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Key take-aways 

• no benefit from NFL events 
-all profits stay with the 49ers 

• "hidden costs" add up: 
the city loses $111 million 

• This is the wrong proposal for Santa Clara. 
It places too great a burden: 
-on the city 

-on the community 

-on our future. 

15 January 2008 

Comments: 

I!> sama Clan Playo Fair"' 2007 
Califomia FPPC 10 1300389 

As you can see on the projected profit & loss statement developed by 
city staff and consultants, $0 flows to the city via the waterfall 
distribution. Moreover, the profit & loss statement shows that the costs 
associated with NFL events exceed the revenue to the Stadium 
Authority associated with these events. 

' 
In the 49ers proposal, the Stadium Authority and the city get no cut from 
ticket sales, and see none of the profits associated with luxury amenities 
that the city and Stadium Authority are being asked to underwrite. 

The profit & loss statement is avallable at: 

http://santaclaraca.gov/pdf/collateral/49ers-Profit-and-Loss­
Projection. pdf 
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Financial analysis: 
without accounting for all costs 

• no benefit to city from NFL events 

• non-NFL events help offset NFL costs 

SOOW- ,--- - --i aNon.NfLEwntsf Citv ~ 
Shaoa ] 

oPropert1 t;:x •nc~ncm~ 
pog ROi' (ZJ17 lO 

000,000 -!-------i 2041) 

• RDA P.a$1 lhrOU)h IO 
General Mid (2012to 
2020) 

$.10,000 t-----;==:::;-----i Gl~~ ~~!~T, VlF 

$19 million return { 
to general fund -~ 

$20,w. '1-==t.... --f'i'=--i! } 
$19 million to move 
substation ~s.~~~:';'~~~',;o~~~ so===== 

1 5 Janua<y 2008 

Comments: 

Source: page 26 of City's Financial report-at: 

http://santaclaraca. gov/pdf/collateral/49ers-20071218-
Ag end aRe portreStad i u m Proj ectFinan ci ng and ProposedAiternateStad i u 
mSite.pdf 

Additionar details are available in the projected profit & loss statement 
at: 

http://santaclaraca.gov/pdf/collateral/49ers-Profit-and-Loss­
Projection. pdf 
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Financial analysis: 
including value of ground lease 
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Since the land is considered available for use by the stadium, it could be 
used by any other business as well. City policy dictates a lease 
payment should be made for use of city land. 

The city's standard lease arrangement for city-owned land is to charge 
an annual lease of 8% of the market value of the land. A 15 acre parcel 
of land, valued at $3 million per acre, is worth $45 million. Therefore, 
the city's general fund wou ld receive $3.6 million the first year and 
increase by 3% per year for the 30 year life of the stadium. This 
equates to a net present value (using the city's discount factor of 6% 
over 30 years) of just under $55 million that should be paid to the city's 
general fund. 

The 49ers proposal assumes they will not have to make lease payments 
to the city for u~e of the land. 
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There is a lease arrangement between the RDA and the city, that 
provides for the RDA to make payments to the city "when and as 
available." With debt payments on $65 million in bonds, the RDA will be 
unable to make any additional payments to the city. Over the life of the 
RDA, this amounts to $75 million in lost "opportunity cost"- essentially 
a hit to the General Fund. 

This is discussed on page 14 of the City's final feasibility report Findings 
from the Feasibility Study for a Proposed San Francisco 49ers Stadium, 
dated 11 January 2008. 
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Conclusions 

• Santa Clara loses with the 49ers stadium 
• We can do better- we MUST do better 

• Pursue down-to-earth projects with 

- community-oriented goals 

-well-defined financial parameters 

-clear decision-making criteria 

• Keep Santa Clara a great place to live! 

1 S January 2008 

Comments: 

G Santa Cl81a Play' Fair n.~ 2007 
Cat~cmio FPPC tO 1300389 
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Thank you for your concern! 

SantaCiaraP laysF air.org 

15 Jamary2008 

Comments: 

Q Santa Clara Pfsys Fa"' n.- 2007 
Catlomia FPPC tO 1300389 
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• 

The waterfall model 

Au Nguyen 
15 January 2008 

SantaCiaraPiaysFair.org 

15 January 2008 

The waterfall model 

• How revenues are shared Woterfull Illusn':ltion 

~Santa Clara Plays Fair TW 2007 
Cahfocn;a FPPC 10 1300389 

A,MI!nJe SiM:'vl iu Gro"'> Cash flow for ~rution 

• The 49ers say Santa 
Clara will be swimming in 
money 

• Santa Clara's 
independent consultant 
(KMA) disagrees 

15 January 2000 c Santa ClaOl Plays Fa"1t TW 2007 
Califomia FPPC ID 1300389 
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The waterfall model 
Report from Dec 18 Council meeting, page 67 of 253. 
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The waterfall model 
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The waterfall model 

IV. Wa'ferfaltDisttibuff6n 
1 . .City of Saht~ Clara 
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(over$3M) 

The waterfall model 

• What they say we will get 

$0 
~0 

$P . 
$0 
$0 

so 
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The waterfall model 

• What we will actually get 

15 January 200a 

Conclusion 

c Sama Clara Plays, Fair""' 2001 
Califomla FPPC 10 1300389 

The City will not make any money from football games! 

IS January 2008 o Santa Clara Plays Fair ™ 2007 
C.rdomia FPPC ID 1300369 
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Thank you for your time! 

