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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ORIOLE
PARK AT CAMDEN YARDS: Resullts of a Fan Spending
Survey for the 1992 Sedason

The Crloles first secson at Orlole Park af Camden Yards attracted
3.568.000 fans to Downtown Balimors 10 see baseball games. The
record of 59 consecutive seflouts |s sufficiant evidence of the suc-
cess of the ballpark, But did the new ballpark also succead in gen-
erating economlic activity In the cornmunity euiside the ballpork?

The Baltimore City Department of Planning directed a survey of
about 1000 fans ottending games af Cricle Fark at Camden Yards
In order to assess how much fans spent outside the ballpark during
the 1992 saason. This focus on "out-of-stadiurm spending” allows for
special attention 1o the central economic Impact gueastion which i
partlcutar to downtown stadiurms; doss the Camden Yards ballpark
have greater spin-off banefits because of Its proximlty 10 hotels, res-
taurants, attractions, and retail establishments? The answer., it has
een found in this study. is an undualified “yes.”

The followlng are highlights from the findings and concluslons,

The Ballpark as a Tourism Generator

Oricle Pask of Camden Yards altracted so many out-of-town fans
to Batlirnore that it should be considered a major tourist attrechion.

Im 1992 1.6 milion out-of-town fans (6% of off fang) were atfracted
to Battimore to see @ ballgame (out-of-town fans are those not
from the Baltimore metropoiitan are). Aftendance by out-of-
town fans was up 76% refative to Memor ial Stadium. The largest
increase (117%) was from fans who were not fram glither the Baltl-
more drea or the Washington area. These fans came, not just from
the midsast reglon, but diso from all over the Unifed States.

12% of qll fans stayed overnight in the Baltimore areq, spending
$26.8 mllion dollars in the Clty of Battimiore. Of all parsons staying in
haotels of motels, 58% stayed In Downtown hotels, accounting for
45,000 hotel room nights. The balipark generated enough demand
to fill a 123-room Downtown hotel 365 days per year.

Almost 500,000 cut-of-town fans were new toutists to Dowrtcwn
Baltimore, over and above the level of tolrlsm which was gener-
ated by Mamaotial Stadium, (Out-of-town fans were counted as
tourists only if they combined their boligome affendance with
other Downtown retai or atbraction spending.) These new visitors
represented a 12% Increase in the total annual volume of Down-
fown fourism.




Inciuding both pre- and post-game spendlng and overnight
spendng, cut-of-towners spent §46 million in tha Baltimore areaq.
This should be regarded s “new” monay o the local economy,
Le., It is a source of redl economic growth,

Synergy with Downtown

The new ballpark produced econamic spin-off benefits exactly as
had been hoped for: it drew suburbanites and ouk-of-fown visiiors
to Downtown, and many came edarly or stayed late, patronizing
Downlown restaurants, bars, atiractions, and retail establishments.
* Mora than ane-third (35%) of all game altendees Downtown
restaurants. bars, and other establishments, before or ofter
games.

* Almost 80% of all fans who made pre-or-posi-game spend-
ing stops did 50 in the Downtown ared,

* Mara than 70% of fans who went to two of more previous
games had af least sometimes’ comblned game atfen-
dangce with other Downtown actlvities.

* Fan pre- and post-gome spanding for 1992 armounted o a
$12.7 milton Impetus to the Downtown econamy.

Comparison o Memorial Stadium

Fan out-of-stadium spending for 1992/Camden Yords was almost
Wwo-and-one-half times the comparable number for 1721 /Memo-
rial Stadium, representing a net increase of $31.2 million in the Baiti-
mare regionai economy.

While there wos ¢ concentration of spending gains in the down-
town area, there was also greater fan spending in the rest of Balti-
more Cliy and in Baltimore’s suburban areds.

Exceeding Expectations

Actual stadium-related spending for 1992 surpassed expectalions,
substantially exceeding each of three pra-season prediclions.

In 1985, proponents of the Camden Yards site (fhe "Butta Commilt-
tee" projected total annual out-of-stadium spending of $23.1 mil-
lion (1992 doliars). The actual 1992 out-of-sfadium expenditures
wara $52.8 milion. more than fwice the prediction.
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Boltirmore City benefited from o total of 538.1 millon n fan ouk-of-

Total Spending Outside the Balipark

Tatal spend
was $52.8 million.

stadium expenditures. The majorlty of these expenditurgs ($30.2

rmlllom) were undeaertakan In the Downtown araaq,
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spending (mostly from out-of-town visitors staying In suburtban

Suburban areas also benaflted fram glmost 515 millon In fan
hotels and motels).



FIGUAE 1
Vicinity Map
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[. INTRODUCTION

The epening season of Ordole Park at Camden Yards has been on
unguallfled success: attendonce excesded skpectations; traffic
congestion and parking prablems were less than expected, and
the deslgn of the ballpark has been lauded a3 a national modei for
stadiurm daveloprmeant. The only unanswered guestlon is whether or
not fhe economic mpact of the ballpark also met expectations.

Graater banefit frorn fan spending was one of the maln redasons
that Comden Yards was chosan over two suburban stadlum sktes.
Thus, the expectalions have been high. The resuilts are now In: fan
spending Impacts have met or exceaded expectations in every
predicted category.

Fan spending was estimated by the Baltimere City Departrment of
Fianning through G survey of 983 tans at the ballpark on thiee
rights in late August and early September. Interviews were also
conducted with managers of Downiown restaurants, bars, and ho-
tels In order to confirm tha results and judge the actual effects on
Downtown businassas. (Sese Appendix | for more detail on the
mathodology .}

Specific Guestions

Thare are four economic impact guastions which this study is de-
slgned 1o answer:

T Heas the new bolipark, in effect, increased tourism by draw-
ing more out-of-fown and overnight fans to Baltimore?

