49% on Sunday, and 21% on Monday. 

Just two-thirds of attendees said that the Tapestry Arts Festival was the primary reason for their visit to the City. 

Approximately 14% of attendees were already in town on business, 16% were \"siting the City on vacadon, and 

5% listed another, unidentified reason as the primary purpose of their visit. 

Approximately 45% of respondents had annual household incomes less than $75,000, and more than three- 

quarters had incomes below 5125,000. The classification of household incomcs is shown below in Exhibit 3-32, 

with the average household income of visiting attendees at $92,571.81 This income is nearly 40% higbcr than the 

median household income for the San Francisco Bay Area.ao 

88 The calculation of avcngc household incomcs is based on using thc midrange of each income category f o r d  categories 
cxcept &c ~125,000t category, which used $125,000 as its  eight. 

Soutcc: http://\~nv.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarca.hm. 
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Exhibit 3-32 
- 30% , 

The age of vlsitors attending the Tapestry Arts Festival skewed older than other events, with more than 55% 

over age 45, as shown in Exhibit 3-33 below. The average age was 43 years 01d.nu 

Exhibit 3-33 

<I11 1171 21-31 3544  4 6 %  S I *  

Agc Category of Anendcei 

Approximately 84% of respondents drove to the event m a personal car or truck, 1% flew to the event, 1% 

rented a car, 4% said they took public transportation @us/BART), and 10% responded using an alternate form 

of transportation. 

In terms of marketing and the mode o f  communication in which the respondent learned of the cvents, 14% of 

aU respondents listed Radio or television, 7% listed the Internet/E-mail, 26% listed the Mercury Newspaper, 

a The calculation of average age is bascd on using the midrmge of each agc category for d catcgaries except the 55+ 
categoly, which used 65 as its weight. 
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24% listed Word of Mouth, 36% indicated dley knew because it was an annual event, and 5% listed  other".^^ 

Of  those lisang an "Other" affdiadon, common responses involvcd having to work or  participate in the event, or  

some other form of Word of Mouth. It is not known whether those who learned of the event via the Internet 

visited the event's or  city's websires. Similarly, it is not known what television channel or  broadcast respondents 

were viewing which contained information about the events. 

Nearly 17% of respondents stayed in a Hotel or Motel during their visit, and 80% listed staying in a private 

residence. Nearly 3% of visitors indcated staying in an RV, even though less than 1% listed this as their p d m a q  

mode of  uansportation. Less than 1% stayed in a non-specified form of lodging. 

Nearly aU visitors (90%) rated their visit as "Excellent" or "Good", and just 2% felt their experience zr the event 

was below Average. 

91 Since respondents were allowed to circle 3U modes of commonication that factored into their decision, these figures will 
not sum to 100%. 
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3.6 ECONOA$IC IMPACT OF 15T1-1 ANNUAL SAN TOSE INTERNATIONAL MARLACHI FESTNAL 

For the 2006 Marlactu Fesdval, there usable sunreps reprrsenred nezrlg 1,000 people based o n  the size of each 

parry (number of pcople) represented in the survey responses.l2 T h e  economic impact measuremenrs based on 

h r  tunzcy ale described in this secuon. Other analyses of the surveys, such as details of attendee demographics 

and psychoFaphics, are contuncd later in this section. 

O f  the respondtnts represented in the survey sample, 61% were local residents o f  the City." The avcrage size of 

thc parry represented in each survey is 3.0 for visitors and 3.2 for local residents.l* As shown in Exhibit 3-34 

@elow), the average number of days that each person stayed in the City because of the event was l.1.rn The 
mica1  visiune - .  spectaror spent $62 per day outside of the Festival. and an additional 860 on event-r~ecific 

spending inside of  Festival areas durine the entire trip. Ieadinc to  neailv 5122 in s ~ e n d i n p p e r  da7r.S O n  average, 

spectators suenr auproximarely 8129 for their entire trip to Sanj0se.n  

T h e  nurnher of  unique visitors w h o  came to the City and participated in Mariach Fesdval acuvitics was 

spproimately  11,905 out  of  about 34,452 unique attendees.9~ O f  the visitors to  the City, about 15% were "time- 

switchers", meaning that they would have come t o  San Jose during some other nearby time period, but instead 

chose ro come to attend the Mariachi Festival. An addidonal 16% were "casual" visitors who were in town for 

other reasons, bur chose t o  tahe part in evenr-related activities as part of their stay. T o  be consenrative, 

expenditures by "time-swirchers" and "casual" visitors are not included in the economic impact calculations 

because t h s  spcnding would have occurred in the City anyway. Thus, the' number of visitors to San Jose for 

which expenditures are counred toward the economic impact is 7,564, 36% fewer than the total number of 

visitors." 

92 The mensurement error in the results that follow is equal to 2.1%. This is the error ratc at the 95% significance lcvel. 
Hence, the cquantiry of usable survcys is morc than sufficicnt ta estimate the actual economic impact. 
93 This was determined by refcrencing all zip codes which were in the City of San Jose. The total respondent population 
based on rhc numbcr of surveys administered multiplied by the aveiagc survey respondent party size. 
" The size of the parry, as described in the suwey, relates to the number of people represented in the traveling p q r .  Thc 
smder  party size represents the number of persons in their party that they werc paying for when indicating their 
expendimre responses. The local rraveling parry for attendees of the Friday concert was 3.8, and the party sizc for the 
Sunday Feria war 2.9. Thcsc figures rcprcsent the weightcd avcragc of thc responses. 
PSThc concert attcndces stayed an average of 1.2 days, and those who attended the Ferin stayed an average of 1.1 days. 
These figures rcprcsent thc weighted average of the responses. 
9 ~ l - h ~  concert attendees spent an average of $78 outside of the event, and 888 inside the event, for a total of $166 per day. 
Those who nttcnded the Feria spent an average of $54 outside of the event, and 547 inside the event, for a total of 5101 per 
day. These figures represent the weighted avcrage of the responses. 
9'This represents thc weighted avcrage of daily spending multiplied by the weighted average of days per visitor trip. 
9' Attendsncc estimates provided by the Mariachi Festival. In total, there were 34,452 attendees to the event, which broke 
out as follows: 370 on Tuesday, 500 on Wednesday, 450 on Thursday, 10,332 on Friday, 2,800 on Saturday, and 20,000 on 
Sunday. However, some of these attendees cannot be considered "unique", as thcy attended more than one of the Mariachi 
Fcsrival events that week. This was estimated via qucstion 3 in the survey, in which respondents were asked to indicate what 
othcr days of the event thcy were attending that week. To  be conservadvc, thc total anendancc war discounted by the 
number of respondents which indicated thcy were attending more than onc these events so as not to double-count non- 
unique attendee spending. This figure also does not include locals. 
99 The populations of casuals and dme-switchers werc relatively high due to thc fact that their tnveling party sizes werc 
larger than the average relevant visiting paw. 



