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The purpose of this bulletin is to discuss cost effective ways to estimating the economic 
impacts of community events that draw attendance from regions outside of the host 
community.  There are many options for estimating economic impacts of events, ranging 
from simplistic methods based on expert judgment, to stringent use of surveys and impact 
assessment models.  This bulletin discusses a range of options and borrows heavily from 
the work of Daniel J. Stynes (1999).  This bulletin differs from Daniel J. Stynes’ bulletins 
which discusse estimation methods of tourism activity, by focusing on estimating 
individual events rather than assessing impacts of all tourist activities.   
 
This bulletin defines an event as any event that takes place within discrete intervals as 
opposed to a constantly occurring attraction such as a museum.  However, the definition 
of an event should be flexible enough to accommodate limited time exhibits or special 
events at existing venues such as a traveling exhibit hosted at a local museum or library.  
Recurring events such as weekend open markets and continuous attractions will generally 
require a different process of evaluation for estimating their economic impacts.  Such 
impacts are generally categorized as tourism impacts (see for example; Stynes 1999).   
 
Organizations of all types have faced increasing pressure to be accountable for their 
programs with respect to their impact on economic development.  Hosts of events such as 
conferences, festivals, and other special events are often requested to provide an 
economic impact assessment of their events on the local community in return for 
community support.  Such evaluations are becoming more commonplace today (Woods 
and Barta 2002) and have been applied to state fairs, arts shows, entertainment events, 
livestock shows, and sporting events, to name a few.    
 
The following bulletin describes the methodology for estimating the local economic 
impact of tourist events.  The presentation is delineated by first:  

 Defining the concept of economic impact 
 Describing methodologies for measuring economic impacts. 
 

This bulletin emphasizes the methods toward estimating direct effects and summarizes 
the method of transforming visitor spending into community-wide economic impacts.  
Much of the latter is covered in Daniel J. Stynes’ bulletins on conducting tourist impact 
studies. 
 
The bulletin first describes what is meant by an economic impact.  This is followed by a 
detailed introduction to methods of obtaining direct impacts of visitor spending including 
a discussion of surveying event attendees.  It concludes with a brief discussion of how 
those direct impacts are used to form overall community impacts.  

Economic Impacts 
Economic impact studies provide a dollar-value assessment of an event, attraction, 
business or industry.  Such dollar-valued impacts are derived from three separate 
components.  The direct impact measures the direct or actual revenues generated by the 
activity including the local spending by participants throughout the community.  It is 
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important to note where the revenues come from as well as where the revenues are 
expected to go. 
 
Directing consideration to only revenues generated by event patrons or spectators, only 
those patron purchases from visitors outside of the community should be considered as 
producing a direct effect.  For simplicity, we will denote those visitors from outside the 
local community as tourists generated by the event.  These tourist-related purchases 
represent an influx of wealth to the community, while revenues generated from local 
residents represent a recirculation of existing wealth within the community.  Hence 
purchases of tickets, restaurant meals, groceries and souvenirs, for example, should be 
delineated between purchases by tourist and purchases by local residents.  Local residents 
who spend money outside of their home community produce a leakage by transferring 
wealth away from the community.  Therefore events that entice local residents to remain 
in the community also contribute to the community’s economy.   
 
Turning to events that draw in tourist exhibitors, the analyst should take similar note from 
where these vendors arrive.  Outside vendors will make local purchases of goods and 
services during their stay.  These local purchases of tourist-vendors represent wealth 
transfers from outside the region to the local community.   
 
Vendor revenues should also be considered.  Revenues earned by vendors who live 
outside of the community are likely to leave the region, having little impact on the local 
economy.  Alternatively, sales by vendors residing within the community are likely to 
produce a measurable impact on the local economy.   
 
These direct revenues, representing net wealth inflows, will drive a second impact known 
as the indirect impact.  The indirect impact represents additional input purchases made 
by local businesses (not necessarily involved in the event) as a result of the direct impact.  
To exemplify, tourist participants purchase meals in local restaurants that in turn prompt 
local restaurant owners to purchase more inputs from suppliers and hire more workers.  A 
proportion of the revenues will go toward the purchase of inputs supplied by local 
businesses.  These local businesses similarly re-spend a proportion of their revenues 
within the community.  This process continues until the amount re-spent diminishes.   
 
The final impact is the induced impact, which is created when local business owners, 
suppliers, and employees spend the additional income that they earned as a result of the 
direct and induced impacts.  Similar to the indirect impact, only a portion of their income 
will be re-spent in the local economy.  Recipients of this income will, in turn, re-spend a 
portion of it locally until the total amount re-spent diminishes.   
 
The indirect and induced impacts replicate throughout the local economy, creating a 
multiplicative effect.  Hence, the total local impact is a multiple of the direct effect.  This 
multiple impact always takes a value greater than one and represents the sum of the 
direct, indirect, and induced impacts or,   
 



 3



































Impact

Induced

Impact

Indirect

Impact

Direct

Impact

Total
. 

 
In practice, the total impact is calculated as a multiple of the direct effect as, 
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Multipliers are generally provided through expert judgment, a third-party provider, or a 
model for impact assessment like IMPLAN Pro or the Michigan Tourism Economic 
Impact Calculator (MITEIM).1  The economic structures that give rise to the multiplier 
are complex and generally require specialized computer software for estimates.  The 
remainder of this bulletin describes the process of collecting estimates of the direct 
effects necessary for an estimate of the total economic impact of community events.   
 
Large communities with diverse economies are likely to have larger multipliers than 
smaller communities because a larger proportion of indirect and induced expenditures 
will be spent locally the larger the local economy.  Expenditures outside of the 
community are termed leakages, because they result in wealth transfers outside of the 
community.  Each industry within any given region is likely to produce different 
multipliers depending on the availability of inputs for that industry within the 
community.   
 
IMPLAN Pro is a common source of such multipliers.  The IMPLAN Pro system 
provides multiplier estimates at the county level of aggregation for up to 509 industries 
(Appendix A) through a series of equations relating local economic spending to total 
regional production.  Such estimates provide best approximations to actual impact 
multipliers using actual and estimated local information.  One benefit of the IMPLAN 
Pro system is that it provides estimates of total regional sales, employment and earnings 
attributed to the event from single input values.2   
 
A second option that provides similar impact multipliers is provided by the United States 
Department of Commerce RIMS II regional multipliers.3  The RIMS II system allows the 
analyst to combine sales into employment terms and earnings terms.  Thus allows the 
calculation of total sales, earnings and employment impacts.   
 
