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. A EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
’ _ .
/ Until now, the most recent comprehénsive study of the economic impact of

4 .
Y

the Qniversity.of Wisconsin-yaQisoa on?its home commuefty of\Dane-Céunty waé.
pub}tshed in 19?1.‘ Issued by the University's Buréau.of Business Research in,'

- ~. - .
thf School of Business, its discoyery of a $200 million direct dmpact and $450 ,J
million total- impact (qounti&g multiplier effects) surprised many. Since then,-
'supéfficial updates have been issped from time to time by adjug;ing for inflg—

v tion, enroilmeqt,'qnd employment cﬁbhges. ’ .

The present study wés funded by UW-Madison's Graduate School as a com-

' |
' .

4 T e . ) .
" pletely new look at the qPiVérsity's economic impact on Dane County.- %onducted

.
> -

during 1983-84, it corrects some deficiencies of the original effort, especlally

in research design and estimations of visitor spéndinq. It is important to

-recognize, however, that the aollar estimates in this study are, 1in. fact, esti-

¢

mates. They were developed using reasonahle nrocedures based on the limits of

-

time, mopey, and other resources. The authors believe these estimates are

conservative, and fairly represent the reality of the millions of individual
. >

transactions that lig behind them. - : ’

' UW-Madispn has an enrollment of about 44,000 students and ‘a payroll of

~ o

about 21,000 employees -- of whom almost 9,000_are\étudents. This University

4

commnity, {ncluding employee families, consists of about 80,000 persons. They

are by far the_largest single influence on a local economy made up of a chtyzbf

.

173,500 people and a county of 332,600. .
. [ . . ) » ) - 1
If UW-Madison were viewed ag a business, it would be Wisconsin's largest

employer. This study Yooks specifically at UU-Madgfon as an economic entity

that pavs emgloyees, attracts visitors, and purchases goods and services. " The l

study itself was deslened as several coordinated research projects looking at:®

.

. N * ‘
évery major segrient of the University commnity.’ University spending was o
. . ) .\
Lo ' . e ) . LN
? . S () ) ¢

11
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examined by looking at all UU—Madison invoices from the 1982 83 academic year.

‘Students, employees, and visitors -were survede sepafately in the fall of 1383

. N
bUsing many common questions. ' > . a
" UW-MADISON SPENDING By \ f L \
. . The largest UW-Madison expenditure category was wages #Md salaries to

faculty and staff members, $272.1 million. Fringe benefits added a tax-free

$41.1 million, all of which was placed in Wisconsin and $9.9 million of which

i)

‘was placed in Dane County.

~
’

Invoices detalled a total of $34.3 million in purchases of supplies, ser-

vices, and equipment from local businesses, plus another Sl S million in pay=
ments to local government or houqehplaé. Construction spending traced to Dane

. Couwqty added $14.5 million td the local.economy.
. \

. EMPLOYEE SPENDING | - . . .
: 4 . . .

In total, University employees (nohstudents) spent an estimated $185.9

mtllion with 1ocal businesses during the 1983-84 fiscal year with another $21.7

L4

million golng to local governmént and 329.1 millioh to.local houséholds and

charflties. Surveys found the average employee househqld spent $19,873 locally

that year, or Sl 656 a month, with the largest monthly outlays being for rent or
'S

mortgage (3272 to $319), property taxes ($1, 674 a year), groceries (3206),
gasoline and auto Servicn (8100), and insurance ($79 to.Dane Countv companips)

" On an annual basig, the $236.7 million Tﬁ employeep' local spenging‘was

distributed thusly: construcfion repairs, $10.3 million; utilities, $15.0
(4

mtllton. personal and‘business services, $7 0 million, finance, tnsurance, and

' \
real es;ate, $39.4 million; other 10ca1.businesses, $114.2 million; local

/

~

¢/ vovernment, §2f.7 million; local charities, $6.3 million; and local honqeholds, - \
’ ‘ v

. . ’ - . Y
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f}borrected £&r differing spring and summer enrollments.

AN

)

322.8 million. Local finéﬁcial institutions held about $17 million in emploxee
checking accounts and'8104.6 million,In employee savings accounts.
¢ ' A

e ) i

STUDENT SPENDING

. -

If it were not .for students, there would be. no university. A Novgmbér 1983
survey asked‘them to detail thelr honthly spending. Ihe results were then

4

L .

‘
Y

Not including money paid to the University (all such payments are .excluded

~

from this study),.the averdhe student spent”$547 a month locally. 'The annunal

spending total for all students was $201.6 mi1lion. - _ | .

[
4

Landlords ;eceived the largest single share, an estimated $41.3 million.

] . .
Local food stores received about $24.4 million; restaurants and bars, $17.8

million; and utilities, $17.6 million. Local financial institutions held

-

student'checkinghand share draft accounts totalling about $18 mf{llion, and there

a

was another $40 million in student savings accounts.

N ¢ . . ) .
Because 23 percent of UW-Madison's ;Eudents are from outside Wisconsin,

about‘346.4 million of student épend}ng was "impqrtedi into the state because of

the University. . , \\\\.

VISITOR SPENDING ‘ v -

~

’

] .

Based on a series of surveys, 1t 1s estimated that nearly\two million out-

of county visitors spent 4.6 million visitor-days fn Dane Couhty during the

L]

©1983-84 academic year'bécause of UW-Madison, clearly making the UniveYéiEy one

of the state's major visitor attractions. They came to atkend athletic con-
tests, seminars, or other events; to visit their children, friends, or hos-
pitalized relatives; or to conduct business. They spend about $139.9 million,

with $38 mfllion of that coming, from outside Wisconsin.

iv . : . T “

L4 -

fk.
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‘ ' The most significant economic impdct from visitors came From friendg of

~

students, who spent an estimated $45.5 million that gear. People in Dane County

L3

on University-related business gpent about $41.6 million; the friends of Univer-

sity employees, $27.3 million; parents, $19.2 million; and athletic event

’

visitors, $6.3 million. Once.azain,'tig figures exclude péyments to the Univer-

N

gity 1itgelf such as ticket pyrchaSes and\seminar fees.

Of total visitor spending, $54.1 million went for food and drink.; Other -
\ ' ‘

major expenditure categories, each more than $10+8 million a year, were debaft‘

B

ment Stores, ciothing, 1bdging, gasoline and car repairs, and furniture and

°

‘ appliances.  , ) - .

'S

THE TOTAL IMPACT ‘ \

D

The overall economic impact of UW-Madison 1s made up of the direct spending

N

impact of purcHases, taxes, and donations,; plus the indirect impact of that
money clrculating througﬁ the community to be respent on other purchages and
payments. This fepért considers both impacts, and determines the indirect

impact using "multipliers” that estimate the proportion of -money that .-

v '

« reclrculates 1in each econiomic sectar. v N »
. The direct impact of the five cépegories studied -- institutional gbending,

cohstruction, employee spending, student gpendiﬁg,.ahd visitor spending -— was .

N

an estimated $628.5 miltlion a year, of which $533.2 million went to local busi— 

nesses. About $89.0 million of that was speat within the finance, 1nsurance and
X ) . .

. -~réal estate industries. Another $81.1 million went to eating and drinking

places; $61.6 million was gpent on auto salegd‘hd service, $53.8 million in food

stores, and $46 million on transpprtaﬁion, communication, and utilities.

\ e

. Constdering the circulation of gpat money, the -estimate for the total

direct and indirect impactxf UW-Madison on the Dane County economy is S1.41
. , ‘

v

billion a year,

. Y . .
Q . ' g v é}' ‘ v
. . ! .




| o \ e |
" This estfmaté'iq_based'on‘an overall multiplier of 2.24f';chau3e no

}mltiplieth exist for Pane.COUnty, this study usés.multipliers'calculated for

\ .
.-

: Tepresent a congservative approach because Door County's economy'is less

Y H

sophisticated than Dane County's. ) ' : d ,

‘With mdltiplier ef?kcts, it is estimated that almost half of Dane Coﬁnty'§

' - Wisconsin's Door County, \The authors maintain that the use of 'these,multipliers

sales in éiothiﬁg stores, a third of sales in restaurants, bars, and food

sNores, and over a quarter of sales related to building materials, personal and
- bysiness services, department stores, and auto sales and service 1is generated by

the University community. . ’

-

This spending can be directly .translated into jobs, and by that measure the

toﬁal economic impact of UW—Madisoﬁ 1s worth about 18,000 Dane County.jobs over

i ]

4 and above those people directly employed by the University. S
%:EE sector are

OflthOpQ\non—Untvertpy jobs more than 9,500 1ob§ in the pri
the result of the University's direct spending impact: at lgast another15,300
private sector jobs are dug to indirect effects. The greatest impact,’about )
4,300 jobs, ts.among eéfing ant driqking.eStablishments. About 3,000 aﬁé in the

public sector. Almost 1,900 are in personal anﬁ business services. More than

-

* 1,000 jobs each are in the construc;ibn industry, department.stores, and food

\

gstores.

-

Combined with a University employment of 21,677 (regular plus student
. . : .
. employees), that means that a total of more than 40,000 Dane County jdbs are due
] > . '
to UW-Madison.

N ty

-~

13 . -« '
While this study has stressed the University's economic impact on Madison

and Dane County, there are statewide effects as well.

IlW-Madison's out-of-gtate visitors, for }nstance, have "a total impact of

$188 million a year on Wisconsin. There certainly would be a loss of Wisconsin

TR (;




) . ) ~
.) ' i . . \' o
- . . .\;' ’ . .
student spendintho other states 1if UW-Madison did not exist or were not as
'sﬁronq an institution. A certain percentage of mdney spent within Dane County -
also “leaks"” 1into the rest of the state, and a rough estimate suggests this:
impact in the hundreds of millions of dollars. In addition, a recent study

indicates that the University's graduates have hadv$27.billion added to their

lifetime eafnings because of thelir UW-Madison educations

Other aspects of UW-Madison's presegce in Dane County ard Wisconsin to

-

,
- 4. ’ ' ' : Vs ’ ’ ' . ) -. ‘ . . ) C ..

which dollar amounts could not be easily attaéhed,include its role as a factor
in new business'loéation decisions and the divgrsitv of Madisqn retailing, as a

source of employment and consulting talent for local firms, as a recreational
p :

-

resource, and as an addition to the community's cultural life becauge of the
. , L3

righness of its theaters, miseums, and libraries.
1]

Thé authors ekpected no real surdriggs in conducting this study. . However,
thé‘stze of the visitor impact and the strong role of University Hospital and a
Clinics were indeed surprising. One of this study's.recommendations is that the

Hospital deserves a study of its own.

Other recommendations parallel those of the original 1971 study, namely:

!
-~ Economic planners should carefully consider UW-Madison's rqle when

-

drawing up thgir plans;:

- The'University should examine what can bg done to'increase the - g
. . L4
percentage of purchases made locally and in-state; and

n

e ‘-= This study should be repeated periodically.

It 1s almost a platitude to say that the University, local community, and ¢

-

n

. . ’ g
.the state are interdependent, but in the midst of occasional controversy the

. mutualities can be overlooked. The autho!ﬁ hope- this study has generated a |

4

renewed appreclation of the "bucks' that exist because of Bucky Badger.

Y ‘ ' vii I()
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Imagine assembling a largé'jtgsaw puzzle under the following conditions:

-~

The puzzle has several hundred pieces. Fach piece can only.be
obtained by asking a different person for it, and each person
1s located in a different place. You only know who some of the
people are and are unsure where to locate others. A percentage
of the pleces don't exist at all, and have to be manufactured,
but you're not aware of this until you've asked a number of
individuals and searchéed at several lacations. Numerous pileces

. take months to locate. Once the needed pleces have been

acquired and you have begun to assemble them, you discover that

there are still quite a few gaps. There are maior sections of” °

. the puzzle that can't even be assembled tintil gsome of these

gaps are filled. For several of the gaps, there is more than
one piece that is ‘equally appropriate, and you're not sure
which one to use. Other pieces just don't fit at all, so you
have to go back and get replacements.

T
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the‘contributf%n and assistance of a great many individuals, both within the

]
/2

University community and outside of {t. Many names are omitted from mention

o

below, only because of tﬁe sheer’impracticality of thanking everyone by name- who

helped.

4

g

Initial gratitude i3 owed to Chanfellor Irving Shain and Graduate School

Dean Robert Bock, who commissioned and funded this study.

Virtually every department

o

“in the University contributed to the final

product, either by compléting surveys or contributing data. Of particular help

to us were Ralph Martens, Rusiness Services; Richard Laufenberg and Bob Brown,

Payrol]l and Staff Benefits: Herbert Eéért and Richard Jahnke, Office of the

Registrar: John Folstad, Office of Information Services; David Fieldstad and Paul *

Tierney, Wigsconsin Center; Ralph Neale and Wayre khckkahn, Athletic Department;:‘

William Dayis, Associate Vice Chancellor of the Qenter for Health Sciences; James

[

Farrell,
.t

University Hospital and Clinics, and Alt®n Johnsbn,'Roger\Form{sano, Jim

Johannes, Leslie Peckham, and Mike Robbins, School of Busineés;

-

vidd - V1




"+ deserves speclal thanks- for writing the Executive Summary.

to have'employed him as the lead graduate assistant for this,projéetl' In addi- - _

u..x

-

Harry Sharp, w1sconsin Survey Research: Lahoratory, W Lee Hansen, Indus—

, _
trial Relations Institute, Joseph Sayrs, lmiversity NeWs Qervice -dnd Jean —— —-

‘Frank, School of Business, contributed valuable editorial advice and criticism. ‘

-
This study is mich improved because of their suggestions. 'Joseph Sayrs also

I

) -

Kathy McCord performed- tirelessly and cheerfully as we continually asked ’

A}

her to revise our working manuscript.. Jean Knowles maintained order and

&

" provided ongoing clerical expertise.
ASeveral business\students contributed to the research. Artace Kelting

deserves credit for skillfully conducting the surveys of students And employees.

Steven’ Barry 1s latrgely responsible for the contents of Chapter 2 and for sort- Y

El

LY

ing the University's diverse purchases into.a usable framework., Sondra Peck and °'

Julie Stevens assisted enthusiastically with data coding and acquisition. )
) ~ \
Mark Rosen, a doctoral student in Industrial Relationg, assumed tha maior

A

. role of research pro1ect manager. His manawement style emphasized careful planning

and the-de]egation of well—deFined assignments to his staff.- - His personal review

1
Al

of work assignments, analysis of the severa] streams of data, and written work in

the’final report are strong evidence of his personal'abilities. I was fortunate N

Uion, he made numerous suggestions that added to the quality of the final-research

product. He deserves qreat credit for'his many contributions. S e e

P

in working with us on the_day:to—day requiréments of diata acquisition.and

.o

analvsfs.. For this reason, we have included her as one of the authors.
. - :

Wi {I{am A. ‘:S't rang

ix

Jorgene Kramer also deser@!s special mention for her consistent excellenca '~ ‘

e L_A,AA@A._;L._____;'—*._—.._‘_&_L&_M



| SR ~
| ~_TABLE OF CONTENTS

l ' ‘ | - Page
. M L] ‘.-————-»-——

" Executive §ummary...................................................
' Y Acknowledgement8escsssesssosessesscsosctsncesesvacaccssccrecsrecceneeV
Table Of CONEENESsecoecersossssseMesosssssssasvscdoscasososscoagrocs
i e Conterits of TableBdvesacercescnscarecicsnersercercnnccovecnasenacees
l ?- “7 .Preface N LR R T R R R RN R

3. ke o \” . .

oy Chapter l: OVERVIEW X .
v _UW-Madison -— Primary Force in the )
.. = Dane County Commpnity...‘...............................w..

" Why Look FULEHET 2e eoeeeeosasasssccasssosssssssasssssccssssosssse
,..The Value of Education.‘.......................................Z
“.The Uhf@ersity and Economic Development................ﬁ.......
%" The Untversity as an TNAUSELY e v eeooessoascesnsosassasossnsossas
/‘§Sc0pe of the SEUAY e eveeesasaarsasessssassstaassccccncspPocccccss
_*Rm#earch Design........................;}......................

o0 SNy ':A
-

é_CﬁapteQOZ.. THE TNSTITUTION A -
W J“iastitUttonal -Operating Expenditures...........................
8 Pa?ﬁQWts . Students...........................................
&Paymants o Factlty and Staff..ceeeeseereremiineiesesccunenees
,.,?a?ments ot Suﬁplieq, ‘Services, and Equipment.................
Ay Majcx Construction Expenditures.....................:},........

i m_ Chaﬁtgr 5 @M@Lo%ng o ’
ST Iﬂgroﬁugcton...;....1..........................................

\j{Emp}Oyee “Iéome” Available for Local Expenditures...seeccecccacse

oo How Pata- Wene Obtained.........”...............................

. ”“fJExtr&polatiQn *of Monthly Fxpenditure Estimates.cceeseeesescsccs

-Employee\Expenditures..........................................

_lhscussbon.L..;...............................:................'
e ﬂChaprer bz @TUDENTS .

' 2 Ihtgo&mcbton.........:........................a................
“flow Nata Were Obtainedeseeesesecsisereeesvaocnenecncccncccenes
FXtrapolat{on of Monthly Expenditure Rgtimates.ccecesccccneccssn

_ Szndent Expenditures...........................................

‘?j;:m; Discussinn.......*............................................”

o »

Chapter 5 VISITORS ‘ ’

Introduction.....................z.............................

Eatimating Visits and Expenditur@S.eiecsccccseccsessronscooross

. Visitors to Athletic Events and Programg.isescescscoscveacssnscs
"% y{sits by Parents and FAMLLY e o e evsoeooessensassassassosnsosasss

Vig{ts by Friends of StudentSeeessoessescescessonecaasasanscnns
‘Visits by Friends of University EmployeeS...eeecerecrcercncssces
Visitors on University-Related BUIBLNESS e eessennssnssovssocsaans
Summary and IMPLLCAtLONS . s einsenssnsensssonsarssssensssssnassas
Caveats.........................2..............................

conCLUding Remarks...........‘.o.......................‘.......

:f“',,

»

Y

11°

1118

X
xii
Xiv

T LA W W N DO e

[ 4

L WO~

o

17
‘18
19
20
21
21

27
27
27

-29u

29

35
35
36
40

T 44

47
49
62
b
68




TABLE OF CONTENTS continued

%

Chanter 6: THE TOTAL IMPACT g
. I EBAUCELON. ¢ ¢ o oeeoooecseehocasessosanpesesssconsssssssssehbossis
Expenditures to L0CA]l BUSINESSES e emececetsvocaeavansossseascesqe
Dane County Sales Attributable to the
University Communtty.......................................
Financf1l Institutions and Expansion of
the L0cal Credit BAS E.eeseeeesseeroceosscsscasacacsecacens
Private Sector Employment Attributable
to the University........................~.................

-

Revenues and .Employment in the Public . .
¢ Sector Attributable to the ' .
\\ University Comminityicecedeeeesseesoscascssssscscscasssabane
«\ Expenditures to local Bouseholds and CharitieS.sseecceensccacss
Health Care Employment in Dane County .

Attributable to'the University Community

and the Contribution of University Hospital

and Clinics to the Local Economy.seseeeeferecerscccccocecenas
Total Expenditures Attributable to the UnivepdityVeceosscoasscons
Indirect or "Multiplier"” Impacts of UW—Mad}éiﬁ;................
Multiplier Impacts on Dane County Sales
AN DL OYMEN e s e e e esesceeesasovncsessoccssssessbocscanes
Total Dane County Employment and the -

Impact of the Universitv...................................
The Impact of the ‘University on the Statp......................
Non-Ouantifiahle Economic Impacts of the Universityessesesesens

Caveatq"0.".000000.0'0.00.000'0'0'0.‘000000000000O’o'.'ol‘ooooo

Conclusions and RecommendationSeseceedeeececeeceaceseaasancanns
APPENDIX A: Survey TS E L UMENE S e e e s e e aasncsesssanns sesossasssocoans
APPENDIX B: Fstimation of the Size of the '

‘ University Fonmmnity...................................
APPENDIX C: Selected Bibliographyeeseeeececeetoeocsccsscsscssacnnns
APPENDIX D: TIndustry ClassificationSeceeeseamocsssescoctoscocasados
APPENDIX F: Expansion of the local Credit BAS Ceeeseasessosnsscnoses
APPENDIX F: Door County Input-Output Tableeeeseecccoscsccsasosassas
APPENDI¥ G: Benefits to the State Provided by the

University of Wisconsin Hospital and C1dnics...........

xi

69
70

70

——

72

P —

75

76
79

80
84
85

87

92
94
96
102

104
106

145
146
150
151

152

156

3

Wy Wy W SYrTteww T 3

~

ok . Coaaah




~ Tahle

2-2

3-1
3-2

3-3

5-2
5-3
5~4

'5-5

5~6

=8

CONTENTS OF TABLES

)

L ~ Ttle ' | Page

——
-

. \J .
Tota} Dollar Flowa to Students in Fiscal 1982-83.ic0ceececceds

Fringe Benefits Paid to Untversity Emplovees 1n
Fiacal 1982 8300oooooo!ooooo%oooooooo..oooo..oo. ® 90 00000900
< oy .

‘local Purchases of Supplies, Services,'and Al

Pauipment by the University of Wisconsin-

M&diSOﬂ in 1982 83 (by industry)ooooooooooo..oo.oooooooooo.
Percentage of Constructlon Purchases Made, x

IDC&lly by Non—[Dcal Contractorso......ﬁx.......3..........

L}

Local Payments by_N0n~Loca1 Contrac;ors......\................

~

o -

\h.l N

Nongtudent Payr01l‘Ad1U8tEd for ThXeS.,o........\;.....-......
] . « . -

¢ Al
Employee Income Available for Local Expenditure.#&v...........

Average Monthly Employée Househqld Exnenditurea...h*..........
. \
Total Employee Househdld Exoenditures...J...........t......... .
: i
Average Monthly Student Expenditures................;¥“..3;..
. . . \

) Total Student EXDenditureS..o.;.‘.............:\..............

Studenti Expenditures to the UW—Madison..---.-.o---.o-o-.\¢.--¢

, Lo }\

Festimation of Out~of-County Football Fan Attendance. ceeeeioens

Total Expenditures by Out-of-County Foothall_Fans.........lf..
. » \
Estimation Oflv Parent Visits...................................

1

TOtal E)(Denditures by Parents......o‘ooooooooooooo.ooooou.o‘oo

*Visits hy Friends of Students.s..................3,....;(...J.

Visits by Friends of UniverSity Embloyees....................._

W-Madison Departments with the Largest Conference/ o

Seminar AttendanCEOo‘oooooooooooo‘coo.oonoccnxooovo‘ooooooo
. < .

1

Other Visitors to thQ<UniVGrﬁjty in.1982-33................1..

Summary of Visitors on University-Related Busines8.ecevcsoveee

xii. 1 i

14

16

16

18

19

24

25

31

32

34

37
38

42

45

46 .

48

%6

57

2l




6-6

6-7

-9

~

t

L] . . l
. ! 14 - :
' : CONTENTS OF TABLES continued
: e ! .

Title ' Page |

-~

\

Daily Expenditure EstimatJ. for Visttors on
mive}sity hlated Business"....'..'....“....'.....".'.. 58

'} .
lodging for Visitors on UnivhrsiéiFRelated BusineSsSqecesseeses 99

Total Expenditures by Visitors on Unfversity- \ ,
Related Busin‘e‘s’s"..'...".'....""..~'....7.‘..'........". 60

Summary of Visitors and Visitor Expenditures...eiiecececeeese: 63

Total VisitoreExpenditures by Industryesceseseossseascesnscaes 64
Estihates ofﬂﬁjtﬂof-Stéte Visitors and Expenditures..eeieceeese 6%
N LY - P
Posgibility of Multiple Counting Within and
Between Visitor Categories‘.'..:"".'...'.'...'.".."..'...' 66

A}

Summary of Expenditures to Lopal Businesses (1n OOO’s)....;}.. 71

The Direct Impact of lhiversity-Related Expenditures
in Dane County on Private Sector Sales and
Employn‘ent...........‘..'....l....‘...'.Q".......‘.‘M.‘A."... 7’3

- L

. a . .
Expenditul‘es to Local C'OVernmentooooooooooooooooooooooocoooooo 76

L ' ~
Fxmgnditures to local Households and Charities....,cceeeevee.. 80

P

" Estimation of Non-University Health Care Sector

Employment Attributable to University Health
”Insurance CoveraRe"‘...."........'...'.".'...'.‘i...‘.‘.‘. 82

e o~
e

The Total Impact of the lhivefsity on the Loég%‘
F-COI‘lOmy USing Multipliers.-....’.00000000000000:‘.00000000ooo. 89 .
The Total Impact‘of the University on Fach local..
Industry USing Multipliers.................’o........-....... 90

as
ce .

The Total Impact of the University on Dane e ' »

County Private Sector Sales and Fmplovment
USing MUltipliers“-..-..o.....o.......o.o-..o.......o...... 91

Total University-Re lated Employment in Dane County............ 93

1

e

»y




>

-
' ‘

’

. PREFACE Y .

<

-
-

‘Tn 1971, the .Bureau of Rusiness Research published a study entitled.The

University and the Local Economy: A Study of the Fconomic IntéractiqﬁmﬂetWeen .

- ' . \ .
the University and the Dane County. Economy.  The report provideéigstimates of
T ) T i . 1 ’

.

the dollar flows to the local commnity as a result of student, employee, visi-.

L4

tor, and institutional expenditures.' Although there had been no lack of recog-

* -
nition that UW-Madison was important to the Dane County economy, the estimates

of a $200 million direct impact an% a $450 million total impact (after multi-

pligr effects) were purprising to many. Beyond providing a dollar figure to

quantify the total impact, the study estimated flows to the specific sectors of

>

the local economy. '%'j; . . )
Public interest in the stﬁdy was great and for several years the Bureau of

Business Research was asked to provide updated estimates. This was done for -
‘. \ <

s ! .
manyv vears on a superficial basis, simply adjusting for enrollment, employment,

» v N : -
and consumer price changes. As time passed, we became more and more uncomfart-

able doing this, and finally resisted outside pressures and stopped doing it.

N Recoghiztng_public interest in the subject, the UW. Graduate School funded a

-

study to be“accomplished in 198384, o

x

This new study' overcomes many of the weaknesses of the earlier study, most

notably by using an improved research design and by more’seriously estimating
- (‘ N . =
visitors and visitor expenditures. An, admitted we?kness continued from the 1971

?

. e . J
methodology 1s the use of sectoral sales qultipliers from a study done in Door-

- .

County in the late 1960's. The rationale for continuing to apply these non-
gpecific (to Dane County) multipliers is that it would be very costly to.deyelop
cufrent multipliers for Dane County, that the essential logic of the sectoral

miltipliers (s strong and that the level of the sales multiplier used falls

within a reasonahle range.

. O 17

- ?
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In the end, it is 1mportanf td.recognize that the dollar: estimates -
developed In the study arr, in fact, estdmates. They have heen developed using

reagonahle procedures based on limits of time and monéy. The real numbegs
resulting fwaom literally millions of economic tranéactions that take place lgna »

year withf'n the local eéonomy cannot be actually determined. We believe that”

.

our estimates can be comfortably used without fear of being too far from the ;//
' (v

. actuality, < o - . _

Finally, this study makes a modest attempt to estimate the impact of UW-
Madison on the sta economy. The fact that the Unlversity of Wisconsin-Madison
. ,:::?éi A .

is so htghli;regarded nationally and even internationally draws dollars and

visitors to,ﬁhe state each year. Thus, as an education industry, UW-Madison is .

-

an 1§Portant exporter of Wisconsin services.




CHAPTER ] N

OVERVIEW - | N

- N

»

Uw-MADISONT-PRiMAE}ffORCF IN THE DANE COUNTY COMMUNITY ' .

Appgoaching‘ﬁaAison from almost any d}reccion, visitors are struck by the
city's twin skylines. The fi:ag 18 highlighted by tﬁe State Capitol gurrounded.
by several high rise éffice buildings.  The .8second impressive skyiine,'located
to the west, is the Uhiversity\with its q;oried offlceé and dormito€1es;m One
need look no further to understand that the University 1is ah 1mﬁressive force in
the community and that it repfesents an lmportant economic élement.

The data support this first 1mpr§ssion. With an.enrollpent of about 44,000
students ;nd a payroll of approximately 20,000 employees (1n#1ud1ng 9,000
students), there is Aé question but that W-Madison is a major industry, par-
’ticularly in the context of a city of 173,500 and a county ;E 332,600, Even as.
viewed from a total state level, W-Madison, if conceptualized gs'a researqhgb
education business, would be the state's largest single employer. |

The total size of thé Universi£y commuﬁ1ty, considering étudents, emﬁloy-
ees, and their families, is dstimated at 80,085.1 As residents of Ehe county
and consumers of 1oc$1 goods and services,.these individuals czmprise by far the
‘largest influence on the local economy. Without their purchases, the Dane '
County busingss community would be considerably smaller and less diverse.

Because thé University attracts students and visitors erm out-of-state, 1t
can aléo be considered as a service exporter bringing "foreign” (out-of-state)

dollars 1ncp‘the_state etonomy. Furthermore, if the University did not exist in

.
e

1See Appendix B for an explanation of how té&s figurd was calculated.

)

-
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the state, many students would spend their education dollars ‘and most employees .
wbuld earn their payroll dollaqs outside the state. Thus, the basic expendi- 1

<« )
tutes by in-state residents have an important import ‘substitution effect. That

L N

18, Wisconsin provides' educational ﬁervices rather than forcing those who want

these services to seek them #h anotheér s;ate. X

\

WHY LOOK FURTHER? ) _ - | "
Since it'; obvious that Uw—Madisonsis ailﬂrge and 1mpqrtaqt enterpriiiband
{ts community spends money, one might well assume th;t it 1s not worth 106king
beyond these simple observations. The logic 6f those who suppOrtéd this study.w
1s that-UWfMadison'Q gize and,ipportance are the very factors that call for an
in-depth understanding of 1its ecopomic impacts. Public support ;f thg University
cal}s for large expenditures of tax dollars in times of revenue scarcity. Allo-

cations of tax dollars to higher education have been declining 1ﬁ proportion to

public expenditures in other directions for many years in Wisconsin and the

r-r

P P . LG LA wr

wisdom of this:policy 1s subject to public debate. The economic. impacts of UW-
. N

Madison as a result of 1its many and varied research and education activities are

o

certainly one important element in thiF debate.
. \'d

THE VALUE OF EDUCATION

[yt

The UW~Madison probably has its greatest gconomic impact by providing

educa;ion for thousands of Wisconsin (primarily) ybung people to better ‘prepare
| T ' '

them to be productive in a complex and changing society. A recent UW-Madison

studj suggested that its graduatés over the past decade had added an estimated

$27 billion to their expected'lifetime earnings by virtue of their higher educa-

P Y Y S e G e




s ’ - : '
k'
. . - o/ . J

fion%? Presumably the, incomes that will be returns on investment for those
graduates represent added productivity ‘that contributes products and serQiées to

the economy, from which all benefitv

4 ]
] Sy hd

THE UNIVERSITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

In recent years, higher education has been viewed as a major force in

. economic developmeLt. This has been particularly true in the Ne@ England states

where higher education, an important industry itself, produces the scientific,

technical, and managerial manpower that fuels the region's indugtrial and com-

»

.>mercia1 baée.3’4 Recognition of the écgnomic development relevange of higher
. . o

education in Wisconsin accelerated in the early 1980's. Many new programs have °
begun and are being drafted to stimulate this activity, although the state's -

relat{vely late entry into this arena puts it far behind much of the com- .

<]
petition.

(59

THE. UNIVERSITY AS AN INDUSTRY

]

This study focuses neither on the value of educat}on nor on the economic

~

development agpects of higher education. It focuses instead on a third aspect--
on_the Un?’irsity of Wisconsin-Madison as an economic entity--a generator of

income in the community and the state, an employer, an attraction for visitors

A}

VS

2yw-Madison University Committee, "The Economic Benefits of the UW-Madison
for the State,” Working Group Report (Madison: November, 1983).

3Financing Higher Fducation: The Public Investment, John C. Hoy and Mel&in
H. Bernstein, eds. (Boston: Auburn uduse Publishing, 1982).

4Business and Acddemia: Partgers in New England's Economic Renewal, John
C. Hoy and Melvin H. Bernstein, eds. (HanOVer, Massachusetts: University Press
of New England, 1981).
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who purchase goods and services. It views the W-Madison as a business that has
direct economic 4impacts ;n the éomhunl;y aﬁd'stace ig which 1t 18 located.

"The primarf fola of all econonic impact analysis 1s to measure the addi-
tional economic impact caused by the insﬁitution'above tﬁe level of economic
activitf that wou}d have occurred in its absence."5_ In this case, thé‘inskitu-
tion is defined as UWfMaAison'and does not 1né1ude the UW Cenkrél.Administratiop
or W Extensién. The local community is defined as Dane Count}. ;bé "Univer—

‘sity community” as defined in the study includes the institution itself, its

: . »
employees, gtudents and their families, and visitors to the University.6

The conceptual*s;ruéture of the study is indicated in Figure 1-1: Here it
1s clear that payments from the institutién to employees and gtq@ents and th%
converse are treated as 1ntra-§Qgtitutional'transfers and not impacts on the
local community. Ehe impact focus thus is.on the non-University coﬁmunity;
1nd1c3ted.as businesses, government, agd local households.

. ATHE study was s}ructured to parallel, with some modest exceptions, the UW-
+-Madison economic impact study that wés conducted some yeafs ago and published in

1971. Thus, comparisons to evaluate impact changes over the 1nt§rvening years

are in many instances possible.

B S

{ﬁ .
5Donald S. Elliott and Stanford L. Levin, "Considerations in Measuring tﬁ;
Fconomic Impact of Institutions of Higher Education,” a paper’ presented at meet-
fngs of the Midwest Economic Association, Chicago, April 5-7, 1984 (Edwards-
ville, Illinois: Southern Illinois Uni‘?rsity, 1984), p. 6. .

6Alt:hough these groups refer to UW-Maddgon only, some visitors to W Exten-

slon programs were included in the visiter counts. The rationale for doing this.

was that many UW*Madison faculty provided instruction that drew the visitors to
these programs. :

'}

. .
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o : /Figure 1-1

A Conceptual Framework for the Study
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SCOPE OF THE STUDY
Well over 100 institutions of higher education have conducted similar

studies assessing their economiq'impact;L\ Some of these studies are quite o SNy

T .
-

'.sophisticated, emplbyiﬁg dozens of complex econémetric-modéls, while. others

* -

utilize ‘less complex approaches which nonetheless produce comparable findihgs.

Our perspective in choosing an approach was guided primarily by a desire to make

_tth report as accessible:as posgible ko all members of the local.commun#ty. “
Thg_fundamental goal 6f.£his study is to c&mmuﬁicpte tﬁ'simple dollar terms what
.the Uw-Madisoh means tQ Dane Codnty. Téchnical jargon and-incOmﬁreﬁensibie- - o,
mathematics would only serve to defeat our purpose. " _ o ii&,

Due to 1limits of time and money it was not possible to. examine all the

~ economic relationships between the ‘local comﬁunity and the UW-Madison.

)

7
. L 3
. c. .. - .

-~

'(f * 'Economles are complex systems, and the inter-relationships among different .

. 1

entities are numerous. This study focuses 6@ thosge relétionsh}ps which were

felt to be most salient and on those that could be measured.