SJ - Economic 8 Fiscal Impact Analysis 52 

The spendmg iol the Gala Concert and ior the Ferla del Mariachi differed; as did the demograpl~ic compositions 

o f  the events. Wkile the spending included in the calculation o f  economic impact was based on a weighted 

average of the events, the spending on Friday by concert artendees was higher than that for the frre Feria del 

Mariachi, which took place on Sunday. The cost of the concert hkely drew higher income attendees, wluch may 

have led to lugher spending. 

Exhibit 3-34 

Total Anendance 
Ntimber of Unique Anendeer jlndividual peopie ailendtng evenr) 

Local Residents who Attended Event (not Visirorr) 

Totd Niirnbci of Unique Visitors Participating in Event Activities 
Nurnbcr of "Time-switcherr" Only 
Numbcr of "Canral"Visitarr Only 
Nurnber oiviritorr who are both "Carual"Viritors and 'Time-switcherr" 

Number of"Rc1cvant" Visitors: Counr Tolvvds Economic lrnpactl 

Average Expendimre Esurnarcs 
Average Daily Expendimre Per "Rcle\.ant" Visitor 
Avcragc Numbcr of Days Stayed Per "Relevant" Visitor 
Average Erpenditurc for Entire Trip Per "Relevult" Visitor Ourside Festival 

Avcraw Exocndimre for Endrc Trip Per "Rclcvmr" Visitor lnside ~estival' 

Based o n  these tindings from the survey analysis, the total direct expenditures bv incremental 01 relevant visitors 

in San lose is nearlv $520,000 outside of the concert and Festival. and is nearly 8979.000 includinp the s ~ e n d i n ~  

a 

As shown in Exhibit 3-35, total business spending used in this measurement of direct economic impact is nearly 

$13,0oO.~ta Including expenditures by event organjzers and vendors, total business spending due to  this event was 

nearly 81 13,000.101 

1" Business spending includes spcnding by corporations, vendors and media spending. The number of amending artists, 
sponsors, media, and vcndon was provided by the event organizers for the purposcs of this study. Wherever other 
~nfomation was not possible, visiting poptllation assumed to be same as thc rest of thc sarnplc. Artist spcnding was 
estimated via a separate survey administered to participating Artists during thc Fcsuval. Media rxpcndimres were captured 
via the spectator survcy via question 2. 
107 Expenditures by went orgamzcrs and vendors arc not included in direct spending, and are instead included in indirect 
spending. For explanation of rauonaic, please refer to the Methodology section of report. 
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Exhibit 3-35 

bust ~ x ~ e n d i r u l r r '  

Media ~ z ~ e n d i r u r e ?  

Co~pornte/Sponror Expcndturer  
3 

Vcndor ~ n ~ e n d i i u r e s '  

Event O~gan izc r  ~ x ~ c n d i r u r c a '  

'hrtirr spending captured via repararc rurvr), instrument, Numbcr of artists provided by 
Ciry of San Jose and even! oxpnbcrr. 

' ~ ~ u r n ~ t ~ s  mdudc only non-local spending by mcdis oipnirsrionr ro rovcr the rrent, 

crtimrred by Ciy of Sm Josc and cvcnt orgmizcr. 
'Ertirnsrrr include corporsrc and sponsor apcnding at tlic cvcni provided by City of  Sm 
Jose and/or cvenr orgnnircr. Conscrvativr given inabiliry to trzcL dl spending. 
'Estimates inrludc only vendor spending by non-locd vendors to opcrnre at  cvcnr, 
crtimalrd by city sari jore .nd cvcnr orgmirrr. nur is not i , ~ i , ~ d ~ d  dirrct rpcnding, 
m d  is instcad includcd in indirect rpcnding. For expianrtion ol ntionlic, plcase r d c r  to 

Mcthodolo&y section 01 report. 

' ~ r t i r n ~ t c r  p~ovidrd by cvcn~ organjrcrs, m d  represent on-going opcrxiond crpcnrcr ncr 
of Ciry funding. This is nor inclvdcd in &ccr rpcnding, and is instead inclvdrd in indlrrct 

For cxplmrtion of rrtiondc, picarc rrfci ro Merhodology rerrion of repart. 

Direct and Indirect  Spending 

A measure of direct visitor spending in each categoryis shown below in Exhibit 3-36. The total new incremental 

direcr soendine - in the C i v  due to the Mariachi Festival is nearlv S990.00& 

Exhibit 3-36 

Transportation 562,167 962,167 

Parking 

Retail 

Lodging 

Entenainmcnt 

Food & Beveragc . 
MisceUaneous $53,979 $53.979 

Totd R ~ l e v i n t  Visitor Spending Outride of Evcnt $520,046 5520,046 

Spending Inside Event Arca 

Anirt/Mrdiz/Sponsor 

'Total Direct S p e n d i n g  

Indirect Spending (ind. E v r n t  Organizer u t d  Vendor) 5528,594 $263,465 

 his column docs not include spending within rhr race 2rcn. 



SJ- Economic 8 Fiscal Impact Analysis 54 

New incremental indirect spending is about 9528,600 in the City. Tord  economic imoact. in terms of oumut. is 

about 81.5 million o n  San lose because of the Mariachi Festival and related activities. If excludinp - sg* 
inside o f  the event. the total economic impact would be reduced to less dinn S800.000. 