Thirdly, the Michigan Tourism Spending and Economic Impact Model provided by 
Daniel J. Stynes, of Michigan State University, is based on the IMPLAN Pro multipliers.  
The MITEIM expands on the IMPLAN model by formulating impacts specific to tourism 

                                                 
1 For information on the Michigan Tourism Economic Impact Calculator go to the following web link; 
http://www.msu.edu/course/prr/840/econimpact/michigan/ecimpest.html.  
2 The Center for Economic Analysis can provide event impacts through the IMPLAN Pro system.   
3 The US Department of Commerce’s RIMS II multipliers can be purchased at the county level at the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis website http://bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  
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behavior.  It also adds a tax impact assessment that better represents Michigan tax 
revenues than the IMPLAN Pro system.   

Estimating the Direct Impacts of a Community Event 
Accurate estimates of the direct impacts of an event are pivotal to providing an accurate 
estimate of the total impact of that event.  An event evaluation may produce more than 
one direct impact.  There is the direct impact of the facilities preparation, the direct 
impact of patron spending and the direct impact of vendors and exhibitors.  A 
complete impact assessment will account for all direct impacts.  However, it may not be 
advisable to pursue all sources of direct impacts.  Many event impact studies focus on 
patron spending while overlooking vendor impacts and facilities preparation impacts.  
Depending on the event, patron spending may be the only viable economic impact.  
Omitting any positive direct impact will ultimately lead to conservative impacts.  
However, the cost of collecting data necessary to estimate all impacts may outweigh the 
expected benefit of greater completeness.  This issue must be addressed by evaluators 
before designing the impact evaluation.  

Facilities Preparation  
Direct impact of facilities preparation represents the additional activity necessary to 
prepare the site for the event.  If the event in question is a rodeo, for example, there will 
be set-up costs incurred by the facilities owner including supplying wood shavings for 
livestock bedding, hauling dirt to cover the arena floor, fencing, and other expenses.  
Many of these requisite products and services will be purchased from local vendors.   
 
The direct impact of facilities preparation may be the easiest impact to measure.  
Generally, the facilities owner or manager will be able to provide receipts of the 
necessary expenditures for event preparation.  If details of expenditures are available, this 
detail will provide greater accuracy of the total impact.  Since industries within a given 
community will have different multipliers, expenditures can be allocated to their 
respective industry if sufficient detail is provided.  Greater expenditure detail allows 
greater multiplier accuracy.   
 
Next the analysis must take into consideration that not all of the purchases of facility 
preparation will be made from local providers.  Only purchases of locally provided 
preparation material and services should be used in forming the direct impact of site 
preparation.  Generally, the location of vendors can be ascertained from receipts.  For 
example, tent equipment and setup may be purchased from a vendor in a surrounding 
community, while tables and folding chairs may be provided locally.  Expenditures for 
the tables and folding chairs should be accounted for as part of the direct impact of site 
preparation.  Since payment for tent rental and setup went to an out-of-community 
vendor, this component of the setup expense will not contribute to the community’s 
economy.  In the rare event that it is not possible to discern locally provided goods and 
services from those provided from outside vendors, use expert judgment. 
 
Evaluators should be mindful of non-priced donations and in-kind transactions.  Many 
groups volunteer time, effort and material toward community events that are often 
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overlooked in calculating economic impacts.  Furthermore, sponsors may contribute to 
the event by supplying products and services at a reduced price or for free.  Evaluators 
should be mindful of these potential impacts.  Volunteer hours should be assessed against 
estimates of the dollar value of volunteer work.  In-kind transactions should be valued at 
the selling-price and subject to the same adjustments described below that include 
adjustment for local capture rates and exclusion of transactions outside of the local 
community.   

Estimating Patron Spending Impacts 
Patron expenditures require greater involvement on behalf of evaluators.  The economic 
impact of tourist patron spending is generally calculated on a per-visit, or per-party visit 
basis as, 
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This suggests three measurements necessary for forming an economic impact evaluation 
of visitors (Stynes 1999): 

1. Estimate the number of tourist patron/parties attending the event 
2. Estimate the average expenditures of tourist patrons/parties 
3. Estimate the multiplier that reflects the secondary impacts of patron expenditures. 

 
The next section focuses on estimating the total number of patrons/parties, while the 
subsequent section discusses estimating spending.  Much of the discussion on applying 
correct multipliers to spending profiles will be directed to other sources.  However, a 
section is introduced toward the end to discuss the options for estimating the multiplier. 

Estimating the Number of Attendees  
There exist a number of methods to estimating the total number of attendees at events.  
Unfortunately, not all the methods work for every situation.  Gated events, where the 
event takes place in a venue with controlled access, allows attendance counts at the point 
of entry.  Patrons can be counted at the point of entry or by ticket sales where the event 
requires admission.  Unfortunately, many community events are open to the public and 
take place in venues such as public parks or downtown areas where no such controlled 
access points are possible.  Indirect methods to gain attendance counts are required for 
such events.   
 
The challenge of quantifying the number of visitors is expounded when the event is a 
multi-venue event as apposed to a single-venue event.  Single-venue events isolate all 
activities in a single site or an area that is contiguous.  Such sites include the county 
fairgrounds or parks that have specified locations for activities.  Multi-venue events 
spread activities over non-contiguous areas.  A music festival with both indoor and 
outdoor stages located throughout the event region is an example of a multi-venue event.  
Attendance estimates of multi-venue events are considerably more complex and may 
required concerted efforts of many surveyors.   
 
While multiple methods are available to estimate attendance counts, this bulletin focuses 
on a single approach augmented by other options.  The proposed approach is to break the 



 6

event grounds into manageable areas.  Once the areas have been defined, a simple 
estimate of the density of the crowd is recorded, from a scale of 0 to 10 for each 
predefined area.  This density scale is compared to how many individuals can 
comfortably co-inhabit the area to get an estimate of total number of individuals in the 
predefined area.  All area estimates are added together to get a total count.  This method, 
while simple suffers several shortcomings.   
 
A detailed map of the event grounds having appropriate scale will be needed.  Figure 1 
helps exemplify.  Each grid in Figure 1 represents a square 100-foot area.  Field counters 
can focus on a manageable region that’s delineable from areas to be counted by other 
field counters.  Each field counter is assigned a number of grids for counting.  
Furthermore, counting should be concurrent so that all field minimize the chance of 
double counting migrating attendees.  Counters may need to estimate counts based on 
denseness of patrons within the grid for large or dense crowds.   
 
One of the most significant shortfalls of taking such counts is that some attendees may 
not remain on the event grounds during the count, or others may get double counted.  If 
two such counts are created at different times of the same day, some double counting of 
participants may take place and some method must be employed to avoid double 

counting.  One method is to add a time and date of attendance to participant surveys that 
allows the evaluator a way to proportion the total patrons that are likely to be double 
counted.  Total counts will be adjusted accordingly.  Also, it may be beneficial to 

Figure 1: Grid Map of Event Grounds 
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estimate the peak time of day attendance beforehand and conduct a single count at that 
time.  However, this has the potential risk of providing a most conservative estimate as 
some attendees will be on the grounds only before or after this count4.   
 