2. Does the ballpark have a synerglstic relaticnship with the
Downtown sconamy? Do fans come direclly to the
balipark and leave. or do they do other things betore and
after gameas in the Downtown areq?

3, Heas there been a significant net gain in fon spending com-
pored to recent years ot Memaorial Stadium, or is stadlum-
related spending just being shifted from one part of the City
to another?

4, Has the actual economic Impact of fan spending outside
the balipark equalled or exceedod the projections which
were made in stadium planning studles?




What's counted and what's not counted

It should be strassed that this report focuses only on fan spending
outside tha balipark and s effect on Downtown and the 10cgl
geonomy. A stadium located anywhere will generate economic
spin-offs from In-stadium concesslon sales, ficket sales, parking,
team operations, ond stadium operations. However, it has been
theorzed that a Downtown stadium willl maoximize "out-of-stadium”
fan expandiures because of Its proxdmily to hotels, restaurants,
and atractons, This study fasts that theory as i relates to the Orl-
oles first season at Criole Park at Camden Yards.

Consistent with this purpase, this skudy seeks to identlfy and report
discretlonary consumer spending assoclated with game aften-
danca: i.e,, spending at hotels, restaurants, bars, attractons and
other retall stores, Not included are: parking, gasoline, tronsit, or
any In-stadium expenditures, such as ficket sales and concassion
scles,

Fan expanditures are reported hars in hwo categorles:

* Pre- gnd post-game spending. For exampla, pre-game
spending is spending which occurs affer one leaves his of
her home or hotel and before he or she arrves at the
ballpark.

" Qvemight spending. Includes total daily spending by out-of-
town fans who are staying overnight in Baltimora. Spending
by overnighters Includes only persons who sQid that the pri-
mary purpose of their tip waos 1o see the ballgams.

Consistent with the pumpaoses cutlined above, the study counts only
ditact spending Impacts {(no multipiiers have been used). Consls-
tenfly conssrvative assumptions have been employed in order to
isolate economic gains that would not be present without the new
ballpork,

The Marylond Departmeant of Economic and Employment Develop-
ment has produced an econamic impact assessment which fully
accounts for all siadivm-ralated direct and indirect expanditures In
the State of Marvland.! That study uses assumptions about ouf-of-
stadium expenditures and doss not colculata benefits to Down-
town Baltimora or the locat econarmy. The two studies form the
complete plcture of stadium and baseball economic impact.



[ILFINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE
STUDY

1. The Ballpark As A Tourism Generaior

Cricle Park af Camden Yards is ghracting so many aut-of-town
fans thak it should be considered o major tourist oftraclion and,
therefore, part of Baltimore's econamic base.

in 1992 aimost 1.6 million out-of-town? tans were attracted fo Balti-
rmore 1o see a ballgame (46% of all fans). Many of thase out-of-
towners were frarn the Washinglfon area. but, in a significant shift,
the lcrgest increase In attendance came from persons who are
not frorn elther the Baltimore areq or tha Washingtan ared (now
24% of all fans). The number of these fans more than doubled from
1991 /Mermortal Stadium to 1992/Camdean Yards.® (See Figures 2
and 3.} Qut-of-town fans camea mostly from the mid-Atlantic re-
glon, but aiso from all over the Unlted States and a few from for
elgn countrles.

rlGURE 2
Fans' Place of Residence
Comparisen of Memarial1991 to Camden/1952
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The money these out-of-town fans spant in Baltimore, parficulary
that spent in local hotels, restaurants and bars, can be consldered
a source of economlc growth, Le, I is rmongy which would not
havae been spent In Baltimorg if there ware no stadium or no base-
ball teqm.

But did these fans simply drive to the stadium and leave direchy?
Of course, many did just that, but more than 40% (621,000) of them
alse patronized other establishrnents In Baltimore City,




FGURE 3
Fans' Place of Residence
1992 Fan Survey
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About 26% of out-of-town fans also stayed overnight in Baitimore?,
genercting about 85,000 room-nights in area hotels and motels.
The majority of hotelfmotet stayers bedded down in Downiown
hotats, generating 45,000 hotel room nights and spending $19.8 mit-
ton doliars.® The percentage of fans staying ovarnight by place of
residence groupings was as follows:

All Fans 12%
Out-of-Town {not from

the Baltimore SMSA) 26%
From Cutside Both Baltimore

and Washington Ragions 39%

The new ballpark’s contribution 1o Downtown toursm also hicludes
day-trip fans who combinsd geing o the game with other Down-
town activities. Using conservative assumptions® it is estimated thaf
482,000 nat new tounsts were aliracted o Downtown Baltimore by
the new ballpark (over and above a 19?1 f/Memorial Stadium fig-
ure). This represents a 12% Increase In the total volume of Down-
town tourisrn (based on a 4 million fourist volume estimate by Mary-
tand DEED.)

Total out-of-stadium spending by out-of-town fans was $446.1 milllon
in 1992, More than one-half (54% or 524.9 milion) of this spending
was undertaken in the Downtown area. Table 1 summarizes the
results, (See Chapter il far an explanation of the calculations.)

One cauticnary note is that some drop-off in attendance by out-
of-fown fans should be anticipated in future years. The favoralzle
publicity assoclated with the opening of the ballpark generated
interast by out-of-town fans which may prove 1o be somewhat
fransitory. On the other hand, the ballpark's locatlon and design
are ldeal for continued marketing 1o out-of-town visitors.



TABLE 1
Spending by Qut-of-Town Fans
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would Includa iheit prefpost garms spanding.

2. Synergy With Downtown Business

The Balipark has a synergy with Downtown which results in signifi-
cant mutual benefit for both the Downtown economy and the Cii-
oles,

Downtown Business Benefits

In 1985 and 1986, a5 the stadlum debote took place, some of the
argumeant revolved around sconomic impact lssues. The propo-
nents of the Downtown site argued that stadium-related spin-off
benafits would be highast Downtown because of the synergy cre-
ated with Downtown hotels, restaurants and other retail businesses.