Spending by Local Residents 

AU measurements account for inclemental visitor spending; not local residents spending that is above and 

beyond what they would have spent if not i o ~  the Mariachi Fesuvd taliing place in San Jose.  As shown by the 

sunrey responses, t h ~ s  Fesuval is primarily an event enjoyed by City xesidents, rather than attiacung a large 

populaion o f  vis>tors. A n  estimate of spend in^ bv local residents because of the events is about 313.2 m a o n .  

An estimate from the non-incremental visitors surveyed of spendmg because of the event is about $3.0 mdlion. 

I f  included, non-incremental visitors and locals inside and outside of the event would bring thc total economic 

impact of the events t o  approximately $18.4 milLon.'n? 

Induced Economic Impact 
Induced economic impacts on the City due to the Mariachi Fesdval are shown in Exhibit 3-37, About 28 fd- 

time equivalent iobs are generated from the direct and indirect spcndng. resulung in more than $959.000 in 

earnings . imoact . wittun the City. IUJ 

Exhibit 3-37 

Income $959.382 5533.903 
Employment 

'boCr not include spending inside thc cvcnr aiea. 

Fiscal Impact 

As Exhibit 3-38 shows, the total new incremental tax impact measurement for the Mariachi Fesdval is more than 

$22.600 for the City.lM If inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact would fall to $14,400. If spending by 

non-incremental visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact to the Ciry for this event would grow by 

nearly $58,500. 

102 Thesc figures are providcd for informational pulposes only. As srstcd earlier, spending by non-incremental visitors and 
local residents is not included in economic impact. The non-incremental and local visitor populations were detcrmincd via 
survey responses. 
10' These impacts arc not additive to the total cconomic impacts presented in the previous secdon. Rather, of the total 
impact, ncady $959,000 is rurned into incrcrnental earnings. 
" Tz impacts to the State of California and to Santa Clara Count), were also generated from the events, but arc not 
reported in this reporL 
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Exhibit 3-38 

Sales and Use 57,023 54,767 

Hotel Occupancy 52,830 52,830 

Hotel Business lmpro~,emem Disuicr fee 5860 9860 

Direct Tararion 510,713 58,457 

Indiiect Taxation 51 1,932 S5,!346 

' D ~ ~ S  nor inrludc spending lnridc rhe tvcnt irca 

Media Impact 

In  addition to economic impact, the City may also henefit from the exposure and media anendon created by 

such events. As a result of the Mariachi Festival, San Jose was exposed to d o n s  of people through 

appearances in many media forums such as newspapers, radio, and television. The benefits derived are  similar to 

h o s e  of  companies who advertise their company name as opposed to  a specific product. Although it is 

exuemely difficult to measure the translation of  media coverage into acrual new visitor expendirures, the event 

did generate valuable media irnpression~.~05 Tlus media impact is noi part of the economic impact measured for 

the Festival in this smdy. According to analysis conducted for the City of San Jose and the Mexican Heritage 

Plaza, the total sponsored media impressions surpassed 40 million. 

Other Findines from the Survey Analvs i s  

O f  the survey respondents, 39% were visitors to the City, and 30% were vis~tors to Santa Clara County. Less 

than 1% of event attendees were from out of state. 

As expected, these events were primarily spectator events, with 83% of respondents having no official affiliation 

wjth the City o r  rhe event. O f  h o s e  listing an affiliation, 3% were a City or event employee, 2% were witb the 

media, 6% were worldng with a vendor, and 6% listed an "Other" affiliation with rhe event. 

Just 16% of  attendees came to multiple days of the event, with 1% coming all three days. Approximately 4% 

listed having attended events o n  Tuesday, 5% on Wednesday, 6% on Thursday, 37% o n  Friday, 10% on 

Sarurday, and 64% o n  Sunday.lQ' 

The majority (80%) of anendees said that the Mariachi Festival and activities were the primary reason for their 

visit to  the City. Approlrimately 9% of anendees were already in town o n  business, 11% were visiting the City on 

vacation, and 1% listed another, unidentified reason as the primary purpose of their visit. 

'55 Notwithstanding, it is possiblc to calculate the cost that the local CVB would havc to incur to get a similar amount of 
media covcrage bared on standard advertising rates. However, this analysis is beyond the scope of this study. 
106 Since thc majoriry of responses were collected nt the Concert on Friday and the Fcna on Sunday, these days may be over 
represented in the snmple. 
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The incomes differed by the major event types, uith the  Friday right concert attracting a higher income 

demogaphic  than that for the Feria. A reason for this may be that the lugh cost o f  the concert may have 

attracted attendees with higher dsposable income, whereas the Feria, mhich offered free entertainment, may 

have attracted attendees with relatively lower disposable income. 

In  total, nearly three-quarters of  atrendees had annual household incomes less than $75,000, and the average 

household income of visiting attendees was $61,.512lo' This income is 10% bclow the median household income 

for  the  San Francisco Bay Arca.'ol In comparison, half o f  concert attendees had annual household incomes less 

than 975,000, and the average household income of vlsidng attendees was $76,750. The classification of 

household incomes for concert attendees is shown below in Exliibit 3-39. 

Exhibit 3-39 

Nearly 87% o f  Feria attendees had annual household incomes less than 575,000, and the average household 

income o f  visiting attendees was $52,334, T h e  classification of household incomes for concert attendees is 

shown below in Exhibit 3-40. 

lo' The cdculnuon of avenge household incomes is based on using the mdrangc of each income catcgory for all categories 
except the $125,000+ carcgory, which used $125,000 as its weight. 
lo' Source: http://w,bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.hbn. 
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Exhibit 3-40 

In total, the Festival attendance sltewed towards the middle of the age brackets, with 43% of attendees aged 35 to 

5.5. The average age of  attendees was 38  years old.lnl In comparison, nearly half of concert attendees were aged 

45 or older, and the average age of attendees was 42 years old. The classification of age categories for concert 

attendees is shown below in Exhibit 3-41. 