' - ‘

. . \
There are nonetheless some non-quantifiable impacts of the University that
do deserve mention because they are important. These are deécribed in the
. “~ ‘ .
concluding chapter of this report. _

RESEARCH DESIGN o . | : L

As mfght be expected, given' the conceptualization of the "University com-
\ . ' - ' .
munity,” this research project was designed as several coordinated research

projects. Each major actor group in the Univefsity community (i.e., the insti-
tution, students, employees, and visitors) became the focal point of a research

: R \ L )
effort. The expenditure cataegories used were consistent across the groups and . ~

~
3

VSee‘Appendix C for a selgcted\bibliography.
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these were selected on the basis of the economic multipliers used in'the 1971, study ‘as )
~. . . ’ " . . . 'v . - . Al
well as thelr correspondence to categories used in local and'n?tional data sources.g

, Y N '. . .\ .
In a\study of this nature, it is inevitable that assumptions must be made »
PRI ' . . ‘ ) N

whenever hard data is unavailable or too time~consuming or expensive to obtain. Lo

-
.

'0ur practtce;throdghout this study was to make conservative assumptions -- i.e., .
: ' - . :

. ) h \" . s
use lower numbets whenever there was reasonable cause for doubt. So if we err- R

[y .
-

in thisvreport, it 1s on the slide of caution. ' LT ' . !

Although the study w;s~to be accompliéhed‘for the 1983-84 academLc{year, in

[y
[y

_some instantes, at the time of data collection, databwas onley available for

.. ‘

1 1982-83. Whenever 1982-83 data are employed, {t will be assymed that the . .
Tl ./ . . - , . “ R .
‘figures for 1983-84 are similar. For the, most part, if such assumptions are
N . ,- _Y . * : 4 ~ ‘. M .
incorrect, the effeot again woul d be to understate the results of thig study.

»

) 'jhe détails of’;eéearch design, for each individua;_b:oject are presented in the . =

¥ -

individual chhpters'dnd the research instruments used can be found in'AQbénaix A}_J

Instruments,used were all Yefined and improved.ojer,their 1971 predecessbrs,'

In'hrié?, the basic approach used for measuring local institutional expen- F; y
ditures was to aobtain a computef printout of all'invoices paid during the 1982- .
o ’, . - \. ¥ -

83 academic Yyear. A student asqistant_studied the entire list and classified

. . i M . ‘ L}
the.payees by industry according to the study format. In some instances, it was
* necessary to make assump;iong regarding the correct code category of businesss oo

The other major’ groups studied (students, employees, and visitors) were’ SR
e ! - S . _— '
surveyed'independgptly,"but using many common questions. - Basically, respondents
\ \ | .. N .
from each group were simply asked to allocate from memory. their expenditures

N~y -

“

. N N . ] ~ ’ * ) .

over a designated time period: Care was taken to ensure that only local 7
. . . o . : e : . . . . R
_exD?thtureé were included. - R Do .j -

+

« '

| S . o ) C e o I
Sﬂge Appendix D for a description of the categories., ‘ )

" - ’ . .
’ . - » - v . . - PR
. 1 N . -
. . N !
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, . CHAPTER 2 . ¥
THE "INSTITUTION

l . INSTITUTIONAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES  , -
|
|

Payments from the University to persouns, businesses, and local government
: ? ) .

fepresent.one.majof flow of funds' to the community;‘-Institutional operatiné » T

exbenditures-sre comprised primarily oﬁtwages‘and salaries, payroll taxes, pur—

chsses oﬁxsuppiieS'and equipment, and student and faculty loans, schalarships,

" o snd'fellowships. Data described in this chaptec was obtained for the 1982-83 . :
v ) . « \..o-’/’ ' "y ] .- .\ R . .'o. n g . .
N academic year. C - : . , PR
. PAYMENTS TO STUDENTS | ¢ v A St

w  The University annualiy paygfstudents,wages and salaries for work petr-
1) * - - . ° X ) ’ " i ' ) . " -
‘formed.' The largest student recipient grpup is the assistantlgroup (teaching,

-

gresearch, and project assistents)}‘ Other groups are,studeni hourly workets,‘

fellowship and scholarship holders, snd borrowers‘from the student loan fund.

e . ) [ ! ’ ° , o % . i . L,
Althoﬁgh'loans are not normally viewed as income,-i& is appropria&e to‘view them )

+*

as such here because the loan proceeds become availabie for expenditure during

~

the student 8 stay inp the local economy. The loan is not repaid until after .
‘c "I \ . L] ,- . A —_—
graduation, most oftenvafter the student leaves tﬁe local‘economy. All paymths

to students represent a dollar flow to members of the University community.

Because these students live in the'Madison area, they, of course, respenﬂ ost C

: . . 7 N
of these funds locally. . ' ET S - t

e

gures or ayments to 9tudents, eummarized in Table 241 below, Were ' R
P .

o
LY

)

: obtained from the University of Wisconsin~Madis0n accounting office. ’»_ R 'f:' “a

r l

‘.
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TABLE 2~
~Total Dollar Flows to Students in Fiscal 1982-83 °

- " Wages and salaries t0-asslstantB.cevecscssassssvevernnssese$27,789,790
.Student hourly wages-.....--.-o-.-.-........‘..-.-..-...."",_.. 12,9510,769 s
Fellowships and BcholarehipSo----,_g'-',_.«...m.._.ﬂ...--,o-....'.. 20,610,182
Stude_nt loanscoooootocl0000&00000Oi..\’.‘o-_ncoooo0000'0000'0000.0 8,985,784

TOTAL.'....’.'....‘.Q...0..‘.......I..............Q\O..... 15’356’325

. .
. 0 o .
' . . Q o

I
I
I
l
|

PAYMENTS TO FACULTY AND STAFF - .
, AThe single largespﬁex@eﬂgg%hﬁe category in the Univeréity of wiscqnsiﬁ— _ "
" Madison budget was wagéé'&nd salaries-to facﬁlty and staff. For the Univer- I

sity;s figtal year' 1982-83, the payments for faCuity and staff-wﬁges and
. ’

l
l
|

I3

salaries amountédJto'$272,121,256. Chapter 3 details how these earnings were
spent. Neither Uw’Extension nor W ;;stem faculty, both located in Madison, are
included Zn eiéher the salary or fringe benefit figures. ‘

Since this study 1s concerned with all types oﬁéollar expenditures, it i's'
appropriate to ;ote that the state spent millions of Aollhrs_;ﬁ.fringe benefits
fof Univer‘ity emﬁloyees. These supplementary benefits can‘be congidered as

)

\
non-taxable income to employees, providing them with the opporfunity to spend

retirement programs. Another view of these fringes would recognize them as

“institutional expenditures to local business ($9.9 million went to local insur-

. . -
ance firms). The amount and distribution of benefits are summarized in Table 2-2

-

their wages and salaries on things other than heéith and life‘insurénce or
below. . .. o




m.mmwmmmm I &

, - 9
[ Iy
- | ' TABLE 2-2 ’ A
Fringe Benefits Paid to University Employees
in Fiscal 1982-83
.- ' : | , . Local
' Placement ‘Placement
Total Dane County in State
‘\_ State Group Life Insurance $ 931,050 s 658,252 5 658,252}
State Group Health Insurance 16,730,590 9,235,285 16,730,590
~Teachers Retirement . 14,561,354 - "~ 14,561,354
Classified Ratirement ¥ 11,890,734 . == 11,890,734"
TOTAL - $51,115,72§ $9%89§,5§’ §41,113,700

1Pe;id through a local bsoker, but placed with an out-of-state firm.
B ) _ i '

. ’ ' : _ Y
PAYMENTS FOR SUPPLIES, SERV}CES, AND EQUIPMENT

The balance of'Univeysity operating expenditures goes for the purchase of :
supplies, services, and equip@ent. In the case of payments to studengs and
sﬁgff, it wa;'aqsuned'qhat all were residents of Dane County. Exceptioﬁs to
this agsumption arejinfrequent'and thus ha;? negligible effects on the study's

P B 4
conclusions: However, in the case of supplies, services, and equipment, a sub-
stantial portidn of the University'é_eXpenditures to vendors are ﬁade ogcside
Daﬁe County.1 Non—-local expenditures need to be segregateq from_total Univer-

sity expenditures as they do not have a direct impact Ohhthe loca’l economy.

Total University expenditures: for Dane Obunty were obtained by examining a

_ computer-generated record of all ygucﬁéfs pald for in 1982-83. Only those that

had a Dane County zip code for the payee were included. The transactions were

A

}Hard data concerning the total amount of+expenditures to vendors both o
inside.and outside the county. wds not avallable because University records
{nclude interdepartmental:transfers in budget figures. Using a University
accounting official's estimate that such transfers comprise 207 of the total,
about $137.5 willion was spent by th@ University on supplies,: services, and _
equipment. Of this amount, the same officlal estimates that roughly half was,
spent in Wisconsin. ' :




classified according to industry and the amount of each transaction was *$§

recorded, The total amounts by industry are summarized below.

: Agriculture, Mining, Forestry- ) $128,000

These expenditures included items such as stone and gravel, agricultural

. »
produce, and nursery products.

-

Construction | ~ $483,000

, Major University construction expenditures were not included in this

' figure. These will be discussed in this chapter. Included here are expendi-~
’ . ' ' . < . - .
o tures for repair and maintenance work doné by firms in the local construction :J

’

1ndustry.

Manufacﬁuting .

$698,000 - 1

Y

o : The manufacturing purchases included payments for items manufactured in

P

Dane County, including lumber and wood products; printing and publishing and
allied induqfries;'petroleum refining and related industries; machinery; and

professional, scientific, and controlling iunstruments, among others.

 Transportation, Communications, Utilities $468,000
) . "This category included such itemé 38 telephone, gas and ‘electricity, and
bué transportation.\ . \ - -
5
Wholagalers " $14,749,000

»

|

All agents, HYrokers, and wholesalers selling items such as office éupplies

and equ{pment, food and beverages, and other supplies and equipment were

&

f{ngluded in this category. h e

- . -
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.
Building Material Suppliers, Farm Equipment Dealers,

and Hardware Stores . - §764,000

¢ »

Purchases in this category {ncludéd Ltems such as lumber, paint, tools, and,

tractors,

L.

Personal anwaiﬂeas Services e $3,659,000 % .

o This broad-based cétegoryvincluded 1teuns ranging'from'medical, legal, and
qonsultant fees to laundry and dry cleaning. It also included 10 percent of the
gir fares paid by the University for travel under the assumption that local

travel agencles received this as payment'from the airlines for scheduling the

travelo

.payments UW-Madison, 1nc1u31ng_

Finance, Insurance, and Real Fatate . $11,787,000

This category ingluded-payhénns_made to banks and financial institutions,

1nsurance agents and brokerjy," qdffééltéstate operators and lessors. It also

includeq the fringe benefiﬁ p *“éh;?jdegcribed 1n.Table 2-2.2 Be;ond these "y
ts.gdfiiﬁary operations, maintains short and
longer t%fm.balaﬁces in Wiscon 1p_financial institutions. At present, the

longer term balances”éée‘about"$120'million and are maintained in Wisconsin, but
ngc in Dane County.:,The ;haft‘ﬁété bal;nces are maintained in Madison and cur- R o
rentlyfaQerage ;bout $3 ﬁiilion. Theseﬁbalances, of course, have some economic

benefit by thelr expansion of the local and state tredit base. These bhenefits

\

are described in . more detail 1n Chapter B

v

‘equipment, sarvices, and supplies.

- 'y v u

210 1982-83, HMO's were ﬁot:yetlprevalent. go virtually all of the health
{nsurance money spent locally went to insurance firms. Some of this money comes
hack to the University as paymenmts for health care at University Hoédpital and
Clinics. We made no attempt to determine how much thie Lnvolved, since much of
1t ultimately goes back into the local economy as salaries and purchases of

i
¢
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”  Gederal Merchandise Stores

$21,000
This small category included the purchase of items from department,

discount, and varlety stores as wgll as mail-order houses .,

Automobile Sales and Service . $272,000

This category included direct purchases by the Univeﬁsity from Dane County

4
’//,Jservice,stations. garages, and automobile dealers.

«

4

' Apparel Stores $7,000

Loy

»

This category included purchases for unif&fms,,clothing and tailoring, and

shbes.

Furniture and Appliance Stores $490,000
This cate¥ory refers to those purchases made to furnish offices and other
facilities. , "

' v A
. J
Eating.and Drinking Places . $21,000 e

These purchases refer tk the portion of travel expense funds paid to
University-sponsored visitors thht are traceable to local eating and drinking
establishments. This amount is very likely to be understated by a lafge amount
as most of the payments for these expéhditures went to individuals based on

thelr expense reports. There was no way to trace these expenditures based on

the computer records of voucher payments. The actual amount here was more

likely to have been in the neighborhood of §1,000,000~$1,500,000. However, most

of this will have been picked up through the visitor expéndinures described in

Chapter 5. When the UW pays ; prospective.Taculty member visiting Madison his
\BT her expenses, a portion of the expenae_payment'qill be- for local hotels.;nd

restaurants.
Ed

\
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Miscellaneous Retail ' , . 700,000

These purchases included items bought from book and stationery stores, drug

stores, gift stores, sporting goods stores, and others. 3

]

\10431ng,Places : ; ' | . $27,000

This refers to expenses paid to University-sponsored visitors using lodging
facilities in Dane Gounty. As was the case for eating and drinking plaqed}'this
amount is vastly understated as most such expenditures were reimbursed through

{ndividuals based on tfavel expense reports. Again, however, these expenditures

will, for the most part, be measured as visitor-expenditures in Chapter 5. .-
. . ‘v' .
Amusement Places o _ -

No expenditures were made to amusement places.
’ T v

~

i v

Covernment $1,299,000
This category included payments for tdkes} services, and rentals of city ,
and county property, and payments for sanitary water and sewer’service. This .

total included $399,029 for property taxes.

-

local Households L $161,000

These.expenditures to local households refer primarily to services provided

by Dane County residents. They involve honoraria. Some bayﬁents may have been

repayment of expenses actualiy incurred outside the county. Thus, they wouldn't

]

/<,ref1ect local impact. However, in the perspectiVe'of the total study, this is a

)
relatiVely‘small.category go the effgct on overall results is negligible.

o -
. . B

( The local impact of the University's institutional operating expenditures ‘on

Dane County's economy 1is presented in summary form in Table 2-3.. Based on the ®

-

figures described above, the total direct impact was'$35,734,000£j This amount
N ’ . :
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Industry e

' “14 .

\

represents about 19% of all University expenditures for supplies, services, and
[ 4 V4 . -
equipment .excluding health insurance expenditures, or 24%Z including them.

TABLE 2-3

-
\]

Local Purchases of'Supplies, Services, and Equipment
by the University of Wisconsin-Madison
in 1982-83 (by Industry) |

Estimated Total
Local Purchases

ot
Agriculture’ Mi ng’ Forestry...."_...........‘.......l‘.....l $ ~ 128’000

P ' /

CONBETUCELOM. ¢ venvreteersranssesesarsntusntsterascesnssasacnny . 483,000
MANUEACEUELNZs p o v ernssonnsasssnnsnsssnsssnsessnnsssssassossses 698,000
Transportation, Cdmmuniéations, Ut111C1@8 e eeeveeesvercanannsnns . 468,000
WhOleBalerS.eeescsoseosencsssssosescsssscscsncasssfasasosacans 14,749,000
Building Material Suppliers, Farm Equipﬁent .
Dealers, Hardware StOT@Bccceceosen®iorossacsossssssanssassns 764,000
Personal and Business Services..iiicesscescrsssessncopocssccnns f3,659,000'
Finance, Insurance, and Real FSEAL@ e aeeesoansoososssnnasssnns 11,78],000
General Merchandi;e R] ] £-¥. B S I P R R R R K 21,000
Automobile Sales And SETVICE. s eeeeeeeeeesoseronseesonssonsanas 272,000
Apparel Storeé....................:.ﬂ.;....%%................. 7,000

Furniture and Appliance StOreS...ecessssasvssnsassocscesocanns - 490,000
Eating and Drinking Places(................5.......[......;... 21,000
Miscellaneous Retall. ceeeveesasecssceasasosacossssssnsnnnsanns 700,000
10dg1Ng PLlaceS.esseusenscagersonsenanssonsrsssasussnneionine 27,000
Amusement Place@B.cecsecectoresesnavoonasssbosssossssnsssanssios —

TOTAL To LOCAL'BUSINESSES...................0.....m...... $36’276’000

¢

GovernmeqtooOoooo‘;ooo‘ooo'oooooo;00000oooooo'ooooooooooooooo:oco " 1,299,000
“(;useholdsnto0.0000000000000_00O.OOOOOOOO00\0‘000.0.0000000000{.00 161,000
\/:rOTALo00000000\0000-0000000000000000060OOOOOOOQOO.IO,OIOOOOOOQ 335,734,000




.

'MAJOR CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES v ‘
Construction expendtturgs,are based on 10ng-terﬁ planning and contracting,
and therefore ahe should be cautious about attaching great importance to the
results of one year andAits effec;a on the local economy. The year-to-year
1Tpact on the local economy is likely to he inconsistent, but nonetheless con-

struction expendituresﬂdo répresent dollar flows into the economy, and therefore

~

" should be analyzed. | - | ~ ‘ ’ ’
| During 1982-83, t;e'Uw-Masiaon paid out.$15\?02,981 from the construction |
fuﬁdﬂ Of.thi§ am0unt, appréximately 487%, or 37!345,000,‘was paid out to ﬁane S
County constructipon firms, engineers'énd architects, and related businesses.3 )
The balance of the payments, $7,957,0b0, was paid to non-local firm;.

It is well recognizﬁd that a substantial portion of fﬁﬁhs paid to non-local

contractors flow back into the local economy as lodalrlabor 13'h1r?d, supplies
are purchased, and other expenditures are made. Based on the results of the

* 1971 study of the local.economy, 1£ was determined that 90.6 percent of pur—
cHases from non-local contractors flow directly back into the local community.
The local 1nd§str1es recelving these payments are illustrated in Table 2~4:

-.' ’

-~
'

i

3N_o breakdown waswohbtained. In the 1971 study, 947 went to construction
" Eirms, 5% to local engineers and architects, and 1% to furniture and appliance

stores.” We assume these percentages also apply to 1982-83 congtruction expendi~
tures paid to local firms. "

R A | L I L —_—— T _——




TA'BLE 2-4
b '?ercentage of Construction Purchases Made Locally
By Non-[ocal Contractors ] - ..
( : . . : Percent of
Industry Total Contract _

X
’

Consttuction............................u............... 35 53
Building material suppliers.ciccssessnsesrsanssssccssoses 18,20 .

, Transportation, ut1liti®g.sereersescssecssccsccrossssafose 70
Personal and business serviceSceeievrsescsasscssersoanses  o17

Financial institutionSeeccecccesetoscroccscccsorssoscsccnss .08
’ . AutomoBile sales and serviceS.ceccistsesicsscscsccreasass 408
Fating and drinking placeS..essecssososesscessssecsssnoes 03¢

. Local GOVETNMENL.seseeesesssssonssassasscsssssnsssssssces 03

Local hoyseholds (1abor) eeeessvessscssssssassessssssaness 35, 70

90.57

Applying these petcentagéa to the current study,-it was egstimated that '
?

local businesses and households received the amounts shown in Table 2-5 below

from construction firms located outside the county. . - .

-

TABLE 2-5

Local Payments $y Non-Local Contractors

\

< CONSELUCELON. evstnressosssonarsasersssnsssssnnsssssssssess $2,827,000

Building materials suppliera..........................&... 1,448,000

/ Transportation, utilitieBeccecssscscssenssersocssocsocnsee 56,000
Personal and business' Services.esescececssssosreosossonses 14,000
Financial 1nstitutiong.eeeeceseicoccccsationcsssnscrnonnes 6,000
Automobile sales and ServiGesceeeicoceriesrevscscsscrcsrnas 6,000 4
Bating and drinking places.......:........................ 2,000
Local GOVErnmMent..cqesesescososocsssoacenssnssssrsssnsosss 6,000

local househ(,lds (1ab°r).............:..................... 2841 000
TOTAL...........................'....................... $3,206,000

Thus, the Dane Codnty.economy receivedva tgtal estimated dollar flow of (1

$14,551,000°($7,3ﬁ5,000 directly through local firms and $7,206,000 indirectly

~as non~local firms bought goods and services ldcally) as a result of 1982~-83 JV‘I
. . . : . ' _ ._ -

fiscal year construction expenditures by the University. j‘ v _ I

' : ‘ ) . . . ! ' - N
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CHAPTER 3 ' .

l \ EMPLOYEES

7. | | oy . : - 4'r,
i . INTRODUCTION o . “ NIRRT ..
Expenditures of University employees’repreaent a major influenée on the
Il.. local economy, as evidenced Sy the size of the 1983-84 payroll,bwhich amounted
to over $283 wmillion, excluding payments to student employees. Becguse Univeﬁj
l sity emplgyees are members of the locai economy as well as employee; of the ‘
University, this payroll'can initially be viewed as a flow of doilars to the -
local economy, ending hp in the pockets and pocketbqggs o} University employ-
ees. Howe;;r, it is also poséiﬁle to view employees as being a part of'the
; University. 1In this framework, the dollar flow to tha local economy stems from

) _ -the expenditures made by University employees to Dane County businesses and

households using the wages and salaries.they receive from the University. We S

have dﬁhsen to take ;he 1gtter perspéctive for this study, and view employees as

‘éontri§£:ors ro the Iocal econony rather than as members of it. This stance 1s

justifiéd if one considers the hypothetical situation of a Dane County without a
° University of Wisconsin—-Madison. In this s§ience fiction" scenario, most

members of the 1oCa; economy who would have worked at the University would be

1

[} .

working at other univeriizies, especially professors. Q;hers who would in all .

likelihood be living in Jane County regardless of the University's presenée‘

would be unable €% find work since many of the non-University jobs in Dane .

-~

survey describdd later in this chapter indicated that they would not be living A
- in-Dane County 1f'they were not employed by the Univgraity.

! ~

v fl
¢ v .
3 — - o . | N
¥ - ‘ ’ :
$ lover 7SZ‘Lf the full, associate, and assistant?professors responding to a -
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o

County which are supported by the University's ptesence would. not exist.2 These
individuals wouid probably also be living elsewhere. Thera&ore, it is-inappro-

priate to view University employees as members of the local economy, since it is

the University which ultimately hccoqhts for their residence in the county.

EMPLOYEEIINCOME AVAILABLE FOR LOCAL EXPENDITURES

Because SCudént expenditures are considered elsewhere in this report,
employee gross earnings in 1983-84 were obtained'froﬁ the University's Payroll
and Staff Penefits office by subtracting thé wages paid to assistants and
student hourly workers'frsm the gross payroll., The result was $28§,204,000.

From this amo;nt, taxes were deaucted‘to determine what income was avall-

. . '
able for expendifure in the local economy. These calculations are shown below
in Table 3-1. |
TABLE 3-1

Nonstudent Payroll Ad justed for Taxes

W mnstudent Payroll.‘l..ll.l.lll...l...lllllll.ll......’ll $283’204-’000

Less: TFederal income taxes $49,963,0001
State income taxes 18',870\,’0001'
Social. Security taxes 16,495,000

- 85,328,000

Nonstudent Disposable Income from W......ceveeeeeesonssss $197,876,000

lye assume that iax'qeductions from payroll e?uéhytaxes pald.

.

Additional deductions &ere made from the payroll to purchase services

’

desired by employees. These include life and health 1nsurance,vfees to the

. . o )

"2Findidgs discussed in dhaptér 6 Buggest ovar 18,000 local non-University
Jobs are attributable to expenditures by the UniVefsity comtunity.




University $#or parking, and government bonds.- These deductions are itemized in

; TABLE 3-2 '
' . Employee Income Available for Local Expenditure

Nonstudent Disposable Income from uw.....................\ $197 876, 000

' * Table 3-2. I .

L . Less: Ste::NGroup Life Insurance $1, 203,000 «
: State Group Health Insurance 1,406,000
UW Fees (parking) - . 483,000
U.S. Bonds . . | 182,000

-

- 3,274,000

Nonstudent Income from UW Available for
Idocal Fxpenditures..................................... $194 602 000

o
Thus, it would appear that the University nonstudent faculty and staff had
approximately $194,602,000 available to spend in the local economy during the

~

1983-84 fiseal year. -

HOW DATA WERE OBTAINED

To determine household-expenditures of employeee, a random sample of 292
faculty and staff members were surveyed by mail 15 Nevember, 1983.3 (The ques- ;
tionnaire used is presented 1n“Apeendix A). To assure an adequate response
rate, a follow—up‘post card was mailed one week after the initial maiiing. Y e

: & ' ' ’
In an attempt to improve the accuracy of the estimates obtained, two method-,

ological issues were considered. ﬁirst, it would obviously be imprecise to ask

employees for an "average” monthly expenditure. Yet, 1f a specific month was chosen .

to offset this ptoblem, a new difficulty would be created because the month chosen

Vo would not necessarily be represehtative of employees' actual average monthly expen-'

31 1s inappropriate to use individual employee etpehditurea since a
majority of employees are members of households, and their individual expendi-~
-tures cannot be isolated. :

e g )
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'757{ ditures.  n order to try-to overcome this dtfficulty,_employees were Yandomly
.'aasigned to detail their expenditures in one«of four mogths' August,,September. ,
:w 'October, or November of 1983. .The figqres which are used in this enhlysie are
based on the.overall averages obtained across all.four months.
¢ Thé'EeconQ'methodo}oéical {ssue concerns differiné incomes among different
types of ﬁnivereity enployees. Professors' incomes are geﬁbrelly higher t::L tnose
of acadenic or civll service staff. Over or under eampling of any of these employee-
categories woyld result in, blased estimates. To compensate for this potential
effect, the sample was stratified by t}pe of University employee 80 that%the‘per- ;
-centage of each type in the sample corresponded to the percentage in the population. ¢
Nonethelesd, this, does not assure that the questionnaires that are returned
will be similarly allocated across the various types of employees. 1In fact, of the
128 usable responses (e response rate of 437) there was a slight non—response bias,.

with civil service staff underrepresented and all three classes of professors over-—

represented. To compensate, responses were appropriately weighted in order to

obtain a more accurate average monthly expenditure for each category. {
EXTRAPOLATION OF MONTHLY EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES . s
The basis for extending the average monthly expenditures obtained from the
N _ :
sample to monthly expenditures for all employees is the number of employee
M -~ - : A P
& ¢ L3
'. -




housegolds which was estimated at 11,911 fOf 1983 84.“ The annual total was
then obtained by simply usihg a factor of 12, since for all practical purposes

noh~student University employees reside in Dane County throughout the year.S

EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES *

< s

Table 3-3 describes the average monthly expenditures of employee house-
holds. In Table 3-4 these‘afe‘expanded.to all embloyees for the 1983;84 academic ’
year. .0ne category of emplofee-expenditure omitted fromfanalysis are expehdi-
tures to the University, s}nce the Ud}versity 1s not considered as a part of the

.~ local economy in this study, andvdata is unaveilable.-

* DISCUSSION
o ;
.The average employee household spent $19,873 locally in 1983+r84, or $1,656
per month., These figures do not include expenditufes to the University, and the

"averageMs based on all employee hbuseholds, including those that live outside

e « - \

L ' . ~ : . , ‘r
aThe nimber of households is somewhat less than the number of employees

since some employees are married to each other, others share households, &nd
ati1ll others live with their parents or thildren. To estimate the number of
employee households, the names and addresses of 857 randomly selected employees .
were examined. Eighty-five of these employees, or about 10%, hadrthe same last
name and address. However, this method includes neither employees who are
married but have different names nor unmarried employees who share both living
quarters and .household expenditures. We congervatively estimate that employees
in these two categoripes represent 5% of all employees, although the actual
figure, which for all practical purposes is unobtatnable, 1s probably lower.

» Thus, the total. percentage of employees .that have- another member of their house-
hold also working for the University 1is estimated at 157. \\

In 1983-84 there were 12,876 non-student elmployees. If 15%, or 1,931, have
another member of their household working for the University, then half this
figure, 966, is the nunber of dual-eriployee hpuseholds. Subtracting 1,931 from
12,876 yields, 10,945, the number of single-employee. households.. Adding 966 and
10,945 results 1n a total of,1], 911 employee, households ‘

» 5The exceptions to this assumption, 1f considered would have a negligible
effect on our totals. . 0 . : \

¥ .
] .

.~ .
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SRR -:xhe county.» Limiting the average to lotal households would result fn a higher
i: -;' “ . - 3 - )
{.‘“ ”l_“}i estimate. In total, University employee households spent an estimated $185.9
‘tﬁi!?f. million 'in local busineases. About $21.7 million went to local gQVernment, and

-

§29 1 miIlion was given to local houaeholds and charities.

The total expenditure figure of $236.7 million is about $42 million greater

&

than the disposable employee earnings figure calculated in Table 3- 2. This dis-
%

'{ crepancy is a %esult of factors which were not measured in this study. These

Eactors could tend to understate or overgtate either disposable income available

°

to University community households for spendiﬂ%(/gzbane County or employee .

N

expenditures directly attributable to the W payroll-

~

o SOme degree of error in Our'gstlmates of expenditures 1s inevitable due
to response bias, sampling error, erﬂbrs in recall by respondents and

errors in industry classification by respondents. - . ‘
~*  Some employee households have two.incomes, §0 part of the ;xpenditures

employees reported were undoubtedly a result of non-University earnings.
. . " \ .

3 '

‘m Some employees have ather sources.of income besides their University
o vu,

J this.sense,”it.i;’ s inly "legigimate" income to be credited' to the

. - ' - - e :
* Some percentage of employee earnings is invested or put intsavings

-
accounts rather than spent on goods and services,

¢ Some purchases are made on credit.
. B B

*  Someemployees live outside of Dane County and do most Ofbtheir.ﬁ
‘Qpending whare they. reside. . =~ . . co o . ,

. In an abgtract sense, a portion &f these earnings are University-related, since
many jobs exist in the local community because of University community expen-—

ditures, and some of these jobs are held by members of employee households.

salary. Much of. this inc0me, particularly that accruing to faculty, 1s in

7Y ty-related (e.g., textbook royalties, consulting). In

$even Ehough it'is not included in payroll figures:
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The effect of .these factors is that the University payroll understates the

income available to University hOuseholds Eor spending locally, and the ekpendi~

ture figures presented in Tables 3 3 dnd 3-4 pgtbsbly over-state to gsome extent o

Y

the Uhiversity—related contribution of employees to the local ecoany.

\ .

Financial institutions would appear to be ‘the recipients of the biggest .

companies, and real estate agencies. An ‘additional $lq 983?000 was maintained

’ R

IRA's, and certificates of deposit.

.

About B.6Z of the sample purchased a home or property duringll983 at an

over 1, 000 such purchases were made at a total cost of $53 million. Some par-~

centage of these homes were undOubtedly new, providing dollars for ' local con;

]

struction flrms. And if it isoassumed that homes were purchased with an 807%

\

mortgage, then local finangia1 institutions had a potential market of -about $42

o

million for .their mortgage-funds. The other‘Sll miIlion.would-have been

{nvested by employees in equity aa down payments. ﬁ_ E . ' o

The §13.8 million® paid to local government in property taxes is probably

~

understated, since 287 of employeea_rent -and about a quartet oﬁ Jrental dollars

ends up being paid as property'tax by the landlord. The actusl figure'is thus
i} - . ; . . \ .

§

_cloqfr tot§17.2 million.. ' - o N

In'a simila?® vein, the utility figures are probably underst@ted sigce some
renters pay for heat and electricity as a part of their Tent.. |
In conclusion,_it.is apparent that the contribution of employees to, the,

|

. local etonomy is sizahle. In the next chapter a gsimilar methodolo&y 1s applied

to examine the ecenomic .impakt of students.

“share of employeé‘ekpendituresi Some $39.4 million was paid to banks, insurance '

-tn checking accounts, and 8104 579 000 was kept in Dané‘County savinga accounts, “

Lo

.average cost of $51, 800. Fxt apolating thtae figures to &ll employees suggests '_
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S N S e \Averaﬁh Monthly Employeg Household. Expehdtturanl' C . T - I
SR . Telephonedie .............u............:......... S 34
S CaB/electrlG e s vove vasrnnosesvioasenssoansoasenes 71 .
o Department ﬁtnreq................................, 78 l

R Apparel SEOCeA.ssessevessororenvasdiossnttrtrsoos 65 ‘l _
Gasoline/autd parts and gervicedssesesveonereinns 100 :
Furnﬁture/appliances............................. 63 5
Restaurants/bars.......................%.......:. 64 ' l
CrOCEIL@8erscvsssosossssaotsarssasnsssesbprsncsnes 206 )

- Retall tOl‘GSol.--ooooo-oo--.---oao-uz-o'uo’-q_o--..-__‘ .60 . - *
Lodging o..ao......o.o-ooo.ooo.-qol.ao‘pav..-;ooo'a. 4 =~ ' o l
. AMUSEMENEBesesssecrsossssosssssonrseessvsssssansony. 15 , . .
. HOUBENOLAB e o vsssnsaionssasssosssnassasnanessassssss v 40 0 o .
o - Service charges/interestvecessessoeeceevesccsscsen .. 20 " . B
Transportation..,;.............,.................' 57 - ' I
GOVEINMENtesssseseasenseasiosssossesssssosssscsns 9. _
.Churches and chariti@Seececesscoossossessccaseioss ¢ 4b o .
_ Persgnal/business services.cesieseesenvenvenvine. o 49 7 e I
\ Construction/Tepalreeseeecesssoesnsassssnsnsssnes, 72 " T
Rent:4 ‘ ' -
Paid to businesses.............................' 319 : 'l
. : Paid to individualseeseeeevosonsoaiosasocnngone 272 S \
- ’ Insurance : _ SR ' .
Paid to Dane County companies.................. .79 "<\ .
Paid to Dane County salespeoplesseesessssscsyse -129 A Dt }
representing out-of~county insurance companies o . '
. _ Mortgage 1nterestyeeimesvereernesoecnesassansssss - 233
T ' Mortgage principal s eyeeccsevsecnsvsossososaenseas 83 R . L
Property tax (annual) s eeeeiinecsresaogonecsnons 1,674 <
v - Average checking balanc@.siseseveseesesosccecesesg 1,426 ‘
Average’ savings balance@.eseecescsccsenesensenecdts 81782
h Y oot : RS
e Lave rages are based on all employees, including those that live outside of Dane County. 1
For the out—of-county employees, only expenditures in Dane Coynty are éounted.. Averages
are therefore lower than they would he i1f only local employees were included. ‘ n

2Thts averaqe axcludes those utility costs which are 1nc1uded i{n rent. 4

3Refers to hotel/motel lodging in Dane Countv only. i

ABasqd on those respondents who pay rent. Percentake breakdown of sample as follows:

Vo * 72% own homes o 0

"~ ' 16% pay ‘rent to households
{f 12%-pay rent to businesses o
,No employee in the sample lived in University-owned housing. Nonetheless, a small num-
ber of faculty members do live in University Houses. Since this rent money is pald.t® R
the University, for purposes of thig study it has no impact on the local economy. We
. choose not to subtract the ahount from the other rents as an adjustment since the effecu
would be novllqible. : _ .
sBaqod on thosc reapondents who pay insurance. Percentave breakdOWn of sample as folldﬁi:.' ?
‘ 33% pay insurance to Dane County firms _ .
¢ 227 pay fnsurance to NDane County salespeople - - _ ,
J87 pay insurance to both ' ’
. 277 pay no insurance or purchase it ‘through the University - , ‘
6Baged on the 72%.06 emgloxge households that own hoges. ' ' "
' .o . , : R
J I . ' " ' 4"’ , N s
'l \ . " \‘
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TABLE 3-4

Total Employee Household Eﬁpenditdres .