The indications are that the Downtown propanents wore

right -- theit the synergy created batweaen Downtown and

the new stadium does praduce significant benefits which would
not have been achieved at other sites.
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This Is Indicatad by:

* On average 35% of all fans combined their tlp {0 the
ballpark with ofher pre- or post-game activitles In the Down-
town aredq. For each seil-ouf gomae, this put more than
15,000 potential new customears on the streets of Downtown,

* More than 70% of fans who have gone to two or more
gamas have at least "sometimes” comblned gams atten-
dance with other Downtown activitiss,

- About B0% of all pre-game and post-game stops occured
In the Downtown ared, (The comparaiie proportion in
Plitsburgh 15 only 37%.)

* Compared to other cltles wherg fan surveys have baen
undertaken, fans going to Camden Yards are signlflcantly
more likely to undertake pre-gamea of post-game activities,
This higher level of pra/post game actlivity |s presumably due
to the canvenlence of spending opporunities near the
bailpark. (See Chapter lIL)

* Fan pre- and post-game spending provided a $12.7 millon
impetus 1o the Downtown economy for the 1992 season,
Whean parking revenueas far Downfown gorages are added,
the total Jumps to $14 million.

* While Downtown resfaurants, hotels and bars were the main
beneficiaries of fan out-of-stadium spending. even attrac-
tlons such as the Aquarium ond the Maryland Science Cen-
ter reported game-day attendonce increases of 7% and
3%, respectively.

. Downtown hotels captured the majority (56%) of ovemight
fans staying in hotels or motels, For a typlcal sell-out game,
660 Downtown hotel roorms weare occupied Dy fans who
carmne to Baltirnore specifically io see basaball.

Thara may also be an oppariunity for future growth In Downfown
pre- and post-game spending. First-time balipark visitors were
probably more Inferested In experiencing the balipark than in ex-
periencing Downtown, A good markefing campalgn could easily
entice maore Downtown spending In future years.

Banafils for the Oricles

The Orioles, also, have hanefited from their new Downtown loca-
tion. Certainly, the record of 59 consecutive sallouts can be re-
garded as sufficient avidence that the fans like the new location.
The survey results also suggest that part of the reason the Dallpark
s so poputar is because of the oppaertunliy 1o combine he base-
ball game with other activities Downtown, as indicated by.

* 63% of fans responded that they were "'more likely” to otfend
games because of the new Ballpark's "location near restau-
rants, atfractions, and other tacllities.”



* More than 25% of fans wha have gone 1o 2 or more previous
garmes Indlicated that they combined the ballgame affen-
dance with other Downtown aclivities 'maost of the time” or
‘all of the time.”

* 11% of all fans Indicated other-than-baligames purposes for
thel trip o Badtimore, These "other purposes’ were most fre-
quently ‘plegsure fravel,” followed Ly "wark downtown,”
"husingss tlp,” and ‘aftend conventlon,” all of which woulkd
tend 1o Indlcate ballgame atffendance was subordingte o
some other reason for being Downtown. (3ee Chapter ).

All of these factors lsad one fo conclude that the dramatic in-
craecse In Oroles attendance wds due, |n part, 1o the ballpark’s
synergistic refationship with Downiown businesses and attractions.

3. Comparison To Memorial Stadium

Out-of-stadium spending for the 1992 season at Criole Park at
Camden Yards is several multiples of compaorabile figures for
spending at Memorial Stadium, thus indicating that the Downtown
location does, indeed, encourage more spending.

Although there are no comparcble fan spending suvays for Me-
rmorial Stadium. the Maryland Department of Economic and Em-
plovment Development estimated fan out-of-stadium spending for
the 1984 season 1o be 58.6 milion. The estimated 1991 spending
level was $21.6 milllon (calculated by adiusting for Inflation, atten-
dance variation, and several findings from this 1992 study}.®* The
comparable figurs for Camden Yards [s $52.8 millton, a 144% in-
craase over 1991, On a per capita basks (holding attendance con-
stant) fan spending for the 1992 secson at Crlole Pork ot Camden
Yards is mora than one and ong-half fimes the same figures for Me-
morlct Stadium. Looking at spending by local fans only. per capta
spending at Camden Yards s more thon two fimas the local fan
spending af Mamotial Stadium. (See Table 2.)

if one were to try 1o compdare what the Waverly business commu-
nity has lost versus what Downtown has galned, the differences
would be even more exaggerated because out-of-stadium spend-
Ing was geographically more dispersed of Mamaorlal Stadium than
itis at Camden Yards, The survey verified this concluston ln that
A0% of fans Indicated that they were ‘'more likely 1o spend time in
the Stadium area before and after games' ot Camden Yards than
they were at Memaorld! Stadlum.

The geographic location of Stadlum-elated spending, with a com-
parlson of Memoridl Stadium/ 1921 to Camden Yards/ 1992, is por-
trayed in Figure 4. {1991 Memorial Stadlum daota was generated
by using assumphons abouf where roney was spent.®} The key
finding is that, while the Downtown area benefited the most, s
would be expected, the rest of Baltimaore City and the suburban
arecs also benafitad significantly from the spending genarated by
the new Stadium. '




TABLE 2
Fan Spending Comparison

Memorial Stadiusn/1991 vs, Camden Yards/1292

1982 {Camden Yards

1991/ Memoria! Stadium®

$52,820,000

$21,648,000

Totat Out-of-Stadium Expendilures
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4. Exceeding Expectations

The economic benefit peformnance of the new Balipark has consis-
tently exceeded every prediclion of its economic impact.

Three studies have made pradictlons of out-of-stadium spending
impacts for the Camden Yards ballpark.