Exhibit 3-41 

Age Category ol Anendeer 

In comparison, the Feria had better distribution among ages, wirh nearly half o f  Feria attendees were agcd 34 or 

younger. The average age of attendees was 36 years old. The classification of age categories for Feria attendees 

is shown below in Exhihit 3-42. 

109 The calculation of average age is based on using the midrange of tach age categor). for all catcgories except the 55+ 
category, which used 65 as its weight. 

-. . SportsEconorn~cs a~.,-#.,-.~~. 
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Exhibit 3-42 

0 8  I 8 2 4  21-34 33-44 q>.>i J > +  

Age Ca lcgoq  orAn~nderr 

Iqot surprisingly, nearly 84% of the populadon classified themselves as Hispanic. Just  5% of attendees idendtied 

themselves as Caucasian, I% identified themselves as African-American, 4% as Asian, and the remaining 6% as 

some other race or combination of two or  more races. 

Neady all (95%) of respondents drove to the event in a personal car or  truck, and less than 1 %  arrived in an RV, 

flew to the event or rented a car. Just  1 %  said they took public transportation @us/BART), and 2% responded 

udng an alternate form of transportadon. 

In terms of marketing and the mode of communicadon in which the respondent learned of the events, 40% of 

all respondents listed Radjo or television, 7% listed the InternetIE-mail, 11% listed the Mercury Newspaper, 

32% listed Word of Mouth, 11% indicated they knew because it was an annual event, and 3% listed "Other".~tn 

O f  those listing an "Other" a f f~a t ion ,  common responses involved having to worlr or participate is the evcnr, or 

some orher form of Word of  Mouth. I t  is not !mourn whether those who learned of the event via the Internet 

visited the event's or city's websites. Similarly, it is not known what television channel or broadcast respondents 

meic ~ e w i n g  which contained informadon about the events. 

"0 Since rcspondcnts wcrc allowed to circle all modes of commurucation that factored into their decision, there figures will 
not sum to 100%. 
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3.7 ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ROCK 'N' ROLL HALF MARATHON ,SAN TOSE 

For  the 2006 Rock 'n' Roll Marathon, the usable surveys represented nearly 1,800 people based on  the size of 

each party (number of  people) represented in the survey responses.')' The eronomic impacr measurements 

based on this survey are described in this section. Other analyses of the sulveys, such as details of attendee 

demographics and psychograpbcs, are contained later in this section. 

O f  the respondents replesented in the survey sample, 28% were local residents of the City112 The average size 

o f  the party represented in each sumey is 3.0 for visitors and 3.8 for local residenrs.ll) As shown in Exhibit 3-41 

(below), the average number  of days that each person stayed in the City because of the event was 2.3. The 
n ~ i c a l  visiunp soectator spent 9162 per dav outside of  the Rock 'n' RoU Half Marathon and an additional970 on 

event-soecific soendtne inside of  race-related areas during the enure trip leadinp to nearlv 5231 in so end in^ Der 

dav. O n  averape. smctators sDent aoorolimatelv 9438 for their entire trio to San Jose. - 
T h e  mlrnhci of  unique visitors who came to the City and parucipated in Rocli 'n' Roll Half Marathon activities 

was 28,262 out of 39,333 unique attendees.)" O f  the visitors t o  the City, about 3% were "tirne-switchers", 

meaning that they would have come to San Jose during some other nearby time period, hut instead chosc to 

come to  attend d ~ e  Rock 'n' Roll Half Marathon. An additional 11% were "casual" visitors who  were in town for 

othei reasons, but  chose t o  take part in event-related activities as part of  their stay. T o  be conservative, 

expenditures by "dme-switchers" and "casual" x.isitors are not included in the economic impact calculadons 

because &is spending would have occurred in the City anyway. Thus, the number of  visitors to San J o s e  for 

which expenditures are counted toward the economic impact are 23,740, 16% fewer than thc total number of 

visitors. 

"1 The measurcmcnt error in the results that follow is equal to 2.1%. This is thc error rate at the 95% rignificincc levcl. 
Hence, the quantity o f  usable surveys is more than sufficient to estimate thc actual cconomic impact. 
132 This usas determined by referencing all zip codes which mere in the City of San Jose. The total respondent population 
based on the number of surveys administered, multiplied by the average survey respondent parry size. 
1" Thc sire of thc party, as descdbed in the survey, relates to the number of people represented in the traveling parry. The 
smaller parry size represents the number of persons in their party that they were paying for when indicating their 
erpcnditure responses. 
"qttetendnnce estimates provided by the event organizers. In total, there were ~pproliimatdy 6,000 persons at the Friday 
expo, 2,500 of which werc registered IUMCrS, 17,500 at the Saturday expo, 7,000 of which were registered ninners, 9,527 
runners at rhc  Sunday mcc, and 30,OW at the Finish Linc festival. Howcvet;somc of these attendees cannot be considered 
"unique", as they attcndcd more than one of the Rock N' Roll Half Marathon cvcnts that week. This was e s h a t c d  via 
qnertion 3 in thc survey, in which respondents werc asked to indicate what other days of thc event they wcrc attending that 
week. It is assumed that all mnners attcndcd the Expo and the Finish Linc Festival. To bc conservative, the total attcndancc 
was discounted by the number of respondents which indicated thcy werc attending morc than one these events so as not to 
double-count non-unique attcndcc spending. This figure also d o e  not include locals. 
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Exhibi t  3-43 

Number of U"qoc Anendees (individual people anending event) 

Local Residenrs who Attended Event (not Visirora) 

Twal Number of Visitors Pmicipaung in Evcnr P.ctivitirr 
Number of "Time-switchcrs" Only 
Number of "Casual" Virirars Only 
Number of Visitors who z c  both "C.asual" Visitors m d  "Thc-switchers" 

Number of "Rclcvant" Virirors: Counr Towards Economjc Impact' 

Avcrrgc Expenditure Estimates 

Average Ddy Expenditure Pcr "Rcievant" Visitor 

Average Number ofDays Sraycd Per "Relcvmt" Viriror 

Avcragc Expenditure for Endre Trip Per ''Relevant'' Visitor Ou~side Event 

Average Expenditure for Entire Trip Per "Relevant" Viriror lnsidc ~ v r n t ]  
-. -. . 