SantaCiaraPiaysFair.org 
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Stadium Feasibility Study: 
Lessons Learned 

Mary Emerson 
15 January 2008 

SantaCiaraPiaysFair.org 

1 s January 2008 

Financial analysis: 

o Santa Clara PFays Fatr T .. 200'7 
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without accounting all costs 

• no benefit to city from NFL events 

• non-NFL events help offset NFL costs 

$19 million return { 
to general fund 
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Financial analysis: 
including value of ground lease 
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Key take-aways 
• This is not the right proposal - it places 

too great a burden: 
-on the city 
-on the community 
-on our future. 

• We can do better- we MUST do better 

-community-oriented goals 

-well-defined financial parameters 

-clear decision-making criteria 

• Keep Santa Clara a great place to live! 
15 January 2008 0 SOJnta Clara Plays F"a1r 1"11' 2007 

California FPPC ID 13003a9 

·rhank you for your time! 

SantaCiaraPiaysFair.org 

l S January 2008 0 Santa Clara Plays Fair "" 2007 
Californ~a FPPC 10 ,3003$9 
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Santa Clara Global Commons 

Project Description: 
Santa Clara Global Commons aims to provide a cultural and enrichment activity space 
that celebrates the diverse roots of our All American city of Santa Clara. It will have 
different gates themed to different global regions with the main entrance being the 
"America Entrance" with open view to the entire complex. Images of great American 
achievements along this entrance can show the strength and resilience of our culture with 
its ope1U1ess and acceptance. It is envisioned as a three story structure similar to shopping 
malls except it will be open in the center. It can have the following features: 

1. Family Recreation area/park 
2. Community center with theater 
3. Art gallery 
4. Hands on science museum celebrating the Silicon Valley 
5. Library 
6. Food Street with emphasis on ethnic foods 
7. Retail Space 
8. Grocery store with emphasis on organics and locally grown food 
9. Cinemas showing movies from around the world 
10. Free WiFi 
11. Open space in the center for pedestrian traffic 
12. Solar Panels 
13. Using natural light and air by having retractable roof cover with an option of 
wind turbines 
14. Thinking Green and using recycled and sustainable materials as building 
materials 

Description of Individual Features: 

1. Family Recreation area/park: 
The Park can be themed to celebrate the Silicon Valley, with play structures in the 
shape of computer components. Swing sets can be decorated with transistor 
shapes. Picnic areas can be named after important players/businesses :in the 
Silicon Valley. This can be a source of generating donations from said businesses. 
Based on similar projects in other cities the approximate cost of project is 2 
million. 1 

2. Community center with theater: 
The center will provide easy access to yet another facility for the people using the 
Youth soccer field. The center will have a full size gym that can be converted to a 
theater. It can have a multipurpose room that can be used by all residents for a 

1 San Jose Redevelopment Agency 



nominal fee. A recreation room geared towards the youth, classrooms, and dance 
rooms will also be part of the community center. 
Based on similar proj ects elsewhere the approximate cost is 7 million.2 

3. Art Gallery: 
This can be a venue for local artists to display their arts and crafts. Local 
organizations, both for-profit and non-profit, can display the services offered by 
them to the public. Displays showing the past and present of the Silicon Valley 
can be put up. Ethnic groups can show displays about their culture. National and 
International museums can be invited to bring their traveling displays to the 
gallery. 

4. Hands on Science Museum: 
The museum can be geared towards the computer industry that is the life-blood of 
our valley. Since it will not be as big as the Tech musewn, it will not be in direct 
competition. It can have 1:\¥0 features. One part can be hands-on geared to 
encourage kids to get a feel for everyday science. The other part can be a state of 
the art display venue of latest gadgets rented to consumer electronic companies. 

5. Library: 
The city has already appropriated the funds from the RDA for a library in the 
North Shore Area. Making the library as part of the Global Commons might 
make it more easily accessible to a larger population. 

6. Food Street with emphasis on ethnic foods: 
Food is the most common way Americans show our diverse roots. The whole 
hearted embracing ofworld wide cuisine makes restaurants in USA both exciting 
and sophisticated. 
The idea ofhaving a Food street where Mexican cuisine rubs shoulders with 
Chinese highlights the robustness of our society. People will be able to explore 
and taste the differences in cuisines even from different regions of the same 
coru1try without having to leave the Commons. 

7. Retail Space: 
Rent and the sales tax generated from the retail space is a direct revenue stream to 
the General Fund. Under the current economic situation of State Budget cuts, this 
will provide a needed boost to our General Fund. 

8. Grocery Store with emphasis on organics and locally grown food: 
Promoting locally grown products will support our farmers and organics are a 
healthy choice for all discerning consumers. 

9. Cinemas: 
Make a partnership with a local theater operator who will show Hollywood 
movies, Independent and International Films, including but not limited to 

2 San Jose Redevelopment Agency 



Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, and European fiL'lls. Bollywood films from India 
and films from the Middle-East are sure to draw in crowds as well. 

10. Free WiFi: 
Free WiFi will be a big incentive for the crowds visiting the Convention Center to 
step over to The Commons and enjoy lunch while browsing on the internet. 

11. Open Space in the center for pedestrians: 
The defining feature of the Santa Clara Global Commons will be its synergy with 
the natural elements. Inspired by the European model of public commons, the 
customers can sit in the middle of a structure that has all the facilities of a mall 
but without the closed environment and artificial atmosphere control that are 
inherent in shopping malls. 