Attendance counts may be used along with other approaches to gauge event participation.  
Comparing expert judgment, concession sales figures and vehicle counts will help 
pinpoint an accurate estimate of total event attendance.  For example, taking the total 
concession receipts divided by the estimated total attendance provides an expected 
concession expense per attendee.  Attendance per vehicle can also be used with vehicle 
counts.  These figures can be used as a check for reasonableness.  If either number 
appears out of line, the evaluation administrator should seek to resolve the discrepancy.   

Estimating the Direct Impact of Attendee Spending with Visitor Surveys 
To get the direct impact of patron expenditures, two measures are required.  First an 
estimate of the number of attendees that come from outside of the community must be 
separated from those that come from within the community.  Recall that local impacts 
require the injection of outside revenue to the local economy or prevention of local 
revenue from being spent outside of the community.  Hence, simply estimating total 
attendance times expenditures will likely over estimate the impact of the event.   
 
Expert judgment can be used to breakout tourist attendance from local attendance and is 
more common for events where ticketed admission is not possible.  It may be preferable 
to conduct a separate tally of local versus tourist attendees to derive weights, but the 
added cost of conducting a separate tally and a detailed survey may not outweigh the 
convenience of collecting both the proportion of attendees that are tourist patrons and the 
spending estimates simultaneously.  Surveys provide the means to do both 
simultaneously.   
 
The general approach of surveys is to take a sample of the total number of attendees that 
will represent all attendees.  A sample is a sub-set of the total number of people that 
could otherwise be surveyed.  Surveys generally rely on samples because samples require 
less time and expense to survey than the total population of attendees.   
 
Samples should be random.  This is another way of saying that the survey respondents 
should all have an equal chance of being selected.  If the sample is not random, there is a 
risk that some systematic bias may be introduced in the result.  For example, if 
interviewers avoid approaching patrons with children, then an unrepresentative 
concentration of childless profiles will be collected that does not fully reflect the 
spending of the typical event attendee.   
 
Representative sample selection at events can be difficult.  If samples are only collected 
at a single location, then not all attendees will have an equal chance of being surveyed.  
For example, if the interview booth is located next to a particular attraction, say a concert 

                                                 
4 For a complete treatment on estimating visitors see the Research Resolutions & Consulting Ltd. document 
entitled Guidelines: Survey Procedures for Assessment of On-Site Spending at Ungated or Open Access 
Events and Festivals at http://www.tourismbc.com/pdf/Guidelines%20On-site%20Ungated%20Events.pdf.  
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stage, then there is a greater concentration of music enthusiasts in the sampling area.  
Depending on the act and the overall attendance at the event, these individuals may not 
be representative of the overall event patrons.  Also, people who attend the event longer 
have a greater chance of being surveyed.  This is likely to under-represent those event 
patrons who attend for a short period of time.  Surveying or interviewing at the points of 
entry will likely reduce the chance that the survey sample is overly weighted by patrons 
who spend more time at the event.  Parties that spend a small amount of time at the event 
are equally likely to be surveyed as patrons that spend a significant time at the event at 
the point of entry or exit.  However, patrons around the entry point are more likely to be 
heading to a desired destination and less likely to volunteer for the survey.  Hence, 
surveying at entry points may require a greater amount of effort to get a sufficient 
number of surveys for the evaluation goals.  Evaluator may consider selecting key entry 
areas as well as internal areas where event attendees are more likely to be approachable 
by surveyors. 
 
Evaluators may want to separate spending patterns of those attending the event on 
multiple days from those making a single day visit.  With representative sampling, no 
weights are required to be applied to responses.  Weights are used so that a single 
estimate is weighted such that responses of particular groups are extrapolated to reflect 
the true proportion of the population visitors that fit that group.  With representative 
samples, each party type has an equal chance of being selected for an interview.  Hence, 
if it is found that 20 percent of the tourist patrons indicate that they will stay overnight 
and 80 percent indicate they will not, the weights are inherent in the proportions as they 
are reported.  Furthermore, if 10 percent of the respondents indicate that they are from 
out of town and 90 percent indicate that they are local residents, then 10 percent of the 
total counts should be considered from out of town.   
 
For example, assume that the event counts produce the unusually nice round number of 
1,000 patrons.  From the above examples, the total number of tourist-patrons is easily 
determined to be 100 as 10 percent of 1,000.  Of those 100 tourist patrons, 20 (20 percent 
of 100) intend to stay the night.  The survey, with the right questions and counts, provides 
the necessary delineation of attendees to deduce which produce an economic impact on 
the community if a representative random sample is collected.   
 
Visitor surveys can provide valuable insights to visitor expenditures at local events as 
well as visitor characteristics.  Such information provides information useable for 
forming economic impact evaluations of attendees and may be useful for future 
marketing efforts of local area events.  A carefully designed and administered visitor 
survey can provide very accurate and useful information.  However, surveys that are not 
carefully designed or are improperly conducted can provide information that is inaccurate 
and even misleading (Leones 1998). 
 
It may be tempting to only survey tourist patrons, since only tourist spending is relevant 
to the local economic impact of the event.  However, doing so negates the ability to 
accurately apportion total attendance into tourist and local components.  Withholding 
local resident survey responses will cause the evaluation to overstate the proportion of 
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total attendees that are tourist.  For example, if 10,000 attendees are estimated, a 
representative sample survey of attendees show that 30 percent of those surveyed were 
tourist patrons, and the average tourist patron spent $100 over the course of their visits, 
then the total direct impact is, 

100$30.000,10000,300$  . 

Or more succinctly, 3,000 tourist patrons spent $100 each.  If on the other hand, when 
survey takers avoid counting local patrons by filtering out local attendees before 
administering the survey, then the proportion of surveyed attendees will be higher than 30 
percent to, let us say 60 percent.  The total direct impact assuming all else constant would 
be overstated as,  

100$60.000,10000,600$  . 

Furthermore, surveys of local attendees may be desired if the local attendees choose to 
stay in the community to attend the event rather than travel outside of the community for 
an alternative out-of-town event.  In which case, the event saved a measurable loss of 
community economic activity by enticing local residents to spend locally rather than 
outside of the region.  

Surveys  
Visitor surveys can be self administered or surveyor administered as interviews.  They 
can be conducted at the event, prior to or after the event.  They can also be conducting at 
multiple times with the same respondent; possibly during and after the event.  This 
section provides basic information about conducting visitor surveys and describes 
strengths and weaknesses of various methods of collecting visitor surveys.  A sample 
visitor survey is provided in Appendix B.   
 