Tutd Dlrcci Spcndhgpf"Rrev!r.tf' Visiturr ~ u t s i d c ~ u c n t '  
- - . .  - I h  7& ---. . . - - - - -. - 
Total I )Lcct  Zoc@mr u f 2 e 1 ~ ' ~ '  V!rnorr Inside h\erK- , - -- - -. 

lsL<:c,"p,, oc, ,m\"er,<,  ..mr .,*, c,,c', ,o,.d.c>,.: '  .%,a,> ,.o,,o JS?? , , . , , ~  ,".,a? a,.; >> < 

Based o n  these findings from the sunrey analysis, the total direct expendimres bv incrcrnental or relevant visitors 

in San lose is nearly $8.7 million outside of the race. and is 910.3 million includine the spendinp . in both the 

inside and outside areas. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-44, total business spending used in this measurement of direct econonic impact is nearly 

$246,100.11 Including expendimres by event organizers and vendors, total business spending due to this cvent 

was more than $5'46,100.''' 

"5 Burincss spending lncludcs spcnding by corporadons, vendors and media spending. The number of attending artists, 
sponsors, media, and vcndors was provided by tbc event orgmizers for the purposes of this smdy. Wherever other 
information was not possible, visiting population assumed to be s m e  as the rest of thc smplc. Artist spending was 
estimated ha a sepprate survey administered to participaring artists during the Fcsuvd. Media expcndimrcr were captured via 
the spectator survey via qvcstion 2. 

Expendimrcs by event organizers and vendors arc not included in direct spending, and are instead includcd in indircct 
spending. For explanation of rationdc, please rcfer to the Methodology section of report 
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Exhibit 3-44 

Media ~ x ~ e n d i t u r c s '  

Coiporate/Sponsor ~ x p c n d i t u r e s ~  

Vendor ErpcndituierJ 

Evcnt  Oremizcr Expendituress 

' ~ e d i ~  spcnding caprwcd vis s w c y  inrrrwncnt. Nurnbcr o f  non-local media providcd 
by evcnr orgznizcir. 
'Ertirnarcr include corporntc and sponsor spcnding rr rhc w e n t  pro>"dcd by Ciry o f  Szn 

Jore and/or rvcnr organircr. Conrerv*riuc pvcn inabihry to track ali rpcnding 
'Erdrnaies inchrdc only vcndor .spending by non-locd vcndorr to opcratc i t  cvcnc 
estimated by Ciry of Sm Jore and cvcnt orgmlicr. This h not ioclnded in cbiect spcn&ng, 
2nd is lnrreld included in indiiccr rpcnding. Far erphn~t ion of mrionde, plcasc rcfcr to 

Mcrliodolog) rccuon of rcpon. 

'Ercimzres provided by cvenr arg-iniicrr, md icprerrnt an-going operauonal crpenrer nrr 

of Ciry funding. This is not included in direct spending, m d  is inrtczd included in indirect 
rpcnding. For cxplan~rion of iaCanale, pleerc icfci to Methodology rccrion of reporr. 

Djrect and indirect Spending 

A measure of direct msitor spending in each category is shown below in Exhibit 3-.45. The total new incre~nental 

direct soendine in the Ciw due ro the Roclc 'n' Roll Half Marathon is more than 510.6 million. 

Exhibit 3-45 

Parking 

Retail 

Lodging 

Enlcrrainmcnt 

Food Rr Bcvcrs~c 

Spending Inside Event Arcs 
Arrist/Media/Sponror 

Total ~ l e c t  Spending 

Indirect Spending (inel. Event Organizer and Vendor) $5,846,158 84,548,196 

'?his column docs nor indude spcndingvithin the nccarcs. 

New incremental indirect spending is about $5.8 million in the City. Total economic imoact. in terms of outout  

is about 816.5 million on San lose because of the Rock 'n' Roll Half Marathon and related activities. If excluding 

so end in^ inside of the event. the total economic impact would be reduced to 113.5 million. 
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S p e n d i n g  by L o c a l  Res iden t s  

AU rneasuirments account for incremental visitor spending, not local residents spending that is above and 

beyond what they would have spent if nor for the Rock 'n' Roll Half Mararhon taking place in San lose. A n  

estimate from the non-incremental visitors surveyed of spending because of the event is zhout $2.6 m a o n .  A n  

csdmate o f  spending by local residents because of the events is about $2 9 million. If  included, non-incremental 

visirors and locals inside and outside o f  the event would bring the total economic impact o f  the events to 

approximately 822 million.'i' 

I n d u c e d E c o n o m i c  I m p a c t  

Induced economjc impacts on  the Ciry due to the Roch 'n' Roll Half Marathon are shown in Exlibit  3-46. 

About 304 full-time equivalent iobs are eenerated from the direct and indirect s ~ e n d i n e .  ~ c s u l d n e  in more than - 
910.6 rnlllion in e a r n i n ~ s  impactwithin the c i ~ . " ~  

Exhibi t  3-46 

Employmcnr 304 264 
'DOCS not ;ndudc ~pcnd ing inridc thc cucnt arca~ 

Fiscal I m p a c t  

As Exhibit 3-47 shows, the total new incremental tax impact measurement for the  Rock 'N' RoU Half Marathon 

is nearlv 8555.000 f&the Ciry."? If inside spending were not counted, fiscal impact would fall to  9516,100. If 
spending by non-incremental visitors and locals were included, the fiscal impact t o  the  Ciry for this event would 

grow by nearly 3101,700- 

Exh ib i t  3-47 

Sdcr and Usc $61.981 952,474 
Hotcl Occupancy %350;224 $350,224 
Hotel Busincrr lrnprovemcnt District fee 810,766 810,766 

Dtect  Taxation $422,971 8413,464 

Indirect Taxation 8131,961 9 102,649 

nor intlvdc spcndinginridc rhc mmr aim. 