12. Solar Panels: 
Installing Solar Panels on the roof of the build-up area will help The Commons 
gain self-sufficiency for its energy needs. 

13. Using natural light and air by having retractable roof cover with an option of 
wind turbines: 

Instead of a fixed roof, like a shopping mall, or leaving the center space 
uncovered to all elements, like European commons, The Santa Clara Global 
Commons can blend the best of both worlds by having a retractable roof. The 
roof can be opened to protect the public from the cold rain or the hot sun upon 
need. Using clerestory glazing to light up the retail shops in the Commons will 
save on lighting costs.3 If possible, wind turbines can be added as an option to 
generate more energy. This will save precious resources that would otherwise be 
used in artificial weather control. 

14. Thinking Green: 
Choosing recycled and renewable materials preserves natural resources and leaves 
a smaller environmental footprint. Construction and maintenance ofThe 
Commons can be done in an environmentally conscious manner. Materials with 
recycled content can be used for construction materials like metal studs, 
sheetrock, insulation, and acoustic ceiling panels.4 Bamboo can be used for 
flooring. Rain water cisterns can catch rain water and the water may be used for 
toilet use or for landscaping. 5 Locally manufactured building materials will not 
only reduce the impact of transporting the materials long distances but will also 
support the local economy.6 

3 :1\lR.DC Newsletter 
4 NRDC Newsletter 
5 Sunset magazine November 2007 
6 NRDC Newsletter 



Santa Clara Global Commons 

Project Description: 
Santa Clara Global Commons aims to provide a 

cultural and enrichment activity space that celebrates the 
diverse roots of our All American city of Santa Clara. It 
will have different gates themed to different global 
regions with the maih.entrancebeing the "America 
Entrance" with open view to the entire complex. Images 
of great American ac~ievements along this entrance can 
show the strength and -resilience" of our culture with its 
openness and acceptance. It is envisioned as a three 
story structure similar to shopping malls except It will be 
open in the ce~t-~r·l! ~_an hav~ .. !he following features: 

.. . ·.· 

Santa Clara .. GJc)tiat'-1 'Commons 
Features 
1. Family Recreation area/pwk . ,.. . 
2. Community centerw[fn! hie'ate~ ·:·· : · ·' · · 
3. Art gallery .. · · .. '' · 
4. Hands on science museum celebrati'rig the Silicon Valley 
5. Library ·· :. . · : .::,,: , 

6. Food Street with· emphasis on ethnic. foods 
7. Retail Space 
8. Grocery store with emphasis on organics and locally grown food 
9. Cinemas showing.movies from around the world 
10. Free WiFi - · 
11 . Open space in the center for pedestrian traffic 
12. Solar Panels 
13. Using natural light and air by having retractable roof cover with 
an option of wind turbines 
14. Thinking Green and using recycled and sustainable materials as 
building materials 



Testimony of 
Brad R. Humphreys 
Associate Professor 

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

on 
Public Financing for Construction and Operation of Sports Stadiums and Economic Revitalization 

and Development in Urban America 

before the 
One Hundred Tenth Congress o f the United States 

H ouse of Representatives, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
Subcommittee on Domestic Policy 

Thursday, March 29th 2007 

Chairman Waxman, Chairman Kucinich, and other members of the committee: thank you for giving 
me the opportunity to testify on the issue of public financing for the construction and operation of 
professional sports stadiums, and the impact of sports stadiums on revitalization and development 
in American Cities. I am an economist and professor at the University of Illinois at Urbana­
Champaign. One of my areas of specialization is the economic impact of professional sports on 
urban economies. 

Local, state, and federal government has historically provided large subsidies for the construction 
and operation of professional sports facilities in the United States. These subsidies take the form of 
direct monetary support for land acquisition and physical plant construction, direct monetary 
support for physical plant operation and maintenance, in-kind donations of land, construction of 
infrastructure like roads, sewerage, and public transportation facilities, indirect subsidies in the form 
of special tax treatment for propert:y, operating income, special tax treatment for bonds used to 
finance facility construction and other subsidies. Since 1990, the total value of the subsidies for 
construction of sports facilities alone in the United States has been about fifteen billion dollars in 
inflation adjusted terms. There are currently a large number of proposed new sports facilities in the 
planning phase around the country. The most common justification for these subsidies is that 
professional sports facilities and franchises generate significant, tangible economic benefits in the 
form of higher income, earnings, employment and tax revenues, for the local economy thus 
contributing to the revitalization of American cities. 

Do Professional Sports Generate Tangible Economic Benefits in American Cities? 

It is often said that economists canno t reach a consensus on matters of economic policy. While this 
might be accurate in areas like tax policy or international trade policy, it is clearly not the case when 
assessing the economic impact of professional sports facilities. There currently exists a large body of 
evidence published in peer-reviewed academic journals concluding that professional sports facilities 
and franchises have n o positive tangible economic impact on income, earnings, employment, and tax 

revenues in American cities. This literature has examined regular season and postseason sporting 
events in all of the major North American professional sports leagues, as well as special events like 
All-star garries and the Super Bowl. 



The research supporting this consensus examined economic performance in every U.S. city that 
hosted a professional sports team over the past thirty years. T his research uses economic and 
statistical modeling to explain the overall performance of local economies, in terms of income, 
employment, and other economic indicators in metropolitan areas. The basic approach assesses 
how much of the variation in local income and employment, as well as earnings and employment in 
specific sectors of the local economy like hotels, restaurants and bars, can be explained by variation 
in sports-related variables as well as by variation in other factors that economic theory predicts help 
determine the state of the local economy. 