_ Expendituraa to local Bus Lnesses

.Trangportation

Construction (repairs only)

Utilitics E
Télephone -
Gqs/electrigl

) ! .

Personal and Business Services
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate
Mortgage interest ¥
Rent to bueinesses
Financial fees and interest
Insurance .
Insurance cggmission~

Department stores

Food stores

Vehicle purchase92 :

Auto service (parts, gasoline)
Apparel stores '

Furniture and appliance stores

Regtaurants amd bars:
Ot her retail storeg
lodgling places

Amusements 3

]

local government, :
Property taxesa )
Miscellaneous ‘(bus, traffic
~figes, etc.) '

- local charitable organizations

Local households
Auto® »

Rent . '
Miscellaneous.

P i

910,303,000

$ 4,887,000
10,148,000 . »
15,035,000
: ‘7,032,000
22,908,000 ;
» 5,969,000 .

| 2,923,000
. - 6,348,000
/1,262,000

39,410,000

~

11,085,000

. 29,396,000

. © 18,913,000

14,299,000

9,348,000

9,059,000

I 9 180,000

- ' 8,521,000

586,000

2,098,000

' 1,630,000

TOTAL TO LOCAL‘QUSINESSESAnonnooooooooo;cconooooooooo0603185,895,000

4

13,833,000
7,985,000
21,708,000
6,332,000
‘31 ! v -‘
9,459,000 )
7,609,000
.-5,705,000 .
’ 22,773,000

TOTAL LOCAL EXPENDITURES‘..IOO SIS POV O IN SN S PPNyt 03236’708'090

24
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1Excludes utility costa included in rent,

. 2Three vehicles were purchased by employees in the sample at an average I
- ' cost of $8,250. Extrapolating these findings suggests employees spend over $28
" million on new and used autos, trucks, and motorcycles annually. It is s .
admittedly a questionable research practice to draw such a conclusion from a l
mere three purchases. However, this conclusion becomes more acceptable 1if
examined logically. Three purchases per month out of a sample of 128 suggests . -
about a quarter of employee households purchase at least one vehicle annually. l
_ This is not unreagonable, especially if one considers that some households ‘own
1 o more than one vehicle and that most households will replace their vehicles
| within a 4-5 yea? period. Nor is an average.vehicle purchase of $8,250 Q - I
|

o unreasgonable.

. Not -all vehicles are puréhaaed new, however. We make the assumption that
, one out .of three is purchased used from privatae parties. These purchases affect
the local economy in a different fashion than 1f vehiclea were purchased new.

A final caveat should be mentioned here regarding seasonal vehicle pur-
chases. Our study examined vehiclé purchases.in the months of August ‘through
Novembér, when new models become available. To the extent that new (or used)
vehicles are purchased more frequently at this time of year, our rough estimate
will be even more biased. :

0

3We assune 20% of the total amount spent on transportation is for taxis,
local bus companies, and travel agency commissions. The rest goes to local
government for bus fares. , , “ -

: ' ) 4Excludes property taxes included in rents. . ' . R
. ' . - _ ,

»
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CHAPTER 4

STUDENTS o B

INTRODUCTION . ) i
. . s b . y
Students are the main reason that the University exists. Student expendi~ /

- tures also provide for the livelihood of many individuals and business congerns /
in Dane County. In this chapter, we describe the contribution made by students _ J |

to the local economy. ' . J

_ HOW DATA WERE OBTAINED \ B f
. To ascertain studeﬁf expenditures, 455 randomly selected students received

questionnaires in November 1983 Asking them to detail their monthly spending .,

| (see Appendix A).1 To improve the response rate, we mailed follow-up postcards

1

one week later to all students in the sample. 1In total, 266 queétionnaires were

returned for a response rate of 58%. : : : :
\ , v : . -
. NN g .
EXTRAPOLATION OF MONTHLYkEXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
Q@ \

" The basis for extending monthly expenditures from the sample to annual

-t

expenditures for the studehc body is student ‘months sbent in Madison. In the

’ fall of 1983, there were 43,075 students enrolled at the University, followed by

L4 )

&+

41,275 {n the spring of 1984 and 15,529 dur1n§>198@ gummer sessionM:_Thenfirst : o .
two figures were ﬁultipliéd Syffour months and the\summif segsion figure by 2

.3

K T

3 .

BN R ’ [N
- N

i . N -

N — ' | : o . o ‘T&
A 1o improve the accuracy of our estimates of students' average expendi-
tures, each student was randomly assigned to estimate expgnditures during either !‘
Sgptember, October, or-November.of 1983. The logic of this procedyre 1is . C IR
. detailed ' in Chapter 3, . " .

»

K"

: N o | 44 S I
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.

months to obtain student months spent;at the lniversity in 1983-84.2 Thus, we
, - ' # '
egtimate 368,450'3&u@ent monthg as our expansion factor.

Some of the questions asked of studenﬁs related to expendituqes that only
take place once a year, and others to balances in local financial
institutions. To expand ‘these to the student population we use the spring
enrollment figure of 41, 2753 ' |

Our totals incorporate the expenditures of all students enrolled, including

“

those with Dane County permanenq‘addreaees. One could argue that such students’

would spend money in Dane County regardless.of the University's preseace and
. ) . . R ’ . "
should be omitted. However, there are probably few such students for the

following reasgsonst

.oh

+ Some students with Dane County permanent addresses are graduate students

¥

" who obtain local addresses for the 'sake of convenience. 1If they were
i N
not attending the University, they would be 1living elsewhere.

s Sqome students with Dane County permanent addresses have lived here most
[ . \ I N
or all of thetr'liveg;_ However, 1t 13 likely that without the Univer— =
sity's presence, they would be working or attending school elsewhere.

€)

¢ Some students with Dane County permanent addresses might. still live here

if not attending school, but only because of the cultural, political,

and intellectual atmosphere created by the University.

L}

{

[3
»

) ™ .
214 the 1971 study, a multiplier of 4.5 months was used. Because of vaca-
tion time, we use a more conservative figure of 4 months for this study. Also,
some summer session students attend for less than eight weeks, while others \\
attend longer. «We assume the average is two months.

\ 3ClearLy. more than 41[275 different students were garolled in 1983-84, a
However, 1t would be inappropriate to use the total number of different students
enrolled since not all of them are here for Eye full school year.

AN

\

‘. -
.
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STUDENT EXPENDITURES v . | .

\J

Table 4~1 describes the.éverage student's monthly expenditures. In

school year. WNeither table includes xpenditures go the University.

"These are detailed in Table 4-3, but are not 1ingcluded as a part of the economic .

<

impact of students since the University is not cansidered as a part of the local

economy in this study. ) ) \

\
\

o

DISCUSSION =~ - - \ g -
The average student spent $547 a monﬁ&\i:izzly not including money given to

the University. The average is based on all Btudents, including those that live
outside the county. Limiting the average to local students would result in a

higher estimate. The nature of the total -dmpact of student exbenditﬁfes’on-

various types of locgl businesses 18 not éurpnising. TWe largest recipients of
o , !

student dollars wereglandlords, with about $2Q.7 million in rents going to firms
i ' < ,

1

and about $16.6 million‘beihg paid to 1nd$vidua1 landléfds. Local food stores

received about $24.4'million from students, and another $17.8 million went to

local restaurants and bars. Financial institutions held ﬁbou; $18 million in
| . . _ , .

student checking and share #raft accounts, and about $40 million in student

savings accounts. Other figures are detailed in Table 4-2. .

. . . I

Expenditures‘to utiliﬁies are probably understated at $17.6 million. Many

e

rents include heat and electricity, so the above rent figures no doubt include a

. percentage which in actuality goes to either_Madisoh Gas and Electgic or‘w1sconr

sin Power and Light. * - ' ' "
. hk"‘ ~ [ I
,, local government received income from students &n the form of property

¥

taxes, bus fd?es, dﬁﬁ"trngfic fines, to name'the major ca@pgorieé. The property

-~

tax figure is understated at about $3.6 million, since some percertage of rents

ends up being paid to loéal gbvernment as property tax. Tt we assume the per-

|«

y 4y




| y - o
centage is 25%, then local government ultimately receives over $13.5 million

from students in property taxes.

| Several cautions should be mentioned. °‘As in the employee chapter, classi-
- . .

fication problems are a possibility since students.classified expenditures them-

.8elves. Also, this study did not investigafe the spending of student oﬂ@Zniza— )
. tions such as.fraternitiés and sororities. To the extent that such groups make

ke

wholesqle purchases, our spending totals are understated since these purchases

- were-not included. . . . o o0
. r -') .

It is worth mentioning that accotding to the UW*MadiSon_Enrollment'Reporg,
- about 23% of students are from qutsid; of Wisconsin. If we assune' that out-of—
state students spendﬂfhe same average amount locally as Wisconsin students, then

the local and state economies receive $46.4 millior becayse the UW-Madison
"exports” its educational services and brings "foreigﬁ" dollars from elquhere.é,

o SEaa__—— P . P ———— oo e - Py ik - A

A final note is in-order fegarding the accuracy of.our estimated total of
$201.6 millioR. If the correspouding\1971“study total is adjusted for inflation,
by the Consumer Price Index,'tt_amounts to aﬁbut $222 qillion. Given the
expected degree QE e;ror in both studies and differipg gxtrapola;don.prOngurgs;
tha figurés aré in close enough accord to give us‘zonfidence that our‘gs;imate;

N
1s reasonably close to the true amount.

-

- - . .
. .
PR . N . i l
» : >
" . )
. . R .
. B
) ' l

L]
u,

- \\“ '
4Figure obtained by takif 23% of the total in Table 4~2. ' . ' '

N
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. ' TABLE 4=1
I LI T ‘Average Monthly Student E‘scpenditures1
’ TelePhON@e cegereceesosscossoncessssssncncsee §° 30
. Ga8/electric e estereosenerscncnnosonnnsnssas 17
l DEPATEtMENt StOTESeessessscsccsenoscstosossns | 37
, “APPATE] BLOTEBeceessocerecsocssoconsnssrosne <33
° ' Gasoline/auto partd and service.eeeeececeess 28 .
' Furniture/appliancesSeesessescsosccscoscecsscnsns 5 )
ReStAUrants/bArB.ccesesecsescsssosessscncnses 48 o
GrOCRTLOBe e eeeseeionnesoossosssosasosnnssoss 66 ‘ N
' Retall EOT@Besenserocnosvsassasosnnsanconss: A3 -
l LOdRing--e.--.........\................--... 1
Amusements..,;..........................w... 8
- Hous8ehold8.sssseeeeeessscsseccssosscsoosansos 8
l Service charges/interesteeecescccsscsasscsss 4 o
¢ Transportation...............,.............. 18 _
 GCOVETNMENtseessssosnssonnsssaranssensassescs 4
Y Churches and ChAritle8..:seseesesssenseccsens .9 .
l , ' Personal /business serviceSsecessssssssesvoses 3 '
’ . Construction/repalreieeceeseeeecennsencansde . b .
Rent4 C b . ’ .
I - Paid to businesses........................ 208
Paid to individualSeeesessosecocisoesssens 194 .
' : - Paid to_non-profit organizations.......... 130 . '
-~ Insurance : - . ' .
' . Paid to .Dane Coynty companies............. 71 , ' ‘
. . Paid to Nane County saleéspeopleseciasicses 84 . .
" 'representing out-of-county insurance campanies
Mortgage interest® .2.......’.......f....... 275
: Mortgage principal’ceyesvesccecsescssesnscns T 96 .
Property tax (annual)’.ieeeeetencssssesnssens . 1,445 .
Average checking balancCe.eeeeresicsssesacses 436
Average 8avings balanCResceeccescsccsiosssess 970 ' ( ke
lAverages are based on all students, including those that live outside of -
Dane -County. For these out-of-county students, only their Dane County expendi- ' o
tures are counted. Averages are therefore lower than they would:be Lif only " g
students with a Dane County residence were included .
) 2Thiq average excludes those utility costs which are included in rent. ‘ .
3Refersfto hotel/motel 1odging in Dane County only. .
aBased only on those students who pav rent. Percentage breakdown of sample
as follows: .
277% pay rent to businesaes . :
26% live in UW housing . ' ' T .
" 23% pay rent to individuals - ) . :
10% commte from outside the county or live.at home-in Dane County and pay no rent
8% ‘pay rent to non—profit organizatione , ’
6% own homes
sBaged only on ;hose who purchase tnaurance. Pergentape breakdown of sample : 0
ay followss '
117 pay insurance to Dane County firms . » 5% pay {ﬁsuranCP to both:
11% pay idsurance to 'Dane County salespeople 73% pay no 1ns‘rance _ .
o 6Baaed on the 16 students 1in the sample who,own ‘homes . "
L . | ' g :
k) ", . »
500 . v ~
\ J'\‘\' \' ’
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o - . TABLE 4-2

Total Student Fxpenditures

Expenditures to Local Businesses.
" Construction (re‘)airs only)

Utilities

. Te 1ephone , | - $11,210,000
cas/éleccrpcl . y 6,416,000

Personal and Business Services

*Finance, Insdrance, Real Estate

Mortgage interest ) " - 8,172,000
Rent to businesses - 20,727,000
Rent to non-profit organizations 3,960,000
Financial fees and interest ' 1,506,000
" Insurance ] o 2,995,000 °

“Insurance commission R 477,000

Department stores _

Food gtores I
Vehicle pu.rchases2

Auto service (parts, gasoline)

Apparel stores .

Furniture and appliance stores -~
Restaurants and bars .
Other retail stores
Lodging places

Amusements 3 ' ' C

Local government

Property taxeaa ‘ _ - 3,588,000
s Miscellaneous (bus, traffic : 5,347,000
=

fines, etc3) ks

Local charitable organizations

* Local household; o

Autol . 5,924,000
_Rent» ‘ 16,637,000
Miscellaneous e . 3,088,000

L §

$ 1,336,000

+ 17,626,000

8,139,000

37,837,000

13,697,000

24,393,000
5,924,000

10,353,000°

12,013,000
1,688,000
17,824,000
8,364,000
316,000
2,980,000
1,337,000

.-
'

Transportation R P

TOTAL TO LOCAL BUS.INESSES.Oo..i.........o..\.o...o0000000003163,827’_000

- 8,935,000

3,213,000

25,649,000

TOTAL LOCAL FXPENDYTURES. i« evsonsosevaverraasenearsassss8201,624,000
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A

1Exc1udes\utiliCy-COBCS included in rent. _ °

2No'adtos were purchased by students in our sample, although a number of

- gtudents were making monthly payments on auto loans. We had no way of determin-

ing where the purchases behind these loans occurred. MNonetheless, with over
40,000 students, a number of vehicles are purchased locally, albeit infre-
quently. To obtain a rough estimate we use the 1971 findings and adjust for
inflation. Fifty percent of this amount is attributed to auto dealers,*hnd 50%.
to private parties (i.e., households) because of the likelihood that many
students purchase their vehicles used from private parties. This affects the
local economy-in a different fashion than if vehicles were purchased new.

Me assume 20% of the total amount spent on transportation is for taxis,
local bus companies, and travel agency commissions. The rest gpes to local
government for bus fages. . ' ' :

.fExcludes pEOpercy taxes included in rents, . /

Y . M - .
@ !
€
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" TABLE 4-3.
Student Expenditures to the Uw-Madison1
(1983-1984) . .
v

Academic fees

Summer session $ 4,399,673

First semester 31,859,467 ~

Second semester 29,684,072 N Lot

Other - 696,006 X :

' $66,639,218

Segregated fees 3 .

Union 1,788,227

Student health 2,550,840

Intramurals - 628,390

Seg. fees allacable - 107,948

Seg. univ. fees activities o

committee 120,775
. 5,196,180
Residence halls (includes food
gervice, etc.) ’

Single student dorms 16,436,253

Student family apartments 2,135,171

Co-op student housing 50, 566 .

~ ) 18,621,990.

Intercollegiate athlqt{qéz

. 709,000

. _TOTAL3...............‘.'..‘............;;...r.....').‘"....‘...$91,166,3§8

]

g

lmage expenditures are not included as a part of the economic impact of
students since the University 1is ng& congidered a part of the local economy in .
this study. _ : .

2According to information provided by the Athletiq Department about
'$709,000 1is spent by students on football baskethall end hockey tickets.

3Additional revepue comes.to the- Uhiversity from students via other routes.
However, University fgcorda do not distinguish among revenues from students and
revenue from:faculty, staff, or the general public for a number of categories.
Thegs other revenue sources inglude Union operations, incramgral operations,
copy centers, international studies, dairy plant, adult education, short course
housing, library fines, publications, parking and transportation. . -

s L)
A . s

?
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la magnet for those seeking advanced medical care. The Badger athletic program

students on campus. Prospective students drive or fly in to evaluate what the

-
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CHAPTER 5 . o o e
. ‘ ' VISITORS . | ) '
INTRODUCTION

-

One -would expect a large university auch as the Uw-Madison to be a major'
attraction for visitors from outside the local community. As a top-ranked
educatiohal.institution, it receives visits by scholars from all over the world. -

As a cultural center, it draws artists, musicians; and performers as well as

audiences. The internationally recognized hospitql and medical school serve .as . .

appeals to fans from all over the‘Midwest, who cogverge on Madison to watch ;'

their fayorite teams play. Business people, union members, engineers and health

professionals attend W Extension seminars to expand their knowledge of the

“latest concepts and practices in their fields. Both parents and friends visit

&4 ‘

next four years of their lives will be like. - Alumni reminisce about the four

-~ 3 v e o
°

years that have already passed. . o T .

[4

These vigitors enrich the university and the communitybimmeasurebly by

their presence. They also spend money. FEach visit entails purchases of food,

- gifts, lodging, and other items. _' E t

Y ' "' \
In total, we estimate that almost 2 million out-of-county visitors spent _
4.6 million visitor~days-in Dane COunty dﬁring the 1983-1984 academic yesr C \‘

because of the UW-Madison. Their total expenditures amounted to about 8140.

million, with 338 i1lion of this amount coning from outgide Wisconsin. We

describe in the _restfof this chap‘ter how these totals wer‘e" derived- | ‘ ' :
ESTImATING VISITS AND EXPENDITURES o | - - »
Counting visito;s and calculating theit expenditures proved to be the most}‘l
_”difftcult part of the entire study. To facilitate the prooess, different types ) ."[';"~
. ) . :

LY

* : ' 54 ' - 3 . ‘
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of visitors wehe divided into five distinet working categories: visitors to

u

“athletic events énd programs, parenss; friends of students, friendé,pf Univer~

sity émployeesﬁ and visitors on University-reiated business. We then obtained
information from,a number of different sources: - fﬁ' '_a\ : _
¢ -a survey of spectators at football games ‘ g LTy 3
. - ‘ oL -

. . =,
. . . . v
‘ . r ~ 0
N - Y v .
. i - N +
.
»

* a survey of parents of Uw—Madiaon students

[ v '
+ Athletic Department ﬁicket rego:ds

) four different surveys of UW—Madison.students ' \ ' )’

* a survey of Uw—Madiqon employees

-

QO

3

. a sutvey of all Univereity~departments, ¢enters, institutes, and

. administrative offices

i

elusive,

- economy .

o : (e

* two studies of patients and patient visitors conducted by.University

.

Hospital and Clinics : ‘ " X 5
+  three different surveys of conference visitors

oo o < i . ° . ‘
~data from the Greater Madison Convention andiﬁisitors Bureau and the " -~

&

"Greater Madison Chamber of Commerce :. B . i ' ¥

@ . —
- B a

Despite this extensive research effort, some data of iﬁ;e:esp femained

» w, . . . ]

t -
In the following discussion, we indicatq where data was'bbtaiqe&‘froﬂ

surveys and- where it was occasionally "guesstimated"_uq}ng educated agsumptions.

VISITORS TO ATHLETIC EVENTS AND PROGRAMS

‘

Aﬁyone in a Madison restaurant, bar, or parking. lot on a football Saturday wit*

nesses a graphic illustration of university visitors contributing to the local
To measure the economic impact of these out—qf-county football fans, wéi

distributed a total of 1,600 surveys to randomly selected fans at Camp Randall: .AQO

. \

at each of four home games in the fall of 1983¢ %ix hundred and nine surVeys were

returned by mail for a responae rate of 38% (see Appendix A)

& . : ‘ b ‘ ‘ »

95
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. From the surveya, we calculated average fan exbenditures for each of\g’gozen or
l 80 business categories. The everage'féetball fan spent $31 a game in total .exclud-
N ) “'r,_\ ""
I ing tickets. The category averages were multiplied by outﬂof-COunty fan attendance
w
for the footbal!&season to obtain an estimate of football epectator expenditures for .
I“ * -« .41l games by category. Details are preaented in: Tables 5-1 and 5 2. . \ .
- ;_“‘ﬂw'.. . ’ © Y « LE .5-1 . . . s
: . ¢ \ ) .
| J ' - Estimation of Out-of-County Football ’
‘ o ' Fan Attendance! ! S ’
/ _ .
I : 1) Season sales to general publtez.................. 183,141
i . LeBS 531 from D&ne Countyj.'.Oooooo.ooooooooooooooo-.97’065
Equals out-of-county season ticket BaleB.cieieiiciienisnisessness 86,076
2) Single game sales.....,.........L...;....;....... 162,727 . '
. \[ﬂs‘&\student ticketsa'......................‘...... - 5,717 l i ’ ‘
less faCUI.CY/Staff t'iCketSaooo‘o 0-0000000000000'0000 - 12157 x ‘
+ & FEquals single game sales to gemeral public....... 155,853

Iﬁsa 50?0 from mne (:Ount.ys....;r-;...;............. - 7‘7 927

Equals out-of-county single game ticket sales.....:............. i77;927J'
3) Free admisaions.t..............«...%.....V....... 23, 613«wco o

less 75% from Dane Countys....................... 17 7114 ] .

Equals out~of-county free admissions........................¢:,. . 95,905
4) Visiting team block tickete..................................... 18,875

Sub-total.a........................,..................f..f....q. '185,783

I.eSB laz parent Visit96oo.looooo.ooooooo.ooo.ooooq\oggg,g’a"oeeoga - 261430

. :I‘OTAL0.0ooooooooooooOo;ooooooooootooooooooooooooo.&";’ctd":t‘ 162 353 ’
ST . ‘-ww;*“ ¥
1All figures derived from Athletic Department ticket 5![es regprds except = ... -
* where noted. . R . o
2Fxcludes 3tudents and University employees.“ { e

3Fstimated from a random sample of 730 addresses of non—student and non-
employee geason ticket holders. o S L : '

aThe 5, 717 single game student tickets purchased represent 6.92 . 0f- total
‘student season ticket sales. We assume- this percentage also applies Lo faculty
and staff single ticket purchases. s R \ Lo

/

SFatimatéd by Athletic Department:

6I‘ourteen percent of the survey respondenté had children attending the WW-
Madison. To avoid double-counts with parent visits, we subtract this percentage
from the subtotal. -

e ES
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TABLE. 5-2

Total Expenditures by Out-of-County

Football Fans1 2

Expenditure

nan.s‘porta"tionl:C’..‘.“A'IO.000O;.O..“._.‘."‘.»OCOOOO!.......0‘..0.“‘.‘!. $ 19’000

§ - \ Total Fan - l

PErBONAL SeTVICEB e asseorasnsnorassossoornerssssnsossososssssnsenan 88,000

Department Stores 662,000

L T PP 3§ W

'Gaséline and\Auto Repéir..u.......:.......vt.........,...........J. '551,000

FUERLEUTE. ¢ vt ererenesonsonsnaseonansoronsnssbainssrsansseneaseses 115,000 | 4
'Food and’ nrinkf....................................................' 1,998,000 ' i
..Retail BLOT@Beeeesoevesososrsosasorssssssstosssrcttscascessossssnes 131,000

tpdging3.;.....,...........,;.:.,..:;.......,...:...............QQ, 786,000

Amusements....,,....;;.,;5..;2.;..;;.........,..........t..........J 36,000 -
*G0verﬁﬁent...;..w..........,........Q...............;.............. 133,000,

'.,,"-'Households...o,.......a...........u...............o.o.............. 132I000‘

TOTAL I.'l..“.“....lll.......I‘..II...I."...‘....‘.I..:..... $5 062 000

. - ) - .
. © ¢

- lBased on 609 responses and:;otai season out-of-county attendance of 162,353, .

2Because fans with children attending the UW-Madison are omitted and auto
purchases are omitted, the figures presented in this table differ from those
preaented in a 1984 Athletic Department report based on identical data entitled
“Football Saturdays: A Look at the Personal Characteristics and Spending Pat-
terns of Football Ticket~Holdetrs Living Outside of Dane COunty." . o

3Twenty-four~percent of fans spend at least-one night 'in Madison before or
after the game. : . N v ,

Aﬂhis table omits $2.3 million in expenditures to the W-Madison (primarily
tickets) since che University is not considered as a part of the-local economy

in this study.

L]

,




We thus estimate that UW-Madison football Jhas an impact. of about five

1

"milllon dollars in direct expenditures on the 1oca1 economy.

Aside from football games, two other athletic series are well*attended.
baéketball and hockey. Sﬁason attendance in 1983~1984 for hockey was 200,126.
Approximately 32,500 féns, or 16.25%, were estimated as coming from out-of-

éodnty. Fodabasketball, season attendance was 98,280, with approwimately 20%,

or 20,000, from out-of-county.1

‘No expenditure data were obtained. However, it is probable that fan expen-
. ' . :‘ . )
ditures are considerably less for these sports than for fod%ball. These sports

events often taka place on week nights, when fang must drive in after a day's

v
>

work, and leave immediately after the gémél Colder weather is also a factor

,influencing spending. We thus conservatively estimate that the econbmic impact

from out-of~county attendees of these sports 18 in the vicinity of SSOO 000, or

e
oA

about $10 per viaitpr&
‘Thg.Athléﬁié Dep:rtment's pg;grams bring other visitors in additiop to

fgns. An estimated‘8;700'htﬁletes_aﬂd athl?tic gtaff from other UAive}sities

came to the Uw—Madisoé for an average of two days &uring the 1982~1983.academic

year, We assume a simiiaq figure for the 198%;1986 academic yeét, and estimate

their total expenditures at $783,000 based on an Athletiq Deparfment estimate of
3 . )

%

$45 per athlete per day.
St1ll other types of visitors frequent Camp Randall. Individuals'partici-
pate in dohferencas and seminars,. prospective students Iinvestigate programs, and

alumni return to see their favorite coaches. We combine these visitors with the

4

[ 3
’

1Percentnge estimate for hockey ohtained from a Dane County Coliseum study
which found that 16.25% of season hockey ticket holders were from out-of-county.
Mutr-of-county basketball attendance estidated by Athletic Pepartment.

‘s




.and his or her pargphernalia in the fall and reload again in the spriné.

T T T T hdl v T » i ]
L. . . o )

-

redgt of the University when we discuss tﬁesé cdtegories later in the section

entitled "Visitors on University-Related Business.” ' \

1

In sum, the UW~Madison Athletic pfograh was responsible for about 223,000

visitors to Dane County in 1983-1984, with an estimated direct imﬁ%hf of aboutyi .

$6.3 million. . . {

VISITS BY PARENTS AND FAMILY

The sight of a student on campus accompanied by look-alikeb of various ages
1s a familiar one. Parents, brothers, and sisters of students comprise one of the

major groups of visitors to campus. Frequeptly, ;heywcdme~for a football week-

end, for a special event involving the studént, or Jjust to deliver .the studéﬁp

»

To count parént visits and assess thgir expenditures, yeAemployed five sur~

.

@

selected permanent addrésses of students who Iindicate
i : : , - .
that thelr permanent address was outside of Dane County (see Appendix A). Two

veys, The majbr survey, addressgd "To the parents of . .
1/;

hundréd twenty-two usable'surveys‘were returned fof a. responsSe rate of\7AZ.

‘The survey wés‘cdnducted in November, 1983 when the academic ‘year was only
a few month old. 1In the questionnaire.we asked pafents to estimate the £§£1L
nunber of visits during the academic year, including those not yet made. Ninety-
two percent of parents who responded said they would visit, with an average of*\
4.8 visits a yéar. However, because of the way in which data was‘éollgcted, we
sgspegt a social\desirability effect may be present; i.e., pafents~may overesti-
mate whether th;y visi;, and 1f so,_how'often. Th82§'18 no way to d;termine how

much error this Iintroduces. However, {n partial defense, 1t should be notﬁd‘

) \

that 78% of the parents surveyed had alrpady'visited at.least'Once, no doubt to

bring their son or da@ghter to campus.,

.

went to 300 randomly

n their registration form

Y

v
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Another possible gource of error stems from response bias,'i.e..-non~visitf
. 4 » .

Ing parents may have been less likely to complete thﬁ,burvey than visieling

parents, We anticipated this problem and tried to control for it by asking

 parents in the letter accompan&ing the survey to return the questionnaire even

Lf they had no plans to visit, Algo, the unusually high response rate (74%)
. ) .
a N ‘.
makes it even more unlikely that this type of error is of consequence.
~
With these points in mind, we astimate 101,200 parent visits in this

category. Our calculations are {llustrated in Table 5-3.
- »
There are still several other categories of students with parents who may _
. ‘ . PO
visit besides those students with out-of-county addresses. Studeats who list . lq

v

permanent addresses in Dane County may still have parents outside the county,
and foreign students may also’receive visits from their families. Married

students might be vigited by in-laws. o

. * ‘o

To count these visits, randomly gelected undergraduates with Dane County
A

L Y
permanent addresses received phone calls. GCraduate students with Dane County

permanent addresses and foreignlstudents were sent special surveys, and married

students were asked about in-law visits in seriés of qdestions on the general

student survey discussed in Chapter 4 of this report. The results are described.

in Tableg5-3, which illustrates 27,700 additional visits for a total of 128,900 -
P :

parent visits.

v
We adjust this figure downward to reflect parent visits in which the

primary- purpose 1s business. This wa‘ determined from a question on the magor ’

g

parent sur§ey, revealing that 9.5% of parents came to Madison prdmarilyﬁggf' Iy
N i i ! / ‘

business reasons.,

- 4
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. - TABLE 5-3
Estimation of Parent Visit‘é ' .
A IR ¢ . b E E [
' _ ' ' Potential
. Ad justed Percent Parent Percentage Average Total
- _ Categqry for with Parents Vigits Who Actually  Number of Viagits *
Category : 51 ze Siblings? Outside Dane (BXC) Visit Vis (D XE XF)
: - , C -
All gtudents with pérm%nent 25,586 22,925 , 100 22,925 .92 4.8 ‘ 101,200 |
addresses outside Dane 1 T ' ’ _ ;.
Undergrads with‘Dane : 8,613 7,717 .37 2,855 .63 5.0 - 4,000 .
permanent address : -
. B ‘ ' _ . : < . ‘ . -
Grads with Dane permanent ° 4,237 - 3,796 ° .82 3,113 .52 4,0 . 6,500
address” . _ . _ . o . .
_ , . : 5
Specialg with Dane permanent = 2,088 . 1,871 .37 + 692 +63 5.0 2,200 b
address : o v : . N
Forelgn students® 2,551 2,50 100 2,500 .39 1.0 "1, 000
In-lav visits’ 3,700 - 75 2,800 .85 38 9,000
(non-student gpouses) ' ' : : \/ o S
PAREN'nVIS.ITS--QOQQ‘OOOOQOtol.ooo.oo.otlo000;0\00003000\0301090.00--0000 .coo.oot00000000’000ot-oototoo-.oo-loo‘q'ooooo 128.'900 ) M
less 8ppr0x1.mﬂtelay 9.5z Vi_ﬂitﬂ for buainese pu‘tposeego..........o...o...m.......'..‘n...fj......u.'..\.......-.. "'1\2!200
' A * N ' l ‘ ‘ ' '
TOT&'I VISIng. .0000400.-000’0 070000‘0 0‘00.00,’0...... ...OOOlOOQ00..00...0'0000‘0.00‘00...0.0.000 0606000000000V 116’700
Bl ﬂ ,, ; R | |
. / . ¢ . . '
/ . -
. : % ‘ ] ) ,
o . e .
N ,I 0 ‘




N

1Based on -figures from the registrar's office. Total 1983 fall enrollment was 43,075.
“~e

2'l‘he ma jor mail survey of 222 parents showed 20.B% of students have a brother or sister who 18 also a UW~Madison student.
Since for these students parent visits would be double counted, We_adjusted by subtracting half of this percentage from each
category size, excluding foreign students. Parents with more than one child attending were not found to visit moré_frequently,
and there was no statistically significant difference between Wisconsin and non-Wiscongin parents in the number of children
attending the IM-Madison. ' '

3Estlmates in'columns C, E, and F were derived from the ma jor maill survey ©f 222 parents, excluding thoBe who came for
business purposes. . The percentage of parents who actually visit at least once was not different statistically between
Wisconsin parents and non-Wisconsim parents. Among those parents who do visit there was a statistically significant differ-
ence In-‘visit frequency. Non-Wisconsin parents visit an average of 3.8 times per year. This 1s not surprising when one con-
slders that about half of out-of-state parents live in Minnesota or_Illinois. Wisconsin parents visit an average of. 5.3 times
a year. 1In the table we group non-Wisconsin and Wisconsin parents together using a weighted average for .the purpose of sim-
plification. ) Y oo ! .

aEstimntes in columns C, E, and ¥ were derived from a telephone. survey of undergradé with Dane County permanent addresses
ylelding 131 usable responses. : )

.SEstimatPa tn columns C, E, and F were -derived from a mail survey of graduate students with Dane County permanent
addresses ylelding 50 usable responses. . ' .

6Est1mates i{n columns C, E, and F were derived from a mail survey of foreign ‘students yielding 23 usable responses.

7'I‘o determine {in-law visits (il.e., visits by parents of student spouses where spouses are not also students) we added a
series of questions to the student survey discussed in Chapter 4 of this report. Thirteen percent of students are married,
and two-thirds have a spouse who 1s not also a student, yielding an estimated 3,700 students in this category. FEstimates in
columns G, .F;, and F were derived from responses glven by the 36 students in the survey who were married.

B e ma jor mall survey of 222 parents showed 9.5% visited Madison primarily ‘for business purposes. We subtract this
percentage 8o the final total reflects only visits to students. : L - . . .

9Thls final -figure does not reflect elther the average number of parents and siblings who visit each time or the length

of thelr stay. Tt only represents visits by parent ‘parties” of indefinite size staying for an indefinite number of days.

o
/
‘

o~
w




_ / _
- that our $165 expenditure figure may be on/phe high side in thé¢ context of the

. 8tudents not to count.visits by parents. Our findings are pregented in Table 5~5\

44 o
/ J
Table 5~4 presentssexpenditures categotized by‘their’benefit to' Dane County §
businesses. Expenditureaaverages were darived from the ma jor parent survey, and o
we make the . assumption that these figures apgly to" a11 student categories. { i/"J
Averages were based only on those parents who did pot come primarily for busi—.
ness reasons, because business expenditures are likely to be higher than student ’/ w
‘visit expenditures, inflating the averages. The average.student visit expendi~ 1
ture was.$165 excluding vehicle purchases.2 : i - o
Two cautions-neeaﬂto be made rega;dingmthis averaée. First,'it.is very" /
’fikely that expenditures by parents of foreign students ate higher than the '/
aveuage'parent expenditure, but our sample of foreign students was tod small for
any meaningful amounts to be determined. _fecond,\we note that }t is possible

’

entite J%ademic year. Parents may be likelier to spend more a¢ the beginning of

b
H

the school year, nhen we collected our data,” than later in tle school year.