Surveys are very flexible means of collecting detailed information about patrons, their 
experiences at the event, and how much they intend to spend or spent within the 
community during their visit.  Surveys do require a great deal of planning however.   
 
Borrowing from Julie Leones’ guide to designing visitor surveys5, the first task is to 
define the main purpose of the survey.  For our purposes, the principal goal of the survey 
is to determine how much direct expenditures are created within the local community 
because of an event.  A two-fold schema is necessary to create such measures.  An 
accurate count of total visitors is required as described above.  This count must also be 
delineated between local and tourist attendance.  Hence any event impact survey must ask 
the respondent where they live.  Also, spending profiles of attendees are required to 
ascertain how visitors spend money within the community.  Other goals may be 
associated with the survey to help event planners better market this event.  Such 
additional goals may include: 

 Identifying where else visitors go outside of the community 
 Understanding visitor characteristics for marketing purposes such as 

                                                 
5 See Leones, J. (1998). A Guide to Designing and Conducting Visitor Surveys. Tucson, Arizona, Arizona 
Cooperative Extension. At http://cals.arizona.edu/pubs/marketing/az1056/ 
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o Age 
o If traveling with family 
o Income levels 
o Hobbies and other interests 
o Their primary purpose for visiting the community 

 Gaining feedback from visitors about desired improvements they feel are 
important 

 Determining how many visitors stay overnight. 
 
Other interest that suits the needs of the community can be added.  However, it should be 
strongly noted that questions of interest that are not vital to the overall goals of the 
evaluation should be scrutinized severely.  Overly ambitious surveys have the potential to 
alienate survey respondents (Posavic and Carey 1997).   
 
The necessary sample size of the survey depends on the information, scope, and rigor the 
evaluation is to take.  The scope of the survey confers the extent of information that is 
desired.  The simplest scope is to assess the simple total economic impact over all 
attendees.  More complex designs may seek to quantify the difference in spending 
patterns amongst attendees.  We will maintain focus on the simple economic impact over 
all attendees.   
 
If the goal of the survey is to sustain scientific rigor, a larger sample size is generally 
necessary to gain a representative sample of the population of event patrons.  A 
generalized approach to estimating the necessary sample size is provided by Snedecor 
and Cochran (1989).  First, the anticipated variance of the total expenditures is necessary.  
Prior studies can be used to derive estimated variances.  However, most likely the 
variance will have to be inferred by an anticipated range of total party expenditures using 
the following formula: 

 

     216
1 Rangevarianceestimated  . 

 
If prior experience posits that the typical party will spend somewhere between $100 and 
$200 dollars in the community during their stay, then the estimated variance will be 
calculated as: 
 

     210020016
1625 varianceestimated . 

 
The estimated variance will then be combined with an acceptable tolerance for error to 
produce the sample size necessary to produce estimates of expenditures with a degree of 
certainty within the tolerable range.  To calculate the minimum sample size, use the 
following formula:   
 

2

4

tolerance

variance
n


 . 
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The variance is the anticipated variance of spending calculated above, or from prior 
studies.  The tolerance is the inaccuracy plus or minus the amount of total expenditures 
that evaluators will tolerate in their estimate.  For example, if the evaluators want to be 
reasonably assured that the true mean expenditures of visitors is within $10 of the sample 
estimate, then using the estimated variance of 625, the necessary sample size is calculated 
as: 
 

210

6254
25


n . 

 
For this example, the local evaluators will want to collect no less than 25 completed 
surveys to be assured that they will derive estimates that are accurate within $10 of the 
true average party expenditures.  However, since only expenditures of tourist patrons will 
produce an impact, the surveyors will need to collect 25 tourist patron surveys to reach 
this goal of tolerance.  If 25 percent of the attendee visits are tourists, then 100 (=25/.25) 
total surveys must be completed to get 25 completed tourist surveys. 
 
The evaluator will most likely seek to collect more than 100 samples as some surveys 
will be returned invalid or incomplete and the actual variance used to estimate the sample 
variance may be too narrow.   
 
Next the evaluator should select the most appropriate survey method.  The most 
appropriate survey method may vary depending on circumstances within and outside the 
control of the event host.  For example, if advance purchase of event tickets is necessary, 
the event hosts will likely have contact information of ticket purchasers.  This contact 
information could then be used to contact event attendees for phone or mail surveys.  If 
such information is not available, attendees will need to be contacted on site for contact 
information for a phone or mail survey.  Alternatively, the survey can be conducted at the 
site with no contact information if it is deemed that patrons are less likely to provide 
contact information.  Other considerations may also lead evaluators to one method over 
others.   
 
The next step to the evaluation is to determine the best method to collect the survey.  
Surveys may be collected through: 

 Mail, with or without short contact with the visitor at the site  
 Self administered while at the site 
 On-site interview  
 Phone interview. 

The choice of survey collection method depends on the situation.  If complete contact 
information exists for event attendees, then a mail survey may be the most economical 
survey method.  If this is not the case, then on-site contact will be necessary, where the 
respondent completes the survey on site, or completes it after the event and mails the 
completed survey to evaluators.  There are both advantages and disadvantages to each 
survey method.  
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Mail Surveys 
Mail surveys require visitor contact information that may or may not include the phone 
numbers of attendees.  If advanced purchase of tickets are necessary to attend the event, 
this information is likely to be collected already.  If not, evaluators need to contact event 
attendees on site to ask for permission to include them on the post-event survey.  
Additionally, tallies of local and tourist patrons should be made with this contact.  
Attendees who agree to participate in the survey then provide their name, address, and 
potentially a phone number.  Generally, the phone number provides an opportunity to 
remind the attendee to complete the survey and send it in.  It also allows evaluators a 
chance to call on non-respondents to gauge whether there exists a systematic bias in the 
collected surveys.    
 
Mail surveys generally follow the Dillman approach, which involves sending out a copy 
of the survey, sending a reminder postcard if no response is received, and possibly phone 
contact and/or sending a second and third copy of the survey.  The Dillman approach 
seeks to increase response rates while managing non-response bias that can occur if non-
respondents share a common trait that respondents don’t share.  For example, those that 
only attended a single day of a two-day event may be less inclined to complete the 
survey.  The absence of their responses is likely to bias the direct impacts toward higher 
expenditure estimates, as attendees staying overnight are likely to experience higher 
expenditures during the event than single-day attendees.   
 
Finally, be sure to include a personalized (where possible) cover letter with every mail 
survey that explains the purpose of the survey, how the survey will be used, and the date 
by which the survey needs to be received.  Failing to include a completion deadline will 
prompt recipients to set it aside for later completion.  The longer the respondent holds the 
survey before completing it, the more difficult it will be for the respondent to recall 
specifics of the event.  Most importantly, be sure to thank the respondent for their time 
and effort in completing the survey.   
 