Again, the consensus from this substantial, carefully conducted, peer-reviewed body of academic 
research strongly supports the conclusion that professional sports facilities and franchises do not 
produce tangible economic benefits in the surrounding local economy. Based on the economic 
performance in every U.S. city 'J.!i.th a professional sports team over the past thirty years, professional 
spon s facilities and franchises were not associated -with higher levels of local income; they were not 
associated with greater employment in any sector of the local economy except the small sector 
containing sports enterprises; they were not associated with higher tax revenues; they were not 
associated with faster growth rates o f local income or employment. Professional sports facilities and 
franchises cannot be used to revitalize the economy in American cities. Subsidies for the 
consrmction and operation of professional sports facilities cannot be viewed as a viable economic 
revitalization strategy for our cities. Dozens of papers published in peer-reviewed academic journals 
support this consensus conclusion. 

Some astute observers might question this conclusion. M ter all, millions of Americans attend 
professional sporting events each year, and there is clearly a great deal of economic activity going on 
in and around sports facilities. Bars and restaurants near ballparks, stadiums, and arenas are packed 
on game day. Parking lots near these facilities are full. Vendors outside and inside the facilities do a 
brisk business and many facilities operate at or near capacity. Any person attending a sporting event 
can see this with her own eyes. Clearly, this economic activity must have some affect on the local 
economy. 

And it does, of course. But the economy in an American city is much larger, more varied, and more 
complex, than a spectator at a sporting event can observe. The economic activity that takes place in 
and around a modern professional sports venue does not translate into additional new economic 
activity in cities because most o f the spectators are residents of the metropolitan area and all 
consumers face a limited budget to spend on necessities like food, clothing, and shelter as well as on 
other factors like entertainment. /\11 household spending, including spending on entertainment like 
professional sporting events, is constrained by available household income. 

Money spent on tickets, parking, and concessions in and around a sports facility represents money 
not spent on other entertainment activities elsewhere in the metropolitan area. Nearly all the 
economic activity observed taking place in and around professional spans facilities would have 
taken place somewhere else in the metropolitan area at some other point in time. 

Professional sporting events concentrate economic activity at a specific location at a particular point 
in time. This fact is easily observable to the casual observer attending a sporting event But sporting 
events only concentrate spending, they can not generate new spending. The casual observer taking 
in a ball game does not observe economic activity that might take place in other parts of the city at 
other times. And the economic activity that takes place in and around a stadium represents lost 



revenues to other entertainment industry businesses located in other parts of metropolitan areas. 
The casual observer cannot observe the transactions that do not take place because of the presence 
of a professional sport team, but the existence of household budget constraints strongly implies that 
this occurs. 

Economic research on the impact of professional sport on the local economy does not count 
attendance at sporting events or survey consumer spending at these events. Economic theory 
predicts that money spent at a sporting event would alternatively be spent somewhere else in the 
local economy, at some other point in time, even if the city did not use taxpayer money to build a 
new sports facility. A substantial body of research carried out over decades supports this 
prediction. 

Clearly, to the extent that a professional sports facility and franchise attracts out of town visitors to a 
city for the express purpose of attending a sporting event, the local economy will benefit from the 
spending by these visitors, and this spending will ripple throughout the local economy creating 
additional economic benefits. But most spectators at professional sporting events are residents of 
the metropolitan area. From a national perspective there can be no net economic benefit from this 
spending, because a hundred dollars spent on baseball in Baltimore and a hundred dollars spent on 
baseball in Washington DC make an identical contribution to the nation's Gross D omestic Product. 
Why should billions of tax dollars subsidize an activity that reallocates a small amount of consumer 
spending from onecity to another? 

Categories of E tJidence on Economic Impact and the Importance of the Peer Review Process 

Evidence about the economic impact of professional sports comes from two sources: academic 
research, and "promotional" economic impact studies sponsored by professional sports teams, 
leagues, and other entities interested in obtaining government subsidies for professional sports. 
These two categories of evidence use widely different methodologies, undergo different levels of 
scrutiny, and reach strikingly different conclusions. 

"Promotional" studies, primarily carried out by consultants hired by professional sports teams or 
their boosters, always conclude that building a new sports facility will add substantial sums to local 
income, often hundreds of millions of dollars each year, and will create many new jobs in the local 
economy. Sometimes the forecasted jobs created run into the thousands. Of course, all this 
additional income and employment is forecasted to substantially raise state and local tax revenues. 
Academic research on the economic impact of professional sports concludes that new facilities and 
franchises have either no measurable impact on local income and employment, or in some cases a 
small but negative impact on the local economy. 

"Promotional'' studies are economic forecasts. They . predict how much local income or 
employment will rise in the future, after a new facility is built, and perhaps a new team attracted to 
the city. These studies forecast the number of spectators that will attend games in the new facility, 
and use multipliers to funher estimate the wider impact of spectator's spending on the local 
economy. In economic jargon, they make use of "input-output" models to predict the total 
economic impact flowing from a sporting event. Put simply, they apply a multiplier - a scaling 
factor greater than one - to increase the forecasted direct economic activity associated with a 
sporting event to a larger number reflecting the forecasted total effect on the entire metropolitan 
economy. Since "promotional" economic impact studies are forecasts, they have the same inherent 



weaknesses as any other economic forecast, like a forecast of the growth rate of GDP over the next 
five years. But "promotional" economic impact studies always project a high degree of precision. 
Rather than being stated in terms of a predicted value plus or minus some margin of error, the 
forecasts in these studies are always a single number, implying a higher degree of precision than 
other economic forecasts, even though there is no evidence that they are more precise. 