"'Thcsr f ip rcs  arc provldcd for lnfornatond purposes only As stored enrlcr, spcnd~ng by non-mcrcrncntal v.sjtors md 
local rrsldents is not lncludcd m ctonomlc impact Thc non-mcremcn~al and local wstroi popuhuonr u c r r  dctrrrmned vm 

survey rcsponscs. 
"8 Thcsc impacts are not additive to thc total economic impacts presented in the previous section. Rather, of the total 
impact, nearly $10.6 d o n  is turned into incrcmental earnings. 
ng Tax irnpncn to thc State of California md to Santa Clara County were also generated from the events, but arc not 
reported in this report 
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O t h e r  F ind ings  - f r o m  t h e  Survey Analysis 

O f  the survey respondents, 77% were visitors to the City, and 64% were visitors to Santa Clara Counry. 

Approximately 21% of event nttendecs were from out of  state. 

As expected; these events were both participant and spectator events, with 83% of rcspondrnts having no 

official affhation with the City or the event. O f  those listing an affhation, 5% were a City or event employee, 1 % 

w e ~ e  with the media, 6% were volunteering, 5% were worldng wid, a vendor, and less than I %  listed an  "Other" 

affiliation with the event. 

Due to the fact that all pamcipants in the race had to attend the Expo, 80% of attendees came to multiple days 

of the event, with 10% coming all three days. Approximately 15% listed having attended events on Friday, 75% 

on Sarurday, and 81% on Sunday. 

The majority (87%) of attendees said that the Rock 'N' Roll Half Marathon race and activities were the primary 

reason for their visit to the City. Approximately 5% of attendees were already in town on business, 6% were 

visiting the City on vacation; and 2% listed another, unidentified reason as the p r i m a ~  purpose of  their visit. 

Approximately 69% of respondents drove to the event in a personal car or truck, I% arrived in an RV, 24% flew 

to the event, 2% rented a car, 2% said they took public tiansportation @us/BART), and 2% responded using an 

alternate form of transportation. Of those flying to the event and providing a response for the airport in which 

they arrived for their visit, 13% arrived to an airport in San Jose, 1% arrived in OaWand (OAIC), 1% arrived in 

San Francisco (SFO), end less than 1% listed their arrival location as Saciamento. 

Nearly 35% of respondents stayed in a Hotel or Motel during their visit, and 57% listed staying in a private 

residence. The remaining 7% stayed in a non-specified form of lodging and less than 1% of visitors indicated 

staying in an RV. 

O f  those listing a hotel or  motel, 23% listed the Hilton, 14% listed the Holiday Inn, 13% listed the Mardon, 14% 

listed the St. Claire, 6% listed the Crowne Plaza, 7% listed the Arena Hotel, and less than 3% listed either the 

Wyndham, Wyngate, Ramada, Radisson, Hyan, Hotel De Anza, Fairmont, F a i ~ e w ,  Freemont, Clarion, or  Best 

Western an the chain for which they booked their lodging. 

In terms of the method used to book their lodging, 39% uscd the Event website (www.RnRSl.com), 2% listed 

the San Jose CVB, 11% listed booking through the hotel directly, 19% booked "Online", and 30% listed another, 

unidentified method for booking their lodging. It is not known whether those who booked via the Internet 

\"sited the event's or  CVB's websites. Sirnilart): it is not known whai might be the "Other" methods for which 

lodging was booked. 



S J -  Economic 8 Fiscal Impact Analysis 64 

4.0 LIMJTATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Tius poruon of the Report provides a brief analysis of the bmitadons of the study. There aie a number of areas 

where the authors were conscrvauve in the analysis, and a feu: areas where thc authors were liberal. The overaU 

goal was to come up with a proper, but conselvauve, esumate of the annual economic impact of the events the 

City hosts annually. 

4.1 LIMITATIONS THAT hlAKE THE ESTIMATE AN UNDERESTIMATE OF TRUE ECONOMIC IA~PACT 

Erpen&tures by the media (e.g., ESPN2) on local businesses to produce their coverage of the various events 

held within the City of San Jose are not alwzys fully accounted for in this Report due to a lack of information 

avdahle. Also, any husiness expendirures above what were reported are not counted in the measurement of  

econonlic impact, but they should he. 

As with all survey analysis, the treatment of blank responses to certain questions can affect the final results. In 

the Visitor Survey, there were blanks on some of the spending categories. Treating them as zcro lowers the 

overall estimate economic impact. Treadng them as the average of other responses on the same question creates 

an unbiased estimate (unless the respondent meant for the answer to be zero, but left it blank). In this Report, 

blank responses were treated as zero if the responses followed other spending categories which were completed. 

This method results in a lower measure of economic impact than if any of those catcgories were treated as not 

being equal to zero. 

As described in Section 2.0, it is properly conservative for spending by local residents and by "casual" visitors 

and "time-switchers" to be excluded from economic impact because it is assumed that their spending would have 

occurred even u,ithout the event having taken place. However, local residents somctimes indicate that they 

spend mote during these events than they would have otherwise. AJthough, large events can cause some local 

residents to leave town in order to avoid the crowds, thus reducing economic impact. 

Only fiscal impacts related to the tax categories are calculated in this Report. There are other t p e s  of tares and 

fees that are not included in this measurement of tax revenues generated within the City. 

One shortcoming of standard economic impact analysis is that most measurements only accounr for the current 

new spending because of an event, team, etc., but ignore the possibility that an event might cause an increase in 

the number of future visitors to the community.l2n These future visits (and associated economic impact) should 

at least pardally bc attributed to the events, yet the impacts of the furure visits are not part of the measurement jn 

this Report. Another way in which this occurs, is through the media coverage of an event. 