\J

Since we have no educated basis for adjustment and cannpt ye certain there is a

spending decline from vigit to visit, we leave the figureS/as they are.

/

In summany, e estimate 116, 700 parent visits with 7h estimated direct

impact of about §19.2 million. ' / ’
9 f . ;
VISITS BY FRIENDS OF STUDENTS o

i
\

The dual combingtion of long-time student friendships and Madison's charms

would be expected to attract'a‘nhmﬁer nf\non~family visitors to UW-Madison, students.

1 -

To determine how nany friends came and what they spent, we included several ques*

tions oh the general student survey discussed in Chaptet”h.,These questions asked

[

\
with total expenditures eatimated at approximately 845.5 million. ' ‘}

\

236 section of this chapter entitled "Vehicle Purctasea by Visitors."

“
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» (- TABLE 5-4 . - . |
_ S '
' : Total Expenditures by Parents1

‘ _
o TRANBPOTAtIon.ceuerrseree Mutterueeareerinanneeiinsecnnneaens §+ 473,000
Personal g L T I A 313,000
Depar tment Stores..............................................‘ 2,516,000
Clothing..ﬁ..............................................a..... 3,412,000
Gagoline and Auto Repair...........g...,.....;..,...;;........Q 1,711,000
FUTRLEUT @ ¢t auetenesesenenenenteesnseonsnsnensesssnsesansnsanes 1,058,000

Food and [_)t'ink.s.........u.,.....‘....-............_.............'.. . 5,634,000

todgingz...........l“....l.......:.......‘.........‘..ll...'...l 2’688'000
Amusements......l.‘...............‘..l.....‘.l.-.l...l..\‘.v..l...l... . 264’000

Government..l..l:....l.....l..........-..........................QQ..' 111;000

Hous\eholds.‘.l..lll....................l...0.........‘.‘........... 111,000

TOTAL3..‘.OOOOOUO:...OO.O......l..l....l.......'..,...........'319’217’000

T P . . l .
1Based on, 158 responses §y parents who had already; visited. Visitg for
business purposes were not indluded in the analysis.

2Seventeen percent of parents pay an average of $9 for lodging.
Presumably, the rest either do not stay overnight or st with their son or

their total visit expenditure on lodging. i _ *
3This table does not include $2.2 million in expenditures to the
University, since the University is not considered as a part of the local
economy in this study. . ‘ o
LY . N \~ ' ° ‘

: B

Retail Stores...............Q.....l...l..l...........l....lll....'. ‘.866.’0000

4

daughter. This dollar figure, rather than being a dail ‘average, tepresents

g
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“\\(_ | TABLE $-5
. 5 Visit& by Friends of Students
v - . .
'y

Survzy~findings¥* | _ N ' 3

Average number of visitors per montheseesiaaeseososnosveononsss 2.0
Average length of 8tAY.eopeeettostsssaresrtcncsesrosvocncasness 2.5 days
Avetage daily expenditure 0oo.oo.oooioooooooooooooooooo.oooooo 327

\

Fatimate of visits

Total visits during regular 8Ch06\k }'e&r3oo-- tescesresccenn 689,000 :
Total visits during summer school coo.ooouoooooooooo.ooo.o ~ 61:000
Total visits.......‘...........‘\a\\....;............... ’ [
Fstimate of visitor-déys \\

Total Viﬂitor"days.oooOovoooooooooooooooo}gooooooooooooooo N 1,875’000 .
(Total visits x 2.5) ' -

Estimate of expenditures to local economy

Total expenditures....‘........................“Q....\... $50 625 000
(Visitor-days x §27) .

«

less approximatelg 1072 expenditures.;..........;.......... - 5,125,000
to UW-Madison . _ :

TOTALO o‘.ootoo..oootooo...o000.0..000..0000.0!.00,0‘000'$4S’500’000

i
L3

. 1paged on 266 responses.

2Students estimated friends' expenditures. See Table 5-6, footnote 2. o

3B&sed on an 8-month school year and a student enrollment.of 43,075.
. - . .

4Based on a 2-month summer gession and a student enrollment of 15,025, We
assume the survey findings also apply to the summer. . . \ ’

{ .

SWe were unable to determine from our data what percentage of expénditures .
by friends of students were made to the University. Our rough approximation of ]
10% is based on percentages from the other surveys we conducted. '

¢
!

We identified three factors which may have an effect on tHe acéuracy‘df
this estimate. The first of these factors conttibutes to underestimation.
While at first glance the $45,5 million figure may seem to be someﬁha;'high;,it

actually omitsimany college-age visitors who come to Madison simply to party .
. . f

6




.

¢ . : , . '
because of the University's presence. For exampl the annual student sponaored

so,ooo—l._od .ooo_. Many of

v

1f they do not stay with

/ —‘Y‘
. ‘

Halloween party on State ﬁ&geet has an. attendance .o

‘these revelers would not be included in.our%estimete
student friends.

The second factor mey contribute to overestlwation. Tt 1is possible thatr

in completing the survey, students included their roommate's visitors as well as

their own, resulting in double-counts. We have no basis for determining if this

effect 18 slzable or not, so we assume students followed instructions on the : -

survey properly.

The third factor may also lead to overestimation. If student's friends

also attend football games they could behdouble-éounted. We believe this effect
1g slight since less than 62 of the out—of-c0unty football fans in the survey

discussed earlier were of college age.

¢

VISITS BY FRIENDS OF UNIVERSITY EMBLOW}EES
| Faculty members and other University employees are likely to entertain
guests at their homes on a regular basis. To count these guests.we included
several questions on the general'employee survey di{scussed in.Chapter 3." Our
finnings are presented in Table 5;6, with total expenditure%\estiméted at
approximately $27.3 million. The estinate doeg not include UW'Extension:faeulty.
This-figure also.does not include’visitors on University bnsiqpés; as the
survey questions asked respondents specifieally to omit such visitors from ?hET;

count, Although it may include some football visitor$ thevnumber OVerlapping

1s unlikely to be large. More*than.three—fourthe'of Qut*of—couhty foothall fans.

. éo home after the game and 0nly1%Z etay more than}two nights, while the ‘average
employeeAghest stey is 4 daysflﬁnnd though there may also be'an occasional

» pverlap with parent vigits, the emeuntfis‘probebly tp slight‘that they Are

u{llhely to have a negligible eﬁfett on;bnr;totala.. t .

.'\..-“ ' ,'. ( \\"'. l;{{' . I "..

* R ":

«



- Estimate of visits

E

come to Dane County primarily for business purposes.

.

we‘do; however, adjust our figures downward to .reflect those visitors who

’ : -, : ,

TABLE 5-6

. -Visits by Friends of University Employees
.

Survey findings™’ . o
' Y
Average number of visitors per montheeeetvesensionennnn,s, 2.2 . y
Average 1en8th of Btay. LN ) e 0 0 090 00 00000 0 . ® 000 00 0 000 0000 00 4.0 days ‘
Avarage daily expenditure .0 0 @ 0.0 00000 Qe 000 .‘ L[] .’ o 060 00000 0 ° 000 $26

Tota];yeér'VisitsatOooo.oc.o00000.0.00‘0'0:000.00ooo‘.oo.oo. l ’314,000

Estimaﬁg_of visitor—days

’
[}

Total vfsitor-days..............'.‘......Q................. 1'256'000
(Tbtal visits x 4. Q)

i

Iess approximately 10% of visitor~days.................... 1,130,000
' for business purposes ‘ :

Estimate of expenditures to local economy

Totakexpenditures....a.............................-..... $29 380 000
(Viaitdr—days x §26)

Llesg approximately 77 gxpenditures........;...;...Q....... - 2,080,000
" made to UW-Madison : -
TOTAL. Qotnooonto‘lttoooooo.o.ooo‘oo‘otooonoccctoooo.oo $27 300 000
!
1Based on 128 reeponses.

*

2Universiny, employees estimated friends"expendituteu. The averagg figure

estimate is efther too“iow or the studept estimite too high. Based on our. esti-
mates of the average daily visitor expendhpure %Tdble 5«10), we believé thexy.
former, hut neverthelese ‘forego adjustiug our figuxns. ;‘;_ i _

3Based on a twelve~month year and Ll 911 Uhivensity ampldyee houaeholds.
See Chapter 3, footnote 3. 5. e O .~~w. X Ahnh‘

e '
bgome percentage of the vin&tors ‘to UndVereity emplbyees actually have non—
Iniversity ‘business in- Madiaon as the¢Hrimqry purpbse\qf their visit. "We gse an” L
estimate of 107 based on the: findinga of the . parent sﬁr@ey (Table 5—3) et

5We werae unable to determine ftom Our ddta what percentage of expendicures by

" friends of University employeeq were made to the Universlty. Our rough -approximation of

‘1% 18 based on percent#ges from the other gfirveys we 'condycted and the probability that

friends of employees spénd 1ess moneY‘to the Univeraity than wOuld friendg of atudents.

. ] A" :- s .
@ X W . . K [
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‘ PR VPR - ) i . i :
\ - B ’ ; ' ) ‘-; ) <, R ‘
4. o . 6 () . ,
o . o0 ' \ .
. RS . e . PR

ls’ $1 lower than stude&c*fr;ends expandicures which possibly suggesta this - l
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VISITORS ON UNIVERSITY-RELATED BUSINESS
Considering the size and stature of the University of Wisconsin;Madison, a

large and vastly diverse parade of daily'visitOts is to be expected. These
9

- visitors attend conferences, repair sophisticated laboratory 1natruments, recite

poetry, interview for Uhivetsity poeitions, lehrn about recent actentific " .

.

,advances,.review grants, or play aymehonies. “This list;describqs but a fraction

of the reasons for visiting the«gﬁiMadison on business. . Counting and categoriz-
- )

ing these visitors proved to be the moht formidable task of this stody. "

: A
-Bach administrative office, department, center, and institufe'at the UW-

Madison received a survey tn the tall of 1983'a§king for visitor counts in a
A

vartety;gf categories during the 1982-83 school year (aee Appeddix A). Respon—

)

L
dents were .asked to put eacﬂ'visitor in only one category. Out of the 377 who - Y

. -

received queationnaitea}'2%9“teﬁ1ied for a response rate of a#pproximately 637%.

The counts which folloy based. on these replies can, however, only be.con- : . ‘

A Y
sidered very rough approximations for the following reasons:

* Although departments, etc. were asked in two different places on the
survey to gonfine their visitor counts to those visitors who came from
outgide of Dane County, it is possihle that 'a few departments still

1nc1uded local visitors.

Since departments were asked for 1982 83 visitor CQUGQS» it 1s nNeces-*

’
*

jgglto aasume that the numbers are fairly Conatant from year~to-yeat
L _ . ‘in order to apply them to 1983 84. ' |

| ° uf’; P Virtually all departments estimated their visitor counts from memory oo K
’ . ':) " ) . ' R ’ . ' N . ; \"‘
since hard turnstyle "ddta” was ot kept. A SR AR

v ,'
[ I ’

\ .
* For several vigitor categoriea, euch ag-aalespeople or proaspective 0
\ B

? - _ studen‘ta¥ it ts aapecially likely that more ™than one department counted
R e _ . 2t o ' ‘ K . i p ¥

s,y *the same visitor.

) H 3
, K
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.

Some departmenta\qomUTBed°cheir counts whﬁlélothers requested addi-~

‘tional surveys for”various individulls and groups within a department.

It waa thus not possible in certain instances to determine if a depart-

ment was overlobked or 1f two respondents in the same department
L] ’ .~ oo * . .

coﬁnted.the same visitor:

L]

PR AN

Different departmontéﬁﬁ;y have defined visitor categories differently.

' Y
There 18 probably a slight degree of overlap among visitors on Univer-
sity-related bustness and sgyeral of the visitor ca%bgé:ies discussed
eatfier. For -example, some friends of studeﬁts may also beé double-

counted as.prospectfbe students. Some of the alumni who attend foot-

. ball games may stay tn Madison uintil the following Mopday to conduct

business with the Univérsity and are counted twice. However, there

~should be no overlap with either parent visits or vigits by friends of

employees since we anticipated this probléﬁ and adjusted our estimates

accordingly.

Vd

Except for UW Extension conference: participants, we do not include

-

visitors to W Extension‘.departments and offices.

It was necesgsary to extrapolate from the 63% who replied £6 the entire
'F. . '

| University. If the 377 who did not reply had fewer visitors on average

than the 63% who Qid reply, our extrapolation would be tbo high. If, on
the other.ﬁand, the 372 consisted largely of departmants who failed to

reply because of the difficulty and time involved in counting their

unumerots visitofs, aut estimates would be low. We were unable to deter-

Amine'empirﬁcally which, 1f either, was the case. ﬁ!gmination of the non- .. .

.

resbonden§4list,'howeQer, revealed a number of departments that could be

expegted to receive A 1argér than average number of visitors. 1In the

. .
'
R ¥ N
A(f
1 \
- .
-
N
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i
~ visitor categories that follow, we conservatiyely asgume that non-

o respondents have the same average number of visitors as respondenta.3 : R
e ! ' ' ] t

Conference/Seminar Attenders .y . i
' The Uw-Madison‘andmxtension offer an extremely broad range of seminars,

conferences, and workshops Cargesgd at virtually every aegmeut of soclety.

Approximat:ely 40,100 conferees from outaide of Dane County at:t:ended W-Madison

[} \

functions for a total of 155 600 visit%r—daya. An addit:ional 25 200 at:t:ended uwW

Extenwion. programsA for a total of 58,900 visitor days.[ﬁ The Uw-Madieon depart— :

\ v

ments with the largest attendance figures are‘list:._ed 16 Table 5—‘7.'
; L ‘ y

D / . TABLE 5-7 ;
. ' . oy -
UW-Madisop Departments with the Largest N \ : C ’ .
Conference/Seminar Attendance - Y
- , . ‘ . .,‘
De partment . . V{sitors - YJQitgf-Dgys: | . S
School of Business , © 3,732 e '41',9_39.'”_“' B :
Tnw ™ W - : G o e "
Intercollegiate Athletics ' 2,235 -13,410 - . Y .
Instrdctional Media Distribution : 1,035 . 3,623
Center
Meat and Dairy Science \ o 1,500 . 3,000
Experimental Farms ' B " - 2,580 ) ) _ \\\\6,390 e S
» : . - . . ) . /\

. .. 4 ' ' “ :
a . . .
'\ ’ ®
Yy .
’ L
: i

~
1y

3We used two extrapolation techniques to obtain visitor totals by category
0f visitor. The first simply involved'dividing the total sum of all vigitors In
a glven category obtained from the 239 gurveys by .63, the ragponse rate. The
second involved calculating categoty uverages by school or major group, multi-
plying by the size of the group, and summing across groups. W@ conservatively B
chose the smaller of the two resulting totals. TFor visitor-day totals we used
the first technique qﬁly. . . C _ , S K /
! ! ‘ . -
b Fxtenaion official records ehow 31,388 confereea and 73,213 visttor T
~daya. However, an examiation of conference rosters ltgting 5, 394 conferees
revealed that 19.A% had a home address indide of Dane County, so thesg confereeo
were eliminated from our couht. * , :

"




Speakers/Lecturers/Performers *° : .
o Y J . '
Mumerous individuals of academic, polit}cal. or artistic,renown appear on

campus. An estimg;ed 4,000 came during the 1982-83 academic year for a total of

9,800 visitor-days. 'This count omits performers and large performing groups S

A omitted are estimates of out-of-county, audience.membef attendance. We chotBe to '

RN ignore these visitors for two réasons. The first is that we assume most of o {_

N

¢« thair expenditures were made to the University.rather than the local écoﬁody.

The second {8 that it was simply meqaétical to try and count them. -

»

‘Visiting Scholars/Scientists/Artists/
Medical Practitioners/Fducators

i

appearing at Memorial Uhidh“qince data was unavailable in a usable form. Also : I
s ~ . ‘ H o\

~<f * Academics and professionals who are not considered UW-Madison faculg;{fr _

~ 7 academic staff ffequently come to campus. for extended periods to confer with

.

”'colleagues or conduct research. Approximatély,&,OOO such individuals visited

for a total of 63,200 visitor days. 3 _ o

-V{'siting/Ad junct Faculty/Staff.
P \ :

4

Visiting faculty froa dther dﬁiversigies and colleges (on UW-Madison pay-

. roll) e?rich the campus each echool‘yéar. Approximatgly_pr visiéing.ﬁaculty
mgmbérb'caqeltn 1982~83_for“an approximate‘totgl of 6?,100 visitor days. How-
ever, since these 1ndi§iduala are counted as fééulty members we do not include '

them in our. visitor totals.

Prospective Studéents

L}
\ .

- Since .gholice of a Eollege,orhuniversity 18 clearly a majér 1life decision, . - . .ﬁﬁﬁa

it is to be expected that many students and working adults who are. considering .-

L}

various schools would viait the campus. We initlally estimate that 31,400 such

s

stuGEnts‘cnme in 1982-~83 for a total of 453200 visitdr days. 1t is probable,

L} - Y
x g

3

p x : ' " . _— ) . . o
L T - ) : , " 7‘, '@
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however, that this total 1s highly inflated due to multiple.counts of the same \
4 : A _ . : :
student visiting different departments. If we conservatively assume that every,

%

-~

student was counted three times, we arrive at a'figur;?of‘approkimately.10,000,

with a frojected visitor-days total ofukh,AOO.Sﬂ

b

. Candidates for Faculty/Staff Positions  ° : o L

A university recruits, selects, and hires applicants for open positions
» . n - ' A\
Just as 'any other organization does. Approximately 3,300 individuals came to

"Madison to be interviewed, for a total of 6,200 visitor days.

Pldcement Interviewers

. Large corpbrations as Qeil as smaller Wisconsin businesées come to Madison ' .
to recruit job~hunting seniors, masters' degree candidates,\and highly skilled
Ph.D. students. About 4,300 such recruiters came to Madison for\approximakély
8,400 visibor days. As might be expected, the largest totals were éroyided by

the blacement offices at the College of Engineering and School of Business,

Rusiness and Industry Representatives .

Individuals from business firms all over the United States visit the UW-

Madison to take advantage of faculty expertise, learn about new scientific

\
-

developments, and jointly conduct research. 1In addition, to help support the
W-Madison's gophigticated computers, consultants repredentfng.the‘hanufacturer
locate at the computer site to provide assistance. About 5,800 such business

represghtatives yisited 1n®1982-83 for a total of 18,900'v191t6r-days.

+

SWe ugse this same adjustmenE procedure logic for several other vigitor

Y categories., While admittedly arbitrary, it is preferable to overcounting. ¥
. : 5.

v A
!
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. Poundatibn/Non-Profit Agency Repregentatives

The UW-Madison, with the third largeﬁt research budget of any univeréity in
¢ the United-States, is at thé forefront of adg@nceé'in all fields. To gome -

extent this research is suppotted financially byvnon*goﬁgrnméntal agenciles which -

N ywork done on grants already awarded. About 700 such representatives visited

campus for an approximate total of 800‘visitor7days.

U.S. Government Ageﬁcy Representatives

*

Goverument agencies send representatives to inveatigéte grant applications

and review research progress. Approximately 1,300 governmen% representatives

[ 4

visited for a total of 2,600 visitor-days. \

v 44
A - ' . - N

Foreign Government Agency Representatives

| send representatives tq'campus to investigate grant applications and inspect ° ' '

Numerous foreign colintries send delegdtions to the Uw%Madisdn for a vafiety
of purposes. About 12,800 such visitors came to Madison for a total of 14,000

visitof—days.

Technical Adv‘sors/Consultants

| The complex nature of reseapch laboratory instruments aqd computer hard&gré
’ and software requir' technical expertise :ot a}ways available among Uw—Madisbn : .
faculty and staff., ‘Constructioq also requ;rés considerabie outside assisfance. b

About 2,200 technical advisors and consultants visited f&r a total of 8,900

visitor-days. °

. Sales and Repair People . T
. R ) . a » s
Both textbook salespeople and representatives of phgrmaceutical f}rms find
the UW~Mndiso an attractive market. In addition, the Unive%sity makes a hever~

ending array of necessary purchases!, each ?f which corresponds to a salespersbn

1 o e T



> 9

»~

_ . | . y
eager for a sale. University typewriters, word processors and copy machines
' k)

‘break down on a disappoinfing-but predictable basis, and more sophisticated - *

1dstrum§nts may‘ﬁeig ad justment or galibfation.' For all of these Feasdhs‘andk
many others, an initial eatimale of 13,000 visitoré and 27,300 visitor-days 1in
this category is not surprising. This figure must,'however,fbe ad justed down-
wards to reflect‘ﬁhe possibility of multiple counts'of the same vigitor. If we

assunae each visitor is counted twice, our ad justments lead to estimates of‘6,SOQ

¥
\

visitors and 13,700 visitor-days. . -
‘ ‘ b .

Vigiting Alumni

Many gradudtes of the UW-Madison miss théir alma mater. 'Ehis is reflected

by the return visits of approximately 9,600 in 1982-83 for a total of about

15,100 visitor-days.

Patients and Patient Visitors

s

The outgtandtng-reputation of the Medical School.énd University Hpspital ' \
and Clinics attracts patients from Lhe entiré United States ‘and man? foreign . \
;o - .
countries. About 152,000 patignts came to Madison for a total of 271,000
pattent-d;ys during 1982-83.6 These\payiénts had 143;000 vigitors for an

additional total of 270,500 visitor-days.

" R S

Other Visitbrs | . . \ \
T : :
A variety of otHer types of vigitors came to the UW-Madison. Table 5-8 °
_ . ' | \ ' \
provides a description of some of #fie larger totals.
»” / ‘ > —
]
/
» )
|
r \ ’ ’

| 6These figures based on estimates provided by Universlty Hospital and
Clinics and various Medical School departments; 12,850 hospital patients atay
for an average of 8.7 days, 130,000 clinic patients stay for an average of 1.1
daya,“§q€ the remainder visit the Medical School. . 4

\ o o wa

. . . ' L
< . A} . . y P » .
P 1 - .
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TABLE 5-8

#
Other Viasitors to the University in 1982-83

Type of Visitor S Number' ' Visitor-Days
Elvehjem Museun! ' 17,500 17,500
American Dairy Sciences 2,000 6,000 4
Association : ' ‘ : A T
Summer Orientation and - 1,800 o 3,600
Advising for Regiatration : A .
Parents . of Prospective Students 1,150 , - 2,300 L
Board of Regent Meetings 1,000 . T 2,000 oo
FFA Judging Contest ' 2,000 S 2,000 *
Truck Lines 1,250 . S 1,300 NV :
Memorial Libraty2 o 1,000 ) _ 1,000 -
Arboretum . % 7+1,000 A | 1,000

8.000 ‘ 10000 .

o Miscellaneous ‘ - ‘
A TOTALS + - ' 36,700 46,700

lthe Elvehjem Museum originally estimated 35,000 out-of-county visitors.
We halve this figure based on further input from museum staff to adjust for
double-counting of people who visited the museum while on a parent visit, busi~

‘ness yisit, etc.
\

2Memorial library was unable to provide data on out-of-county visitors ﬂq a
usable form. '1,000 is our conservative (and probably low) estimate. ' b

'
)
4

\

” Tible 5-9 sunmarizes the totals descrtbed above. The University of Wisconsin-

Madison recelives almost half-a-million out-of—county visitors on University busi-
W . , ness, who collectively generate approximately a. million visitor—days. We roughly
egtimate, based on analysis of the data, that.approximately 252 are from outgside of

. w1sconsin.7

M B ’ Ay .
.

7F1 freen percent of patients and patient-visitors are from out-of-state and 40%

of other visitors on University-related business dre from outside of Wisconsin.

3
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TABLE 5-9

Number of Visitors_

. Summary of Visitors om University-Relatad Business

. " Type of Visitor . : Visitor-Dayg .
UW-Madison Conferences ~ 40,100 155,600
'UW, Extengion Conferences 25,200 58,900
Speakers 4,000 v 9,800
Visiting Scholars 4,000 63,200
‘Prospective Students - 10,000 14,400
Candidates for Positions f 3,300 . 6,200
“Placement Interviewers ' *4,300 8,400
-Business Representatives 5,800 18,900
Foundation Representatives 700 800
U.8. Government Representatives , 1,3Q0 2,600
Foreign Government Representatives 12,800 14,000
JTechnical Advisors . . 2,200 8,900
Salespeople 6,500 . 13,700
Alumnt” 9,600 15,100
Patients 152, 000 271,000
Patient Visitors 143,000 270,500
Ot her 36,700

; ' g ' \ 46,700
ToTALs .+ - | " 761,500 978,700

- i , -

Expendifures by Visitors on University-Related Business

— - e oy e o mm e me—— —

It was not feasible for us to obtain expenditure estimates by visitor

category since visitors are ‘scattered all over-the University, and wa lacked the

A

1arg§iscdle resou{ces~needed to do an adéquate'job of trackfng them down.

-~ Ingtead, we obtained expenditure estimates from four~sourcesgz
* 408 randomly selected out-of-aounty participants in UW Extengion

A conferences, workshops, and seminars
* 69 randomly selected participants in the Bank Administraciog Instttute program
A 7\\411(randomly selected participants in the Graduate S¢hool of Banking prog}ém

e ‘Data f;om the Greater Madison Couvention and Visitors Byreau. - "

- .
b 1

N

. . i v
8Reaponse rates cannot be reported since we did not determine 1f question- §
ni}kea were.discarded because respondents were Dane County residents. )

.7i1
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Table 5-10 summarizes the findings.
TABLE 5-10

on University-Related Business

. ’ [ N w L]
Daily Expenditure Estimates fo;VVi%}to}a C - '

! : Total Daily - .
L C. Data Source ‘ j{ -~ Expenditure Comment 8
. —— _ = —
(1) U§ Extension’ 36 Co8 17 No overnight lodging;
Conference Co - ' . o . - one day conference
pargicipants .
(2) | 240 s102 Overnight lodging at
' hotel :
‘(3 o3 .$ 68 Overnight lodging at
' N W Extension facilitie
(4) o (41). . ($32) (Expenditure if lodg-
' ' - ‘ ing removed from (3)
) : above
~ . : : ) !
(5) 19 . $ 33 Lodging with Madison -+
- "resident
. (6) ' - 408 o $ 82 i , Average for all par-
T . . ticipants '
(7) Greater Madison —-— ——— $ 85 Based on national -
Convention and ’ . data; adjusted for ¢
Visitors Bureau . ‘ Madison lodging cbsts
(8) Bank Administra- @#69 : *% 37 Does not inclyde meals
tion Institute L or lodging
. ./' . ' R ‘ .
(9) Graduate School 111 . 8 58 Does pot include meals
of Banking ) ; .or lodging ;

LA \

1411 estimates exclude)gxpendifurég*tb @ﬁé WW-Madison.

L . '

+

The data in Table 5-10 serves as a basis for the daily exb;nditure estipates we
will’employ. For visitors who stay in hotels or motels, we use a dally expenditure
. ¢ .

estimate of $94 based on the average of lines (2) and (7) in Table 5-10. For other

visitors we use a figure of $35 derived by averaging lines (1), (4),"(5), (8)'én¢
N ‘, . .
‘ : ¢ , :
(9),, which represent expenditures by visitors excluding lodging.

/

e

s . . . : i ] .
Q . ' . ' . ) i 7 ¢ . '
.ERIC . R R A
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i

. To extend these two expenditure figures to all visitors and determine the

total impact, we derived a-percentage breakdown of vigitor IOQging., The find-

ings are presented in Table 5~11.°

59

TABLE 5-11

4

iodging for Vis;topp'on University—Related Business

University Hbspital

Type of lodging UW-Mad1son! and Clinics?
'Hotel/motel 136% 8%
University facilities 187 \ 12
No overnight lJodging 3oz , 667%
Guest at privgte hause 6% : 6%
or apartmen : o L '
Rented house aor apart- 1z . . -—
ment * o ‘ _
University Hospital |- . y 1972
100% 100%

1Percen;ages were derived from the department survey. Percentages from

each {ndividual survey were multiplied by the total number of visitors in that

department, and the resulting partial visitor counts by type of lodging were

then summed across all departments. .
number of visiters to obtain a weighted percentage for each type of lodging.

This sum was then divided by the total

hY

2Percentages were .provided by University Hospital and Clinics.

t

N\
.,

N

Because sample sizes were too small, we were not able to derive sqparate

. DU
expenditure figures for each type of lodging. We therefore simplify and make

the distinction betwaen those ‘visitors who stay in a hotel or motel and bhosé

who do not. Using these percentages, and the expenditure averages dﬁséribed

abbve,‘ﬁe com@ up with the estimated impact of visitors on Univergity-re

business, amounting to about $43,5 million. The procedure we use, ig~described

{n Table 5-12. °

.

it

\

lated

¢

Y

‘k'
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v o . TABLE 5-12

Total’Expenditures by Visitors on
Univeérsity-Related Business

1) Expenditures by non-hospital visitors : Py
using hotel/motel lodging: R
Non—-hospital visitor—da&a..;...;........437 200 ' ¢
* 36% usihg hotel/motel lodging.e.veese...157,392 . .
sgl‘ per ViSitor"day.ooooonooo..oooooououoooounnou.oooo.SlA 795 000

using other lodging or none:

| Nonm-hospital visitor-days.ececeosansese.437,200 .
642% ﬁot using hotel/motel lodging.......279,808 - '
$35 per visitor‘day........C.O..CCCCCC......C.C'CCCC..CS 9 793 000

2) Expenditures by non-hospital visitors ' ' ' oo ]

Pr—

) Expenﬂitures by hospital patients and visitors using ‘ . _ i}
hotel/motel lodging: _ ‘ .

N Hospital visitor-dayseceeveeseercecsess 541,500 , _ {
"~ Lless 111,295 in-patient-dayS..coeevesse 429,705 ) N ‘ -

8% using hotel/motel lodginge.seseeseses 34,376 _ .

$94 1per vigltor=day.cesecccccosercccvrtccccrornsvosssses$ 3,231,009

4) Expénditufes'by hogpital patients and _
vigitors using other lodging or none: . o l

Hospital visitor-dayS.eeceesssoessessios541,500

Less 111,795 in-patient-daySzesseeese...429,705 -

92% not using hotel/motel I&Gging.......395 328 ‘ ’
$35 per visitor—day....................................$13 837, 000

It should be noted that four ahsumptioné are lmplicit in the esﬁimating.
procedure used in Table 5-12. The first 1s that the hotel and non‘hotel_lodgiﬁg |
pércentages, although derived fgpm visitor totals, ;re equally applicable to |
visitor~days.. The's;cond assumption is that individuals on ané;day trips toﬂ«';hgyﬂ '

TOTAL.o_oo04’0.ttnooomooooooootooi‘oo.oo.ootnnono00000$A1,656,000 . 1

Madison do spend an average of $35 on such.purchases as food, gifts, and




- -

Vo gasoline, even Y.f they,are only here a- ghort’ while.9 The chird asgumption ig

© -t that visitors to. lhiversity Hospibal and Clinics have an expenditure average

. which 18 equivalent to non—hqapital visitors on Univetsity-related business.
' * ‘
This may not. in fact, be the case for those who do not uge hotel/motel 1odging,-

! ~

J , since some visitors to- patients may only come to Madison briefly and probably

-l’ s

spend somewhat less than $35. However, since-we do not have any Qatavfrom
® .o P2 .
L o University Hospital visitors, we use'tﬁe $35 figure.‘ The .fourth assumption, a
major one, is'that hospitsl patients spend‘ho money in the local economy; all of
Lﬂﬂ&‘“"”? 0 N

, their eXpenditures are made to the University. This assumption 1s probably not

. true, and if so, this would tend to put. our final ‘total on the low side. We do,

S e, SRS

R

however, -count patients.as visitors.'
li .o Our expenditure estimate Omits mOney'psid'to t;e;ﬂhiVersity'by visitors on
University related business. This amount is né doubt substantial in view of the -
18% of visitors who use University lodging (e.g., Wisconsin Center Guest Hall
“Friedrigk Center, dormitories,oetc.)f- Based on pur iimited information,:how~ )

. Ve . . ’ '
) , . * v
ever, we are .unable to estimate how much it potentially is. However, as pointed

out previously, the:University 1s not considered as part of the local economy N

for the purposes of this study. Similarly, the 541,500 out-of-county patient |

.

and visitor-days for University Hospital and Clinics generates a very sizable
revenue to the University which 1is agai‘irot counted. Singce the amount of
revenue attributable to out-of—coonty patients 1s unclear, and since the amount

'13 not directlv-germane to this study, we once again defer making'sn estimate.__

o - . S '

< $ . ATl . . v .
: . : . . [
. . . . . . . /
) d ~ “~ »

il |

-

9%ee text immediately following Table 5~10 for a descrigtion of hoy this
figure was derived. '
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' . SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS ' , e % . ’ /

Tables 5-13 and 5 14 summarize the findings of the previous sections.
TheSe results suggest some of the §ollowing observations of inhﬁreet°

3wi/-~ With almost 2 million out-of-county visitors per academlc year, the ..

-

, UniVersity of Wisconsin-Madison‘is clearlytone of theostate's major
visitor attractions. The number would no doubt be Substantially largex

ce 1f 1t included locatgyisitors. T o

. On any givan weekday during the school year, roughly 2 990 visltors are

. on campus for business purposes\ N ; . ) )
*+ . On any givan wqekend -an average o'f about 25 000 parents, eriends of -

Q 1

] ¢

10 oo

students, and frienqs of Universtty enployees are visiting. Over 907

of these visitors are Qtayingf%n a pti&u@g home or apartment. Of

. . o
o " . L 9

course, footbald weekends Jncrease the, num) ers*gonsideghbly.

l ; ; Qf all visitor oategSries, vislts by ftignds ;f students s;pm todhave’ R
the 1atgest ecowénic impact: Thia,alone offers the potentlal of new 'é: :Aﬂ
p . {
ﬁ ' marketing strategres for Dane COunty buaineames and for those whose L v
missiqgjlnvolves-1ncreas;ng'tourism in-ﬂad}son.n~ N } ..,;‘ . :

* Visitors on Universjty-reiated busineas;come'notamerely becauae_tﬁeﬁl‘
. Uniyersity exiaﬁs, but ‘because of the tgputétion, knOWIedge1‘and

-

. . ?"" scholarly contributions Bf faculty énd academic ataff.‘ Each faculty

P ’ o member and academic staff employee acdounts fdr about 75 visitors on

) University-related businass. ’ " - ' ™ 0
i o . '"Visitors, particularly ﬁtiends(;f atud;nts and Uriversity employees,
o ' . . \ . ) 3
are liéely to‘}nfluence'local qonsumg; spend tng, rgaulttng in expendi-
' ‘tures by Dané‘COunty‘restdénts gnat might not‘othetwise occut (elg.,
_ D 2P

. , meals in restaurants, theatre tickets, etc.).-
¢ R . i » ! ' o 4

~ ! ’ /
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| . \ ' TABLE 5-13 ¢ v .
. ‘{ - \ . "‘ o . L 4
I Summary of Visitors and Visitor,Expenditures
Lo ‘ Number of . Numbgr ot., ) - Estimatea 9
i - Typﬂ-of Visitor | Viaitors, Visiger-Dgys- o Economic\tmpact. ‘ .
Athletic = . ‘ : . -
Department '+ 253 - ¥223,500 . 270,509 . + ,$ 6,300,000
Parents®S . 233,600 350,000 7 §19,2005000 .
. ' ) . ' &: ' _‘ 0 [
Friends of Students) 750,000 1,875,000 - ' $ 45,500,000 -
. A . . . ’ . . q . " N '
. Friends of Iniversity ° , S : .
) Employees i314.000 1,130,000 - $ 27,300,000 . - . o
University-Related SR N L "
Business 461,500 . 978,700 ) .$ 41,600,000 = ;’
- .‘. - . B " . .
TOTALS . 1,982,400 34,604,209_ .+ 8139,900,000
1Gee the sectlon of this chapter entitled”'Visitors to, Athlettc Events and
Programs” for detail. - , :
2Aqqumes average of one visitor-day for basketbafl and hockey.
3Footh'xll visitor—days calculated hased on the following percentages
obtalned from the survey of football visitors:. *
76% leave after the geme _ _ - :
11% stay overnight e _ oo ‘ N o |
10% stay two.nights B _ |
3% stay three nights or longer : N °

’%ee the gection of this chapter entitled "Visits by Parents and Family™
for detail.