Advantages: 

 May be the least expensive option 
 Can be mailed over a large geography 
 Can be administered after the event has taken place to account for all expenditures 

Disadvantages: 
 Can result in low response rates 
 Some questions may be misunderstood 
 Requires a representative list of participants. 

On-Site Self-Administered Surveys 
Self-administered surveys can be provided at the site for respondents to complete.  
Respondents are asked to leave the completed survey at the site.  Such surveys can be 
distributed by survey assistants, or placed on a kiosk for respondents to complete.  
However, stand-alone kiosks should not be left unattended.  Unattended kiosks for event 
attendees to retrieve a survey and complete may not be enough to collect the necessary 
sample size.  Some coaxing may be warranted to assure that a large number of responses 
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are obtained.  Hence, survey kiosks accompanied by a survey recruiter will produce more 
respondents than an unattended kiosk.  Furthermore, having an attendant on hand will 
provide survey respondents a source for clarifying confusing questions.   
 
On-site surveys should remain short to facilitate completion.  Many survey participants 
will be distracted with family and children, or on their way to a destination, and do not 
want to be distracted.  However, a representative sample should sample all attendees.  
Alienating those with distractions through an overly long survey will likely provide 
misleading statistics.   
 
Advantages:  

 Response rates may be higher than mail surveys 
 Less expensive than personal interviews or telephone interviews 
 Does not require visitor contact information before conducting the survey 

Disadvantages: 
 May be more expensive than mail surveys 
 Possible selection bias of survey participants   
 Event attendees may be limited to providing expected expenditures for their visit 

rather than actual expenditures, as their visit is not completed.     

On-Site Interviews 
On-site interviews may be the most flexible method for collecting survey responses by 
allowing skilled interviewers to interact with respondents.  During the on-site interview 
the interviewer will ask the interviewee the survey questions and record the responses.  
This provides an opportunity for the interviewer to interact with the interviewee.  
However, skilled interviewers are careful not to color the interviewees’ responses.   
 
On-site interviews tend to be amongst the highest survey collection methods in terms of 
cost.  Such surveys should be limited to small surveys that can be completed in a short 
amount of time and/or have complex questions that may require guidance.  Since a 
surveyor is present, the respondent has the ability to ask for clarifying instruction to the 
questions.   
 
Advantages: 

 Tend to have high response rates 
 Can ask more complex questions 
 Can enter responses directly into a computer saving data input time and reducing 

potential inputting errors 
 Facilitates recording of time the survey was taken 
 Does not require visitor contact information before conducting the survey 

Disadvantages: 
 Generally expensive 
 Bias may be introduced by the interviewer 
 It may be difficult to identify locations and times to interview to assure a 

representative sample 
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 Event attendees may be limited to providing expected expenditures for their visit 
rather than actual expenditures, as their visit is not completed 

Optional On-Site or Mail-In Survey 
Not all individuals who are approached for an on-site survey will be able to complete the 
survey on site.  Hindrances to completion may include time constraints, pre-occupation 
with children, or simply the lack of desire to interrupt their current experience by taking a 
survey.  In such cases, an optional mail-in survey may be appropriate that allows the 
survey respondent to complete the survey at the event or mail it later.  Either a self-
addressed postage-paid envelope or appropriate business reply envelope will help to 
facilitate high response rates.  Be sure to include a completion deadline to influence a 
quick response.  The longer the respondent holds the survey before completing it, the 
more difficult it will be for the respondent to recall specifics of the event.   
 
To gauge for biased results, surveys mailed after the event can be compared to surveys 
completed on site.  If spending patterns appear different, holding all else constant, then 
there exists evidence that those surveys produced on site may not accurately reflect the 
total expenditures.  This statement presupposes that post-event surveys are more accurate 
because respondents were able to provide actual expenditures rather than speculate on 
future expenditures.  In such case, the discrepancy should be noted in the final report with 
appropriate adjustments fully documented.   
 
Advantages: 

 High response rates with two options for completing the survey 
 Less expensive than personal interviews or telephone interviews 
 Does not require visitor contact information before conducting the survey 
 Provides a check for biased results of on-site completed surveys 

Disadvantages: 
 May be more expensive than mail surveys 
 Possible selection bias of survey participants   
 Must delineate between surveys completed on site and surveys mailed 

o On-site surveys speculate on total expenditures 
o Mailed in surveys may provide actual expenditures 

 Some question may be misunderstood. 

Two-Part Surveys 
When seeking spending profiles of event attendees, on-site surveys will generally require 
the participant to speculate on total expenditures.  Such speculative estimates may result 
in systematic over- or under-estimates of actual expenditures that will lead to misleading 
results.  In essence the degree of certainty of the quality of the survey responses may be 
in question.  One approach to gauging or even correcting for such speculative error is to 
conduct a post-event mail survey to accompany the on-site interview or self-administered 
survey.  This post survey may be provided to all or part of the total on-site surveys 
collected.  Of course, a post survey follow-up requires that the on-site survey collects 
complete contact information.   
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The follow-up survey of a two-part survey should be conducted or mailed immediately 
after the event takes place and should include the same expenditure questions as the on-
site survey.  The mail survey should be accompanied by a personalized cover letter that 
reminds the respondent that this is a follow-up survey, the purpose of the survey, and the 
deadline for completion.  Delaying the follow-up survey is not recommended, as 
attendees will likely not be able to recall their expenses accurately well after the fact.  It 
can be administered as a phone interview or a mail-in survey.  If respondents of the on-
site survey are to be re-surveyed with a follow-up survey, the second survey should be 
considered more accurate as the respondent will be able to gauge all expenditures (even 
the unexpected ones) that took place in the host community.   
 
This two-part approach also allows for the inclusion of more questions than may be 
appropriate in on-site interviews alone.  That is because there are two different surveys 
on the same sample and questions can be changed in the two surveys.  However, the 
leading questions on the two surveys should be identical to retain compatibility between 
the two surveys.  For example, if the on-site survey does not lead with questions about 
other activities in the community, but the post-event survey does, this lead-in question 
may jog the respondent’s memory about other expenditures not taken into account on the 
first interview or may lead them to not consider expenses reported on the on-site 
interview.  The two interviews in essence will be asking two different questions 
regardless of the similar wording of the questions.  Save changes in questions for the last 
part of the surveys so as to not taint the responses.  
 
On-site responses can be compared to their post-event survey if the mailed surveys are 
properly coded to match the on-site survey.  Relying on name fields and/or address fields 
to match on-site and mail surveys will likely create several surmountable complications 
such as different name or address spellings, or spousal confusion.  The best way to match 
the two surveys is to code the on-site entries and apply that code to the mail survey sent 
after the event.  Returned mail surveys are then matched with their corresponding on-site 
survey though this code.  Furthermore, the same Dillman approach for following up on 
non-respondents can be employed to increase the rate of response.  
 