Fon Qut-of-Stadiurn Spending

The first prediction was in the 1985 propaosal tor the Camden Yards
site by the HOK consultant group for the so-called "Butte Commit-
tee* It estimated total fon out-ofstadium spending 1o e 517.8
million, of which 514.1 millon would be capturable In Boltimore
City.* Our sfudy findings indicate total out-of-stadiurm spending of
$52.8 milllon of which $38.1 million was capturad In the Clty. Even
atter inflatlon was taken into aocount the actual 1992 spending
was more than twice the predicted spending. (Sea Table 3.)

Spending by Qui-of-Town Fans

A second stadiurn economic beneflt study was commissioned Dy
the Maryland Stadlum Authorlty and carnled out by Peat-Marwick
Co. in 1987, It tocused on spanding by out-oftown fans' and pre-
dicted that the new stadium would attract 59.7 millllon {or $12 mil-
llon in 1992 dollars) of oul-of-town dollars to Baltimore. The actud
1992 number was 536 milllon, iple the prediction, See Table 3.

Downtown Pre-and-Post-Game Spending

A third prediction of spending impacts was prepared by the Battl-
more City Planning Deparrment in 1992, This estimate concluded
that pre- and post-game spending would add §9.75 millon fo the
Downtown economy. The actual 1992 spending numier is $12.4
miflion.

Figure 5 lilustrates the unanticipated gains In each of the thioe pre-
dicted spending categories discussed above.




TABLE 3
Three Fan Spending Prajections
B{:-mpared to Actual 1992 Results
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Peab-Marwick Estimate,
Resul
Gategory Adjusted 1o 1952 Dellars ™ A1t 1982 Result
Oitk-of Town Fans a5 a . .
Percentage of All Fans 18.5% M2k
Per Capita 3pending by
. 4317
Qut-of-Town Fans 2796 s43
Total %‘;‘;LT{?:" Fan $12.0 millian $36.0 milion
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Cate Flanning Deparment Actisal 1992 Resull
gory Estimate
Percentage of Alt Fans Whao
Stop Downtown Pre- or 3045 35.1%
Post-Gaimeg
rgan
Amausnt iﬁfg‘t{':;r perso $13.00 §10.82
Total Pre/Post Game §6.7 millon $12.46 milion

Spending

Total Expenditures

As shown In Tabte 4 fotal of out-of-Stadium discretionary expendi-
tures for the 1992 Season were $52.8 milfion. More than 78% (839.8
million) was spent by overmighters who came to Ballimore for the
spacific purpose of seeing a game. Maore than 85% (or $46.1 mil-
liony was generated by out-of-town fans ond can be regordad as
"new’ rmoney 1o the Baitirnore ared,



FIGURE 5
Stadium Economic impact Predictions and

Performance: Out-of-Ballpark Expenditures
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The majorlty (57% or $30.0 milion) of aff out-of stadium spending
accurrad in the Dowrdown araa, The rest of the Clty dlso ben-
afited from a §7.9 million fan spending impetus, Suburban areas
sirrilarly bhenefited from $14.7 million In fan spending., primarlly from
ovarnighters staylng in suburbon hotals and motels.

Figure & shows fan expenditures by fans's place or residence and
ilustrates the economic Importance of attracting out-of-town/over
night fans,

FIGURE &
Spending by Fans' Place of Residence

Pre/Post Game and Overnight Spending in Baltimore
335

$10 Prp T
35 o
RN, B
Bali ER{5A, Wish EMEA Qrherowl-ol— 0w
Fans Moce of Resideiste
A RIS GAMIE Fodovarmour sPenpiNG

I'rafpose paea gsending and overipha spending should not be addedd becavse nf dovhle-pownting,

A

IHOre: ol
Sufiday;
5




TABLE 4
Total Spending by Location (EMiltigns) *
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Besldents of: Pre.fP-:;st Game Overnight Total*
Baltimora SMSA $5.25 — $5.25
Yashington SMSA §2.26 33.67 $5.72
Other Out-ol-town £4.05 $16.08 §ia.zz
Tnlai $12.36 $18.95 $30.19
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Residents of: PrefPost Game Cvemnight Totai™
Ballimere SM3A $565 - $565
Washington SMSA $2.44 $5.04 $7.25
Gther Quut-of-town $5.22 $21.70 $es.17
Total ERRCH $26.83 $38.07
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Residents of: - Pre/Post Game Cvernight Total*
Ballimere SMSA $1.10 - $1.10
Washington SMSA $0.47 $2.38 3274
Cther Qut-of-town $1.02 $10.21 $10.87
Tntal $250 F12.57 $14.75
T hun n oainos oA Tomls e R
Hes[dents of: PreIPust Game Ovarnight Total*
Baltimore SMSA $6.75 - $8.75
Washington SMSA $2.01 $7.40 F0.03
Other Qut-of-town £6.24 532,00 $36.04
TOTAL $15.90 $39.40 $5a82

“For morg denasd on the methodoiagy, see Chagtar I8
=Total* |5 lass than the sum of "PeaiPost Gare™ and “Cvarm ight® betanse double~counbed spanding has been

diminated,




tll. DETAILED SURVEY RESULTS AND
ANALYSIS OF SPENDING

Pre- and Post-Game Spending

Fans Making Pre/Post Game Stops

Fans were asked 1o identify if they had patronized any establish-
ments after leaving home but before ariving at the ballpark, The
percent of all fans making stops was Qs follows:

Pra-game stops 29.1%
Defintte post-game stops 18.2%
Possibla post-gome stops 16.6%

Both pre-and-post-game stops 8.3%

Areq of Fans' Stops

Almost 80% of all pre- and post-garne stops occurad in the Down-
fown ared showing a strang synergy betweean Downtown business

and the Stadium. The Inner Harbor area captured a majority of dll
pre-and-post-game spending activities. Suburban areas captured
about 10% of all actlvities. See Figure 7.
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FIGURE 7
Location of Pre- and Post-Game Spending
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Comparisan fo Pre- and Post-Game Stops in Other Cities