SData regarding parents' length of stay and the mber of parents and
sihlings per visit was not collected. We assume 2 -farents per wisit and 1.5
days per vigit. While the 2 parents per visit estimate mdy be high due to
gingle parent visits, it is probably offset by visits of both parents and
- 8iblings. 1In elther case, these assumptions do not affect the economic impact

since it was derived independently. )

fSee the section of this chapter entitled "Visits by Friends of Students“
for detail, .

7see the qection of this chapter entitled "Vist 8 by Triends of University
”Pmployeea fior detail.

Bsee the section of this chapter entitled "“visdtors on Untverstty-Related

Buginess"” for detail.
9Figure9}rounded uo-;ue nearest $100,000,

L4 . 5




o ! _TABLE 5-14

Total*Visitor Expenditures by'Industry1

‘ Trdnaportation........:..................{............S 9,800,000
' * ° Personal Serviceso...................f................ 1,100,000
_} Dep&rtment Store;...........2.........................'_'k,700,000
o Clothing................;............................. iZ,LO
2R Gasoline and Auto Repait........;;:T.}:.....%......... 11,800,000
L P 0 T 1o o IR0 1o
Food and orinks....Q.\,]..................;........... 54,100,000
Other Retail Stores....................‘.....¢........ 7,600,000
LB MR s+ttt et e reerteereetteneeeeesieeennesens 13,600,000

.Amusements.ooooooooolo.l..o..’.........O0.00,).OUOO..00.. tgd) OOO

Covetnment...l........Q..o'.f.o.o.l....O....O........0\l » 1900 OOO . ..\;._'

[

Householmdls.-...‘..............‘..-.........’...l......;..'.-\ 500}003 ’ }

r _ , . TOTAL3OQQ00.....ooooooooooooooo.?ooodooolo0000“00:00313_‘{%9.00,000

4

oY, . -
o ) o ~

% S »
lyo industry breakdown was obtained for non-football athletic visitors, friends

~of students, and friends of empfoybes. To approximate expenditurés by industry, a
percentage estimate was derived Jusing the“data obtained from the survey of 408 UW

Fxtension conference participants. With lodging costs removed, we assume that the
proportion of the total spent by an Extensi®mn visitor ,for. each industf? category 1is
applicable to other types of visitors. For exampleQ Extensgon @Pisitors spent about

44% of their money locally at“eating and drinking places. We assume Qqag non-foot-

ball athletic visitors, friends of students and friends of Eaculﬁy spend;an‘equiva~

lent proportion. This logic is applied to each industry‘category.

For visitors on University—related business that do not uséﬁhotelfmotel
lodging, the logic ‘Jescribed above was Ujpd. For thdse that gp -pay. for lodginyg, a
different get of percentages were derfve using data from the 240 Extension par- ’
ticipants in the sample that stayed in hotels or motela. -4 °

Football and parent vigitor expenditures were taken from Tables 5-2 ;nd 5-4,

To avoid the implication of exactneas. figures,are rounded to the nearest,
$100,000. . :

ZWP assume friends of atudents and friends of employees do not pay. for _ )
lodging. This nsnumption probably understates the actual amount . .

3'I'he assumption is made that visitors do not spend money in local food - oY
stores. This probahly understates the total. _ - o S
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L3 . & |
. It can be'argued that the $140 ‘million brought ‘into Dane County by Wisi—-
, tors means that $140 million lesgs 1s spent elsewhere in w1sconsin.<1Hon

,ever, we conservatively esﬁimate thac‘of the $140 ﬁillion, roughly $38

million 1is from‘ouchgf;atate. This estimate is devq‘oped in ?able 5-15;

TABLE 3-15

)
' Estimates of Out—-of-State Visitors
. and Expenditures
o Approximate
’ o Approximate ‘Bxpenditures
‘ Approximate Number of Made by
'rype of Percentage from Out-oertage Out-of-State o
Visitor - Out-of-State Vigsitors”' Visitors , ﬂ?ﬁ%]
‘ P ———— . —————— A ———— gt p———— ‘“) '. .
‘Athletic Department! .20 45,000 § 1,200,000 -
N 'Parents? 23 \ 54,000 4,400,000 \& 1
. Friends.of Students? 23 172,000 - 10,400,000 .
o ’ . S
| o . . .
‘ Friends of [fmiversity .20 64,000 5,400,000 1
‘ Employee : o e
. v, o : . \ P
'Un1v0rqltyZRe1ated .25 " 115,000 - 16,300,0Q9
Buginess : = o .
450,000 $37,700, 000
1) : .
BN _ t-of-state percentage based on.18,875 visiting team block tickets, about
| 10% othér foothall attendance from out~of-state (mostly northern Illinois), and
e out-of-state vistting athletes. . ‘
| : _ : .
‘ 2Twenty—three percent of students are from oyt~of-state according to the L
UW-Madison Enrollment Report. We agsume that thelr parents and friends come
from out-of-state as well., This figure is probably low because it does not
include students with Wisconsin permanent addresse¥ who nonetheless have parents
and friends from out~of-state. i :
- ’ . »

-/ .
he have no out—of-s;at:‘an to this category. The estimate 1is
probably low, asince most fac not- originally from -Wisconsin and will
probably have a much larger pérceq;age of ‘'visitors from out-of-gtate.

AThis is a weiﬁﬁigalpercentage derived from.the survey of dephrtments.
‘Forty percent of visitors on University-related busineas are from out-of-state,
and 15% of hospital patiefits and visitors are from outside of Wisconsin. Tt is
eapecially 11k¥ly that out-of-state visftors in this category use hotel/motel .
lodging. 1If we assume that about 75% do (in contrast to the 397 of all visitors
N on Qpivérs}ty*related business who use hotel/motel lodging) then gimply taking

.
Q ‘ » ' . ‘,. ) Y ' a . . &
- . S .




-

5% of the total expenditures in this category t% determiné expenditures by out- ¢

df-atate visttors would be téo low, since they ﬂpend
Q&Justed figure of §16.,3 million.

more. We thus use an

SFigures derived from Table 5-13, except for expenditures by out- of state
visitors on lhiversity-related business (see footnote 4).

14

CAVEATS

Multiple E&Fnting

/

) ) ~
One source of potential error that. kept . us ;Tért throughout the study waa'

the possibility of double counting. This difficulty
however, and efforts made to control the problem are

summarizes the potential-extent of this type of erro

TABLE 5-16

18 acknowledged thrOughout
detailed. Table 5-16

r. ,

A

- ~

Possihility of Multiple Cdunting:

Within and Between Visitor Categories

ey 4t

Related Business

1Posaibility of multiple counts if visitors gO
some oqtlmatos ad justed.

L)
! Visitors on .
Friends ‘'~ TFrierds of —pihiversity
o “Athletic . of University - Related
Vigitors Parents Students Employees Business
Athletic Visitors. = =~ - 3. - . -
Parents . 2 - - - -
Friends of Stﬁdents o 3 2 - ;; =
Friends of lhiverqity ' 3 3 : 2 - -
Employees N . C o~
] '
Visitors on Univer:ify—f 3 2 3 2 1

>

to more than one)’.mrtment;

zMuLttple counting between visitor categories confrolled for in research

mloqgign.

3Multtple counting not controlled for Lo résearch'designj‘effect unknoyn

but likely to be small relative to totals.

-
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1solate which purchaaes were due to the presence of the Univeraity.

PR Eat i L

'jearller in this chapter. We found, for 1nstance, two autos purchaaed in Dane

RN

"that friends of students or UW-Madison enployees elected to buy vehicles here,

. .. . .. - A )
. ’J.' . N . .\ 3 6_7

0} . ) »

R &!"ﬂ

: 0. ’
Vehicle Purchases by Veeitors”

* ‘ :
The 1asue'of/§ehécle purcha@és ‘by out-of-county visitors proved to be a
» AA v"

thorny one for two reasons. ‘First, the low number of questionnaire responses ol

. o R ' At *

the ‘vehicle quebtign(s) réndered it impossible to make a statistically reason-—
S e o . ' ¢ ‘ .

‘able ebtimate of over&ll new and used auto, motorcycle, and tguck purchaaea.

u

Secondly, even 1f an estimgte weve poesible, it woul& have been impossible to

AR DU «v

Thenefore aithough we;dld detect some vehicle purchasea by visitors that we

e

. felt wdre related to the preaénce of the Univeraity, we elected to ignore them as. a

factor 1n the economic impact of the cdmpus on the commﬁnity. We were forced to

~n

concbude that that queabion could not be anawered‘by fhis study. To the extent that
they may occur, the e«penditure eatimatee in Tablea 5-4, 5-13, and 5-14 will be low.\
It 43 important to note, however, that out-of-codnty viaitors do Quy

Vehicleq {n Dane Pounty. K ‘ -
. L : . '
They could have been bought by visit\\s in any of the categoriea described

~

Cbunt& by football fans and another two by parenta. It is certainly‘conceivable

and that even gome business visitors made purchases. P _—

~ “1t’1s the twin issues og’"how many” and "was it because of thé University”

that remain to be answered, however. o . ;

-

Auto purchases are not made frivolously, and could occur indepetdentlx of ..

whether or not the purchaser came to Madison because of the Qn ergityz- Bptﬁ:

"

there undoubtedly are those individuals from smaller Wisconsin cghmunitiée 9,

unable to buy the vehicle of their cholce locglly, nayfdefer theit purchases * <
until coming to Madison -~ and who' may timertheir-pnnchaseq}tq,cotncfée with 'a

‘vislt to a football game, frignd, or child.

" ¢ ’ f

; .
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\we have few doubta, then, that the University is at 1east {ndirectly

v

responsible for some DNane County vehicle® purchases. ‘But a careful anal®sis of “

1}

o the whole issue has led us to “the conclusion that the only Dane County vehiclq .

-purchases by visitots that should be credited directly to the Univergfty -- when’

that data 1is available -~ ave. those by out~of—county parents for their student | /

[l [y

children. . ' ' ‘

CONCLUDING REMARKS

L4

To conclude, e, simply point to our estimates ‘as evidence that vigitors to

the University of w1sconsin*Madison are a crtuclal part of the local econ)my.

.

The numbers are very large.' They Surprised us and may jar readers

thresholds of ‘credibility. However, the reader should consider that thi total

1

. 3
University community includes over 80,000 students, employees and their

families, wht {ndirectly through their vigitors, account for a sizable percentr ’
age of the totals. Also, we wish to point out that we took great pains to be

both thorough and conservative in our egtimates, so that we could count heads

“and dollars as accurately and credibly as possible. . ' . : 4 v

\

-l

2
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CHAPTER 6
. ’ . ,
T -~ TEF.TOTAL %PACT | : J
, ' ‘ ‘;
- ‘f"l
INTRODUCTION

In this concluding chapter, the expenditure amounts discussed in Chapters -2
through 5 are brought together to determine the total economic impact of the
University on Dane County aquWiscdnsin. ‘ - ‘ @

First,'thg direct impact 1is examined; this includes all purchases, local

taxeg, donations, and other expenditures made in Dane County attributable to

members of the.University cqmmuniﬁy,. Next, the indirect impact ig considered

.

via the use of multipliers, which take jnto account the fact that these Univer-

sity-related dollars, once spent, are subsequently respent and recycled through

the economy to provide income for other local businesses, government, house-

/

holds, and charities. The_totalnimpactthrsconsists of both the direct and

indirect impacts. . _ 7 ' ;
These direct and indirect lmpacts create 1ob§ in the public and private '

\
v |

gectori of the economy, and in this ch]iter we‘attempt to estimate just how e

many. Also presented in"this chédger e‘estimated percentages of both jobs and
sales in each industry which can be attributed to the University.

Y

Some percentage of the mdney spent locally comes from outside of Wigcongin. °

_ , , e _ |
Estimates of this figure ard offered as well to provide a view of the UW-Madison

.

as an export industry for the state.

Not all of the University's economit influences on the local economy can be
, . ’

" quanti{fied. Several tangible but unmeasured factors are discussed to 11lustrate

. ’ . v '
gom¢ additional ways that Dane Countv's economy benefits from the presence of

~

w

. . ]
the, (W-Madison. - * .

*Finallv, conélustions are drawn~and caveats considered.
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EXPENDITURES TO LOCAL BUSINESSES

Tahle h-1 summaftges spending to local bhusinesses stéﬁmtnq from ekpenQi— I
R tures hy the University as an inatitution and by its employees, dtudents, and ‘

visitors. The largest recipients of .University community .spending are local
financlal 1n3tttutions,\in§urance, and real estate-.at $89 million. ' I

N Restaurants and bars received aboyt: $81 million, with two~thirds of .this’
amount stemming from expenditures by University QiSiEors. Auto, truck, and

motorcycle dealers, repalr places, and parts stores received about $61

)million.l'z

Food stores benefitted by abogt Sﬁﬁ million, and local utilities 1

received about $46 million.

BT S j
The total in direct expenditures to businesse!eig estimated at $537 million. _
DANE COUNTY SALES ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY o !

Tt will b}ave revealing to view University community expenditures to local
husinesses fn the context of total economic activity in Dane County. While figures
For total business sales in the county were unavallable, the total retall sales.

fisure for 1983 was available from the SurQey of"Buyfng Power in Sales .and Marketing

Management magazine. 1In 1983, total re;ailnsales_in the county amounted to

\

Sl,813,858,000.3 Tbtal.retail purchases by the University.community came to. . | '
N ‘ < ‘

A d
.

JrE the $89 million"to finance, insurance, and real estate is compared to' ' t
* the 1971 figure of $45 million, it seemingly falls to keep pace with inflation. B 2
This 18 -due to differtgg methodologies. Abkout $24 million in rent to individuals
in the carrent study was- designated as income to households, while 1in 1971 all l
rent was designated to husiresses, . S : ‘ .
zThn\nutn gales and service figure 18 one of thd admitted weaknesses of S
this gtudy, See the section of this. chapter entitled "€aveats.” A c l

)

?ﬁﬁ}eﬁ and Marketing Management (July 23, 1984) ,1p. C-210.
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a

Agrlcultur;
Construction’
Manufacturing
Transportation,
Communication,
‘Utilities
Wholesalers -
Bufilding Materfals,
Farm Fquipment
Personal and Business
Services
Finance, Tnsurance,
Real "Fstate

Department Stores

Food Stores N

Auto Sales and Seyrvice

Apparel Stores

Furniture and Appliance
Stores ' ,

Fating and Drinking
Places

Other Retail Stores

lodging Places

Amusement

A Y

A
~

)2

L
r
TARLE 6~1 {
Summary of Fxpenditures to local Businesses (in 000'9)1' g
Institutional Construction’ Employéﬁu?“' Stﬁaent Visitor .?ofhl
Expenditures =~ Fxpenditures Fxpenditures Expenditures Fxpenditures Fxpenditures
g X n .
128 - " -- - -~ 128
483 9,746 10,303 1,336 - .. 21,868
698 CoL L =- - - Te-a " 698
468 56 16,665 18,963 9,800 45,952
14,749 - g - - 14,749
; 764 1,448 . - - - 2,212
3,659 - " 380 7,032 8,139 1,100 120,310
11,787 6 39,410 37,837 - 89,040
“ ' : { .
21 R 11,085 13,697 14,700 39,503
. -- Co—— 29,396 24,393 -- 53,789
272 ) 6 33,2)2 16,277 11,800 61,567
7 - 9,348 12,013 12,100 33,468
490 " 59 9,959 1,688 10,800 22,096
21 2 9180 17,824 54,100 81,127
700 - y,521 8,364 7,600, 25,185
27, == 586 316 13,600 © 14,529
-~ -~ 2,098 2,980 1,900 6e 978
[ —_——. e R  Mulaaka
4,274 11,703 185,895 163,827 137,500 533,199
_ Ingsod on Tables 2-3, 2-5, 3-4, 4-2, 5-1%. and footnote 1, Chapter 2. .
‘ , /|
“ - , |
y /
n ”
- 93
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$318,947,000 or 17.6% of the"total.4 In other words, out of every hundred

dotlars ﬂpént in a local retail establishment, ahoqt $18 is spent by someone
. ] ~

connected with the University.

-

Table 6-2 breaks down retail sales by industry. Almost 407% of apparel

A

store sales, 317 of restaurant and bar receipts, 19§/¢f/;urchases in department

stores, and 18% of furniture and appliance sales are-shown-to be a?result of

, .
-direct expenditures by the University community.

FINANCIAL TINSTITUTIONS AND EXPANSION OF THE LOCAL CREDIT BASE
Incal financiagl fnstitutdons benefit from the University's presence in

several ways. As shown in Tables 3—4fand 4-2, they receive 83' million in

- ‘ ‘
income from the Unliversity community through mortgage interest, and S4.4 million ..

’ . {
in service fees. A second source of revenue comes from investments and loans

which are'made‘ustng the money débostted by the Univefsity community* in local
snyinqs and Eﬁecktn;‘aCCOUhts: These debosttg amount t; ahout $183 million.

The local economy also henefits from these deposits., Beéause they expénd
thes local credit bésg, new and existing buéinesses aré‘ﬁble to bqfrow more for
expansion pufposes,\and potential home huyers are able to finance their housing
purchases. In total, the Universtty gommunit& is responsiblé_for an add}ttonai
$339 mi1lton in local credit. Or, to state this différently, each $1 of Univer—
sttybcdmmudity depbsits makes $1.85 avallable for loans. Of course, some of

these loans are taken out by members qf the Unyyersity communit:-y.5 i

q -

4

The $340 million fivure represents the expenditures from Table 6~ exclud-
ing auyricaulture; congtruction, manufacturing, trnnspgrtnt{on,_utiliti%s,_who1e-
salers, services, finance,’ Inaurance, real estate, lodging, and amusements.

e multiplier of 1.85 employed here was deftvnd using a formula described

{n Appendix E, : : .

,
t . . A

- 9,1‘. o o a
-~

o o

&’
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: IE TAME 6-2 _ o ) .
o P ) The Direct Tmpact of Univeraity-Related Fxpenditures (n Nane County i . -
o b : on Private Sector Sales and Fmployment, ’ . .
A L] ¢ D ] ; F -
. R N N Fmployment Attributable Percent'ﬁe of Sales
Salea (n Purchases by the .Private Sector fales Pex to Purchases by the snd Employment Attributsble
*« NDane County Unfveraity Community Fmployment 15\ Fmaployee Un{veraity Coullunlty5 v to Porchasea by the Univeraity
Tnduatry . _(ia 000'g) (1n 000's) Dane County T (AIT) (n/D) : Commnltyb_(B/A or £/C)
Al . .
. Agriculture - ; NA 128 . 817 NA NA ' NA .
conntructton’ | (309,000) 21,868 5,886 52,578 > 415 7
g Manufacturtng S e NA 698 18,41 C NA NA . NA .
i V! .
. Transportation, (1,288,000) 45,952 6,185 208,247 221 - 4
Comminication, . t .. ‘
Urliteien _ T v
Wholeaaledn (1,494,000) 14,749 6,893 216,742 68 1
Bul ld{ng Matertals, 64,712 2,212 865 © 74,815 30 N )
Farm Fqutpment ' : o
*Peraonal and Buniness + (152,000) 20,10, 7,475 20,360. ., 998 - 13 -
Serviceq : : . . ) B
Finance, lnaurance, . MA 89,040 13,866 - 670 5 ’
Real Fatate ‘
| - ,' - * Department Storen 217,654 9,503 1,741 A ';' 57,111 692 18
o Food Stores 111,104 E,mo 1,476 96,945 555 16 .
H Auto Salen and Service 481,674 . 61,567, l,ﬂ'iﬂ. 168,535 365 " 11 ’
Apparel Stores A4,705 11,468 1,51 55,126 . 605 0
“Furniture Storen 122,767 22,096 1,202 102,136 216 18
Pating and Deloklog 761,911 81,127 1,840 22,290 7,639 N . o
Places . - . .
other Retatl Rores 241,478 25,185 4,206 57,413 . 439 10
“Todging Places (76,000) 14,529 2,055 37,081 392 19 \ o
. .
. Amunement ) VoA (51,000) (\IQH! l.b_‘!_l_ 29,920 233 14 |
TOTALS/ AVERAGES 533,199 92,81} ’ 9,538 ‘ r
B . » ( ) ! s
Y’ ,) J) ' \) 1)
e 'BEST-COPY AVAILABLE - :
q * Y . . v ' . ‘ o .
* ‘ \ [
' »
Q " -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S S e Ry T e e S S v T

L4




-

: .NA = Not availabler 3 : -t ‘ . o . - E ,

1Data in this column come from several sources. Sales figures for department- stores, food stores, furniture
stores, and eating and ‘'drinking places come from Sales and Marketing Management, July 23, 1984, page C-210 and represent
1983 sales. Data for other catpgories not in parentheses come from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Retail Trade,
1982: Wisconsin Washingten, D.C., l§84 pages 19-20 and represent 1982 gales. Figures in parentheses are approxima-
tions for f{llustrative purposes generated from Dane County employm'\f figures and national’ sales/employment ratios:. See
footnotes 3 and 4 below. ) \ ] , . _ .

5 . 3 e ‘ ~ . ot . . " ,

From Table 6-1. . ‘ - : ’ )

3From\U S. Hureau of the Census, County Business Patterns, 1982: Wisconsin WBshington, D. C., 1984, pages 34~ 39.

l'Sales/employment ratios for constructiqn wholesalers, personal and business services, lodging, and amusements

calculated ftom data in'U.S. Bureau of the Census,. Statistical Abstract of the United States: 198% (104th editlon), :
Washingtqn, D.C., 1983. Ratios represent national sales figures divided by national employment figures under the _
agsumption that national ratios apply to Dane County. Only 1977 ratios were available for construction, amusements, and
services. .Wholesalers and lodging ratios are from 1982 data. The use of 1977 ratios will bias the estimates if there
have been mp1or productivity improvements in these industries. The sales/employment ratio for transportation,
communication, and utilities was obtained from a 1984 Wisconsin Electric Power Company rate case which found that every
dollar of utility revenue results in .0000048072 employees. g

A .

. 1
r

5’I‘he estimate of 670 jobs in finance, insurance sand real estate attributable to the Uniyersity was based on input

from School of Business faculty and industry representatives using the dollar amounta in Chapters 2 through 4.

6Because of the fashion 1in whfch thése percentages were derived, the- percentages of both sales and employment
attributable to the University are equivalent. That is, B/A = E/C since E = B/D apd D = A/C.
7Construction expenditures do not incluﬁ' employee new home purchases, g0 the total is understated.

. . M

s ~

. BESTCOPY AvmitApe =~

>, ' . o
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PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYMENT ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY -
Cot ) v o

. The/3535 million:gpgnt by the University cbmmUnitv at local businesses

. 3 obvibusly createp-thousands of jobs in'the private sector of the economy.
- v ) ] - . . : ‘ . » .
Determining fust how many is the intention of this section. : .

«
. N L 3 . b 4 .

~ Y- -

"Jobs exist in any local economy because individuals and firms both inside

and outside the community purchase goods and services. To produce theMe goods
v . ¥ . .

. ’

' and‘sefviées, lotal firms hire employees. However, 8hé_numbér of emplo&eés
N, ' hiréd does not {ust deﬁend on the degree to which fhdiJidﬁéls and_firmswdehaﬁd

[
~

. . - ’ ¢ ~ A . hd
- goods and services. Other factors include” wage rates, the costs of capital, and

“~

’ . - . p)
the type of' technology or:production process which Hhe‘firm uses. For, thesge -

- I

reasons; it is generally‘not an easy,task‘gP estimate how many {obs are ¢reated
. . * . v
by a given level of economic act{y;ty or a givenmgxpenditure amount.

) ) . B , : -~
In this study, we use a crude estimating.protedure based on sales and .

’ . -

employment levels for each type of industry. Although varygihdustry has” dif-

.

” . - . v M
ferent wage rates, technologles, and capital-costs, one simple way to {ncorpo-

. I
~ LN
S

rate all of }hése Factors 1s to determine the ratio of local sales to local
b.. ) hd ".‘ ’ ~ . ’ \».
° employment. Industries that are labor intensile with low wage rates will have

“~
- .

’ -
sma)l sales/employment ratios (e.g., restaurants). In these jindustries;, a given

émounc oF expenditure will result in a large number of {obs« )i‘ ‘ ' '

. ) Industries that are papital-intensive_with higher waéﬁ Tates will have

, .
- large saleg/employment rptiosu(e.g., auto dealers, food stores). In these

industries, a given amgunt of éxpenditure will result in fewer jobs.

-

Column D in Table 6~2 presents sales/emﬁloyﬁent ratios for the industries
A 5

»in thig study. Dane County sales and employment data for 1982 was only avail-
. . \ . P -

able for some of the industriés. For mgét of. the others, we used ratios derived

from national, Qatn. Thts‘{s nbt a prohlem Sincgrtn almost every case whare hoth
/ . .

. local and national rdatios were évéilable; théy'wére girtually.identtcal.

' . . ) '
! L : ™

.
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‘4

ipivérsipy*related local employment is arrived at by.dividiﬁg the sales/em-
ployment ratio for each industry into the corresponding lniversity-related

expenditure level. Resulting estimates’ are presented in Colymn E of Table 6425 ,

P P A
o vttt e g

sThe total estimate for private sector jobs created.by University.community

> -

eipenditures'is about 9,300 This egtimate of'University~reiated’employment -

?

does-not include employment resulting from indirect sales. Empldyment arising

-

Y
fromﬁhultiplier pffects will be. discussed ﬁater in this qhapte

N . -

REVENUES AND EMPLOYMEN% IN THE PUBLLC SECTOR ATTRIBUTABLE S
(TO THE UNIVER‘}ITY COMMUNITY _ . ) “

-Local government received about $33.8, million in dirept payments from the
University comnunity, as shown in Thb{e 6-3. ‘If property taxes paid by land- d

lords out of rents from students and employees are\eonsidered, the.total is
‘_ . '*' ’ ",- . " ’ ['§ ’ ) ~
probably oloser to $47 million., °* - . .
These expenditures to locali!wernment-create municipal and county employ-
. . [ ’ . ’

ment. However, .unlike the private sector, it i{s not as elear how taxes'and

other revenues translate into jobs, since not all county revenues are generated "

)
S

1nternall)’. 7/ . " ~
TABLE 6-3 - ‘ "
D ———_— .
- . ' Expenditures‘to Lotal Government! )
. . A \ . ¢ R
" Source - B : Amount

Un}versity‘ (88 ‘an ‘institution)..;..g'......a-...u.-.,m-.o $ l',299,000 : .o

] Em'plo)'re‘_'eszo.....'..u........‘.........A....'..'..u....ouu ‘21,708,000

Stlldentgzoooo'oo.oocooooco’oo\occoooooqoco‘-co':tcoooooooo‘oo.ooo 8)9}),000 ]

vtsitnrgo0000.000’00000.0000.00000.0.‘0.’0.0000.000.0.‘,..0.._ l 900 Om ‘
TOTAL.OCOO..O‘OOO.‘U.0.0‘0.00.00.00..(000.0.000...000 833 848 000 ( 'Y
\ .-
% lFrom Tables 2-3, 2-5, 34, 4=2, and S~l4s . A . "
2 fxcludes property taxes included in rents.  , s ¥

y N

D o o .,/_ ‘ 1‘)}1. A .

3 . L .

Construction..,...\....w..-......l..............\..-.;....o" . 6,000 { '

®,



At

a

N

To:qenerate-a crqde estimate of public sector johs attributable to the

-
(s

University C?Twunityﬂ gé considgf'qopqlatiﬂq size.ineteéq-oﬂ reYques;"Thew' .

U;iversitykcommunity, as qxplaihed in Appgndig B,.isfestimated-aEJBO,OBS. ~This

flgure rgtresente.?4z of. Dane County't population‘of-33},600.6 ‘Continuing tﬁis.~
. o - N

logic, it 13 not:unreasonable té assume that 24Z'of\pubfic sector employment cﬁn

'b; co;sidened as University-reiated.\‘ - - '

"= Acceptance of this argument requires assuming a direct relationsh

(between

) * . - - s
.population size and the local government payrol] 'for municipal and qount.-ser-.

1 . o ' v . \

vices. If we congsider as a simple illustration that°more pedple in- Dane Cou

v . ) . 3

1 . - P
assumption 18 not unwarranted. -t . '

probably means more pglice_officersv'ffrg fighters, -and garbage collect34§, the _

~
A\ .- R

: In the Jahuary,}1984 issue of Emﬁloyment Reyiew published by w19con§ir(é:

A
b A . . .

Department of Industry, labor and,Human Relétibns, 1oca1 goternment employment
is eétimated at 12,600: This figure includes -both municipal and county employ~

N

wment, but excludes state and federal employees. Thking 24 of this figure sug~

Q;¥ts that, about 3,000 1oB§ in the public sector exist because of the Univer-
N [N » -

sity's presence. T ' o T
N - \ il - .

~

It 1s not énohﬂh, however, simhlyrto statevour estimate. VWhat 1is of

S Fooam | .
greater importancé is to 1ustify that the Universitv community provides suffi- '
. " LN e . T

L . .

]

A : . « - ‘ o ‘-"\ '

IS

6Some members of the quversitv community reside outaide of the county, 80w
the actual size of the University community within the'county is slightly ~ -
amaller than the 80,085 figure. MHowever, we still use the full community gize
hecause of the high numbér of 0ut-of-county vigsitors hosted by local members of
"the University communitys In Chapter 5.1t ‘was estimated that students and
Unifersity employeea have over | milLiOn vigitors annually.® These vitsitors, by .
virtue of theid presience, also create a’demand for municipal and county ser-
vices, but our roush estimating approach does not take these vigitors diregtly -
{nto consfderation.. Therefore, as a proxy for visitor-generated ‘public sectdt
employment, we use the full University coqpunlty size rather than uging only

Dane County residents. -
1 ’J .
A

.

~

. . .
v . -
- Rp— . .




i . \ o ' . A _ .
. Vcient.revenus to local government to support these jobs'withdht draining the
‘public t11l, A R - S A B

N
A

q ’ . ! . ) ’ o ’ . )
In the 1971 atudy which paralleled’ thig one, a cOnsideﬁﬁble effort wag made . -
. ’ - . 4 \ . . o
to answer this question. The conclusion was that the University's cost to local

government was $266,000 once the contributions—of

the University comminity to

.

VY local government amd;posts-tb government of sérving the University comhunity

. - [

' were considered. ' In view of both the pogehtiél for error and the total 1971.

. [
»

University economlc ifpact figure of $450 million, this amouht‘is,ﬁegltgible.a‘

, _ .
There 18 every reason to believe that the atguments used to arrive at this

finding in 1971 are. gtill apprdpfiate”for the pfesentz ‘Several points deserve _
| o ' o oo oo N o
“mention here: ' . s | L4 . L

v o e As ‘noted earlier, the University commuﬁity gives $33.8 million in direct
‘payments to local goverfiment.. Including property taxes pgﬁd'by land~

. lords out of rents’, the total is probably closer to $47 million.

- . . . o

local government.

t

+° Students have few children but still contributé ¢t

Thus, local government's educatiod costs are less fhan students'

+ “contributions.
-~

¢ Property values for rental units near the Uﬁiversity'are consaaerably

~ ‘ ¢

.

higher than would be the case if the Uni@érsity didn't exist. Many .

o . , Ty . .
‘unite would not exist at all if there were no University. -Thus, the . A,

. » v L

University's presence enhances local*government's property tax revenues..
. . ] - "y ) . F 4

)

* Because of the money-spent by the University community in l@qal busi-~

nesses, property values fpr these businegbes are higher under the

~
~
~ .

assumption that property,valuag are a reflection of a busineds' ability
~ . .

-~

\ to generate sales and profits. ' Thus, commercial property tax_revéhues L. _\\
7 - . .
. + . . .
to local government are enhanced by the presdnce of the University. ' \
. . : , . ’ ) - . . )




. - o - '
: . .

. @ ¢ v . .

* State government pqﬁvides tax aids to local government hased on such-: .-
factors as individual fncome taxes, utility téxes; auta registration

' ' . '

fees, and liquor taxes. All of these are énhahced by the presence of

-
’

the Unive;aity.comﬁunity. ‘o N
. .. S ’
To conclude this discussion, we maintain thpf a large portion of Jlocal

éovetnment's budget is contributed hyithe Uhiversity eommunity;:and that the

3,000 public sector jobs attributable to the-University community are, in fact, o
) . . BE . K . " o R

supported fiscally by them. o . c v

¢

EXPENDITURES TO LOCAL HOUSEHOLDS AND CHARITIES

~

Each segment‘bf the University comnunity spends mdney which goes to local

{

-

householdq and charities. The amounts are shown in Table 6-4. By far the

-

largest cohmonent stems from.rents which were paid.to local iandlorde_(individ-,

9 » “ g . 4 ) -

uals rather than real estate businesses). A second 'sizable amgunt comeé from
Drivate vehic1e purchases; such ae\those m‘ge through clasgified advertiéing,

*
h W 4

Charities represent About $9. 5 million of the $61.5 million spent 1& this

h
.

-

" categorny. ) 1 , . - . v

- - !

Fxpenditures to households and charities creat employment in a fashion-:
. ¥

somewhat parallel to that ‘of thb puﬁli private\gectﬁrs. For example, when

\

' Eents are paid to Landlords, landlordé will usedthe income to‘hire construction
. L 4 ~

firms for remodeling, or heating and air.conditionihg firms for.ﬁhintenance.