Advantages: 

 Increased response rates 
 May provide greater insight to spending patterns through the post-event survey 

while retaining the ease of on-site surveys 
 Can provide more survey questions 
 Greater flexibility where on-site surveys may be administered as self –

administered, or as interview surveys.  Post surveys can be mail or phone 
interviews. 

Disadvantages: 
 Complications arising from matching post event surveys to on-site surveys 
 More expensive than on-site surveys 
 Require visitor contact information before conducting the survey 
 On-site selection bias carries over to post-event selection bias. 
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Telephone Interviews  
If patron telephone numbers are available, telephone surveys may be an option.  Similar 
to mail surveys, place of residence of patrons is needed to tally the number of visitors that 
come from outside the region relative to local residents.  Because of the popularity of cell 
phones, relying on the local exchange to delineate local and tourist patrons may produce 
misleading results.  Also, it is becoming more difficult to reach people by phone because 
many people use answering machines and caller ID to screen calls.  Even when the 
evaluators gain the permission of attendees to be surveyed, attendees may still screen 
calls from numbers they are not familiar with.   
 
Telephone interviews combine the benefits of interviews and mail surveys.  They allow 
more complex questions to be asked since the interviewer can clarify confusion and can 
be administered over a wide geography.  However, phone surveys tend to be expensive 
and taxing on interviewers. 
 
Advantages: 

 Relatively easy to supervise staff 
 Information is generally keyed into a computer for easy evaluation 
 Can address more complex questions 
 Can be conducted over a large geography 
 Can be administered after the event has taken place to account for all 

expenditures. 
Disadvantages: 

 People with no phones are excluded 
 The best person to respond to the survey may not be the respondent 
 Households may screen their calls 
 Bias may be introduced by the interviewer 
 Projected response rate is difficult to estimate. 

Estimating Vendor Spending Impacts 
Vendor spending impacts while in the community also contribute to the overall impact of 
community events.  Similar to patron impacts, the economic impacts of vendors depend 
on their geography.  However, there exist two components to vendor impacts.  The first is 
the spending that tourist vendors spend while in the community.  Expenditures of local 
vendors should not be counted toward the economic impact, since this represents a 
reallocation of existing community wealth.  However, sales of local vendors remain in 
the community while sales of tourist vendors leave the community.  Hence this two-part 
impact presents itself with unique challenges.   
 
Vendor surveys are generally undemanding to administer as interviews or on-site self-
administered surveys.  There is less concern about estimating the total number of 
vendors, since that information is readily available to event hosts.  There is, though a 
question of how many people the vendor uses to support their activity during the event.  
However, vendors can be treated as parties just as patrons can be.  
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All the survey methods described for surveying patrons above are viable options.  While 
a small proportion of total patrons are generally surveyed, most all vendors can be 
surveyed as they make up a much smaller group than patrons.  Hence a census of vendors 
should be sought rather than a sample.  That is not to say that a complete census is 
possible.  However, event planners will generally have much more information about 
vendors than they do about patrons.  So it will likely be less costly to conduct surveys on 
the majority of vendors.   
 
When collecting vendor sales estimates, note that vendors may have multiple incentives 
to under-report sales.  Vendors may understate their sales for tax purposes and if the 
event host charges royalties on sales, then they have the additional incentive of reducing 
their expense by under-reporting sales.  Furthermore, vendors may perceive that under-
reporting sales is a strategic move to assure that next year’s vendor fees will remain low.  
Therefore, vendor sales reports will tend to be conservative estimates.  
 
Like patrons, tourist-vendors purchase food, souvenirs, and lodging during their stay.  
These should be counted as direct impacts to the local economy if these purchases take 
place because of the event.  Those purchases from local vendors should not be counted 
toward the direct impact of the event.  However, if the local event prevents a local vendor 
from going to another location, their expenditures within the community represent direct 
impacts that the event saved from being spent outside of the community.   

Writing Survey Questions 
Writing survey questions that generate productive responses can be challenging.  The 
process of writing survey questions tends to be tedious, requiring writing, reviewing, re-
writing, reviewing…  Anyone who feels that their questions are sufficient after the first 
writing has not put enough consideration into what information can be gleaned from the 
questions and how the survey respondent may interpret the questions.  While the 
questions may be clear to the drafter, the respondent will view the questions through a 
completely different lens than the drafter.  Hence it is important that pilot runs be 
conducted to test the interpretation of the questions and to test the information that can be 
derived from the responses.   
 
To facilitate responses, the wording of survey questions should be concise, yet easy to 
understand.  If complex instructions are necessary, consider breaking the question down 
into multiple parts.  For example, replace the following question,  
 

Q1. If you live within 25 miles of event, what mode of transportation did you 
use to get to this event?   

with  
Q1. Do you live within 25 miles of event?  Yes___  No____ 
 (If you answered no to Q1, skip question Q2. and proceed to Q3.) 
Q2. What mode of transportation did you use to get to the event?   
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The first question leaves the respondent confused as to what to do if they do not live 
within 25 miles of the event.  It also asked two things of the respondent in one question, 
making it more difficult for the respondent to interpret the question.   
 
Furthermore, avoid imprecise wording that, while providing the respondent with 
direction, will lead to wordy questions.  Minimize the use of adjectives and descriptive 
wording where more precise wording will suffice.  Lengthy questions become more 
difficult to interpret and can also lead to confusion.   
 
As surveyors, we are tempted to direct the respondent to the purpose of the question.  
However, this often leads to guiding the respondent toward a pre-conceived response. 
Survey questions should be scrutinized for coaxing questions and non-neutral wording 
should be replaced with wording that does not color the question.  For example, 
 

Q3. To assess the impact of your attendance, please indicate how much you 
spent in local restaurants during your visit. 

 
The wording in question Q3. may influence the respondents’ responses toward higher 
estimates.  Consider instead, 
 

Q3. How much did you spend, or expect to spend in local restaurants during 
your visit? 

 
The second example does not lead the respondent toward a biased estimate with the 
unnecessary lead-in.   
 
Negative wording should be excluded as it tends to make the question difficult to 
interpret.  Replace,  
 

Q4. Did you not spend more than two days at this event?  
to 

Q4. Did you spend less than two days at this event? 
 

The second question is much easier for the respondent to interpret.   
 
Finally, be cognizant to the best response format to facilitate both the respondent and 
measurement for analysis.  The best response format may change the way the question 
should be worded.  If the goal is to identify those who must travel 25 or more miles to the 
event, asking for the respondents’ place of residence, will require additional calculations 
to delineate tourist patrons from local patrons without additional useful information.  
However, if it is important to the goals of the survey to know the residence of 
respondents, then asking for this information is appropriate.   
 