Comparaed to comparable surveys taken for sparting events in
other clties, Baltimaore's pre-and-post- gamea activity is both mora
freguent and more concentrated In the Downtown areq. (See
Table 5.) This tends to reinforce the conclusion that the conve-
nience of Camden Yards to Downtown/innear Harbor retail estab-
lIshrments does, indesd. InCredse economic spin-offs,

TABLE 5
Comparisan of Pre- and Post-Game Stops in Other Cities

Downtown  Owvernight Fa:;;

Stop Before  Stop After  Capture Staying
Hata Downtown
BALTIMCRE 29.1% 22.1% 80.1% 36.8%
Pilisbutgh ™ 15.8% 28.1% 370% 18.2%
Montreat ™ 5.0 % 19.0% ~ ~
Conity said i wod hivovite Attanta Faleons ™ 12.0% 21.0% — —

dijneriniL

Previous Games/Frequency of Downtown Steps

Survey respondents who had been o fwo or more previous games
were asked how often had they combined thel ballgame atfen-
dance with pre- or post-game activities in or near Downtown, The
rasponse was that 72% indlcated that they at least “sometimes”
stopped Downtown. Respondents indicated the following fre-
quency of pre-or-post-game stops Downtown,

Naver 27.7%
Sometimes 30.3%
About half the ime 15.7%
Most of the time 11.2%
Always 15.1%

Type of Establishments Patronized

Restaurants were most frequently mentioned among pre-gams
stoppers and bars were most fraquently mentloned among post-
game stoppers. See Figure 8. A small, but significant, 9% of all
those stopping patronlzed atiractions. usually in the inner Harbor,
Amount of Money Spent

The amount of monay spent per party in pre-game stops varied
widely - the range is Indicated in Table é. The median amoury
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FIGURE 8
Type of Establishment Patronized Pre- and Post-Game
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TABLE 6
Pre-Game Spending per Party

Percentage of All Pre-Game Stoppers
Spending this Amount

Spending Category

3.5%

Under 55.00

10.8%

$6.00 - $10.00

19.8%

$11.00 - §20.00

26.8%

$21.00 - $50.00

LR

$51.00 - $100.00

11.0%

$100.00+

100.0%

Tatdl

Hed

g resu

arty size of 3.1, Mean spending
a5 was 512.12. An assurmnptlon that
of pre-game spend

B2 per parson/stop.

anp
byiti

game act
ing would be 75%

50 for a med

per capita for pre

post-game spend
rted overage of $10

in o weid

spent was §37.



Mean and median spending amang all “stoppers” was as follows:

Snending per Person
Mean, all pre-garne stops $12.12
Median, all pre-game stops $%.80
Mean post-game (assumed $2.08

Woeighted average of allstops $10.82

The mean spanding of out-oftown fans was approximately doubls
that of local fans., Medn spending by place of residence for all
Stoppers” was:

Spending per person

Baltimare SMSA $9.00
Washington SMSA $9.60
Other Qut-of-Townt? $18.54

Tokal Pre- and Pest-Game Spending

For tha 1992 season, pre- and post-game spending amounted to g
$12.4 millon Impetus to the Downtown economy. Whean parking
expensss are added., the arnount rose 10 513.6 millon. Ancther
$1.0 milion was spent In other paris of Baltimore Cliy to bring the
fotal Badtimere City pre- and post-game spending effect o 514.4
millon. Sea Table 7.

TABLE 7
Total Pre- and Post-Game Spending -- 1952
By Location of Expenditure {$Millions}

Location of Spending Discrotionary Discretionary with Parking
Dorwnlown $12.36 $1364

Baltmare City {inciuding

Downtown) $13.3¢ $14.54

Suburban Areas $2.59 $2.59

Total SMSA $15.80 $17.13




OVERNIGHT SPENDING

Number of Overnighlers

the survey found that asutprisingly high 12%-of all fans stayed over-
night inthe Ballimora area, OFf all out-af-town fans (not from the
Balimore SMSA) 26% stayed overnight, Surprisingly, < litHe more
than 10% of Washington area fons stayvsed overnight in Baltimors.,
Of alt fans whao are not from either the Balfimore area or the Wash-
ington grea, 38.6% stavad overnight,

Downtown hotels captured the largest number of overnighters and
tfhe rnajorlty of all those staying in hotels/motels.

The percentage of all ovarnighters by type of accommaodation
Ws!

Downtown hotals 36.8%
Suburban hotels 28.1%
Farnily/fiends 35.0%

Cvernighters’ Purpose of Trip

Overnighters were far mora likaly than daytrip fans 1o be In Batt-
miore for purposes other than (or in addiflon ko) seeing the
ballgoma,

Among all overighters, the indicated "Purpose of the Trip” to Baltl-
MQre was:

See the baligame S9.0%
Other purposes 20.0%
Combination of ballgame

and other purposes 21.0%

i caleulating room nights generated and the economls impact of
overnighters’ spending, it wos conservatlvaly assumed that only re-
spondents citing the ballgame a3 thelr primary purpose-of-irn
should be counted,

The “other purposes” cited by overnightars were:

Sand defighted fo'find tha

Flesure frip 50% il el o
Business trip 18% R vt
Convention/trade show 7% i
Farmily/friends 15%

Other 10%

Overmighters/Stop Downtown

Maost overnightars alse made pre- or post-game stops in the Down-
town areq. The perceniage of overnighters who made pre- or
post-game stops Downtown by their type of accommadation was:




Downtown hotel  74.0%

Suburban motel 56.0%

Family/frlends 52.2%
Hotel Roam Nights Generated

Using the following data and assumptions, hotel room night de-
mand atfributable o the Stadium can be calculatied:

Average length of stay

{from survey) 1.5 nights
Nurnber person per pany

{from survey) 3 pets. /party
Ballgame-punnosa of iHp

{from survey) 59,05
Totat actual 1992 attendance

(cssurned) 3,450,000

The nurmber of hotel room nights generated by fan overnightars for
the 1992 season was:

Downtown hotel room nights 44,944
Suburban hotel room nights 39.786
TOTAL HOTEL ROOM NIGHTS 84,730

Spending by Overnighfers

Spending by ovemighters can be calcutated by using average
daily spending figures from the Maryiand Department of EConomic
cnd Erployment Davelopment.'®

Total expenditures by avernighters equalled almost $40 million, the
majority of which (522 millllon) was spent by fans staying In Down-
town hotels. {(See Table 8.)