. LY s . -y )
And, while most of .the money paid to charities goes to various causes, a small
percentage remains’ to pay salaries to administrators or clergy. So, while the
B " )
actual number of jobs created is uncleat, it is indeed possible that -over a

1

4 .
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: o . . » , N . . N .. . Lo '

hundréd joﬁs in thq'lgcAIaeconomy résult'from University community éxpenditures‘

. | R ,
[ . to . locatTouseholds and pharitibs;7 ’
B e mmmes .

o Exp@nditures‘to Local Househ4}ds and Charities?'

v Source | "0 Households Charities . Total . '
University 8 161,000 A= 8 161,000"
(as an institution) . o
bqnscruccion. I 2,841,000, == . 2,469,000 - -
1 4  Employees . - 122,773,000 6,332,000° 29,105,000 - " .
! R . ’ q » - ) , , . e
Students T 25,649:000 3,213,000 28,862,000 |
. . ¢ 4 . LI ’ ¥ ' : R ;. w
N Visitors - 500,000 . - 500,000 .
3 . . ’ . . N
. . . . , . . : ¢ ' . |
| TOTALS “ $51,924,000. - $9,545,000  $61,469,000 .
1from Tables 2-3, 2-5, 3-4, 4-2, and' 5-14. - >
: . ’ . k . -
., 3 . i ' . . f *
. HEALTH CARE EMPLOYMENT IN ‘DANE COUNTY ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY -
. COMMUNITY AND THE CONTRIRUTION OF UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL AND GLINICS 0 .
.. TO THE LOCAL F.CONOMY | . o . ' .
' In order tp get a conplete_picture of University~5elatnd'employment,.it ig N ,

A necessary, to look at employment in’the health care .sector. In 1982 there were .

* ? '

' o 10, 599 individuals Pmployad in health seryices in Dane County.8 This figure

.
) .

o includes not only hospital peTsonneI( but also doctors, dentists, chirqpractors, 'Lf

" their assbciates and assistants, 1aboratory personnel, and nursing home . o Ai. e
\ ‘.staffs. Most,-1if not all, members of the University community use the serviges -
. N C _ “

° ‘l [ . . T '.‘; - . . . ) 4\ "‘ [
Tp o | an ‘ ‘ '
. If we conservatively assume that every™$500,000 spent in this category L Av'

results in one/job, thén .about 120 such {obs «can he attributed to the University -

comminity., Th $500,000 estimate is more than twice.as high as the highest o A
private sector qales/emnloyment ratio in -Table 6 2. : \ : A

8U.€ Bureau of the Census, County Buain&ss Patterns, 1982. Wisconsin,
. .. Washington, D. C., 1980‘ pages 34 39.' )

oA

Y

' ‘ 'v,’. . ' o ), ' o :
) . L S L o . n ,“‘._v
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, B

\health care 1obs are Univetsity—related. : N | ‘ - 4-"‘4‘

~ amounts to estimate employment is not feasible.

*

of these indivbduals and - some of these.johs no doubt owe their existence to the |

presence of. the'University. In this section, we attempt to estimate how many . - "2.1

- Unlike the public and private gectors, . dollar contributions to the health

care sector of the economy from the University community aré largely indirect, S, j

N

Gtudent health care needs are met prdmarily by the. University Health Service -80

'] A}
out—of-pocket health care costs for students are small. AlSO, some students may "l

ro*

still continue to see family physicians -and dentists in their hometownf

1 ) . . .
- . - . .
R : Voo L.

'-Employee health care needs are primarily met by the State of Wisconsin,.
with a portion paid for by the employee. While out—of-bocket costs are stil1l o "

likely to'be small relative to total costs, the put-of-pocket portion is not

~

negligible. Dental fees alone'forienployee households without dental insurance-
9

-

%ould.easily amount to over $1 million a year.

Since almost all health feks are paid by q&iig?:arties,‘usinﬁ dollar
A

- hY

urther complication arises
because the University itself is in the health care business, so some health

care positions are held hy University employeEs. In Table 6~5 we attempt to

b

estimate University-related health care employment in Dane County using the

- niumber of employees and students covered by health insurance, and adjust for the

fact that some of the health care services used dre provided by the University"®

'itself. The University community is éstimated to use health'care services

accgunting for 330 jqbs in Dane County. .

Several points are deserving of elaboration. Using county demographic

-

data, we find that for every 31 people in Dane County there.is one person

T e

)

9No attempt was made in this study to isolate out—of—pocket meddical costs. : |
These are included under the category of personal and bueiness gservices. '

s . . t




'TABLE 6-5

Attributable to University Health ‘Insurance Coverage

. Demographic Backg_ound

. Total Dane County health care employmentl...4.......'.......:

mne %unty population.'............................ .‘........

Local ratio of Dane County residents per

Health Care employee-...----.......-............-...-.-...

»

_ Total U.S. health care employmentzsr-...........--....-....-

U So population.......u...-..--......-o........-.......)...- 231 53¢k000

National ratio of U.S. residents per .
. health care emp'loyee...........‘.’............................

Approximate number of University employees3
employed in-health'care.m..--...-.-...6........,..-Q.;-..-

Percentage of Dane County health care

employees emplOYEd by thé University............o........w"

/(2,?00 divided by 10,599)

~

University Health Insurance CoverageA

Total number of employees with individual -
health insurance coverage---..................--..........

Total number of employees with’ family
health insurance COVerage----...........ico.......p..f...-

Ayerage family sizestttttOttttttOttttttttt.tttttttttﬁttttttt

.Total number of individuals in the University
.community covered by University health insurance.w........
(7,082 plus'} «6 times 8, 985)

Estimation of Employment ‘

Number of health care emploYees needed to meet
medical néeds of Univerdity commuriity.members
covered by health ingurance scseeivesececerenssrssscesanss
(30,443 divided by 41.7)

Less percentage of health care employees_in
Dane County employed by the University ..................n
, s ~« (+274 times 730) g
Equals estipated health care employment / . .
attributable to Unjiversity health . . -
insurance Coverage dtttf‘occtttttttoo,cto000000;010000‘0(0

e . . 3 -, ¢ g7 ‘ T
P § , ‘ .
" /'. ..‘
. v : N ’
L . 108
S . ’

* Fstimation of Non-University Health Care Sector Fmployment

| T
A0GE99
332,600 ..
S 'w
S 31u4:1 .
5,553,000

41.7:1

2,900 -

730




-

. ~ e

-

lU.S Bureau of. the Census, County Businesa PatternsL 1982 Wisconsin'
Washington, D.C., 1984, pages 34-39. ' | .

-

--20btained'from the American Hospital Association library in Chicago.

IEstimate provided by University Hospital and*Clinics. The exact number is
‘not possible to,determine. for our purposes, because gome medical school faculty
devote a- portion of their time to. teaching and research and a portion tosmedical
care. . . X s . o . . . Co,
. 4Obtained‘fro.m'Payroll and Staff Benefits office. Data represents coverage’
in November, 1983 and includes tﬁaching assistants, project assistants, and .
research assistants._.

_/

R ;

5Weighted'average based bn data in Appendix B.

~

6We use the more conserVative natipnal ratio here gince some of Dane
County's health care employment services are “exported” to serve the needs of - e
the rest of the state and would not be necessary rtherwise. :

~ .

7Obviously, some University emplOyees use the health services of University,
Hospital and Clinics, which for purposes of this study is not a part of the-
‘local economy. sTheSe services should not be included .in our employment esti-’ .
mate. Howewver, since it is not pragtical to determine what percentage of health
insurance money 1is involved we use as a proxy the percentage of total Dane':ﬂ

County health care employment;accggnted for by University Hoiyital and Clinics.b

°

.. Bmhig figure excludes health care empldyment resulting from out—of~pocket

expenditures by meﬁ%ers of the Universityocommunitv.

;

-




employed in héalth care. TheVnational average, however, is one health'care

employee per 42 citizens. THis suggests that Dane COunty, and especially

L »
Madison, may be ' overdoctored. - This maytor may not be true.u The ' extra

‘

health .care employment may also simply be‘an indication of services provided to

individuals who live outside the county. Rather clearly,. the total health care

~ b4 4

surrdunding_counties,_the Midwest, and in some instances, the nation.
) . . . . \ N . ; e

To calculate the number of health care employees attributable to the

Uhiversity community, we used the.national ratio (41 people per health care

~

employee) to reflect local demand and to be conservative. ' '.'0

University'Hospital°and-Clinics constitutes 27% of local health care

»

to the University, ifﬂnot'considerably more. These patients and their insurance

N

.companies do not contribute all of their~loca1 expenditures to the local economy

directly, because most of 1t goes to the University to pay medical bills. How~

~

ever, a slizable portion of the expendigures stay in the county to pay hospital |

, . '}
salaries and purchase equipment, services, and supplies. These salaries and

: purchases are already reflected in\the figures presented in Chapters 2 and 3,

but. it 1s impoftant to realize that they would be smaller i1f not for the . -

services prqvided by Uhiversity Hospital and.Clinics to the entire state.
G o ’ . ) . h L
Appendix G presents a detailed discussion of these services, .. .. -

.

P [

TOTAL EXPENDITURES ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE UNIVERSITY C -,

-

Summing all direct expenditures to businesses; local government and house-
$

holds ylelds a fligure of $628,516,000, Whioh represents the collectiVe _contribu- -

!

tion of the University community to the economy of.Dane County; In the eeetions

-

which Follow we describe the tota1 impact of the University, including milti-

14

plier effects, and estimate total employment attributable to the University.n

‘ . - Y.

S | 108 .-

'y v . o . ' - LT

employment. At least this percentdge of out-of ~county patients can be attributed’

. industry represents an important “export“ industry, drawing in patients from ‘;;

.



INDIRECT,GR "MULTIPLIER" IMPACTS-OF'UW*MADISON

[y ’ 4

It isimall recognfzed'ih econgmic literature that revenuea generated within

T, - o v .

an economy resirculate within that economy to create additiona1~revenuea. The

*

grocery store that sells a box of cegzal may then repurchaae another box of

-

-

cereal frOm_a local.wholesaler. \Additionhlly, that grOcery store purchase

\ -~

electricity from the local utility, labor from ﬂbcal houaeholds accoun

servigea from local CPA fifhs, etc.

AN e " .
Not all e@penditures, however, stay in the f&cal community' State and
L] "% .

‘Purchases from out-of-community wholesalers or manufacturers ‘represent’ another
: ;.'*’ o n . Ld ‘ 1

_&eakdge.-' . f S ‘. ' ) - N L' e

4

Although'economic multipliers may be derived in several difterent:waysf-one

of the ‘mos t effective approaches Ls input—output (I-0) analysis. Usiné I40

-

analysis, one can derive output (sales), ,dncome, or employment multipliers. A)

major advantaee of I-0 analysis is that 1t allows an*analyat to diaaggregate

changes into individual economi¢ sectors ‘of .a local economy. Both the effect of

a change in a specific sector on all of the other gectors,. and the effectr of

»

change 1in-the output ofiallisectors on a specific sector can be éxaminedt- . .t

that are made locally. A local nepair’aervice firm, for example, probably

,

On the other hand, a f00d

.0

householda). It would have a fairly‘high,multiplier.

wholeaaler in the community most likely spends avery high proportion of its

revenues purchasinv manufactured products from outside the community. |,
h \

age factor would be high and- its locqlvmultiplipr'iow. | 4
S i

. The clearest disadvantage of I-O,analyqis 1s 1ts cost. The cost of con=

- structihg an input-output table for the Dane County economy.using the expendi~
R - . - . . . [ : A

Y o ”

Y ST e 109

fegeral taxes, for example, represent a leakage of funda from Qhe local economy.

. Sector multipliers differ according to the proportion ‘of their expenditures .
. o - A .

spenda a high proportion of its revenues‘' on the labor of its repair st&fﬁ (1oca1 .

Ita 1eak~ _*wi

ﬁdﬁhn

m \l;““ Hl{'vl }l
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! e X .

ture survey method would probably be in the neighborhood of $50,000. The

pﬁScess would takermontha or yeara‘td’gohmlete. * P '
Because of thg-desire to better understand in what specific ways ‘the

toue . \/ v

a University communitzngffects the non-Uhiversity comnunity economically, this

L ~

\ “ o A

research makes use’ 9 tnput*output mzj}ﬂpliera. Lacking the time and funding to
AN

build an’ I-0 model»foranane ‘County, ectoral hultipliers for Wisconsin‘s.Door
A 4 —
County were usedy sinqerDoor County, like Dane County, is largely a service

*

economy. " These sales multipliura are without doubt smaller than those in Dane
. . N ‘ —_

County simply.because Dane has a larger, more sophisticated economy that

other ‘'urban economies, where manufacturing is more prominent, Madison has a very
‘high'percentage of employment in the service‘sector of ite;economy, particularly

in government and education. In these sectors, lahor cgﬂ{;'conetituté by far

salaries'are‘especially_likely to stay in a local 'economy. This results in
% it J _ e

. smaller leakages and a higher multiplier.- \
A

-~ #The application of Door County multipliers fh this study must then be
interpreted as a conservative approach. This 1is consistent with the approach

used throughout the study. In this way, the study's basic credibility 1is not

N

impaired and ho attempts on the part of the authors to exaggerate the results
should be inferred from thé methodology employed. '

~

+ Table 6-6 applies the Door County multipliers to University-associated
expenditures by industry. In total, we estimate that the Dane County economy

derives roughly $l.4.hillion as’'a result of the University:s presence based on

-

% an overall miltiplier of 2:24,

k4 ) ) * [

] \. \ \_.

{ . i . ~¥/
E < provides more services and goods locally than does Door County. Relative to

- /o




L]

As pointed Qut in a previous paragraph, because Dane County's economy is

L 3

more sophisticated than Door County‘e, the actual myltiplier for Dane is con-

ceivably ?ighen»than 2,24, Nonethebess, consistent with our desihre to be con-

~

County multipliets we offer a range of values within which the total impact

probably falls. Véry roughly speaking, we estimate that the probab;e,impact 0

the Uniﬁersity on Datde Couﬁ'?’is somewhere between $l 25 billion and $1.50

L_‘\‘(
y

o

-

hil%ion based ogGalternative multipliers.

@

\

At a more specific level, it is valuable @o"look at tﬁﬁ'additionaf gales

MULTIPLIER IMPACTS ON DANE COUNTY SALES' AND EMPLOYMENT
¢

and employment resulting from multiplier effects. Table 6—7\111ustrates total
. "4 ’ B ' , \ ' .
gales which accrue from both the direct sales discussed earliéy and the indire
\ -

] ~ L] -

sales which occur after the University community has made 1its éxpénd}tuféb and

kg

they have bheen-respent. Not surprisingly, the 1argest 1ndirect¥tmpact is on

1oca1 héuseholds, which recetive abproximately $357 million when mbnef spent by

the University community is subs!ﬂuently paid out to individual houaeholds in’

v
the form of wages and salbrieq{, In total then, households receive over $418 .

4

million as a result of' the University's presence.
. ' \

Other major recipients include local transportation and utilitiés busi-

s

-

nesses, totaling $106+pi:llion; finance, insgrance, and real estaée enterprises,

1

$118 million; food stores, $107 million; auto sales and service busineésgs, $120.'

miliion; and eating and drinking places, $96 million.lo

-

\)
1910 view of the lack of accuracy resulting from the use of Door Ceunpy

multipliers, it is probably just as accurate skmply to say that the tofal impact

of the University on these industries is in the vicinity of $100 million.

v

',servative, and -because of the impreciéion brought into play by the use of Door

-

£

ct
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* \ : . :
.

! \

To consider these Figures-in pérsbéctiye, we once again look 4t the amounts
”éﬁd percentagés of sales'aﬁd(employment qulainea b? the Universify's presence., .
* but this time both dirﬁngaqd 1ndirect\9!!ects afq~inc uded. Table 6-8, which N

| parailels Table 6-~2, shoﬁs that almost 15,000 private sector iobs in Dane County

’

exist because eof the direct and ivdirect impact of the University. Based on the

v [}

v $1.8 billion total retail sales’ figure for 1983 (from Sgles and Marketing

Management) mentioned earlier, about 29% of retail sales in Dane County can be

attributed to the Universit:y.11 ,More specifitally, almost half 6f'sa1es And

, employment {n clothing stores, a third of sales and employment in réstaurants,'
. Al \

. A R N :
bars, and food stores, and over a quarter of sales and employment related to
. ’ ' | .

building materials and farm equipment, personal and business seEvices, depart- | o

\Y

ment stores, and auto séles and service is generated by the Univé?hity

commnity.

) ) L
&?-- 15a1es and Markering Management (July 23, 1984), p. c-210.

" . . ‘
L. 112
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Y | TABLE 6-6 . ° S
' The Total Impact of the Univeraiby on the Local :
Economy Using Multipliers - : o .
- , | .
. ‘ . » O
Direct Impact of | o Digect and 3 T
. E the University * - Income . , Indirect Impact; ‘
. Industry ' . _(in 000's) Mulgiplier (in’ 000's) ’
Agriculture ) 128 0 T 3.02 . ' ‘ 400
Constryction : * 21,868 - . 2.87 - 62,700
Manufacturing. : 698 2.01 - 1,400
Transportation, - éS 952 ‘ - . 2.33 ' 107,000
Communkcation, A vy '
Utilities . - T . L
Wholﬁpglefs o 14,749 ~1.86 < 27,400 ’
Building Materials, ¢ < 2,212 “1.54 S ' 3,400
FParm Equipment . . ! e / - 3 o
Personal and.Business 20,310 , . 2.8 .7 57,100 —
Services , ) ~ . W ' B
Finance, Insyrance, o 89,040 . ‘\2.95 ' 262,700 ,f
~Real Estate . R : - . _
Department Stores °~ 39,503 - 1.73 ) 68, 380 KA
Food Stores . 53,789 1.47 T 79,100 O
Auto Sales and SerVice _ . 61,567 1.89 . 116,400
Apparel Stores » 33,468 1.82 60,900 ,
Furpiture Stores . 22,096. . 1.75 s 38,700 C |
Eating and Prinking 81,1’2‘7 ' . 2427 ’ 184,,200 : o
Places ' ( . l
Other Retail Stores ' 25,185 - 1.63 ' 41,100
Lodging Places 14,529 < 2.37 . 34,400 '
‘Amusemquts - : .__6,978 ‘ - 2.40 16,700 l
TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES - 533,199 ' 2.18 . « . 1 1105 200 '
Government S 33,848 _ 2.83 o 95,800 . I
Households ' 51,924 . 2.47 +128,200 ’ :
Charities . 9,545 2,47 . 23,600 ,
| - S —l | | — . e — - . ..I
TOTAL TO LOCAL ECQNOMY - 628,516 , ' 2.24‘, . 1,409,500 o
| . ) , T | . I
lerom Tables 6-1, 6-3, and 6-4.° ' S ~
. N ) ‘ ' A . ] “ o
h . 2Mu1t1p11ers for Door County taken froﬁ William A, Strang, Recreation and "
the Local Fconomy (Madison: University of Wisconsin Sea Grant, Program, Gctober l
+ 1970), pagas- 31-33, . - .
3Figu_rea rounded to the nearest $100,000. v'_‘ . }‘ 4 PR ‘I
\ . SR | o .
. S . ‘ . - v ) . | . -
| | ] ' : 1 :1 3 ' .. ‘\ ) . !, . . ‘ |
L) a2 e s W*MWAM—M
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\ . TABLE 6-7 - : .
' © The Total Impact of the University on Each Local o, N
, ) . Induatty Using Multipliers . e -
- | ‘ - Approximata : ' _— . o
" Indirect Impact, -  Approximate - %
. . " on Bach Industry Total Impact o
. _ Direct Impadt '1 ~ Resulting from d¥ the Univeraitg
o of the University Direct Impacts .on Bach Induatry |
Industry e (in 000's) . v (in 000's) . {in 000's8) ' -
- tgricultura’ < . .. 128 | 4,372 - . 4,500
Construction 7 721,868 Ny 25,232 ~ 47,100
Manufacturing L 698 9,402 N o 10,100
Transportation, ' 45,952 ', 59,548 . 105,500 . . -
Communicagion, %~\J/ - . “ ' R - :
‘Utilities : T e > :
Wholesalers / . 14,749 -+ n 49,051 . 63,800
Building Materials, 2,212 17,388 . ) 19,600
. Farm Equipment . e ) 4 : -
gersonal and Business . 20,310 . _ 18,090 ¢ 38,400
Services - . . : .
" Finance, Indurange, 89,040 . 28,760 | 117,800 .
- Real Estate , ' ' Ll o P
Department Stores ' 39,508 . 21,697 . - 61,200 - .
Food Stores . 53,789 . ©53,011 106,800 ° - -
Auto Sales and Service . 61,567 - . 58,193 ¢ , . 119,700
_ Apparel Stores 33,468 - 6,732 . ’ 40,200
Furniture Stores ' 22,096 : 4,204 26,300 .
™ Fating and Drinking Places < 81,127 14,673 : J7 95,800 - e
Other Retail Stores 25,185 : 26, 015 ~ 51,200 -
lodging Places . 14,529 2,171 - 16,700 -
A@uzfments. - 6,978 . 11622 ’ i 8.6??
TOTAL TO LOCAL BUSINESSES . 533,199 +. © 4007101 933300
- . , . . y . . . . : .
Covernment - 783,848 ¢ " 24,152 . ) 58,000 " - .
Households and Charities 61,469 356,731 " s18200 b
’ (Combined) . . - . D ———— T “
* TOTAL TO LQCAL ECONOMY : 628,516 - , 7%0,96% "~ 1,409,500 :
1F'rom Thbles 6-1 6-3, and 6~4. . . | E d). );
' . 2Derived using input*dutput tqble in Appendix F.. Figures roundqd to the nearest
, $100,000. _ _ .
’ ‘ L
L .. '
’ . | 114 , \
\ 'o’ ) 'y ‘ - y \ .
' ' .o,
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2 - , TABLE 6-8 - ‘
‘ - . - ' The Totsl Impact of the Univevrsity on Dane County %rtﬂu Bcctor " N
‘ Bd‘nnd l-plopant Using Multipliere -D
e . ' K . : . . . ’
- A | ~3 N €. e LB 12
L oo B . - : / Apptoximate
. L ; : ) A ' o : ) Approximate . . Percentege of
* . Approximate . : ) Employmant - Sales and Employ-
. Total Impact of e o . Attvibutable to ment Attfibutable
v T Sales in the Univeraity Private Sector . . - the Total Impact to tha Total Impact

. \ °  Dane County on Kach Induntryz ) Employment Sales Pe » of the Dnlvoutty‘ of the University

. Industr ‘(4n 000'e in- Dans Count - Employee - {B/0) “(B/A) or (B/C)

. Agrltcu[tur\c, . . 4] Tﬁ?‘ﬁw \ (52) . (8).

. Conetruction -~ (309,000) 5,686 : 92,578 1,116 5 15
Manufacturing . NA . - 18,40 ( 86,3500) (mn l (")
Transportation, Com- (1,288,000) " 6,188 : 208.247 : 507 _ 8

munication, Utilities ¥ o '
Wholgaslers (1,494, 000) 6,893 ' 216,742, t ‘294 ‘N 4
Building Materialae, 64,732 M 865 74,835 - ' ‘262 . 30 *
. Farm Fquipment . . ., - 1 :
Pereonal and Buainees - (152,000) . 38.6(*) 7,473 20,360 {. 1,886 25
. Bervices . : » : '
Pinance, Inauranca, -~ NA 117,800 13,866 . - , 885« "6 .
Real  Eatate ' , . -
Department Storea ° '213,654 - 61,200 3,741 (57,111 1,072 29
‘Food Storea . 333,104 106,800 . 3,436 96,945 1,102 32
Auto Sales and Sarvice 481,674 ’ 119,700 .. . 2,838 168,335 .no 25 .
Apparel Stores 84,705 40,200 1,53 55,326 127 . 47
Purniture Stores 122,767 26,300 1,202 102,136 o 2% 21 -
Esting and Drinking l’lacuo 263,911 95,800 11,840 22,290 ‘ 4,298 t.36
Other Ratail Stores 241,478 51,200 4,206 57,613 892 21
Lodging Places (76,000) 16,700 = 2,055 , {37,081 ' A%0 .22
Anusemanta (51,000) 8,600 1,691 29,920 287 17
TOTALS ) 933,300 92,833 14,914
NA = Not ‘available, 4
5ee footnot,u to Table 6=2 for .origine of figuree in columna A, C, and n.
. Zprom Table 6-7. ' . . : "
3snluluploymnt ratios wera not availabls for agriculture snd manufecturing 80 we use the aversge derived from -all induatrisds.
. .
S+ 4Employment for finance; insurance, snd resl estate based on the procedures discussad in footnote 5, Table é;?‘
\ : ¢ b ’ )
’ €
c ! . .
- 11 .

S (BEST COPY AVAILABLE -
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TOTAL'DANE COUNTY' EMPLOYMENT AND THF, IMPACT ' . .

OF THE UNIVERSITY . - D 4 St

®

Table 6+9 eummafizes the employment figures estimated in previous sections o

of this chapter. ¢ In total including UhLversity employmenb, we estimafe that

~ahout 40 000 jobs exist in Dane County because of the University 8 presence.

This representa 21.5% of Dane County's employment of approximately 186 100.12
3
Some.cautions are in order in_interpreting these employment findings.

e

First and foremost, we wish-to'reﬁind the reader that our estimating procedures .

9'. | . . y k' '_92 a | N -- ! . \._..

.are crude at best and should by no means be considered as definitive."Secondly,u
. . . : \ .

some non;Univereity jobs are taken by students and spouses of University

employees 80 thht number of University~related 1obs held by individuals outside

.

.of the University comnunity is not necessarily equal to the number of jobs

created by the"University‘community. Third,~a small percentage of Universit:yi

. & . : a’
employees are employed outside the county. Fourth, qur figures ignore some jobs
that conceivably could exist because of the University. These inclu?e:

« State and federal.government jobs ‘which owe their existence to the

University community. The U.S. Postal Service is Lne example.

- « Healtifare lobs created from out-of~pocket expenditures by members of

the University community. - ' -
* . * J \ .
+ Jobs created by University community expenditures to local households-.

" and charities.  ° o

v

&

y .

Wisconsin Department of Industry, inbor and Human Relations.

»

4

12pmployment figure from Employment Review, January 1984, publiahed by, the
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. " TABLE 6~ 9 ' T .
— Tbtal University-Related Fmolthegt in . Ty
. o ‘ _ _Dane, Count:v ' \ s " « )\/
‘ » ) oL _ [ ' S S, . : - : . 4 o -\
' o R L . . I
N Non—Uhiversity Employment Attributable o 4 <~ ,
to the Uhiveraity o . " ‘ S
Private sector (resulting from direct, ;-4 , : ‘ . I
expnnditures to 10ca1 bus:lnesses) 0oooooooooooooooooooooooooo 9,538 . 1' : ..".
v Private sector; (resulting from indirect spending) vesecrcsesvenss ‘5,376 - ; I
- . . '- .‘% . A v
Pllb'lic.sector3ooqooo"booooooooooo.gooooooooooooooo’o'ooo_oo'ooood‘oooo 3,000 R
* , . . . : : » . o
'\' "balt‘h care sect:o'r-a,.......'_...............-..._.................‘.-.. 530 |
_ \ . _ , - 3 — .
u i., e 18,444 , ,l
1 RN ) 5" ‘ -\ ' ‘ - .4 4 o
University Employment . _ W , i o " e
Employees...'10..0.0.....“...............;.0..0..“..0.?.00.0..‘0:.0 12’876' o
St‘u@n’ta.‘.....0......0......l‘.;...,‘...........QOQ...;...’..Q. * 0 L[] 8!801 J 4‘ l
. I — S 21,677 -,{. ;
."V TOTAL.“...‘....O........."...'.QQ:Qv.0‘.0..0...‘0.”.0'_0..00...0..‘0 ‘40’121
" Ifrom Tahle 6- 2. R : | o
2From Table 6~ 8.- - . . . | _ § C
e .‘ B 3See the seotion of this chapter entitled S‘Revernues and Employment in the S
. Public Sector Attributable to the University Community.” 4 R
) 4From Table 6-5. \' o | | : "‘ ' - . \
5Ftom Payroll and Staff Benefits Of fice. A small percentake of UW-Madison .
employees are actually employed outside of the county. However, we choose not .,
to adiust the figures’ because of other compensating factors distussed in the

t:ext.

-
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_ money 18 spent in another.

‘this money enters the lo€:1 economy directly sin%i it is paid'ts the Univer-

'_ » Jobs treated by decisions of business firms to locate near the-Univerr‘

-
-

sity even. though the firms may not do business directly with either the
- - ) . . . . . ' .

University or members of the University community.13
{ Y R ..

UW Extension' and UW Center System jobs. w o

-

For these reasons; we helieve that our estimate of 40,000 may actually under-—

state;the'nunber of jobs in Dane County that are University-telated,
. SRR | _ - :
THE IMPACT OF THE UNIVFRSITY ON ‘THE STATE - S A g *

K . ) o ‘ ~
As pointed out earlier 1in this report one of the criticisms made pﬁ

economic impact gtudies is that whenever monef-is brought into one economy, -less
» ° '

This shift fn resources is most obvious-éith i

-

students and visitors. Students_frsm Oshkosh or visiteﬁa from Oconomowoc who \

’ Ay - Q . . .
spend money in Dane’ County because of the University obviously do not spend this

4

noney in their hometown. These resources merely shift within the state. How-
ever, there are a sizable number of students and visitors who come from outside
' ’ o

of Wisconsin. Based sn the findings described,in Chapters 4 and 5, the§~bring A
, , , - _ _ >
\ 4 . . . ) v
an estimated $84 million into Wisconsin. With multiplier effects, the total :

impact is about 3188 mil&ion. ' ; -

Not ingluded in this figure is ‘the money spent by patients at University

Hospital and.Clinics who come from qutside of the state.*é .Virgyally none of

sity. However, it does enter the local economy indirectly via salaries paid to

- : v

©

»

13For a discussion of. this point see the section of this chabter entitled
"The University-as an Industrial location Factor.”

l“University Hospital and Clinics estimatas that 137 of its patients are .
fromdutside of WiscOnsi nd

1

l
« . . .
’,.’ . . . BN




\ - . 'IY;V’\“ | ) ' .'-. _ . .
° University employees ‘and purchases Jmade from local vendors of equipment e
services,-and supplies. We made.no attempt to assign a dollar figure to this

Y . ) *

effect because of the difficulty of determining 1t,

13

The impact of out—of-atate employees 1s even more difficult to ascertain,

-

gince the effect exists only in the abstract. If the UW-Madison did not exist, ' ';-

I
l
I
I
many University employees would choose to live in other states rather than
9 reside in-Wiscons:I.n.15 Under this scenario, Wisconsin would obviously not I
receive any economic benefit from thein expenditures. |
"The same logic applies to students. Many Wisconsin students'would leave n “4 l
| , _ the state to .attend a maior Big Ten level: univet:;ity with natig\nal stature if l
I
|
I
|
I
I

L4

one did notiexist in the state. Their expenditures would thug occur outside the

-

< .-
the effect of those expenditures. In effect our citizens would be - importing .

| ) state (e.g., in Illinois or. Minnesota) and the economy of Wisconsin would lose-

educational Services" from outside the state: Sﬂhus, Uw—Madison has what ‘is . -
termed an‘”import-substitution effect of a. sizable amount. , | ' ‘ A

dSome_percentage of.employees and students 1ive-outside of Dane Countg in

A

i i . /
I surrounding counties. In, this study, only expenditures that were ‘made locally \

I | were counted. Thus, all other expenditures made by these individuals -and- house-
holds accrue to the state 8 ‘economy outside Dane County. ."j ; ;) . '.'. . :

‘Yet another point to.be made regarding the University s benefit to the state

arises out.of this chapter 8- earlier discussion of multip&ier effects. As demon—
strated in that.section, not all of the money spent in Dane County stays in'Dane' -

County‘due'to'leakages. It is highly likely though that a: subatantial portion of

&
A

these leakages stay. within the state. For example, Univeraity-related expenditureg

“ S

1]




v . . - , .‘;' . . R .. '.
to?;ood stores are in turn paid to wholesalers by.bhese food stores in -order to
~. . . . \\ .

: . :
purchase foad. Uhi]e not all of thesge wholesalers may be in Dane County” most of

» ‘ :
-them are in the state. A second more concrete example is the University itself

[ W

‘.While 19%. of Uhiversity purchasgs excluding health insurance are m&de in Dane

» -

County, about half are made within the stéte.16 Very roughly, this represents about |
343 million that is spent in Wisconsin (excluding Dane. County) beécause of the |

N

University s presence. When all.industries and the entire University community’are
consldered, the total amount of benefit to the non-Dane County portiOn.Of the state -
. . : . § ' .

due to.such-leakaées 1s undoubtedly in the hundreds'of mfllionsfaf dollars{

+ Still another economic benefit'to the state 1s deserving of mention. On aver-
I'4 ! .
age, the UW-Madison receives about $100 million annually in federal funding and

4. . Ny . £ ”

.
millions more from private foundations. Apart. frOm the obvious sales and 1obs that‘ i

. . W
' result from this money, a not so ohvious benefit is the improved quality of life . f‘vﬁj
¢l ’ ' SR o

which Wisconsin citizens enjoy as a result of the fruits of research.17 S

e
®

(' NON-OUANTIFIABLE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE UNTVERSITY o : ‘
e % o, “ S . . .

. L 3 . N
"This study has attempted td prove its points whenever possible with

UUmbers. Qur estimates have been variolisly used to describe dollars, employees,.'.\

or visitors resulting from the Uhiversity 8 presence. If enough tiMe, resources,

- ~ $

and expertise had been available to the’ authors, additional numerical estimates N

~ «

‘of the University“s impact could have been qenerated The points which follow

‘represent some of those aspects of the UniVersity 'S economic impact that could

3 r . " . : . .
not be fully quantified but are nonetheless salient. N i; . ' o
. ~ LY . (’.
. s " Y4 ’. R
\ o oo /
_* . . y ,
16 . ) . ' . . .
See Chapter 2. . .

¢

l7Uw~Madison University Committee, ‘The Economic Bedefits of the UW-Madison .
for the State,” Working Group Report (Madison° Nbvember,\l983). ' N L

’
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The University as an Industrial Location Factor - Co S

When an existing business decides to felbcate or a new business chooses a -

location site, the individuals responsible for the decision consider many

factors. These include (but are by no means limited to) such things as climate,.. .

energy costs, ‘business. taxes wage rames, avaiIability and costs of raw mate-

rials, access 'to major highways, or recreational oﬂportunitieh. The question to

be asked Qith respect to this study is" "Uo what extent is the presence of the N

, " Iniversity a factor in decisions by new and exiating businesses to . locate in ., .,

P

Dane County?"' S \_./” S ‘ A N o .

This 18 oan important question, and not merely because of this study 8.

, attempt to document the economic role of the University in the commnnity, If

the’ University is, in fact, a ma1or location factor, this kpowledée would imply

7/ -
L]

that the state and county need to nlore fully utilize_it 48 an attraction for

. d.. . .' . . . ) . S . - e
business. ® ' ' A ' '_ vy . ' I
Those who doubt this potential role for the University need only 1ook at B
Massachusetts and’ California where the microelectronics industry"’ developed as a l

L]

direct result of expertise flowing from MIT_ and Stanford. The UW—Madison 8

natidhal reputg@ion for‘expertise in molecular biology and agriculture is

. already beginning to-attract firms which need state-ofi~the-art knowledge .
possessed by faculty. N ' : .