120 For instance, the 2004 N C A  Men's Find Four baskcrbaU tournament economic impact analysis reported that 
approximately 20% of visitors said that coming to thc area for the Find Four would makc them comc some other b e  
during the future. 
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Communities which support sporting and culturd events are briieved to derive sigillfirant benefit from the 

national and international focus and media 'attenuon cleated by such events. During televised events, for 

instance, the mnouncers menuon the name of the City, often increasing awareness about i t .  Additionally, 

television viewers saw many images of  people enjoglng themsel\~es in City, creating an enhanced image o f  the 

arca. The City is exposed to mlliions of people through appearances in many media forums such as newspapers, 

radio, and the Internet. The benefits derived are similar to those of companies who advertise their company 

name as opposed to a specific product. The advertising or media attention creates "awareness" and "goodwill" 

toward that company, or in h s  case, the City. Increased awareness is translated into economic benefits in subtle, 

hut  meaningful ways. It is extremely difficult to measure the translation of media coverage into acrual new 

visitor expenditures. This media impact is not part of the economic impact measured in Section 3.0, unless 

calculations were othelwise provided by the event. If calculations were provided (eg., the San Jose Grand Prix), 

Spo~oEconomics and its representadves did not attempt to audit these calculations, and they are stated for 

info~mationd purposes only. 

One role o f  government is to  aid in the provision of cultural, civic, and entertainment goods and services that 

residents enjoy, but chat no private firm is willing to provide because tl?e goods or services are "public goods".11~ 

Major sports and culrural events add to the quality of life in a regon in a manner si~nilar to that of zoos, 

museums, aquariums, parks, arts institudons, and other public goods, bur in significantly different ways. Cultural 

events of aU types provide an  entertainment option for some, especially those who value attending or xiiewing the 

evenrs. Moreover, many of  these events may be perceived by local residents as helping to portray San Jose as a 

cosmopolitan, 'major-league' dty. 

Psychic Impact 

Psychic impact is the emotional impact that is generated by hosting significant regional, national or international 

events. C u ] ~ r d  events often are part of the fabric of a community. Thcy add ro uvic pride and incrcasc 

community spirit. Emotional benefits that are received by members of a community who are not directly 

involved with managing an event, but who stiU strongly identify with the event, are part of the overall psychic 

impact. Sports o r  other cultural events are often a common comection that provides cnrertainment and 

conversation at the office o r  in the neighborhood, for instance. Most other industries do not provide the same 

degree of emotional impact. 

As an example, when Atlanta was awarded the 1996 Summer Olympics, locals were moved by the 

announcement. Many people cried'with joy. They felt that Atlanta had now proved itself as a "~eal" 

international city. Newspaper reports described the city as a sea of honking horns and cheers as people were 

swept up with jubilation. If it were possible to quantify in financial terms the collective emotional upswing of 

Adantans, w h a ~  would it  havc been? Thc ncw psychic impact techniques focus on measuring this value. Proper 

decision-maldng on how the public should invest its tax dollars requires knowledge of economic impact plm 

psychic and image impact. 

12' Much of the value of psychic impact is a "public gwd" meaning thatits consumption is "on-adudable and non-rival. 
In general, public goods arc funded by governments in thc appropriate jurisdicdon (e.g., parks, national defense). Because 
these benefits dcrive from externalities, no private investor could hope to capture enough of the benefits to justify ~rivatcly 
financed construction. 
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A more reccnt example comes from I\hnnesota where the former govexnor, Arne Cailson, feels that "If you were 

to make a list  of 10 or I S  of the most prized possessions of the state, [the Twins] would probably be one of 

thcm, and you new, want to lose onc of  your prized possessions. Never." 

Event owners are able to capture par1 of the value of psychic impact through ticket sales, merchandise sales, erc. 

However, much of the impact, as discussed above, is provided free to the residents through sheer knouiledge of  

the event. This is one of the reasons for the public-private partnerships that build sports venues. 

A few esdmates of the psychic impact of sports reams have been generated. For instance, the Pinsburgh 

Penguins of the NHL are worth approximately $16 million per year to the residents of Pittsburgh solely in terms 

of emotional impact. This urorirs out to an average of about 97.27 per person in the Pirtsburgh MSA. The 
Indana  Pacers havr an annual psychic impact on the Indianapolis community of about 535 million per year. The 

Minnesota Vikings are worth approximately 910 per resident of the state. There are not any current measures of 
psychic impact of cdtural events such as the ones examined in this Report. Estimares of psychic impact are not 

included in tlus Report. 

The field of economic Impact analysis is ripe for the inclusion of psychic impact measurement. There are 

methods, such as Contingent Valuation Method, that can help quantify these important aspects of sports and 

c d ~ r a l  events. 

4.2 LIMITATIONS THAT MAICE THE ESTIMATE AN OVERESTIMATE OF TRUE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

This analysis does not account for "reverse time-switchers", those local residents who leave town during the 

event period bccorrre of the event. T o  the extent that there are any "reverse time-switchers", the expenditures that 

would have been spent by them in town are now spent outside of the local area. There is not any anecdotal 

evidence that leads the authors to believe that there is any significant loss in local spending due to "reverse time- 

switchers". 

Opportum'~ Cosrs 

Economic impact analysis often neglects to account for important opportunity costs. For instance, if the Ciry of 

San Jose had to Nrn down a major event (that would have generated its own ccanomic impact) because of a time 

conflict with any of the events measured in this Report, then the total net new incremental gain from hosting the 

event should account for the lost economic impact that would have occurred had the other event been hosted. 

The  authors are unaware of any such situation in this particular case. 

Another potentidy important oppormnity Cost are the lmpacts from visitors who would have come to town 

under normal circumstances, but were unable to because the went  filled all of the hotels to capacity. If these 

would-he visitors came anyway and stayed outside of town, then it isn't a loss in revenue. However, if there were 

people who did not come to the City of San Jose hecause of an event hosted within the city, then any economic 
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impart from the rvent being mcacurril should take that loss into zccount. The  authors arc unaware o f  any  hotel 

capacity ranrtrzints caused by zny event hostrd in the city. 

FinaUy, ali of the event attendance h p r c s  and opeiauond and corporate expenditures were plovided by the 

event organizers. Where possible, attempts mere made to discount for non-unique visitors However, since it is 

in the best intcrcst of events ro have larger economic impact, the possibiliry exists that thesc figures may have 

been inflated by orgamzcls for chis purpose SportsEconomics is nor responsible for auditing these figures. 