_Academic research on the economic impact of professional sports is retrospective. Researchers 
begin with the historic performance of metropolitan economies, in terms of economic indicators lil<.e 
income, earnings, and employment, and use statistical methods to understand why the local 
economy performed the way that it did. ~-\lthough this approach is not e»."'Perimental in nature, there 
has been a tremendous amount of variation in the professional sports environment in metropolitan 
areas over the past thirty years which resembles the variation that an experiment might generate. 
Franchises moved; old facilities were torn down and new ones built; labor disputes resulted in the 
cancellation of large numbers of games, or even entire seasons in professional sports leagues. 
Academic research exploits this variation in the sports environment over time to understand the 
overall economic impact of professional sports on metropolitan economies. 

Unlike sports team owners and others with a vested interest in the sports industry, academic 
researchers do not stand to benefit financially from research on the economic impact of professional 
sports. The owner of a professional sports team could see the value of his franchise increase by 
hundreds of millions of dollars if the local government builds him a new facility using public funds. 
Local businesses near the new facility will see increases in their business. Local media companies 
may see increases in revenues due to increased interest in the new team in town. Local financial 
i...1stitutions that underwrite the bond issue used to finance construction earn millions in fees. i\..11 
stand to profit from a new publicly financed sports facility and all are interested io justifying these 
subsidies on the grounds of the tangible economic benefits created by sport. In contrast, journals 
that publish academic research on the economic impact of professional sports charge researchers 
submission fees to consider their papers for publication. They do not pay royalties to research who 
write the papers they publish. A researcher in this area has no personal financial stake in the 
outcome of the research. 

The most important clifference between evidence from academic research and evidence from 
"promotional" economic impact smdies is the degree of scruriny they undergo. "Promotional" 
studies are typically carried out by consultants. They are released with great fanfare in the local 
media, and typically get widespread coverage for a brief time. The press releases and sound bites 
associated with these studies are typically short on details and long on large round numbers. Very 
few people ever read the entire reports. The vast majority of these "promotional" studies disappear 
within a few days of their release. The methodology used in «promotional" smdies, and the results, 
are not reviewed or evaluated in any way. I do not know of a single instance where the predicted 
outcomes from a "promotional" economic impact study have been systematically evaluated for 
accuracy after a sports facility was completed. 

Io stark contrast, academic research on the economic impact of professional sport published in 
scholarly journals goes through a rigorous peer review process. In this process, the papers are 
distributed to other experts in the field, often stripped of identifying information about authorship, 
who are asked to anonymously evaluate the guality of the research. Academic economic impact 
studies judged as flawed or incompetently executed are not published. In some instances flaws 
judged as serious are removed from the paper ot revised to correct the deficiency. The peer-review 



process provides important oversight for research in this area, as other experts in the field have 
examined the methodology, data, and results in detail and found it tO be credible. 

It is imperative that those who make decisions on sports subsidies understand this important 
difference in the evidence about the economic impact of professional sports. Results that have been 
through the peer-review process should be given much more credence by decision makers than 
"promotional" economic impact studies. We do not make health policy decisions based solely on 
the claims of pharmaceutical companies, and we should not make decisions on subsidies for 
professional sports based solely on the claims made by professional sports team owners aod others 
proponents of these subsidies. 

The consensus conclusion that emerges from peer reviewed research on the economic impact of 
professional sports facilities and franchises on the urban economy is clear: professional sports are 
not an engine of economic growth. The contribution of professional sports to the economic 
wellbeing of American cities is negligible. Using sports subsidies to revitalize the economy in urban 
America is not sound economic policy. When cities decide to spend hundreds of millions of dollars 
of taxpayer's money to build new sports facilities for billionaire sports team owners and millionaire 
professional athletes, they are making poor economic policy decisions. This money would be better 
spent on activities with a higher overall return, like education, public health and safety, or 
infrastructure. 

However, professional sports clearly provide important non-economic benefits to urban America. 
The presence of a professional sports team is often said to bestOw "big league" status on a 
metropolitan area. The residents of American cities derive a great deal of civic pride and sense of 
community from the presence of home town professional sports teams. Rooting for the local team 
pwvides an important touchstone to the residents of American cities and brings together society in 
ways that few other civic institutions can. These factors are all important to American cities. To the 
extent that civic pride, "big league" status, and sense of community are important and valuable to 

the residents of American cities, the large public subsidies for the construction and operation of 
professional sports facilities may be justified. 

Although professional sports cannot revitalize the economies in American cities, they may be able ro 
revitalize the residents of American cities, and improve the quality of life in urban America. 
However, valuing "big league" starus and professional sports' comribucion to the sense of 
community in urban America is difficult to value, in monetary terms. The limited amount of 
existing academic research on valuing the non-monetary benefits generated by professional sports 
suggests that the value placed on these intangibles by the residents of American cities is not as large 
as the subsidies, but more research is clearly needed in this area. 