»
Pt

‘However, amidst the glamour and. money4of high—tech there is a. possible

k]
reasons. The étimulating intellectual and cultural imate in Dane Countj‘no

\ L )

.

doubt attracts young, educated entrepreneurs. Other*?irms may locate near a
university for marketing r&hsons, either selling to the University itself or to .

its students and employees. Qtill others. use‘its technical or testing services"~

. . ¢ .
-~
~

)

. tendency to overlapk firms that choose to be near the University for other. - o I
or hire_talented graduates. . l

. . .
. ) A . B ! o
. . .
s . . _' . . - ’ . o
.o . R / o 12 . — . . - . \
. AN . . - M - 2 . . . ¢
: S P M oo '
. . '
A
]
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:’/é In an effort .to determine how the Uniyersity interacts with and is vieved.

by new business, a separate study was undertaken by .the UW—M;dison~§ureau’of
gusiﬁesa ﬁeséarch.le Preiimindry'findihgsibapedlon 319 new buaines%gs in Dane
County Buggest that 54% gf'theae ﬂew-businﬁfsqgégﬂps;d?r,the Univergity as
“important,” "very important," or."critical" inLEﬂeir location deoision,

Severéd.variables'weqe found tb be related'to-whether the University was
’ d S ) . ] - . .
condidefed important. These include Ehé current number. of personal contacts

with faculty and administrators;'&foximity to the University, number of UW-

. . »
Madison students anﬁ graduates employed, and percentage of budget devoted to
research and development. A

4

. : : . - . o
Returning to the economic impact issuesprmed with this new perspective, it .,

18 readily apparent that new business means new jobs for Dane Counfy. "To the A .

*

extent that the University plays a role in attract{ng new Eﬁginéss, it creates

r0le 18 wot a small

work for residents of the community. It is clear that thisA
. . . 1

r

one,

L] '

The University and Retail Trade ,

Earlier portions of this chapter docdmenteqjthg University's doilar impact
on retail trade in Madiéon. What these figures;do nopﬁekbress are the impacts

of the University community's consumer tastes on the Qva;lability of congumer

. .
9

¢ ' : .
goods and services. C e .
[ 4 . . .

‘ . ?6 1llustrate whaﬁ.is meant, we ask the reades to take a mental stroll down

State Street starting at State Street Magll. As one begins, colorful food stands-

offer an ipcredible variety of the internacionalfequivalént of”fast-fobd. Book~ - L,
X u ) . L . A .

JBThis study, tentatively entitled Educational:Institutions and New i
Business Development: The Case of Madison, Wisconsin,'will.he'released in the . Y
summer. The study examines the role of both the UW-Mad¢pon pnd Madison Area .
Technical College. - e S ' i,

ot
¢ U
<

. <o
. . Y ‘ - . .
D . . .
] : v - .
’ .. 1 2 3 '
. ] Y A .
. . o . . '
. 4 , " .
. ‘ . N . . ’

.
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,stores, used and new, stock thousands of titles that appeal to any‘and every

J : -~

reader. ”Recordfstoras are so numerous that virtually any-album'issued in Chi
last 30 yoars can .be found. Gourmet coffees,‘teas, and kitchen esoterica beckon
through the storefronts of several shops. Handcrafted leather goods, obscure P,

¢

but captivating board games, exotic ice cream flavors, jazzy clothes, and almost

+ )

- every scent of lotion, sqap, powder, cream, 0oil, or shampoo ever imagined by the |

™~

discrfainating nose aw;it ahoppers. /

N . S )

r.b

‘v “Much of State Strﬁft is primarily a University-based retail center. Its

variety of offerings reflects the remarkable diversity of the University com~.

-
munity. The UVrMadison has atﬁdents from virtually every state and over one 7
\y * °

hundred foreign countries. Faculty‘as well come from all over. the nation and

the world. ‘ﬁhsse individuals have.uniqgs and different consumer tastes ‘that

»
[

create an inviting’ msrket’for retailers. . B L ‘

~

“The local economy benefits from this heaQrogenous University market in two . en

\ e

N ways. First, local consumers have availab1e a greater cholce of goods and ser— -

‘< wvices, since State Street is obviously not merely for the Univeraity 8 exclusive\

use, And -gecond, more dollars stay in the county becauss shoppers ﬁo not need
to go to such cities as- Milwaukee. Chicago, or Minnespolis to find the types of

consumer~goods and services they seek. . - ’_ A

The University's Servicdh to the Non—Univcrsity Comnunity' " . !

I

= o

compilation jncluded all ths 1ingtitutions of the Uw System. Under the headinz

‘of uw-qux’bn are a list of 172 centers that offer servicss. "

© v

. . ) .
¢ . . N
(¥

! 19Universit Rnsou ces for Businees Industr y University of Wisconsin
Systam, 158%, availabls by calling 25005 362-3020. . +

“
o'

v
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RN . The BCOoe of these services is so vast that it‘is impossible to do them o

v \ . M t * . ‘ . '\

fustice here. A few Trandomly chosen examples will have to suffice.as cases in

& .
1

point: o , - - C :
3 . .- \
. The Department of Chemistry offers technicsl expertise in instrument

design- and fabrication for nhemical firms.

+ The State Iaboratory of Hyﬂ*ene which is a part of the Center for
. \ "
Health Sciences conducts numerous tests of drugs, identifies suspected

. bacteriological agents, and conducts clinical field trials.

*. The Department of Pathobiological Sciences tests biologicsrfand
o ) PN A <4 T

¢ - The Dspartment of Ehtohology offers advice on insects and Lnssct-caused

\

problems, insecticides, pesticides, and inseét control.
e The Molecular Biology Iaboratory prdvidss technical expertise in the
application'of recombinant DNA~ techniques_to problems in agriculture,

medicine, and industrial processes. . - o d

* ) X :
It is one of the University's migsions, and the core of the Wisconsin Idea

to provide these services. What is sometimes overlooked are the economic

. . : ' N REE e - _ ) ‘ S
% chemiecal agentsﬁfor the qontrol:and-pneVention of animal>diseases. _ o ‘
— . .

| henefits Lo the county and state.

-

Many of the services provided by the Universit;h!re so highly technical )

that the requisite expertise and/or equipment may simply not exist outside of an

. o .8 '
I academic eetting. Also, University services are probably at.the cuttinq edge of
I new discoveries,'since the UW*Madison as a major research university is

: - ' : ‘ ‘
presumably abreast of new research developmentss . ’ o v

~
A

» Tt is thus not a speclous ergument'tg_ciaim rhat these services‘henefitithe

. local ecdupmy. The success of many businesses fundamentalfy:depends on a knowl-
¢ : | J (8Pe! ’ , -

\ C
l-#k’v edge hase and the access to new knowledge.

.
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~economically. )

Q. " ” ” o ’ u y - ’ \ "
v . . . ) . .

: .‘ l. oL

’

’ .
The University al#® providee'many.services which benefit areas of Dane
. .

County's non-Univerasity community other than busineea and industry. The role of

University Hospital and Clinics has already been mentioned and is described in

\

,_Appendix G. " The Department of Polioe and* Security provides protection which

. b

inevitably spills out of the Univeraity community into the local community.. The
Arboretum, Picnic. Pbtnt and other gsites owned by the Univeraity provide recrea-
tional opp;rtunitieb to res}dents;of Dane County.o Memorial Un;on offere a
regularly echedﬁled array of uuaicel and dramatic entertainmehc which‘is oben to.
thé}égblic. The Elrehjem hueeum'g_collecrion ertracce many county and state
residente: ﬂlhe twenty-two flbrar;es a:lrhe‘ﬂw;Madieoh cah be visited end:used

by.ahyone'in the stéte.\ l .

-4

v These services would nof~efﬁat 1f there were no UWwM&diSon. To obtain them

_i

1f there were no University), county rasidents would have to go elsewhere, or

- ~

local government would have to previﬂe them. Either way, the economic drain on

, o

the county 18 evident. So-thequaeryinegegrovided by the University are a major’ -

economic benefit to the county:
\ _

-

The Univereity and Ayailability of Human Reeourcee

Amidst all,the diecussion of dollare in thie report, it has wirtually

egcaped mention that one of the University»s foremost miesione 1s to prepare

tal

’students for life and a career 1n tomorrow s societv. From all indications,

\
this preparation is hithy valuahie to graduatea personally, profeesionally, and

Y

w ;ﬂl‘ ' 4

Some UW*ﬁadison graduates stay in Dane,County as evidenced by the many
alumni who hold key positioqp loe\gly. .These individuals actually fenefit the

local economy through their knowledge, 3kills, and creativity, resulting in

.

greater productiVitv and a hiqher quality of local gooda and sqrvices, from

which all membera of Dape County benefit. : K

i, s T

. . s
, .
. . ) . .
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. .
'spread availability of students who are willifg to work for low wages benefita

* CAVEATS | ST

. . ' P s

Before graduation, moat students take part-time jobs'locally. The wide-

>

both local businesses and local‘consumers. Reducad labor costs means lower

overhead for a business, and if these reduced operating costs translate into

lower pricgs, all members of the local economy benefit.

F g

! o S , S

~

Thnougho&é the process of describing our findings, we have made a coq’erted

.
’

effort to caution the reader whenever we felt our estimates were biased or based

on assumptions not supported entirely by data. Rather than repeating the indi-

vidual points made in each chapter, this section explains severai'caveats that

. v
apply to the entire study. : ' .
Fxror Estimates : ' '
*
An ohvious difficulty with a study of this type lies in attempting to
A

estimate numerical errors. Estimates such as those presented througkout this

.report are often described in the context of a range or as an average “plus or

minus” some probable deviation. We dedided for two reasons, however, to present
- K . -

simple averages: first, averages are easier to understand than ranges; second,

there was no meaninﬁful basis in most cases for establishing a statistical range

T : _
of error. There were certainly instances Wwhen more conservative agsumptions

would have lowered tha estimates and more liberal ones woyld have increased
thems So while the estimates can hardly be considered error*free, we are con*

vinced they are realistic and probably conservative.

Vehicle Purchases

In total, we estimated that approximately 340 million worth of vehicles

were purchased in Dane Cbunty by members of the. Univeraity community during: the |

F

.
“ ' . . .
-
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: ' . X *
1983~-84 academic year. However, this estimate is a combinatdon of four assump~' (

N C

. . .tions with varying degrees of support: . " _

- 1

o « It is assumed that the total for studeht‘vehicle purchases made in 1969, -

adjusted for inflation represents current student vehicle purchases. 2
: ‘ , P .

« 'It°is assumed that total employee vehicle purchasesg can be'extrapolatéd
—— (RN . : . . ) . o \"

from three. purchases. . L o . ' x

.
» d

« It is assumed that visitor purchases are aot .attributable to the -

. University.

&Y

« . It 1s assumed that the ratio of new~t0~gsed vehicle buréhaseéfﬁé esti~
mated waa'cbrrecx and that we allocétéﬁfthe'cprrespondihgldbllar
‘amounts abpropriately ts businesses and households.
. p&rrectly detérmining“vehiéle.purchaseq ;ttribgtable to the Uhiverqity Y
would haQs been é study 1nm1tse1§.‘ Our sdmpigfb{z?e, response rates, and time

frame were adequate for other purposes, but not for capturing the infrequent
purchase of a durable good during a month's time. Future studies should use g
\ ) b . ¢

one-year time frame and sebarate dealer purchases .from private party purchases.

4

Time Period of Data Collectfon

It was not always practical or even possible to obtain data for the time:

périodsJye desired. ' The net result is that-glthoughvthe findingé in this report
are supposed to represent the 1983-84 schooiﬁyear;'some of the da§a~w?re
‘actuai%y.gafhered_from 1982~83 sources. ~Variation; from yéargto year are not
random, so this inconsistency can introduce bias into the aestimates. 'For~"
\tunatély, we believe the overall gffgzt.ib in a c@nservative direction,,sincé\insi'-

. . I

the majority of cases, 1982-83 data wefe smaller. |
{ . ’ Lt

A




more important component of the

visitors. - : ,. ) ‘ . ' £
/ .
- The second "surprise"‘is'ghv'1ncreased recognition of -the role played by
> * N N - /
University Hospital and Clinics in the local ecbnomy. In planning and conduct- .

' University's part in 1t. s

\ I ; ' X -
L I " , . .
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS _
(Y Vd . . N . .
The 1971 version of this study concluded by stating "The University is a

1
&

*

‘ : : -
Dane County economy than we expected when we

began the study.” It was anticipated that fourteen years later this replication

A

would hold no more surprises. However,'f&ndihgs in two major;argas_did surprisé L |

*
N

us ?fter ali. .
Vigitors to the University seem to repreéent a much more impdttant “source
of income to the i;cal economy than/we initially expected. /FithJZ milﬁ?on out;
of-tounty visitgrs;‘ﬂﬂﬁglly spending an éstimated'SléO millioﬁ,;if would seem o ;.
that a number of 1ocal.ﬁusinesse9 and jobs;owe tﬁgir existgﬁcé to these vis;t;. '
The Greater Madison Cﬁ;mber of Commerce and Ggeater Madf'son Convention and '.; )
Vigitors Bureau shoqid-explore ways by whiéﬁ the local economy could benefié" ' o i‘

even further. ‘At.a minimum; a more in—-depth study of'epgnding patterns is

called for, followed by'harketing strategiés'Specifically targe;ed.at:Uﬁiversity

»

ing this study we méde no effort to isolate Univen.ixy.Hoepital and c11n152'
$mpact, but we now belieQe it Aeserves a study of itsﬁown. Ve s;rongiy .,
encourage the Center for Health S&iences aE‘QWrﬁadison to commission a study to
pgrallei'this one. Of particular interest-are ﬁhe dollars brqqfht fn by out-of- .
county_patientsd;nd their 1Q?urer8,,theie§tent of»locallpurchases of equipment,
supplies, and serviées, anq thq\spending'p;t;efnéSf'patient visitors. : o
In a neiaped vein, we.bélieve that recent changes in iﬁé allocatioh of

Unibersity health 1neurance dollare warrants an exahination of their effect on

. “~

the structure of the local health care industry as a whole as well as the

¢
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- ¢ Our other'recommendatione are the same as those for the 1971 study: : '
> ) ¢+ Those individuals who are reeponsible for the economic development of 3 »

Dane County ehould carefully consider the University 8 role, ueing the

findings of_this etpdyuaela starting poing.

s - The University itself should examine what could be done to increase the

percentage of purchasea made locally and in the state., . ( . .
. re . This study should be rireated periodically as an ongoing barometer of 3
" the Universitx 8 role 1in the local econony . ry/// ;

o/

To conclude, our fondeet wish 1s that the findingg of this study facilitate

the continued improvement of the relationship between the. University of Wiscon—~

\ N

sin-Madison, the local comnnnity, and the state. It,Ls almost a platitude~to ;

‘say that the three are interdependent, but in the midst of the controversies.
. ’ ' . ’
that arise from time to time the mutualities can Be overlooked. One of our

-

strategies in presenting the findings of this study has been to try to 1llus- ' L
_ - - ' )

x

-

N \, ! -
trate what Dane County might ber}ike without the University. In doing so, we
' - : .

hope we have generated a renewed appreclation of the “bncks""that'exist locally -

because of Bucky Badger. ‘ . | .

N - B M Lo - Y

2
-

s
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. . .. APPENDIX A Lo
. . : I | Survey Instruments  * , 4
A _ R ' ' o » Y]
/ . ; . e ' ' : ' ) ' ' N
Employee Survey: .
latter to employéeo ' | o S
) Questionnaire sent tosemployees ' .
Pollow-up postcard - . _
. . o L | | L n .

Student Survey:

latter to students '
Questionnaire sent to studepts
Follow-up postcard ~

Football Fan Survey: o L

‘\ . . : . . ) . .
~ Letter to fans ' . T _ i
Questionnaire handed out to fans at games

Parent VlsitLSorveys:w . S : v

letter to parents . : “%w

Questionnaire sent to parents - ' .

Coding dheet used for calling yndergraduates with Dane County permanent o

,addresses S : . : .

v Instructions for calls to. K :

' * Result codes for calls RN > : .
Letter to foreign students . : o
Questionnaire sent to foreign students .

% Letter to graduate students with Dane County permanent addregses -
Questionnaire sent to graduate students
* 4
Department Survéy: SR ' -
.o V . s
. Letter to academic deans and directors *

e " letter to department heads )
Letter to department secretaries i ‘ A . ~
Questionnaire sent to departments C : '
Follow~up letter sent to department heads

L4

Extension Visitor Survey‘ *

. latter to program coordinator ' ' o '
Guidelines for program coordinators :
latter to program participants

- Questionndirg givengto program participants

Business Visitor Survey: ' ' " ‘
1

Letter to participantn in Graduata School of BanKing proqrams :
Queetionnaire givcn to program Darticipanta - - LA -

U ) :

?4“;- [ ] L L] L T T T T U T L L L E L E T W
2w ’ ) . ’ : . T L -
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v Unl’verslty of Wisconsin Jg\(‘ Madtson

i
Graduate School of Business ) : N " Bureau of Business Research E Y Y I
1185 Observatory Drive . o/ . - : '
N Madison, Wisconsin 53708 , November 25, 1983 o L l

»

,Deer Faculty Member/University Emplo}ee: Ct | 4, ' o o
The Bureau’ of Businéss Research has been .asked by the Chancellor's

Office to conduct a research study asse'ssing the impact of ‘the UW-Madison

on the local economy. .An important part of this study involves determin- o

- ing the amount -of eipenditures by University faculty and employees to : .

4&\various types of Dane Coynty bysinesses and organizations.

To collect this information,’ the enclosed questionnaire is being .
sent to a randomly selected sample of University faculty and employees. .
Your participation would be -greatly. appreciated. The informatioh you
supply will be used in state budget planning and will also aid in stim-
ulating cooperation between campus and community. '

We'are also sending quéstionnaires to full-time 3tudents to deter- -
mine student expenditures. To avoid duplication, please discard the
questidnnaire if you are both a UW-Madison employee and a full-time
student,

&

County during a designatdd month. It should take only pten minutes to
complete, ’7 ' .

»

After completing the questionnajire, please return it tq the Bureau kY
. of Business Research in the enclpsed business reply envelope. All the A
~ information which you provide will be held in confidence and only aggre- .
gate data will be published _ » . f

. - : ) . t

/

- Thank you for yor valued asrietancew

Srncerddy, .

. : o ) William A. Stran
'/ ) ‘ Director, Bureau of Bus ‘
! . | Associate Dean for External Relations -

v . . ) - . ’ 5 .

| WAS: jgk o . i L I : '~

The quEstionnaire asks you to recall your expenditures within Dane : -I
!

e e 0 D3R
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PACULTY/EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Please provide answers to the following questions to the best of
your ability. You will not be identified in any way 80 confidentiplity is
assured. If you are both.a UW-Madison employee and a full-time s udent, please
discard the questionnaire.

13

Listed below are various types of businesses and orgaﬁizatione in Dane County.

‘Please read through the list once, then go back ‘and estimate the amount of

expenditures you (or, if married, you and your family) made to each during the
month circled below. Include both cash and credit expenditures. If you had no
expenditures in a given category, put a O in that category. If you are not sure
of the exact amount, please use your best estimate.

August 1983 September 1983 October 1983 November. 1983 . ‘

Estimated Monthly
Expenditure in

Type of Dane“Couﬁty,Bﬁainese or Organization. Dane County

4 L4

1' Telephone company...'"".'I'.'I'.""'."..‘..""'..'.'.. $ ‘ ' e

s—’2. Madieon ms&Electr‘ic.l......'.‘...".I...Q.'.."..""' $

3. Dgpartment, variety, discount, qatalog BLOreBacsaeesenses §

4: Apparel etoree'(clothing, shoée, accessories).eececcecscs § | ~

5. Automobile, truck, or motorcycle dealers .
(Vehic1e purChaees Only).....................d..........a $

_ 6. Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for repairs, - N '
parts’ or.gasoline"etc.).........'..II..‘I..I...‘.....I:’._ $ v
7. . Furniture and/or appliance storeS.cesccescsossastiocasenss $ -
o | &
8. Eating and drinking places (restaurants, bars, etc.)..... $
9. FOOd etorepi...I..II........II.I'...;..I..l‘..I...‘_....“I..I'I.. $
‘ . . . / .
10. Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record _ _ ’
shops, 1liquor stores, drug stores, hardware stores)...... §$ '
. : : . ,
11. Cuest lodging places (hotels, motels, pourist homeg)..gyg $
12. Amusement\placqs (theatres, private golf ¢lubs,
' amueementf barks)..................................._-..... s
13, Local households (payments made directly to individuals; 3 o
for example, babysitters, cleaning, private parking) cooee 8 ’
14. 1Insurance companiea (lije, health, disability, _ ’ , A
automobile, accident, property,. etc.) ) N N v
~ Payments made to companics 1n Dane County...‘..,..... $ - . "
_--Payments made to companies outside the county, ' ‘ v L
but where the salesman |is a local residont.........., $ ° T by

| -
\ .
-

v ] PR




15,

b

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21,

22,

23.

'24.

N S S R 109

' . . A )
Financial institutions (banks, finance companies,

' - v e

savings egd loens,\credit unions,-acgck brokgrs, ete.)
a) Mortgage payments: A - . | )
"= Amount . paid in’ interest.....................:.oo R
- Amount paid -on principal........................ $

b) Service charges and interest (other than _ . _
mortgage 1qtere°t)ouooopoeoooooouoouooooov%topoooono. s". e

\
-

Houeing Xental (for apartments, houaes, etc., do not . . -
‘inglude amounts paid for Universicy of Wisconsgin owned '
houaing) .

‘ . . R P ) ;

, o o R ;

: ! . o . . . . . - ;
e e _ . CT
nlar  SEENE @ BEEER 4 SEEER  $ EEEm
) ) : B

;"R‘nt paid to businesses.svsecossrcossovencscscscacsee 3 U *

-~ Rent paid to :lndividualao............................ .$ I

.~ Rent paid to non-profit organizations (fraternities,
gororities, co-operatives, etc. If you pay a- semegter
rate, please estimate the portion paid monthly for

re“t ).-....0........0.0.0...0..0..0'..0...............$ \ -,

.‘ ,»‘. N )
+ mmmbaE o

Transportation companies located in ‘Dane County (city ot
or University buses, railroad or airline companieg—-only . »
»1f ticket was purchased locally-dother bug companies, : '

t8x18)ooooeooooooeooo-ooioooooopooooooooooooooueoo-u&oéoe s

City‘or aounty government (excluding property tax but
including public parking fees, traffic tickets, public
801f courses, public park fees, etc.)...k.......o....u...'. s

Churches and local c‘\arigies....-._oouoqoououooooeo"oooo-.eo $

Personal or business se;;isea’TIhwyefb, doctors, 3 _ _ R
barbers, beauty shops, ometrists, laundries, dry 3 N T

C].eaners, etc.)ouoouoo'ooooo'“ooeoooovuo-u-uoooouoo,oooooooo s

Repair service or comstruction companies (plumbers, | Y
electricians, carpenters, etc.)ooooooooooeooooooooooouooo $ . ot

* ' [ ,
w{at were your average balances in Dane County institutions in the following
categories during the month circled at the .beginning of this questionnaine?

o

ChQCkins acz&u“t......l.........'........00..'0........ $
~Savings account (certificates of deposit etCs)eevscess §

. . »
. : .
to S - b s : .
. & . ° . =
. . . .. - s
- . N . : M ‘ ]
> . . . s . .
P - * . ~ . ' - . L. . BN
seaams $ oo ‘geeass $paas € et $  cguiEy C  paneay . EE———— N -

What is your position at the UHrMadison?

Full Professor —_—

Asgociate Professor — . _
Assistant Professor - .. . : * - ‘ .
Academic. Staff .~*~' o f - .
Civil Service Staff - _ ' S

Other (please indica 5

Would you still be living in Dane County in 1983-1984 if you were not
}employed by the Univereity of Wisconainﬁnadison? Yes __, No

a‘;A

Pnene auad

'




25, 1Including youraelf how many family members 1ive 1n your L e -
- household? . L ’

258.-HOW many of your childten, 1f‘any, attend p&plic ;//“.
o 'primary or secondary schools-in.Dane-County? . .

.

(9

26, How many other members of your household, if- any, work for the University of
o Wisconain—Madison? - r

o

27. How many friends or relatives from,outside Dane County visited you duriué ‘ i-ii
. the month circled at the heginning of thlg questionnaire? (D9 not include
individuals visiting on university*related buainees.) -

.27a. What was the average daily expenditure of these visitors? R -
(Include transportation, food, et¢.) ' , . 8. S F
-27b, What wus the average length of stay (in days). of these Co SR R
. visitors? R SR C
. o : : o . - - / _ o f
28. 'Do you own your “home and/or other property in Dane County? . 3-»ﬂ_*'° '
. Yes ‘No “ (END OF QUESTIONS) , ) '
. I ? ‘. ) . / ) . ' N .
29, What 1is your estimated 1983 property tax? Lo $-
s A —_— S
30. Did you purchase your home 1n 1983? o Lo " , -~
Yes N (END OF QUESTIONS) U e
— — ,
3l.  From whom did you buy your home? o _ o R
an 1ndividua1 . ) L . p
a rea1tor/developer ' _
‘a constryction company SR ' ‘
- .othey. o |
32. What was the,approxiﬁate purchaee p;%ce of your,home? ~”$' . Y. ce
32a. About how much did-you pa as)reqltor 8 fees? §

v

; . R §
Thank you for your valued. participations A;Lusiness reply envelope is provided e e
for your convenience., . K\ﬁfj L g

O




-

-Deapuﬁmployee:. L -1"" SR :, - ) o
Last week a questionnairo seeking information on your o -{

monthly expenditures in Dane County was sent to you. Your jn'_

name was chosen at random from the list of University faculty

.and employnes. '

please accept our sincere thanks: *If not,, please do g0 today.- A .
Your participation will. greatly’ increase the accuracy dnd _ IR
. usefulneaa of our study, - o . . . , T

\. Ll
s

; It you did not receive a questionnaire, or it was® i S
- . " misplaced,”pledse call Jean Knowles (262-1550) at.the Bureau . ° ;-
: of Businoss Research and she will send -you one today S

I Sinoerely,

st

.~ , _ \ _ ((._

\

Bureau of Business
.Associate Dean for
,  School of Business

P . . Villiam A, Strang,

Director
Research and
External Relations

1. ‘you have alteaﬂy comploted and returned it to us.. ‘ - L ;'
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.+ Graguate Schooi'of Business . .- _ S Buroau of Buslnoss Research
- . 11565 Qbsérvatory Drive - N S ' C
... Madigon, Wisconsin 53708 ’ oo November 25 1983 . _ “

-

o | Dear UW-Madison Studént: oy Lo ' L : e

l
S The Bureau of Business Research has been sked by the Chancellor s
' Office to conduot a research study-assessing the impact of the UW-Madison .
- on the local aconomy. An important part of this. stydy dnvolves determin- o
@ 1ng the amount of expenditures by University students¥to various types of -
l Dane Cqunty businesses ‘and organizations. YR .

To collect this information, the enclosed questionnaire is being .
sent to a randomly selected samplke of University stydents.  Because only ’,
' £ small sample is being used, .iff is extremaly imporjant that. each student
‘who receives.a questionnaire cogplete and return it. .The information that
"you provide will be used to plan student programs and, University budgets,
 stimulate cooperation ‘between the campus and the community, and plan :
flnancial aid budgets. : S Py -l

The questionnaire ‘asks you to-recall’ your expenditures within Danq .
County during a designated month, It.should take only ten minutes to , ~
. comple¥e, -If you are a foreign student, ‘you will be asked several addi- ' P
4 “tional questions reggrding,visits by your parents and family. v '

°  After completing ‘the questionnaire, please return it to thé Bureau
of Business Research in the enclosed business reply eénvelope. 'All of the
ifformation which.you provide will be held in. confidenCe and only aggre- . -
gate data wihl be published. o C %

g, Thank you for your assistance. -

‘iyincerely, -

7 . ‘ .
' ’”,Artace Kelting (;;2///

' - L ﬁ' o Project Assistant ' o
B Buregqu of Business Research

AK: gk - . ,
. ; Jg R . B ) e
Enclosures- )

+
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- STUDENT Quzs'ﬁ}_xfé'gr__m,xnzv. . - o

assured : < LR !h S L

D iy g had A Y T ™ P

IN&TRUCTIONS:-»Plcaae provide anevers to tho following questions to the bagt of
your ability. . You will not be idencified 1n any way 80 confidentiality 1s

\"'b)

Listed below are various typea of bulinopacl and” otganizations in Dane County.
Pleass read through the 1list once, then go back and estimate the amount of .

"=~ expenditures you (or, if married, you-and“.your !amily) made to each during the. -
month circled below. Include both cash and credit expenditures. If you-had no/‘
- axpenditures tn a glven category, put a 0 in that category. If you are not syre "
of the exact. amount,-please quo your baot eatimate. R R
Sgptamber 1983 : _ “%g Odtobor 1983 {,, November 1983:"
. . . i . ) 3\ . '.-|... -4_‘.".
s ‘ : R | Estimateq Monthly:
. o . I : ~ Expenditure in, .
* Type of Dane County Business or Organjzation ° L Co "Dane COunty'”_-§-ﬂ
] : ) . - “ | -,' \ . . ' .\""-,_ . . ‘\' ... .
10 Telephonﬂ» cpmpany......ou.."g."o._.'._.-..q,........_..‘.'..'........ $ " ‘ 0 --_'@f'{i-
¢ 2. mdiﬂon'(ha & mectric.‘....'.O‘:"‘...l..-...‘.........“.._.q... §$|‘ l‘L;“. N K )
3. Department, variety, discqunt, catalog stores...........w..$ - R
4. Apparel stores (clothing, &ﬁaes, acceaaoriea).........:.. 6 r
s .9 - ) . .
5. -Automobile, truck, or motorcycle dealers S
(VehiCIQ purChases only)“-‘,iiooocoooc.ooootoioooooooqooooo. $ R " ,
6. 'Service stations, garagea, auto dealers (for repaira, B AR
parts, or 8aﬁ011ne, etc.)ooaoobooooooooooooooooooooo'oooo $ S \.‘f\__
' . -t " P
7. Furniture andlor appliance storeso...m.................. s N
. " 8. Eating and'drinking‘places (restgurante, bars, etc.)«.,,. $
90 FOOd s'tores........\.._........%.o,_...'o.'.._.............‘;l.;. $ N N
10, Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record . y ' TN
Mops, liquor stores, 'drug stores, hardware stores)...... $ R
1l. Guest 1odgihg‘%1aces (hotéls, motels, tourist homes)eeeos 9 " .
12. Amusement places (theatreu. private golf clubs, ' - L
; amusemené parks)oo..o....o...unoo....o................a $ ) .
13. Local households (payments made directly to individuals; \ ‘
© . for example, babysitters, cleaning, private parking)eeess §
14, Insurance compqnieo (1110, hdalth diaability, | ‘
— automobilo, accidcnt, propﬁrty, etc.), ,
‘ - Pnyncntl mudc .to companioo in Danc County....!?...... 8.
-~ Payments made:to companies outside the county
. but whcre tha saloaman 10 8 .local residentesccccscnes 8.
(€] '




\,?a-dlq. Pinancial 1hst1tut£odb‘(banka,'financhCompgn}.';ymt x o
. - savings and loans,.gzgdit unions, stock brokers, etc.) ..

a) Mortgdgc_paypcnti: v 3“"’
.. ~ Amount p‘id in ‘1nc.r"t006030000o_o.ooqooooooooooo
' = Amount paid on principalescecceccrrnsoctoncecens

,
f <o <

' D) Service charges and interast (other tham | . IR
mortgage 1ntﬁ_r°,;)o_ooooo.'toootooiadoroo.oo'ooo‘q’o#o.oo.boo'o' 3 . .-."~.:

°

16, Housing rental (for apartments, housas, etc.; do not N
include amounts paid for University of Wisconsin owned AT Lo
housing) o ; E _

°

~ Rent paid to businessas cosceocossoces

- Rent paidfto individualceccoesseeovds

- Rent paid to non-profit organizations (fraternities, o,
sororities, co-oppratives, etc. If you pay a semester °- : Lo
‘rate, please estimate~cqg portion paid monthly for - Lo

renc.)oooo.ioooc'oooo'ooofoolo_ooooooooqoooooooooooodooooo. . 8

tececstocone $, ‘e . o "
. . “

(3 o

17. Transportation companies located in Dane County (city ‘
or Unfversity buses, railroad or airline companies—-oanly- -, o R
1f ticket was purchased locally-—other bus companies, ‘o . : - o

tﬂxis')-oooo-oooooooooooooo;:ooooo'oootcooooopooooobootooooooo s . A

Ié: City or county goﬁernment (excluding propefty tax' but ) - R
. including public parking fees, traffic tickets, publi¢ ' ‘
gOlf courbes, pUblic par‘( fe?s. etcfo)uoooooo‘o‘oooo’oo“ooo-co

19.. ChurCh-es‘ and iocal Chdrities....ooo'o.ooooo-.ooo\ o.ooooolooo.\ s ‘ » : Py
R - - . :

20. Personal or businesstﬁrvicqs (lawyers, doctors,
= barbers, beauty shops, optometriets;'laqnifies, dry oo
_CIQaners\, tho)ooooo:ooootogooooo!ooooo-ootooo.boooooooooo s

™

21. Repéir service or construction companies (plumbeis,’ _
electricians, car enters.,étc.)...,...........,‘......... S o o p

_ ‘22, Whai wers your avarage balances in Dghe County institutions in the following .
cﬁgégories-during. he month circled at the beginning of this questionnaire? -

éh‘ﬁkins agcount;-. ooooooboo.ooo'looogo'o;o00.0:000..00.0000 s | N ’ " oo
Savings account (fncluding certificates of’ : . L o
d,po‘it.. Ct@'c’)oo 60000000000 0000000000 tosssssssccne s 1 v’ 0 .
. ! * : ‘ ‘o . ¥
23. Do you live in university-owded housing? .Yes No ' : _*d’

’ * y N . ' A . v 9
4 . N ’ - . “-"
s . ) ] . R ‘ ) , . e . . f . [
- o . . - > . * !
‘ ' . ' . ’ : s ]
" .
' A Y A . . “ ’
N -
. .
0 ’ ' '




o,

24.°"li§f;6u marriod?

[}

25.

e

o 260
27,

28.

) . 29,

30,

T . - - B 'ﬂ|
. v n ’ . 3 ) . o - ' ' 1 .
W 15 N o

W . (8K1P 0 Quzs"nou 25) o
H *ﬁr‘ ; | e : _ -. v

2loa. If yes, how mady family members including yourself live
in’ your houaohold? . o ' .

o S ———
& "

' Yes

: 24b. 1Is your apOuaa a atudent? Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 25)
. g . N0 :
v S
_ 24c. If nq, does at least one of your spouse's parents live:
t outside of Dane County? Yes - No (SKIP TO QUESTION 25)
. o

i 2
24d. If yass how -many times do yo& ciﬁect them to visit you ‘
- ".end your spouse in Madison during the 19831984 school T
yoar? (Coniidor the school year to begin August 20, i .
1983 and end "Auguuq 20, 19a4 ), ' times '
] K -
How- many childron. 11 any, do you havo ’who are living with you? |
25a. How many of theu children, if any, attend ’gublic ﬂrimary ) “
: or, sqcond gchools in ‘Dene Coupty? | ..
Would you still be living in Dane County in 1983~1984 if you ware not o '
attendins the Univeraity of Wisconsin-Madison? Yes No ]
Where wag your; reeidence prior to enrolling at the UW-Madison? » Co 1
. Dané County Cwl s . Y -
Other Wisconsin ) ' |
Other UcSc'l ‘ - )
Foreign .
What: 1s your studcnt: ;t:at:un?" T o ' ~ o
\ Ve ' . M . ' ' v ]
'Foroign grad undergrad, or professional A ¥
U.S. grad or professional : i
U.8. undergrad R 4
Special _l:r o _§/
. T3 ) A
Are you current:ly a full-—- ‘or part-time at:udem:? : . - o °
Full-tine. /- - -
e, Part-¥ime ” - ? ’ o ' . f\.'
vHow many friends or relatives from outside Dana County vigited you during
the month circled at the baginning of this questionnaire?. (Do Qot 1nc1ude Ct
your parenta ‘or 1f married, your spouse ] parenta¢) By
309. What: was the avorage daily expenditure ot chese viait:ors? 0
- (Include transportation food, etc.) -8 . ' )
JOb. What wae the _average length of stay (in days) of these - ' ' ‘ "
. -visitore? o, \ | . | - .
. s | R \ ‘ ' ’ . . Ve __,iw‘ 0. n_\‘ ' o
p e g CONTINUED ON THE NEXT PAGE . -
\‘\\’ .'~‘ . ‘\."n ’ ‘ . R 140 ’ ' . ' . .
SN R -




) ! - g a ‘ Lo
' ., (N : . '5' )
31. Do you own your home and/or other property in Dane Coqnty?
Ny Yes No. (END OF QUESTIONS) - -~
' + . i .
3§: What is your'eatimafed‘1983 property tax? $ ’
33. Did you purchase your home in 19837 Yes No (END OF QUESTIONS)
_ C ¥ : , ) '
. 34, From whom did you buy your home? ‘
an individual ‘ | : A
a realtor/developer o,
a construction company ' ' ' ’
other - '
35. What was the approximate purchase price of your home? §
| . 5 ~ .
\\uylhsnregltOr's fees? ' § -~ .