However, guidriines were and dscussions w ~ t h  event organizers and City staff took place ro ensure that 

thcy weie aurare of issues wluch may cause rhcm to overstate these figures. Moreover, if alternate information 

was provided by the meda ,  h e  events did need to verify w h c h  figures they wanted to use, and to explain the 

rationale for the difference in the estimates. 

The accompan).ing analyses do not  constitute an audit, examination, review or  compilation of historical or  

prospective financial information conducted in accoidance with Generally Accepted Audidng Standards o r  with 

standards established by tlie American Institute of Certified Public Accountants ("AICPA"). 

Information, estimates and opinjons furnished to us and contained in the Report were obtained from sources 

considered reliable and believed to be  true and correct. However, no  representation, liability or  warranty fo r  the 

accuracy o f  such items is assumed by o r  imposed on us, and is subject to corrections, errors, omissions and 

withdrawals without notice. information from aU sources not  generated by SportsEconomics was taken without 

verification or audit. Our  analyses are based on estimates and assumptions provided by the City of  San Jose, 

event organizers, and suIve1.s developed in connection with this engagement. 

The  analyses were bascd on the work plan described in our contract, estimates and assumptions provided by the 

City of San Jose, estimates and assumptions from previous studies, information developed from primaqr and 

supplemental research, knowledge of the industiy and other sources, including certain information that the City 

of San lose  and event organjzers provided. These sources of information and bases of significant estimates and 

assumptions are stated in the Report. 
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  

February 6,2007 

Les White 
City Manager 
Clry of Sal? Jose 
200 E. Sanm Clma Slieel 
Sail Jose, CA 951 13 

Dear Mr. White: 

On bel~alf of the City of San lose, Califonlia, we have beel? asked to review Analysis ofthe 
Ecoiloniic u17d Fiscal I~i~pucI  O~CUIIWI.OI and Sporling Eve11.r~ D? Sun .lose: Ex~~lnnarion of 
Recon~ii?e~?ded Merhodology u17d In7pocr Assess~iieril for Six Represe~lrari~~e Evenis, an economic 
iinpact study conducted by SportsEconon~ics, LLC. The n~ethodology e~nployed adheres to 
appropriale researcl~ practices. Unlike some other studies, this economic jmpact study utilizes an 
analysis that provides a inore accurale assessment of economic impact. Fu-ther, it is one of the 
few studies lo incorporate fiscal impacl, which provides greater analysis o i t h e  true i~npact of 
events on a hosl comn~unity. 

Accol.ding to noted economic impact expert Jolul Crompton, a professor with the Depa~~inent  of 
Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences at Texas ABtM 'University, econornic impacl studies 
often over-inflate the true econoinic impact of an even1 on a host conln~unity. Croimpton lists in 
a January, 1995 Jow-no1 of $,or./ A4anagemny1t article 1 1 ways economic impact studies are ofien 
manipulated to provide larger, inisleadiilg figures. SportsEconomics did not employ any of these 
faulty methods to inflate the in?]?act of the events on San Jose. The resulting study l~rovides a 
relatively conservative estimate of the ~o ta l  economic impact on the city 

Impoflantly, the reviewed study properly assessed and accounted for event attendees to be 
included in the data analysis. Spo~tsEconon~ics was careful to remove from the economic in~pacr 
calcula~ions local residents, ti113e-switchers, casuals, and attendees who were both casuals and 
time-switchers when determining direct spending. As Crompton noted, oilly event attendees 
who reside outside the area of impact, in this case the City of San Jose, should be included in the 
study. In addition, he noted that time-switchers and casuals should not be included. Including 
local residents, lime-switchers, and casuals would inflate the final econoinic impact calculation. 



Spoi~sEcono!nics used multiplie!s sllpplied by the hilinncsora IMPLAN G1oul-r to calculate 
i!idi~ect spending, total eco~noniic ill?pact, earinings ( incon~e),  and en?ployinent. The use of tliese 
~nultipliers follo\vs the guidelines for ~ n u l t i ~ ~ l i e r  use established by Cromptoi~.  Fuillier, 
inul~ipiiers l~rovidetl by the A/ii~l:?esoia IMPLAN Group are consideled rhe most ap]>rol)rjat~. to 
use \~,llen condi~cting economic impact studies. 

One unique and distii~ciive as1)er.r of ihis study, whicll increases its wo1111, is tlie i~~c lus ion  of 
fiscal impact. A lnajoriiy o f e c o ~ ~ o ~ n i c  impacr studics do not include a riscal iinpact a ~ a i y s i s  
because ofthe difficulty of dete imi~i i~ig  a])]-riopiiate tax rates and fees to apply in the 
calculations. 

Spo~~sEconomics  covers the limiiations o f t l ~ i s  study Illat affect the economic impact calculation. 
As  nored, limitaiions related to inedia expenditures, pa~lial ly con?pieled survey responses,ihe 
removal of locals, tiine-switchers alld casuals, media awmeness, and psycllic iml~act  will 
underesiin?ate the true econon~ic  irnpacr. n i e  main li~nitation which results in an overesrimatio~~ 
is the exclusion ofoppoltunit)~ costs. As rloled by ~ ron lp lo l l ,  measuring oppo~tunity costs of a11 
event m.e difficult. Spol-IsEcono~nics addresses knolyn and unknown opportunity costs in sectioi~ 
4.2. To these limirations, SportsEconomics lias acted in accordance with industry practice. 

Because of :he melhods employed by SponsEcononiics, the city and its resideiits can feel 
confident that the calculalions in lllls economic impact study are valid. W e  appreciate the 
oppor tuni~y io review this snidy on behalf o f the  City of San Jose. If you have any questions 
regal-dlilg our analysis, do 1101 hesitate to contact us. 

' / Matthe*, Brown Ma~.lc Nagel 
Associate Professor Associate Professor 
Uni\!ersity of South Carolina University of Soul11 Carolina 
803-777-3720 803-777-3751 
~na t~ .b ro \~n@sc .edu  nagel@sc.edu 