Professional sports facilities and franchises may generate one specific type of non-traded economic 
benefit. Evidence from recent economic research, some of it not yet peer-reviewed, suggests that 
residential property values may be higher in cities with professional sports teams. If this turns out to 
be the case - and at this point the evidence is both mixed and preliminary- then some subsidies for 
the construction and operation of professional sports facilities may be justified on economic ground. 
However, the overall effect of higher residential property values on social welfare, particularly on the 
social welfare of lower income groups, is unclear, even if spons facilities can raise property tax 

revenues. 



WI?J Do We Continue to Subsidize Professional Sports Facili!J' Construction and Operation? 

The process of determining how much to subsidize the construction and operation of professional 
sports facilities involves a complex negotiation between many different groups: team owners, state 
and local politicians, local businesses, and taxpayers, including team fans. Sometimes the process 
includes one or more referendums on these subsidies, but the referendum process is not a perfect 
vehicle for the determination of subsidies. 

No matter how they are determined, cities have shown a willingness to provide these subsidies in the 
past, and continue to provide them today. Why does this continue to happen? Cities may continue 
to subsidize sports facility construction because the non-pecuniary benefits outweigh the costs in 
taxpayers' minds. They may continue because proponents of these subsidies are more successful in 
publicizing the results of their "promotional" economic impact studies than academics are in 
publicizing their research, leading taxpayers and other decision makers to make ill-informed choices. 
Local politicians and other elites may derive more private benefits from professional sports than the 
cost to ta}..'Payers and take action to force them on unwilling taXpayers. 

Whatever the reason, it is important to realize that government policies, including government 
economic policies, have an important impact on the relative amount of influence that each of these 
groups is able to bring to bear during the negotiation over subsidies for sports facility construction 
and operation. In particular, the anti-trust protection that this Congress has extended to 
professional sports leagues provides the owners of professional sports teams with a clear upper hand 
in these negotiations, and clearly increases the size of the subsidies that professional sports are able 
to extract from state and local govero.1nent. 

The anti-trust protection extended to professional sports leagues by the Congress allows sports 
leagues to operate as effective monopolies, or cartels in economic terms. Sports leagues behave 
exacdy like economic theory predicts that cartels will behave: they restrict output in order to earn 
profits above the level that would prevail if there were competition in the market for professional 
sports franchises. Restricting the number of franchises means that cities that could support a 
professional sports team cannot have one. It also implies a loss of social welfare for the :residents of 
cities that want a professional sports ream but cannot get one because of leagues' monopoly power. 
This explains why Los Angeles has been without a National Football League team for over a decade. 
It also explains why the London, E ngland metropolitan area, \vith a population of 7.5 million in 
2005, can support nine professional soccer teams at the top leve~ and scores more professional 
soccer teams at lower levels of competition, while the metropolitan New York area, population 18.7 
million in 2005, is home to only nine top-level North American professional sports teams. 
Professional soccer in the U .K operates under a promotion and relegation system that allows 
freedom of entry into the professional sports team market. 

American professional sports leagues do not. Professional sports leagues in the U.S. operate as 
cartels, thanks to the special anti-trust protection· provided ro these leagues by Congress. The 
artificial scarcity of professional sports teams generated by this anti-trust protection means that the 
o·wner of any professional sports team will always have a viable alternative city to threaten to move 
to when negotiating for a new publicly financed stadium or arena. The possibility of a team moving 
to another city provides sports team owners with a huge advantage when negotiating for spans 
facility construction subsidies, and allows team owners to continue to extract subsidies, even though 
they are not justified on the basis of tangible economic returns to the ta..xpayers who provide them. 



Thanksgiving - Gi ft wrap 
Bike Build - Adopt a family 

2007 



County of Santa Clara 
Office of tE1e Board of Supervisors 
County Govemment Cenrer, East Wing 
70 vVes r Hedding Street, 1Oth Floor 
san Jose. California 95 1 1 o 
(408) 299·504-0 
Fax: (408 1 299-2038 TOO 993 -8272 

Vvvvw.supervlsoryeager.org 

Ken Yeager 
Supervisor Fourth Distric t 

January 15,2008 

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council of the City of Santa Clara: 

I would like to compliment the Santa Clara City Council and the Santa Clara City staff on 
their careful and thorough effort to study the feasibility of a stadium for the 49ers football 
team. I am sorry I could not be with you tonight to testify in person. 

After reviewing a great deal of the available reports and information, I want to add my 
full support and endorsement of your staff's conclusion that a new stadium in Santa Clara 
for the 49ers is feasible. 

A multipurpose stadium for football and other uses in Santa Clara will be a boost to the 
local and regional economy- expert studies clearly demonstrate this. The short-term and 
long-term jobs created will be a welcome addition to our area's job market- both during 
construction and once the stadium is built. And the city's fiscal investment package 
outlined by staff makes use of public funds to invest in the stadium that will not impact 
the General Fund of the city or create new tax burdens on local residents. 

I join with many others in the community and urge the council to approve the feasibility 
of the stadium and to move forward to make this idea a reality. 