TABLE 8
Expenitures of Overnighters
By Type of Accommodation

Type of MNumber of Purpose Dollars per Total
Accommodalion Fans Factor'  Person per Night'®  Expenditures
Downilown Hotels 152,352 50.0% 3165 $22,247 000
Suburtan Motels 115,324 £8.4% $a8 $11 607,000
Family/Friends 144,900 51.8% $52 $5,855,000
Total 413,586 - - $39,769,000

“The pescantags of fans Lrcfcating thal ho prmary purpese af thelr irip was fo soe the ballgame.




FOOTNOTES

1.Marvland Deparment of Economic: and Employmeant Develop-
ment,

Season In Maryignd, Cctober, 1?@2

2."Qut-of-Town Fans” are those not residing in the Baliimore metro-
pofiton areg.

J.Memaral Stadium comparisons accomplished by applyling 1984
fans” place of resldence percentages 1o 1991 attendance lsvels,
Source for 1984 data: Touche Ross & Co., New Stadlum Slte Evalu-
atlon, tor Marytand Speclal Advisary Comemnisston on Sports.., 1986;
and Fﬂwiﬂnd Department of Eccnom:c and Cc}mmuplw Devalop-
ment, rylan

4, Twenty six percent (26%) overnight Includes pearsons staying with
famlly and friends.

S.Hotel room night figures and spending by ovemnlighters have
been calculated to Include only overmighiers wha indlcated that
helr primary "purposa of Hip” was to see the ball gome, which was
59% of all overnighters. For a more detailed explanation of the cal-
culations see Chaopter |, "Detalled Survey Resulis and Analysis of
Spending.”

&.Counts only out-of-town fans who indicated both that their *pri-
mary purpose of fip” was 1o see the baligame and that they pa-
fronlzed Downtown establishrents before or after games. This re-
sulls in g figure of 522,000 “tournst” fans. Downtown fourism Qssoch-
ated with Memotial Stadium s estirnated to be 40,000, (1% of 4 mll-
fion -- source Jeanne V. Beekhuis Co., ngitur tear-
isfles of Visitors the Inner Harbor,,.. 1988.) Thus, the net Increase [y
balipark-generated tourlsm ks 482,000,

7.Marviand Department of Economlc and Employment Davelop-

ment, Jne Economic Impact of Toudsm In Marviand, 1988,

8.5ource for 1984 spending: Maryland Departrment of Econormic
and Community Development, Econornic impact of Professional
. 1985. The methodaology for calculating

Mamorlal Stadlum 1991 spending clata was as follows. MD, DECD
out-of-skadium spending flgures for 1984 were updated to 1991 cor-
recting for both inflation and higher attendance, resulting in o total
spending figure of $14.4 million. This was revised upward by aclust-
Ing the ovearnight spending in two ways: 1) by assuming that 26%
of out-of-state fans stayed overnight (the same % as the 1992 sur-
vey); 2) adjusting overnlghters’ daily spending figures 1o reflect the




sames assurnplion usad in the 1992/Camden calculations. The geo-
graphic disttibution of 1991 spending was assurned 1o be:

Pre/Post Game  Overnight

Downtown 33.3% 40%
Other City 33.3% 20%
Suburban 33.3% 40%

9.HOK. inc., Balllmoere Stadium Study, for Baltimare Corporate Sta-
dium Task Forca, 1985,

10.Note that the Peat Marwick Study does not define ~out-of-
town.” It has been conservatively assumed that ~out-of-town”
rmeans those nof from aeither the Baltimore area or the Washington

ared. Source: Pegt, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., Repor on the Eqo-
y 1 i -

ment, for the Maryland Stadlum Authority, March, 1987,

11.Badfimore City Departrmant of Planning, published In Downtown

Parinership, Demogrdphic Ovenview of Downtown Boitimorg, 1992,

12.Pittsburgh Pirates, Basebal: An Economic impact on the Come-
muntty. 1976.

13.5chofier, Willlam A,
Mantreal. Georgiq Institute of Technology, 1970,

4

14, Schaffar, Wiikam A, and Lawrence S, Davidson, EConom|¢ ime-
pact of the Falcons on Atlanta, 1984,

15.Counts.only pre-and-post game spending. not overnight spend-
Ing.

16.5ource: Maryland DEED, Economic Impoct of Toursm n ivary-
land. 1988 inflated to 1992 dollars,



APPENDIX: METHODOLOGY

Fan Spending Survey

Fans were surveyed at tivee games In late August and early Sep-
ternber. Games were chosen 1o be representative of weekdays
and weskand dates. The surveylng dotes, number of responses,
and thair welght In the survey results was s follows:

Date Tima Cpponent M;LTrE:;:f Aeprasents Woight
Sunday 135 Oakland 270 Sundays 16%
823
WEdaT;?d Ay T35 Galifornia 348 Weshdays 51.5%
Saturday . Fridays and
o2 75 Milwaukee 366 Saturdays 32.1%

Surveying was caried out af four entry areo survey polnts. The vol-
ume of surveying accomplished at each entry area was approx-
rmately proportionate to the volume of fans who enter through the
comasponding gates, according to data provided by the Qrloles.
Entry area surveying was carried out staring fifty minutes prior to
the gome and proceeded confinuously untll fiftesn minutes after
the start of the game. This schedule assured that the surveys
would be proportionately representative to the arrival disklbutlon
patterns of fans. agaln, according to data provided by the Orioles.