Survey questions should start from simple and interesting questions.  Respondents will be 
more interested in answering questions about where they have been or what they have 
done on their trip.  These questions, while informative, also serve as warm-up questions.  
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The most important questions should follow directly so that their responses do not suffer 
from respondent fatigue later in the survey.  Save uninteresting questions such as 
demographics, age, education and income for the last (Leones 1998).   
 
The questions of the survey should flow much like a storyline.  Keep similar questions 
together, or form categories of questions that allow the respondents to focus on one 
particular subject matter at a time.  For example, questions about the group the 
respondent traveled with should be grouped.  Similarly, questions about length, spending, 
mode of travel, and others should be grouped so that topics do not reappear later or jump 
from topic to topic in the survey.  Survey drafters may also seek to group questions that 
use the same response category where possible.   
 
Finally, keep the survey as short as possible.  Surveys should not take more than 10 
minutes to complete.  Removing unnecessary and redundant questions is the first step 
toward reducing the size of the survey.  Long surveys, while extracting more information, 
may lead to lower response rates.  The number of pages the survey has is likely to have 
an impact on the potential respondents’ choice to participate in the survey.   
 
If the information gained from the survey is to be used in another process to derive an 
overall impact assessment, be sure that the questions and the format of the answers are 
consistent and will be useful in the next step.  For example, if the direct impacts are to be 
used in the Michigan State University Michigan Tourism Spending and Economic Impact 
Model (MITEIM), then spending profiles should match those required to feed the model.  
 
Once the survey is completed, have several experienced people critique your 
questionnaire.  Their insights may help to avoid technical issues that the original drafters 
failed to recognize.  The survey draft should be pilot-tested on a small group of people 
representative of the targeted respondents.  You may do this by attending a small 
community event and asking participants to participate in your survey.  Seek different 
groups within this event to understand what challenges will exist surveying a group with 
children or other challenges.  Seek respondents of various ages or other characteristics 
that you anticipate to be the target so that contingencies will be well recognized before 
launching the actual survey.  Furthermore, encourage pilot respondents to make 
comments on each question as well as about the flow of the survey.  Take note of 
questions that tend to be left unanswered or are frequently misunderstood.  These 
questions may require rewording.  Time respondents and modify the survey if it generally 
takes more than 10 minutes to complete the survey.  If final questions tend to be left 
unanswered, then it is possible that the survey is too long and should be shortened.  
 
After pilot testing the survey on respondents, enter the responses for analysis to assure 
the responses are sufficient to address the desired information necessary to fulfill the 
goals of the evaluation.  Evaluation challenges may imply that the questions and 
responses need modified.   
 
Sample surveys are provided at the end of this document.  Evaluators are encouraged to 
borrow from other surveys in the field to reduce the time-cost of developing surveys.  
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Many impact reports also provide details of the survey and methods used to collect 
responses.  These reported surveys often go through the same rigor developed here in 
testing and implementation.   

Administering the Survey 
Regardless of the method of survey chosen, several factors must be considered when 
administering the survey including whether to outsource surveying services, how many 
surveyors to administer the survey, timing of surveys, and how many surveys to collect 
for valid results.  All factors must be considered with reference to budgets, audience, 
possible contingencies, and factors particular to the event.   
 
Administering and evaluating surveys can be expensive.  In the case of producing an 
evaluation, the expense of the survey is added on to the expense of providing an 
evaluation.  The cost of doing the evaluation in-house should be weighed against hiring a 
professional evaluation firm to provide the evaluation service instead.  Professional 
evaluative services can be expensive, but the difficulties of producing a defensible 
evaluation rest on the hired evaluator rather than the event stakeholders.  This provides a 
level of neutrality in the evaluators that will likely ease skepticism of the results.  In-
house evaluations are often subject to the additional scrutiny that evaluators have an 
incentive to report the results in the most favorable light.  Some concerns may be well 
grounded, but there is no reason to assume that an in-house evaluation team cannot 
produce a neutral impact assessment.   
 
Generally, surveys can cost between $7 and $50 dollars per survey (Woods and Barta 
2002).  At the minimum, anticipate that a 1,000-sample survey will cost about $7,000 to 
produce.  Any additional analysis will add to this cost.  This cost and others should be 
weighed against the expected benefits of conducting the study.  If the expected cost of 
producing the evaluation outweighs the projected benefit, an alternate approach may still 
be valid.  Events that have low expected impacts should also have a low cost of 
evaluation.  Greater use of expert judgment or other less stringent approaches may be in 
order for these smaller events.   

On-Site Surveys and Collecting On-Site Contact Information for Mail and 
Phone Surveys 
On-site surveys require greater planning than mail and phone surveys.  However, mail 
and phone surveys that require evaluators to contact event attendees to collect contact 
information require much of the same planning as on-site surveys.  Working with event 
hosts to develop a well planned system will help assure that representative sampling takes 
place.  Event hosts can draw on experience to predict the best times and locations to 
conduct on-site surveys and interviews.  They can help to predict patron participation 
based on attraction timing.  Events that draw multiple bands within a multi-venue concert 
event will likely lead different demographic groups to different areas of the event at 
different times.  Knowing the likely demographic participation in advance will help 
evaluators time the best survey times and locations to assure a representative sample of 
the patrons are contacted.   
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Coordinating interviewers and any business or organization cooperating with evaluators 
with event hosts helps avoid surprise situations like taking on-site interviews in areas that 
are too noisy to effectively communicate or surveying in the most remote location in 
terms of number of patrons.  Event planners will be able to identify high traffic areas and 
times that contribute to both accurate counts and representative samples.  Furthermore, 
event planners can be instrumental in identifying times of peak attendance that may be 
desired for attendance counts.   
 
Surveyors should be trained before collecting surveys and should be outgoing and 
pleasant individuals who interact well with strangers.  They may find themselves 
administering multiple self-administered surveys and find unforeseen events along the 
way.  During training, interviewers and/or surveyors should be well aware of the goals of 
the survey and should be very aware of what each survey question seeks to address.  
Interviewers should conduct mock interviews before interviewing event patrons.  If a 
point of contact data entry system is used be sure the user is well versed with the 
software.  
 
Finally, a small token gift or entry for a raffle prize should be considered to motivate 
respondents to take the time to complete the survey.  This enables the on-site surveyors to 
introduce themselves in a manner that is more likely to capture potential respondents’ 
attention.  If a raffle prize is to be provided, the prize should be of neutral characteristics 
unless it is ideal for the target event goers.  A bicycle event, for example, may call for a 
new 10-speed or other bicycling paraphernalia as raffle prizes.  But such a raffle prize at 
an arts show is likely to entice survey respondents that include only those interested in 
the bike.  This will likely lead to a systematic bias in the sample toward younger event 
patrons who are interested in out-doors activities.  Multiple smaller size prizes that span 
interests will help capture more respondents.   