Sincerely, 

!5v~rcrAr 
Supervisor, Fourth District 

, 
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FROM THE AUTHOR OF THE NEW YORK TIMES BESTSELLER PERFECTL Y LEGAL 

HOW THE WEALTHIEST AMERICANS ENRICH THEMSELVES 
AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE (AND STICK YOU WITH THE BILL) 

Pulitzer Prize- Winning Reporter 

DAVID CAY 
JOHNSTON 
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John Heagerty 

From: Jeff Porto [jeff@getcatapult.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 4:05 PM 

To: John Heagerty 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Fiscalini letter.doc 

Here you go John. Thank you. See you at the meeting.-Jeff 

January 15, 2008 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Page 1 of 1 

As a former San Jose vice mayor, I applaud how deliberate and thoughtful you have been 
as you analyze the San Francisco 49ers proposal for a stadium in Santa Clara. Further, 
I'm impressed that your city staff has identified ways to make a public investment in the 
stadium without resorting to the general fund or new taxes. 
This is an important project for the city of Santa Clara and the region- one that will yield 
major economic benefits to many of our cities. The location is near ideal with terrific 
access to the proposed site and little impact on neighborhoods. 

As a former school superintendent, I am also grateful to know that Santa Clara Unified 
School District will see a major fmancial benefit from a new stadium because of your 
redevelopment agency's 11pass through, payments. As we read about the state budget 
difficulties and the discussion of draconian cuts to the education budget, I'm encouraged 
that a major local redevelopment project could benefit local schools in a substantial way. 

I urge you to continue the process tonight as you vote on the recommendation city staff 
has made to enter negotiations with the 49ers. We seized the opportunity twenty years 
ago to build the Arena in San Jose. We know the facility1

S benefits, both tangible and 
intangible, and have not regretted the decision one bit. You can repeat a similar success 
in Santa Clara. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Fiscalini 

1/ 15/2008 
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Anoth·er vie\iv 

City of Santa Clara should play ball 
with the 49ers on stadium project 

By Donald Von Raesfeld, Gary Gillmor 
and larry Marsalli 

Santa Clara has been building for 
its future since. the Soviet Union 
launched Sputnik, igniting the space 
race that spawned Silicon Valley. For 
the past half-century, the city's elect­
ed leaders made decisions that envi­
sioned Santa Clara as a vibrant com­
munity with a quality of life wuike 
anywhere else in the Bay Area. 

Now, Santa Clara has the opportu­
nity to take a great stride to fulfill 
that vision - an NFL stadium. It 
would be the perfect culmination of 
what we have been working so hard 
to create. 

How modern Santa Clara came to 
be may help people understand why 
we and several other former council 
members and mayors are so enthusi­
astic about the stadium project. 

In the late 1950s, Santa Clara was a 
combination of residential and agri­
cultural land. As the population be­
gan· to rise, some developers looked 
at the city-'s open land and proposed 
building single-family homes. But city 
leaders knew such development 
would create an imbalance in the t<L'<: 
base, and t he city wouldn't be able to 
afford city services, including 
schools, needed by those homes. 

So we made a controversial deci­
l sion, one that drew substantial oppo­
sition, to use that land instead for in-

DONALD VON RAESFELD is a former Santa 
Clara city manager. mayor pro tern and city 
councilman. G.ARY GILLMDR and LARRY 
MARSALLI are former Santa Clara mayor pro 
terns and city councilmen. They wrote this artic:e 
for the Mercury News. 

dustrial and research and develop­
ment, to provide jobs and a 
long-term, substantial tax base for 
the city's residents. Today, that deci­
sivn has proved correct. 

Later, Santa Clara's municipal 
electric utility came under buyout 
pressure from PG&E. Again. city 
leaders made a controversial decision 
to invest in hydroelectric power and 
land for future power generation. As 
a result, we're one of the greenest cit-

Investing in an NFL stadium is 
consistent with Santa Clara's 
vision and will also provide a 
long-term return for the city. 

ies around \vith our use of wind, geo­
thermal and hydropower. 

When the city loaned the state the 
funds to construct the interchange at 
Highway 101 and Great America 
Parkway, there was no direct "re­
tmn." The access provided by the in­
terchange, however, was a practical 
opening up of that land to jobs, eco­
nomic activity and taxes for the city 
- an outstanding return. 

Creating the redevelopment agen­
cy helped us ensure Great America 
wasn't converted into office build­
ings, but remained a designated en­
tertainment zone ;vith a theme park, 
a convention center, a golf comse, 
soccer fields - and, now, the poten­
tial for an NFL stadium. 

A$ city leaders, we were not fo­
cused on the direct economic return 
when we evaluated RDA investments 
- that narrow measmement would 

have prevented many of our RDA in­
vestment s and been a huge disservice 
to the future of Santa Clara. 

Instead, with an eye on the long 
term, we used creative financing and 
took some risks to stimulate public 
and private development that has to­
day resulted in billions of do!b~·s 
worth of value and made Santa Clara 
the envy of Silicon Valley, with police, 
fire, schools and parks second to 
none. 

A city investment in an NFL stadi­
um is consistent with Santa Clara's 
vision and will provide an incredible 
long-term return for the city. 

The direct economic impact of the 
stadium and the 49ers operations 
could represent some $1.7 billion over 
30 years. Add thousands of jobs. 
helping businesses large and small as 
well as residents. Millions in ta.'<: dol­
lars.' "Will flow to the city's coffers, 
helping to keep those top-notch city 
services running. And the city will 
become the owner of a valuable stadi­
um that can host profitable events. 

And there are the intangibles of 
having the most popular sport in the 
nation playing in our city. Our city 
will become a destination and a regu­
lar sight on national television. Peo­
ple from all over the country will 
come to Santa Clara to attend events 
and see the kind of city that its lead­
ers and citizens have created. Major 
local businesses will see this as a 
great amenity to help recruit and re­
tain professionals to live and work in 
our community. 