A srnaller number of surveys (27% of the fotal) were faken on the
concourses during the game. The purpose of this was partly Yo en-
large the sampls size for each game and partly 10 check whether
the entry ared surveying may have involved any survey Dias. Mo
slgniflcant bias was found.

The sample size (982) was large enough that, at a 5% confidence
lovel, the eror rate was enly about 3%, Twao survey forms were
used (coples follow this section). The lasi thres questions are differ-
ent on the two surveys.

Restaurant/Bar inferviews

Managers of Downtown hoteals, restaurants, and bars were inter-
viewed In order to determine the breadth of stadium econamic
impact and the significance of the impact on individudal establish-
ments. Telephone interviews were conducted with restauront and




re-
Vernon, Falls

4

did not Include o number of arecs which have,

roughly corraspondead 10 the area ona might expect that stadlum
nvigws

pairons would park and walk to the ballpark.
Thase surveys did not result In information which could be quanti-
fied and assembled fo represent real economls impact figures.

bar managers In Downtown/finner Harbor (south of Baltimore
Street) Litfle taly, South Baltimore. and Washington Boulevard. This

portadiy, baen recipients of stadlurm bustnass - Wt

Point, and Mt Washington In parttcular.
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HATITARE, ACCESS AMD SPEMUING SURVEY

HIERE TS YOUR PLACE OF RESTHENCE {Check any that
apply )i

. Boltimore City

Eealtimora Co.

Howard

Corrall

Harford

Anne Atundel

Heatgomery/Frince Geovge's Co.
Washimglon B.C.

Hortharn Ya.

ID Othey Hi.

11. Bouthernm Pr.

12. Dther put-pf-State (specify)

e e T T T i e i R e T T T i)
et e e e el gt g R g L
% (=B~ AL B PU L

WHAT 15 THE HUMBER OF PEORLE IN YOUR PARTYT

DID YOU GET TO T STARTUM AREAT
1. dutemebile

7. Light Rail

3. Subway

L. MARD Commuter Treln
5. Buas-public

G, Hux=-chorter

7. Walk from {gpecify}
Other {apacify]

s
!
¢
!
i
{
{
L
t

hr o R bt et e B

@

DROVE TO THE STADIUM AREA, WRERE DI YU PARK?
Seadium lok

Ipwntown gRragef 1ok

Garpgeflat away frem Jowntown

On-strack parking

e
sl
e it
rerrg
1 BF

. WAS TTE PRIHANT TURTOSE OF YQUR TRIF TO EEE THE

BALLGAME DR WERE (U DOWNTOWN ¥ORE SOHE OTIER PURPOSE?
€ 1 1. See ballgame [So to 4]

{ 3 &. Other purpoese

[ % 3. {ombination of ballgame Bod Other purposss
WHAT WERE THE OTHER PURFOSE{5)0F TIFE TRIP (CHECK ANY
T APELY)?

€ 1 . Pleasure tripfvizit Ipoer Harber

. Werk Downbodn

Business Trip

GunvcntianfTradm Show

. Dther, (specify}

— e
et e et
m r—m N-H

. DDES YOUR TRIP IMVOLVE SYATING OVERNIGAT IN DALTIHORET

£} 1 ¥Yaes
{3 & Me |Go to 7}

. IF "vES," WHERE ARE YOU STAYING?

3 1. Dowptown Hotol

3 2. Suburban hotelfmotel

3 3. Tamilyffriends

F MIGHT3 STAYIHG IM RALTIMORE?
One

0.

Three
A, Fouy ar more

7.0. DID YOU STOI* AT ANY ESTABLISNMENTS AFTER LEAVING HUME

10.

11.

. IF "yES,"

L e ey

BUT BEFORE ARRIVING AT TR NALTICARXT

{ ) 1. Yes

{ ) # NHo [Go to 9]

IDENTEEY THE AREA WHERE YOU STOPPED:
f 3 1. Suburbas or outeor areas

£} 2. Ipner Harbaor
¢ ) A Tittle Italy
£ ) 4. Qther Downbown
£ ) 3. OGther Baltimdre Ciky (Falls Foiot,
Sauth Baltimore)
IDENTIFY THE TYPE OF ESTABLISHMENT(S) PATROMTZED
(CHECK ANY THAT APELY):
[ 3 }. Restaurant
£ 1 2. Bay/Night Club
[ 1 3. Carry out o convenience Frofefy STore
£ ) & HNon-food tetall esteblishment
[ 3 5. Attyaction, such 0%, Aguariwm, Science Center
hﬂUUT HOW HUCH MGHEY DID YOUR PARTY ZPEND AT PRE-GAHE

ETOP(5)T

. B0 ¥YOU PLAN TD STUT AT ANT ESTARLISIMENTS AFTER

LEAVING TIE STADIUMT

{31, Yes

[ 2 2. Maybe

[ 131, WNo |Go to 7]

IF "vEs" OR "HAYRE," PLEASE IDENTIFY THE AREA WHERE
Yol HaY STOP:

[ 3 1., Suburbs or cutsr Areas

{ y 2. Inmex Harbor
3 3., Little ltaly
1 4. Ocher Downtown
3 3, QOtheyr Baltimare City {Falls PL., 5. Haltimore)
DENTIFY THE TYPE OF ESTARLISHAENT(Z} WHERE YOU
AT STOD {CHECKE AWNY THAT AFPLY):
3 1. Restawrant
3y 4. PapfHight Club
3 3. GCerry oub
b &4, MNop=fopd retail]l establishment
7 5. Attrdaction, zuch Az, Aguacrium, Soience Lenter,

ato.