Mail and Phone Surveys 
Even if all contact information is fully available such that a representative sample is not 
needed, there exist factors that need to be contemplated before embarking on a mail or 
phone survey.  First, the choice as to whether to administer such surveys internally or hire 
out survey services.  Call centers can be hired to do phone surveys and mass mailing 
services can be used to send and collect mail surveys.  Hiring out such services may be 
less expensive than doing them internally.  Under some strategies, components of the 
evaluation process are hired out, but control of the evaluation process remains under the 
guidance of the evaluators.  This allows the evaluators to focus on those component parts 
they have a comparative advantage in.   
 
If off-site surveys or phone interviews are to be conducted in house, ample preparation 
should be planned.  The method of coding surveys to keep record of patrons who have 
responded should be considered in light of information that is available.  Some existing 
contact information may not be in a format that is readily useable.  Often, contact 
information is in hard-form and must be re-entered into electronic form.  A proper cover 
letter should be drafted that fully explains the nature of the survey and expected 



 22

completion date.  If phone interviews are to be performed, the interviewers’ script should 
be prepared.  Finally, interviewers and/or coders should be well trained. 
 

Michigan Tourism Spending and Economic Impact Model  
This bulletin recommends applying the Michigan Tourism Spending and Economic 
Impact Model (MITEIM) for forming the community impact assessment.  If using the 
MITEIM to form community impacts, the survey spending categories should be 
consistent with the entries used by the MITEIM.  The MITEIM model breaks visitor 
spending into the following categories: 
 

 Motel, hotel cabin or bed and breakfast  
 Camping fees  
 Restaurants & bars  
 Groceries, take-out food/drinks  
 Gas & oil  
 Other vehicle expenses  
 Local transportation  
 Admissions & fees  
 Clothing  
 Sporting goods  
 Gambling 
 Souvenirs and other expenses. 

 
The MITEIM model breaks categories out because each category is likely to have a 
different impact on the local economy.  Restaurants and bars are likely to have a deeper 
supply chain within the local economy than gas stations.  Hence, a quantity spent at a 
local restaurant is likely to produce more local economic activity than the same amount 
spent on gasoline.  Not all categories are necessary for all community event impacts.  For 
example, a concert event is not likely to produce visitor purchases of sporting goods.  In 
such case, the evaluator may opt to reduce the size of the survey by eliminating sporting 
goods purchases from the categories of expenditures.   
 
The MITEIM model uses generic multipliers for the state, small metropolitan 
communities, and rural communities.  More specific multipliers reflecting the event’s 
regional economy can be used in their place by contacting Daniel J. Stynes at Department 
of Community, Agriculture, Recreation, and Resource Studies (CARRS) at Michigan 
State University or other IMPLAN Pro resources like the Center for Economic Analysis 
in the Department of Agricultural Economics; also at Michigan State University.   
 
The MITEIM model also supplies typical spending patterns of visitors based on the 1998 
Michigan Welcome Center Visitor Survey and other recent studies.  These spending 
profiles apply best to general tourism impacts.  They may be applied to particular events 
if it is deemed too expensive to generate spending profiles of event patrons.  However, 
they may need modifying as event participants are likely to have different agendas and 
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expenditures than general Michigan tourists.  It is preferable to generate spending profiles 
for each event, but the costs of doing so should be weighed against the benefits in light of 
alternative methods for estimating spending.   
 
There exist several strengths to using the MITEIM model for assessing event impacts.  
The MITEIM model is designed to measure the economic impacts of tourist-related 
activities.  Such activities are inherent to community impacts of events.  Also, the 
MITEIM marginalizes the direct effects to account for local margins or capture rates.   
 
The capture rate of spending isolates the direct impacts that benefit the local economy.  
Not all visitor expenditures will produce an economic impact.  For example, when a 
visitor spends money on gasoline, only the markup representing local profits should be 
accounted for as the gasoline is generally imported from outside the region.  In the case 
of transportation fuel, the capture rate is likely to be extremely.  Generally, capture rates 
are broadly applied to industry groups.  Restaurants tend to have larger capture rates than 
retail establishments because restaurants or more likely to purchase inputs from local 
suppliers than retail establishments.  For a complete discussion of capture rates, see 
Daniel J. Stynes’s report Economic Impacts of Tourism (1997).6   
 
However, using the MITEIM model has a drawback when assessing the impacts of 
isolated community events.  This is because the MITEIM model is based on annual 
multipliers.  When the multipliers are produced, they are created on the assumption that 
any increase in industry activity is ongoing for the course of the year.  Because of this 
assumption, the MITEIM model is likely to overstate employment impacts.  For example, 
the MITEIM model may report that it requires restaurants to employ one employee for 
every $100,000 of sales.  If a single event takes place that produces $100,000 of new 
restaurant sales in the community, then the model will report an additional job.  Over 
sustained periods of increased sales, restaurants are likely to increase employment.  But 
these sales will be sustained over a very short period of time.  Rather than hiring 
additional workers, existing workers may be called to work more hours, or restaurant 
staff may accommodate the additional sales by filling in excess capacity during their 
regular shifts.  Furthermore, these sales are likely to be spread over many restaurants in 
the community, with no single restaurant generating enough sales for an additional hire.  
It is therefore recommended to avoid reporting employment impacts, with the possible 
exception of the direct employment impacts.  Direct employment impacts will be those 
temporary positions known to exist because the event hosts or vendors hires them during 
the event.   

Closing Thoughts 
Undertaking studies of the economic impacts of community events can be a challenging 
venture.  In light of increasing scrutiny of public funding for such events, these studies 
are becoming more common and more important for winning public support.  This 
bulletin introduces the process of estimating direct impacts of community events and 
discusses the process of putting these direct impacts into community economic impacts.   
                                                 
6 Daniel J. Stynes has a complete library of articles on measuring the impact of tourism for downloading at 
http://www.msu.edu/user/stynes/pubs.htm 
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Several safeguards should be implemented to assure sound results.  However, these 
safeguards introduce rigor to the process that in turn increases the time-cost and 
pecuniary cost of producing an economic impact estimate.  Such costs should be weighed 
against the expected gains realized by increased rigor and scope.   
 
Stakeholders should also consider whether it is preferable to outsource evaluative studies 
on both cost grounds and to assure actual or apparent impartiality in the study results.  
Components of the evaluation process may be outsourced as well to save costs.  
However, appraise these decisions in light of the intended audience, goals of the 
evaluation, and internal resources for conducting evaluative studies.  Expertise at local 
universities and community colleges can also be tapped for assistance.   
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