This can all be done 'Nithout new 
taxes on citizens, without tapping the 
general fund and without increasing 
utility rates. 
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Dirc.:-t bt..ndits md11d~ the ,trro:;s revenue:;, ~mploymcnt and p ayroll \I f lhl! bru;incS-s. lndircc1. impa¢t~ ate 
a:>sociatet.l "i th bu. lll!.'!>M!~ do\\ n the ;;upply chain (rom the business cxpcncndng- the d irect impact. (.}!li ce 
h!'ll.lnb. as .tn cx:tmplt:, nught also employ COnlr~1ctc<1 scnrices like accounting and legal or other s uppliers. 
liltluc<.-d benefits ~re the household c>.pcmiitUJe impncts of dir~,;.Cl ;,mJ indirect employ~es when the 
cmr loyccs aud contrnctcd sCf\'ice suppon t.:mployees spend lhcir~ammgs in the loc~ll economy. 

Economic bcnct11s generated by a rctarl ' .:ntcrtainment project on the S{;.~d\um sire are apprmu matcly 35% to 
40"n grc.lter than the stac.bum and art! t 5"u to 30~o oftht: <>fficc ait~malin: due to factors includtng ]ower 
dev-elopment mtensity <ltld Jow~r n' ·rage" cconoJu.ic activity and ~arning.s per employee w1th reta!l in 
t..:omp~mson lo office. 

l'hc ahemauves Jn: assumed to bl: constmctcJ on tlu~ same 1 S tc-rt"!> as lht: proposed stadium. As wuh th" 
sLuhum. it i:; anlidpa!crl lhot the rontcntplntcJ parking !,'ltrage '' oul~l be rctJUin:d wjth both a.ltcrnali\·es in 
order to prO\ ide l ~l'lacen'lcnt parkin.; lor c~Jar Fair. Parking for the uses is a.ssttrn~d to l>c oo~sJh.:. 'Cnlikc 
the stadium. public infrm;tructurc ~..:osts beyond replaccmenl parking arc anticipa ted to h~ mmim .. l \\ ith th~: 
;tlt~mau•~,~,.:s Bot h :dternati\ c:. would be antictpalcu to pay ground rent to tbc City in cousidemtion fur a long 
term lea::!.! uf lhc .sJle co•-. ,, ·rt.:nt '' tth C 1ty practice. 

Benefit. , -'OC-iatcd with Ih~ rct.ail c1H~rtauuuent use were cslimated using a s1milar methodology •.md t.ht: 
same .tMPLAJ'. V1 propnctary cconomdric model) mllllipliers H .. 'i <lpplil!ll by CS&L for th<.' ., is1tor retail 
spem.ltug component of their onal) ~is. FCir the o ffice building .. appli(;able lMPU\N multtpl i ~rs wen: not 
prodded hy CS&L. so dirL"ct b.:ncfiLs w~re cshm<Ued using .l rough but ~nnsenatl\ e altcmnli,·e approach. 
Direct t:mployment \Va.~ estimated b~cd n employrm."flt densitie-s lypic:-~i of office buildiugs. Estimated 
ofllc~ Gmplo:-meo! has bt!en COn\'Crted to fil[} timl: for {0Jnp:uison purposes (from full and p:lrt time i.!S 
pr~\'iCi usly presented) u~ing the S<~mt: 9011

·, full time eql1ivalcm factor recommended by C..<:&L P¢rsonal 
cam irl;:iS. were cslimatcd basctl on an ~~uml.!t! average annual compcnsatton. Economic actt' it) \VJS 
" 1imc.t~d h~ed on ratio of payroll to gross receipts dcrhcJ from the :!()02 Econom1c Census. 

Com pen ·mion of cmt:>lO)ml!nl gcncr.nt:d b} the st.tdium and ret::ul ~ntertainmcnt uses j cs11matcd .tl 
S33 .onn ~md '532Jl00 per year n.::.pccllvd) (average a.nnunhz;;d full 11m · compen.sauon ). Amounl" "ere. 
computt!d I rom prOJC~tcd personal e.tmings. and the numb~r of foll tim<.! emplo)t.>cs. For the office proJCCl. 
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~G:CEIVED 

JAN 15 2008 

January 1 S, 2008 

The Santa Clara City Council 

RE: SF 49rs Stadium Vote 

;m; Clerk's Office 
C1ty of Santa Clara 

f will be extremely disappointed and will find you all civic ally irrespons1ble if you do not 
take into consideration ALL of the citizens of Santa Clara by allowing them the 
oppo1tunity to vote on this important fiscal issue and placing it on a ballot. 

If you go ahead and proceed wjth your intent based upon your pO\.ver to have the San 
Francisco Forty Niners to come to our city, turn it upside down financially for years to 
come and change the climate and nature of our fine t0'-'-'11 v.-ithout letting the city, as a 
whole, pcuticipate in the decision making process, I shall forever hold all of you in 
contempt of your offices. 

Furthermore, if any of you who decide to vote and bypass the democratic process (I can 
only imagine for yow- o·wn financial gain working for the 49rs in some capacity in the: 
near future) r will make sure to always make note ohvhere you are planning to go, so I 
can avoid fallout from other selfish and obviously biased decisions in other cities & 
arenas. 

Sincerely, 

~yfc~~ 
2355 Cimanon Dri\'e 
Santa Clara, CA 95051 
rozane@nickandrozane.com 