RETATIVE 1T HEMOGRIAL STADITH NOES TIE LOCATION OF TIIE
HEW BALITARE NEAR ATTRACTIONS, RESTAURANTS, AND 0OTHER
FACTLITIES HAXKLE YOU MORE OR LESS LIEKELT T0O NTTEHT
GARES?

{ 1 k. More likely

£ 3} 2. Ha diffarence

£ 1 3. Less likely

£ } 4, Huz Applicalle

RELATIVE T MENORIAL STANTUM ARE YOU HORE LIRKERT OR
[RE5 LIKELY TO SPENN TIME IN THE STADIVH AREA WEFUGRE
AME AFTER GAMEST

[y 1. Hore likelwy

{ 7 2. Ko difforence
{ %3, Less 1lkaely

[ 3 4. Hot applicable

COHHENTS:




b

P Wi T a )
At ot F

Game:
Avaea
Intarviewer

BALLPARK ACCESS ANP SPENING SURVEY

WIFEE 1§ YOUR PLACE OF REATDENCE [Chock any that
appiy?
[ 1. Baltimore CAtY
Laltimore Co.
Howard
. Corrall
Harford
Anne Arendel
Hont gemary fFLince Brorga's Go.
Washingten 0.0,
Nerthern Va.
Otper Hd,
Southern Fa,
. Other out-of-3tate (spechfy)

= Laha

B et Tt gt M b et A T W
—_ s ] RN

=

!
{
{
[
{
(
§
{
(
f
i

-
—
B

¥IWWT 15 TRE HUHRER OF CROPLE TN YOUR PARTYY

A DIP YOU GEE TO TIE STADIMM AHEAY

[ 11, hutomehile

i 1 2. Light Rall

£ ) 3. Suhway

[ 3 4. HARC Commwuter Traim

{9 %. Bus-public

{ } &. Bua-chartar

¢ 3y ), Welk from (aprsify) —
[ 1 B, QOther (spaciEy)

IF ¥OU DROVE TC T STADIUM AREA, WIERE D1W Yo PAREKT
[ 1 k. Stadinm lak

[ 3 7. Downtown garagnflot

[ ) 3. Garmnge/lot awAy from Iowntown

§ 3 &. Opestreet porking

. W4T WAS TR PRINARY [URPOSE OF YOUR TRIF TO DALTIMORE

[ ROWHTOWN) T

{ 1 1. See ballgame {Go to iG]

{ 3 2, Other purpose

{3 3. Combinathen of batlgame dnd other purpogses

_ WIEAT WEEE THR OTHER PUXPOSE(SIOF TIE TRIF {CHEGCE ANY

THAT APDLY T
{3 1. Pleasuyre tripfvisit Innat Barhor
2. Work Towntbown
3, Bugimess Trip
4. ConventionfTrade Show
4. Other, {apesily) —

. DOES YOUR TRII® THVDLYT. STAYIRG OVERNIGIT IM DALTIHORER

[ 1L Yes
¢ )2, Mo [Bo to V]

. IF "vEs," WHERL ARE YOU SThYING?

{3 1. Downkown latel

{ % 2, Suburben hotelfmotel

{ 1 3., Familw/Friends

HO, OF RIGHTS STAYENS IN BALTTHOREY
{11 Jnc

(¥ 2, Two

{ %3 Thees

{ 3 4, Four or morn

T.z. UIR YOU STOT AT ANY ESTAALISIMENTS AFTRR TEAYIMNG HOHE
BUT DEFORE ARRIVIWG AT THE DALLPAREY
£ 1 1. Yes
{ 2. No [Go tog]

b. IF "¥ES,™ IDENTIFY TIE ARRA WHERE YO STOPPED:
{1 1. Syburba or outer arasfs
[ 3 2. Innox Harbor
[ 3 3. Little Italy
[ 3 &. Other IMuntown
{ 1 5. GOther Balblwore Gity {Falls Taodnt,

Scuth Balcdmare)
¢. IDENTIFY 'THE TYPE OF LRETADLISMHMENI(SY PATRONIZED
{CHECE ANY ‘IIIAT AFFLY}:
{ 1 1. Rostaursnt
. BarfMight Ulol
. Barry out or convenlence grocery skone

[

&, Won-food retalil establishment

5. Attractlon, swch as, Aguaviun, Selence Cokter
UT B HOCIH MONEY DIN YOUR PARTY HEEND AT PRE-GAME
STOPLS)T

[}
L3
£
[
ABO

A.a. DO YOU PLAM 0 STOP AT AMY ESTARLISHMENIE AFTER
LEAVING TRE STADTIMT
{2 1. ¥os
{ 3 2. Hayhe
¢ 1 3. Mo [Go to B

b. IF "YES" OR “PAYEE," PLEASE IDENTIFY THE AREA WHERE

YOU MAY STOF:
{ ¥ 1. Suburla or oufslr arsis
{3 % Ipner Morhor

[y 3, Little Italy

f 3 &. Other Downtown

¢ 1 5. Other Baltimore City (Fells Pr., §. Raltimore)
<. IPENTIFY THE TYFE OF SSTALLIEMMENT(Z) WHERE YOU

MAY STOP (CHECK ANT THAT APPLY):

{ % 1. Restauront

{3y & Bar/Might Glub

[ 3 3. Carry out

{1 4, Mon-food retail patahlislmant

£ 9 5. Attraction, sueh as, Aguariom, Scinper Coanter,

e .

12. ARDUT {3 HANT CAMRS JIAVE TOU ATTENDER TTIS TRAR?

13. GF THE CAMES YOU MAVE AITENTED 1WA D¥FIRH JAVE YR

COMBIMED ‘THE BASERALL GAME WITH SOME TRE-GAME QR
POST-GAHE AGTIVITIES IN OR MEAR DOANITRHN

BALTIMORE?

[} Houer

[ 2} Sammbimes

{ 3 Aheut holf of tho tdme
{ % Host of the time

£ 1 A1l of the time

{ ] Mob Applicable

1h. EOMMEMTS -
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