35a. About how much did you p

°

\

Thank you'fot your participation! Please raturn this questionnaire to the Bureau
of .Business Research in the enclosed business reply envelope. B

s

L} . b ‘. ' 'o'-




~

)\

o7

: anr_Student; : - | ‘://;;/(/;/f g ' | g
, "Laqt vaek uﬁqueaiionnkirg‘iccking 4nformétioﬁion your
.monthly, expenditures in Dene County was sent to you. Your
* nsme was selected at random from the’ University student |
> list. : -

If you have already comploted and returned it to us,
please accept our sincere thanks. If nét, please do so
today. Because it has been sent to only a small, but
reprasentative, sample of students, it is extremely impor-

. tant that yours be included in the study if the results are .
~to accurately represenc student expendiuures

- 1f you did not receive a questionnaire, or it was ;
misplaced, please*call Jean Knowles at the Bureau of Business
Research (262-1350) and she will send you one today.

“Sincarel‘,'.
\neerety

. , '(/
- ' Artace Kelting. ProJeCt Assistant
. Bureau of Business Research
, K ' . .‘ e - "‘,

L
(,




S '-.  .' Tt BEST cow /WAH,ABLE

? & M'ndxsqn .

1_’:_‘;.
Graduale School of Busines

Buro::u ol Business Research
1153 Qbservatory Drive ' ‘

Madison, Wisconsin 53706 . B e o | R ; ' }
. ] ) \
N " L4 . ! .
» ' ]
Dear Football, Fan: oo T . ’ 2 t
We need your assistance! o . : S .o .qx
. . " N o .. f ’
As you are well aware, football Saturdays bring tens of thouaanda of fans from - |
all over the Midwest to the city of Madison. Your visit not only helps boost ¢ A
~the football program, but it also affects local businesses. The Univeksity ofs - i
Wisconsin Athlettc Department has asked the Bureau of Business Research to S ﬁ

measure that éffect and we ask7your help 80 ‘that we can measure it accurately.
'When you ' return home, please take a few minutes to complete the altached ques-.
tionnalre. This survey asks you to answer a few questions about yourself, and
‘vecall the expenditures that were made within Dane County by yourself and those
who came to Madison with you to attend the game. We realize that you may not
remember your expenditures -eractly, but your best estimate will still be help- . .
ful. You will not be asked to identify yourself in any way,. so confidentiality .
is assured A businesa reply envelo?e 1s enclosed for your cpnvenience. -
N . ?

Thank you For your cooperation. Your contribution to this studw is. greatly .
apprecipted\ Ly S : , o IR

Enjoy the gama aqd your visf?j( . o ' v L
\ . - N N A '

Sincgrely \ . T o o

William‘/A.‘ Strang \'-\ B , o r .
~ Diypector, Bureay of Businaess Research and - L -
. Agsociate Dean for External Relations ' :

& . ) . \‘) 'QVl

WAS:jgk ~

. Enclosuges . , o ' o . I ,

. / ‘ @ 1
-
- ) - - , \ . . R . L] N |
N N ' . X ‘\ - 3
” ) b . i . R : oo .
, : . . , '\ 4 o o . ) X o .
’ ' : ' ' \ <




1.

2.

.3,

s,

—

6.

7.

t

8.

9.

]

.. 10,

. o9 - L
i ; morng,g_ FAN, QUESTIONNATRE

Do you live ouﬁaide of ‘Dane County? ' - ’ I |

Ycab“ " No (1If n{ p¥iase discard questionnaire) '
What game did you" ‘ﬁ;ind the weekend you rcceived this quescionnaire? -
V. wiaco in e . ‘ o
‘When did you arrive in Madison to accend his weekend's-football game? st '
‘. PN
Time / Day '
When {lid you reavq Mgdison? ‘
» Time __ / Day , _ .
How many foocball games do you plan to attend\in Madison this saaaon? T
(Include this gare and any -previous games” you ttended in your count) . R
games S
[, .
Listed below are othar sports events.  many \of each do you normally l
attend in ﬂadispn each year? ' .
Sport . . Number of Games Attended |
Baskotbal} ¥ > W I
Hockey ( a E—
, Other ég¥ease spécify): - I

!

vy

‘The next few Qucscions ask you to describe youraelf: This will help the
Athletic Department to more effectively serve its maert ¥ :

Have you ever attended the U.W. -Madison? . ' B

YesL~‘ No

.4, Do you hay;»any,children currently attending the U:w.~Madison? .

X}s a ., No
w&;u 1s your age category? - - o :
e 0=26 | 35-44 —. 55-64 - o
— 25-34 o 45=54 . 65o0r over
What 1is your ocqupation (or what was 1t 1if you are now retired?)
. B %J‘ 3 . 4
'8 <
Which of the following best describes your” educational backgroqnd?
Somn H!%h achgzl ___;_ Vocationql/tephnical v
____High ‘school graduate ' ____ College graduate B
Somg college or vocatibnal/uechnical .; " a .
Which income leyel bese dcsc?ibea your total hougghold income for 19827 R ﬁ”h-‘
e, Lass than $10,000 ~“*_.$20 000-29 9 P ‘340, 000-49, 999
_____’_ $10,000-19,999 ' .___ $30,000-39,999 - ___ $50,000 or ovar




L - BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
e o -. . -t L 120 ' " | S | ' . e A

12. Consider tho:group you cama to Madison with as. your football "party,™.

) Including yoursclf how many in your party were trom qyts!ﬂe of Dane Councy? Lo
(Number) . . : . o,
° 12a, How many in your party were from outside Wisconsin? - _ : .
. ) i (Numbor) _ . o - T , v " to Y
13,  Listed below are various types of busincs- in Dane Courty.q Please vead \
through the list once, then go Dack and estimate the amo of expenditure te
your party made to each during your visit. If you are not certain of the Ty
precise amount, your best estimate will be helpful. Please do not include :
R expenditures made by thoae who 1ive in Dane Councy if they weye in your o
- party. S o . ' :
' ) _ Entimatad'kxpopditure -
. Type of Dane County Business or Organization During Visit , “
[ - . . * . N .
"\ (a) The University of Wisconsin (athletic tickets, T
' ° on-campus meals, axpenditures in the Memorial ) .
Union, Univereity'Booketore, atc.). T

. d . Al

A (b) Transportation companidés located in Dane County
¢ (city or University buses, railroad or airline

companies-~only 1f ticket was purchased locally—- . ' : ) B ’m
other bue companies, taxis) . . .« v . 4 4 s 44 .0 e @ A %\ S
: ' » : ' ' .
(c) Personal or business services (lawyers, doctors, . - .
barbers, beauty shops, optometrista, laundries, g _ « “
dry cleaners’ etc:) . '3 » . . ¢ . . . . . . e o . . . Y °
, . ) : ’ . . ' i . . .
(d) Department, variety, discount, catalog stores . . . . . . : '

8 ! : ]

. . 4 . .
(e) Apparel stores (qlothing, shoes, accessories) . . . . .

: ‘ ' . *
(f) » Automobile dealers (car purchases only) «+ « + . & + . . S
i v
g (8) Service stations, garages, auto dealers (for. - . S _ ) j_'°
repairs, parts, or gasoline, etc;) R
‘(h) Furniture anJ/dr appliance stores . . . . .. e, e e L ;
(1) Eacing and drinking places. . . . . . .6 . . . .Mlvf v .J
(J) Other retail storos (florists, gift stores, record
shops, drug stores. hardware stores, etc.). ... o« ¢ o 4 - o
(k) . Lodging places (hoccls. motels, tourist homea) Coe i ) "
(1) Amusement places (theatres, private golf clubu, . Y L , ' \
amusemant parks, BEC.) e o 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ v b 0 6 e 0 e e e e e i ,
[
(m) City or county government (public pcrking faes, : .
traffic tiakets, public golf coursés, public piark. " N . ‘. .
f“.."tc.)‘: ¢ o s % 4 e e 1 v s e b e ? ¢ s & e 8 o‘; . . ) .
: ’ T ' ’ ' - . . 'Y ' - . . ' .. . ‘
B (n) Local households (payments made directly to individuals , i : .
. not in-business, for example, babybittqrs, private . . .
parking). L S O O A PR R T S R S P I I ’
) . . . . . ~.
" TOTAL VISIT EXPENDITURES -+ & « o +™v o o o 3 o o v o o 8 .
. ) \ ' |' . . ) ‘ . . i ) )
THANK YOU FOR YQR VALUED ASSISTANCE! . B - |
_ . , .. K | . - N _‘ .
(A BUSINESS REPLY ENVELOPE 18 BNCLOSED FOR YOUR CONVENIENCE) ‘
’ , h' e ) ‘>' . .‘ . .“ ; ﬁ1‘453l " ' ! ° J :‘ &




Ed .

Ma&ison - ‘
!

Graduate School of Business ' _ ' "‘_ . Bureau of Business Research .
- ' 1138:Observatory Drive  * -~ = S b : ' S
. " Madison, Wisconsin 53708 . : ~ December 5, 1983 . o '
. R ) . o " e » .
; ] , & -

We need your aSsistancel

The UW-Madison is interested in learning how much of an effect it has .
on the economies of Dane County and the State of Wiscongin. One way in e
which the university affects the local economy is through visitors, and in“_ g
qparticular through parent visits to UW-Madison students.-

‘- - . . 5 : ‘ ) . ‘ .. ‘.
[ . Dear Parent: ‘ e ' h ~ : ‘
l

Please take a few minutes to omplete the enclosed questionnaire which . ' l
asks you a few questioqs about your plans for a visit and your approximate .
expenditures if you've visited recently. Since this survey is only being : |
sent to a small random sample of parents, your participation is particu-~ '

» larly important so that we may obtain usefu formation, Please complete = .~ I

_the survey even if you haye no plans to visit Jison. _ _ . :

« A business reply envelope has been provided for your convenience.~ S
~ Thank you for your time and assistance. :

, ':. ”.Si’cerely,

Willi%m A. Strang : .
‘Director, Bureau of Business Research and
oY _ . Associate Dean for External Relations

R L
WAS: jgk o
'Enclosures : v : | .

' - . ' >




- W

".'. 2.
l. P
;.

A 2
Y

1. How many sons and/or daughters do you have who are currently attending

- school at the U’iversity of. Wisconain-Madison?

_Consider ‘the 19831984 school year to begin and end about Angust 20, How L)

50’

'do quartment; Variety, discount; cataiég’Btoreeo........o.q;-.Q. » . v

SR 122 ) S
v , i a ‘ . ( &
4A\\\; SR o e o -
. - \ BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESBARCH SURVEY j : o _
| "Parent Vtsics to the UW~Madison . g -

many times do you, plan to travel to Madison to viait your son(s) and/or !
daughter(s) |during chis time period? :

. . ! )
Do you live Outside of Wisconsin? ' o o e
__Yes , No . | ' : _ ) _— o -

-

. , ™ ¢ . . . »
Have you visited since the school year started? = - ' . " -
. Yes No » (END OF QUESTIONS) o
+ ' . B
Listed below are varioua ‘types of busingsses and organizations in Dane . '
County, where Madison 1s located. Please read through the 1list once, then
go back and estimate the amount of expenditures you and others who accom-
ﬂanied you mgde during the visit circled below. If you are not sure of the >
exact amount, please use your best estimate. »
First Vlsit:of |

) Most Recent Vii}f
s School Year

of School Yea

»
-
~

Estim&ted Expenditure *

Type of Dane County Busingss or Onganization

a, -The University of Wisconsin (athletic tickets, on-campus *
meals, expenditures in the Memorial Union,. University
BOOkstore, etc.)oooooonoooooooooooooooooooooooooooo.ooooooooo $
. AU R "¢ : N
b. Transpértation companieﬁ loeated in Dané .County (city or
‘University buses, railroad or airline-companies--only if
ticket was purchased locally--other bus_companiea,

t8x18)ooooooooooooo{oooofdoooooo)oooooooofuoo}oooopootfoooooog
/ . , B

~ ’ ’ .
c. Personal or business services. (lawyers, doctors, barbers,
beguty shops, optometrists, laupdries, dry cleaners,

etc.)oooooooooooooooooo.oovou o.%piooo%oooooo;ooooooooooo}ooox .. ' //_

a, Appérel ﬂtorQS‘(Clothihgr shoes, accessories)oooﬂoo¢ootooooooo. . M

f. Automobile, truck or motorcycle dealers - :
(VehiCIQ pUEChaﬂes OnIY)oooooooooooooooooodooooO{goooooooooooo

8 Service statiénu garagea; auto dealers (for repaire, N

parts, or 888011“ ’ etc.)oocooocoooonuuoooooooooooooooooaooooo.
1 b ' ' ‘ R : ’

»

Continund on ravarso sido

(14 e

. During Visit b

s




T

. S : - Estimstgd Expsnditure

Type of DsnehCounEy ﬁhsinssa or Organization ° o e ' During Visit '
p " T "~ . \ /

' ho Furnitura'snd/qf applianpe Bto?es.}b...o..¢....;.....o}..;..;.

.

j+ Other retail stores (florists, gift stotes, record shops, }
“liquor storss, drug stores, hardware stores,. ecc.)............ . s‘-,

k. LOdging places (hotels, motels, touriat hONGS)ssosssossoooosoo.

~ . p

1. Amusement places (thsstres, private golf clubs,' amusement -
parks, etg )ssog}fsssooooaoososooooosssosssOOOOQQOQOOOOQOQJOOO
(X s .

-
»

i. Eating and driﬁking Plhcehsicw.:.........4...os........s...... . . . ‘

S Mo City or county government (public parking fees, traffic . .=
s tickets, public golf courses, public park fess, etc.)....%.,..-

n. Local housshblds (payments made directly‘to individuals /ﬁv .
not in bUSineaﬂ, babyaitters, private parking)sssoossssoosoor.g,ﬁ

l

K Y

TOTAL VISIT'ExPENDITUBEsx;{....%OOQOOOO‘OO.,OOLO?OOO‘.;b...:... s {'

N~

J
S For the visit circled above, did you alsoublan your trip to Madison around‘
. a particular- event or business purpose. which was not. sponsored by the uw- , o
Madison? w : : . o . S S [

PO ' Tl L : n'
o Y 8" Qﬁgi : : - _
¥ , ' ' '
-6a. If yes, was this event or business purpose the main reason foq your visit .
N to Madison? ) > K o

Yes No : - h .

\ o - N ' . . -
\‘—~ amaps— ) . . o . C
“ . ’ ) ST . ?. A ] . . .

v Thank you'fog your valued participation! : - _ﬂ" N | 1

Plaase retucn this survey in the enclosed business reply envelopes
» ) . . ) . , o p o
Sy ' 3 , , 2y

~ . ' ’ ’ . ) . i’

vy D R \
. , , . .,

N B . . . . .
. : . - . ) . " .
: . . . w o . LT
\ ) . . .. R ' ' ‘
. . [ o .
. t Al

v ‘ ' S ’ v ®
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 CALLS

* TELEPHONE SURVEY CODING SHEET

W

ndergraduates‘with"bane'County Pérmaﬂgnt Addresses

LS

Parents
Outside .

N

R . . ; . .. ‘A ) . .
e " _ B - ‘Dane? ,
« ID . (PHONE 1 .2 . .3 4 53 " Yes No  Visit
. : R "' ' - . )
"
. T
' . T .' Y .‘wx
- .
o
l.4 al \
‘ l“ ’ N
]
&
3 ..
o S -
A '
et . .
A
s A
T i - 1
. »
tr y
Ve R
M v V




s . T L : - . . f
. . D ' o . oo ' . som . ot S
. K . “ ' . Y S
. . o A . oo ) Y
. . ¢ . . . oA
. *. . B . . : ' o
N . .- . ) , )
' 125 ° . * .t . . v o
. " B . .

' | T _ INSTRUCTIONS - - | 1
R _ » , . . . i - . N ," '
) . ‘ ] . " . .- . N . T ) " o v . ) \ .
1. Use the following procedure to select students.for calls: " "
2. ‘Consult the sheet entitled "RESULT CODES" to record each call with a . S
. code and time period A T | _ T, o
i . - o, T . : ' N
3. Calls should be completed by dpril __ . - ‘ oY «lf‘-;‘
. b, Here s. what to say: ‘} ‘ o | E |
| | A."Hallo, my name is (your name) and I m calling from the. University of ‘
| 51" _ B _‘-'Wisconsin ] Bureau of Business Research Is this (student)? -
Y C T YEB - continue B | | _ _ ‘
\'H'”«3 ' NO - When can I call ‘back to talk to him/her?
_* MAKE AN APPOINTMENT IF POSSIBLE ~ . R l
N . . . * ‘ ‘ .
"B, We'd like to ask you one or two brief quegstions to help with a study L
we're conducting on pargnt visits to ‘the UW-Madison, " First, does at '
| least one of your parents live outside of Dane County? Ly A g v
v .

H

‘ R YES. - record answer and continue o .

"'NO‘-r record answer but do not continue, thank studeqt for cooperating.
\

T

. C. How many times do you. expect themwto visit you between August 20, 1983 .
and August 20 19847 - . T . a . PO

- record ‘answer and thank student cooperating .

.« 5. If students ask why you picked them explain that they were randomly
-selected from a list provided by the registrar $ offica. N AR

If students want to know more ahout the study explain that we're trying L
Co to estimate the total number of parent vigits to. the meMadison. L . '1.¥5

) 4 . vy
N .




NEF

an...‘

SM

B

T 'KEEP TRYING UNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE ‘BEEN MADE AT DIFFERENT TIMES, . .
Mo phone or’ number unlisted | 'Lf;fﬁx';%'fff“y°n ek

sU Student unavailable

0 . . ‘ & ‘ ‘7 /!J/> ¢ v T A

e REbULT CODES- L e Slie e
o : . R L - s . . . U -. |
ASuécessful'éall | ,o”h ‘ e R ' N

Non-working nquér o }:; o ) o SR
SUBSTITUTE R BRI e

\ . N, X RN o IR > .

/ v ‘. ‘. . e . l.' " . PR ]
No answer '

DO NOT SUBSTITUTE; . iy

RS S e

 SUBSTITUTE g IR 3

ASK FOR APPROPRIATE TIME TO- CALL OR MAKE’AN APPOINTMENT .
Kaep trying until 5 calls have been made at different times )
RerSal . T_ ' _'. w;* : .:. . e
DO NOT SUBSTITUE . = " . 7 s

Wrong number provided g ' S e L
CALL STUDENT INFORMATION (262-1234) ° e e
If no numbgr SUBSTITUTE - . L S .

Student moved '
IF NEW NUMBER‘QBTAINABLE FROM ROOMMATE UR STUDENT INFORMATION (262 1234),
CALL NEW NUMBER ,,/~\ o,

KEEP TRYINGIVNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE BEEN MADE AT DIFFERENT‘TIMES oL

IF NO NEW. NUMBER IS AVAILABLE iﬂﬂ'"NP" AND SUBSTITUTE -

, Busy | L, s
KEEP TRYING UNTIL 5 CALLS HAVE BEEN MADE AT DIFFERENT TES. .
DO NOT SUBSTITUTE | h . ‘ o -

- Incomplete* : . S S e

DO NOT SUBSTITUTE - \ o . v o L

“7¥p_

)
. . R
. o :
ol . . . . . .
: . - hd
4 cy e
y sl
’ .

" “TIMING OF. CALLS
i¢fﬁ~' 1) MQNT‘Q ~-Noon .~ S -‘”' \‘ 3 .
- 2) M Noon -3 PM.. - |
3N, WESEEM, S6PM. |
4 MET6PM, - 9PM. | s
5) Saturday and Sunday, any time T -

'.‘\:;._‘ . \ v . .
A Note' Call after 9 p.m. only ip instructed to do 80 by.
o the student’ 8 rbommat ) '

[ ,-/’4 } " N ‘.":

. : . . ) “
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Graduate School of Buslnoos- o B “~ Bureau of Business Research X
1155 Observatory Drive . _ B e % Y}
Madison, Wiseonsin 83708 .- | e December 5, 1983
Q) ) ’ ' . ' [yYd
~i “t ¢+ -.’ . ) . . 1
R ‘e ! N 3 . B .
) ' / 2 ’]
.. !
y ’ .
\\ " '. . :
Dear Student: ‘ . N _ : v _ e 101

The Bureau of Business Research has been asked by the Chancellor s, ' .
Office to conduct a reasearch 'study assessing the impact' of  the U.W. -Madison ‘
on the local economy. One part of the study -involves determining the expen-

dityres made by parents and family of U.W. students who live outside the °

United' States and travel to Madison for a yisit.

..,_

.a random sample of foreign students. Your participation in this study will
be greatly appreciated.” . = . co ! . )
The\questionnaire asks you several .questions concerning whegper or not
your ‘parents or family visited you here i Madison. It sheuld take'only a
few minutes to complete. Please complete the questionnaire even if you don't
gﬁpect your parents or family to visit, : W

_-“’""?l
»

Thank you for _your valued assistance. ' ‘ -. “ " Lo

e ~ ) S

A business reply envelope has been provided for your convenience. 1;{

o VDY _
. . l

Si cerely,

o .William A. Strang
DR . Director Bureau of

WAS s Jgk R

A ' .
. ‘ . RN ) : . P . ‘
Enclosures-, : e S Y Ty
'), N ) . . . . , . + /", e, \ . .
b ’ .
. r
oy . .
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»

. A . ' ’ . . * .
v Bureau-ongusiness_Reé@E;:;;Survey

‘ParentsVisits to.Foreign Students at the UW-Madison

+

Do Yqﬁr pafeﬂfs.or'family live outside the U.S.? ' . ",'
- Were you ﬁ-student'atfghe‘UW—MadiEqn'dhring the 1982-1983 school year?
. ) T . b " . L ] 0 : .

. Yes- " _No (If your answer to Question 2 is NO, please
Sy _ discard questionnaire.) .
Consider the 1982-1983 school yedr as running from August 20, 1982 to
August 20, 1983, How:many:times did your parents or family visit
‘you in-Madison during this time period? : -

times ° ' : ) , :
> v . .
If they\visitéd you in Madison aﬁf}eaéi once during this time7period, N

please estimate the amount they spent in Dane County during a typical
visit. Include transportation if purchased locally, food,. lodging,
gifts, etc. : ‘ ' : :

$_

R
’ : . . . : . R X L
’ . N %’ RS
' ’ - . . “t ]
= M ~

.

Thank you for your cooperation. Please return this questionnaire

in the enclosed business reply envelope.




. Madison
v ’ v ' . ?

i

Graduate School of ‘Business .’ : .~ Bureau of Business Rosoarch
1155 Observatory Drive o : SR e
Madison. Wlooonsln 53708 | ‘ " December 5, 19873

.

- The Bureau of Business Research has bgen asked by. the Chancellor's
Office to conduct a research study assessing the economic impact of the
UW-Madison on the state and local economy. One part of the study. involves ¢
- determining the frequency of parent visits” to students, -« - o -
Please take a minute or two to complete the enclosed questionnaire '
which asks three.brief questions about recapt or potential visits to
Madison by your parents, Please complete the survey even if your parents
“live in Dane County or 4f they will not be visiting. Because this survey

Dear Student: - ‘\i:)” O - : A : L '
*I

has been-sent to a small, randomly.selected sample your reply is crucial .
. if .we are to obtain accurate information. _ , . ; I
) ' N
A business reply envelope, is enclosed for yOur'convenience. Thank :
you for your participation. A . . . 1
-~ ’ Sincerely, . .

9

William A, Strang v
Director, Bureau of B iness Research and.
Assocliate Dean for External Relations.

WAS: jgk

Enclosures
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t t : ‘ . J
- 130 oA ! .
l ' o - . | -Bureau of Business Research Sdrvey», . . '
a \ . "~ Parent Visits to the UW-Madison * ' R .
ey e
1. Does at _least one of your pqrenté\l{:e'outside of Dane County? - _\r
, "" _ , _Yes No (End of Questiops) - - '
) 2. If yes, how many times do you expect them to visit you in.Madison ot
l . during the 1983-1984 school year? (Consider the school year to . '
begin August 20 1983 and end August 20, 1984, ) - . i
times . ' '
) e . » ' . | : N
3. What is your student status? 'E' ~ ) ‘ .
) —— Undergraduate Ridsident , _ (f‘ Full-time o
A __ Graduate or . .Non—résident.U.S. Part-time ST
| Professional R o _
) Non-resident Foreign - __ . Special Student
’ » N g ) . \\ .
- Thank you for your participation. A business reply envelope is - | o
enclosed for your convenience. ' o ) ‘
!
» a
’

.




Madison, Wisconsin 83706
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Graduate School of Business . ' Buroh{; of Business Research
1155 Observatory . Drive S B o .

) ¢ - K
" Dear Academic Dean or Director:. -

The Chancellor's office has requested the Bureau of Business Research
to gonduct a major research project to assess the impact of.the U.W.-Madiso
on the state and local economies. One segment of this study involves as-
sessing the number and types of visitors to the university.

In order to collect this information, a survey is being sent to the ¢
heads and chairpersons of every U.W.-Madison department. We would greatly
apprecilate recelving your support for this study, and ask you to encourmge
those 1ndividuals within ‘your jurisdiction to complete the questionnaire
they will be receiving. A copy is enclosed for you to review,

Thank you for your cooperation, Please direct any questions. you may
haye to me at the Bureau of Business Research.

S/ William t Strang

Director|

WAS : jgk
. Enclosure. ' - : '
. ‘/ ’ ' . . ’ “ ' i
. , . ' N . ot . . " . - "
\ a!} 4 "'\ ,-KJ
v N Q,‘w ' ‘ .
150 ; .
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Madison, Wisconsin 63706

-Encldsure

Graduate School of Business’ o _ - Bureau of Business Research
1155 Observatory Drive A ‘ ' ’

Dear Department/Program Head.

The Chancellor's office has requeated the Bureau of Buainess Research to |
conduct a major research project. to evaluate the economic impact of' the U.W.-

Madison on the state and local economies. One segment of this. study involves
asseasing the number and typea of visitors to the ‘university.

In order to collect. this information, the enclosed survey has been sent to
every U.W.-Madison department. Your participation will be greatly appreci-
ated. : '

This survey should be completed by the indiﬁidual~ih your department who is
most likely to have had personal contact with visitors. We realize that
hard numbersg are unavailable; your best estimate will still be valuable.

’ . L .

.Aiggough every effort has been made to avold duplication, it 1s possible
that more than one individual in your department has received this mailing.
If this should be the case, please ‘compine surveys.

‘Thank you once again for your asaistanCe. : ‘
_ . : v v L
'Sincerely,“ ’ . '

G

William A. Strang,
Assoclate Dean for

ctor and _ ' RN

ernal Relations .

WAS:jgk

| —




University of Wisconsin A Madison

)

2

» ‘l

Graduate School of Business
" 1155 Observatory Drive

Bureau of Business Research
. Madison, Wisconsin 53708 o S ' .

£l

~

Dear Department Secretary: = <« .

At the reque\st of Chancellor Shain, the Bureau of Business Research is
‘conducting a large-scale study to assess the economic impact of the UW-Madison
on the local economy, 8o that we may determine how many individuals visit -

Due to th@'importance of this research, we request your cooperation in

ensuring that this survey is completed promptly. ‘If your department has 6
misplaced the questionnaire, 'please call Jean Knowles at 262-1550 for a
replacement, ' ‘ | . .

- N

Thank you for your assistance.

y Sincewely,

. William A. Strang
- Director

the university each year, a brief survey has been sent to your department head. -
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Bureau of Business Research Survey: T,
‘ , » ) . S
‘Visitors to the UW~Madison _ 0 .
M ’ ) " . 1]
\
Department o L 4 Survey Number
K -~ . .. ' . . . ' .
Respondent ’ - N " Phone # '
N 2 , \ \ . . -. 2 ...'
¥ INSTRUCTIONS ‘ ~ .
LY . . . ) .
Various types of. individuals who might have visited your department .
'_during‘jre 1982~83 academic year from outside of Dane County are listed on o

the next, page. '

\

For each category, please provide. your best estimate Qg the ﬁotal

number of visitors to your department’ from outside of the county duxing
i

£y

the year, and the average length of their visit in days.
‘Please use only one category to describe a visitor. If visitors can

be described by“more thdn one pa;eéory (e.g., aluymnl attending a confer-

4

ence) choose the category that applies to the primary purpose of the

[N 4 . ‘.

visit. : ~ | ' S

\

This survey should be completed by ‘the individual in youxr department .

who is most likely to have personal contact with visitors. '
) A

N
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‘. B ) ~ -. | '.‘ . . ' 135 . . . l- 1y . S . ' . . | |
) L& Phnr 1:  VISITQRS FROM OUTSIDE DANE COUNTY DURING THE 1982-83 ACADEMIC YEAR  ~ S
I . | | Cy vy | L
( Average W
Purpose of Visit Number of Visit -
cOnforonqe/aeminar attenders « o i+ ¢ o s.e 0 000
speakors/locturora/porformors.“. I T S S
Visiting lcholara/qoiontistn/artists/medical prac- o : h
' titioneru/educaﬁors (not on UW-Madison payroll) . :
‘ v1siting=or adjunct. Eaculty/staff (on pW*Madison W b )
pﬂyrall)u R ) c‘ e o o o s 4 u.‘/n e 8 o o o o o t . -
) . . ~ S——— S ————— ‘,J
Prospectivo Btudont. v e v 8 o o o @ //o .l' e v e e e .
Candidates for taculty/utaff positiona e b s e e e e e -
Placement Intervieweys « o o « o o o o o oo o0 0 0 ' ;
Business/industry ;epraaentatives. R B R : \'
Foundation/non-profit agency representatives . . . . . L . :
‘U.s.\qovernment agency fepresentatives P .
Foreign government agency representatives. .« . . e - ' ]
, Technical advisors/consultants e e e e e e e e _
SalQS/rePairpeople e 2 e 8 6 & e b e v e 0 ¢ e e a e . ]
Visiting alumn.t. N 0. o & 6 & o o -0 & o @ PR ) ‘ i . .
Vis.tting athleteS/athletic gstaff . P T T SR S S l : i
Patients“o e v e e o & 8 8 8 4 e 2 e e .o"’o . e 0\0, " o
. Patient Vis.’.tors e 6 6 o 0 o e 6 8 4 e & s ¢ e o & & o A : . ‘ . ‘
Other (please specify): ‘ : o l
. T .
1 - N .
. ;o , L L
v ‘ . 3
Approximately what gercontagg of theae visitors are from outside ﬂfﬂj'x» . W, .
of Wisconsin? .t ) T 1 S
‘ — - R
* please indicate average langth of visit in days. Conslider brief wisits b_ .,\ ' ‘
as one day. i ' ' : o _ : oL L |
o . i CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE ' "

N . v ‘ - . . .
v . ) . . . N l" : ) ‘." ) N ) ‘J-
’ ' ’ ' N . ' . Lo . N . )




4 . * .
PART 2;. VISITOR LODGING - 4

’\ \\ '.\
S

Listed balow axe various lodginq options which isitors w choosge or

‘have arranch for them while they are in Madison. Baled on all your visi-

tors (as Andicated above) please provide a percentags estimate for each

‘option. 'If you a' not sure, your best guess will still be helpful.

Thank you 'forA ydur participation.

' .
. [ _
1 Pdrcgntuge
' t : '
] . . L I ] ] . L[] L] - N
. . '. . e ) . ) .
UniverSity’ facilities . .. ‘e e e @ o‘ T ' (" / "
. '_ ’ ) - . ! ) . . i .
. . (Memorial Union, Union South, !
+/ - . Wisconsin Center, Friedrick
Center, University Houses)
Guest at private'\'hous'e/ap,artment. e a e
No overnight lodging. « « « ¢« « )
Other (please specify):
- "~
. 9 AN
® ’ Y
' : Total: ,190}5( |
4 \ ) - L) , .‘A.’
. . a

Pleagse return this aurvey by

campus mail ‘to the Bureau of Businesd Research, 110 Commerace .

L)




University of Wisconsin -.-;x%- M«adi&Qn | SO

+ Graduate School of Business \ N _ Buroau of ‘Business Research

1155 Obaervatory Drive | o _ N
Madison, Wisconsin 53708 ' C : L December 15, 1983 . _ ‘

[ . | \ . ’ 'l ©
\ » \\ ’
-(‘ LRy

pear‘Program/Department'Head:f ; C ] _ : S '\ﬁ']
Several weeks ago you were sent a questionnai¥e which requested esti~ . "\\

- mates of visitors to your depargment during-the 1982-1983 school year.” If . 'l
you have already returnef the survey, please acceptsour sincerest thanks.’ :
We recognize that it was not a gimple process to complete and appreciate o
your time and effort. Thus fér, the response rate has been very good I 1

If you have not yet returned the Swgvey. questionﬂ‘lre, ‘please use the
time during semester break to do so, ‘It is especially important that our , : o

response ratg be as high as Jpossible to minjmize bias}in our estimates for’ BN
. the total campus. If you neRd a dupllcate questionna re, please call . '
W Jean Knowles at 262—1550 0

The data gathered will be used as part of a large}scale study re- o ']
quested by Chancellor Shain that) ass@eses the impact of the University on ' 2
the local economy, uWe expect a final document to be ready in late mpril . _1

If you have any further questions, please call me)at 262-1550.

Thank you.' L
: |
¥ .Sinceregly : }
AT .
. - [
William A. Strang /- . ‘
" Director, Bureau of BusiMss Research and '
Associate Dean for External Relations |
WAS: jgk 'w
\ o
» . -. | ‘
\
'. ) N




_sin_-’, < Madison |
sin @ Madison

UniverShy?oLylsco

-

\ . v
Graduate School of Buslhon - '1' Bureau of Business Research
1155 Observatory Drive ' : .

Madison, Wisconsin 53708 . K

i . *‘4 \ , . : )
Dear Program Coordinator: ' AN N
. . . \

Chancellor Bhain has- requested the Bureau of Business Research to conduct
a major research project to evaluate the economic impact of the UW-Madison ¥

N ‘and UW-Extension on the state and local economies. One segment of this study - -
involves determining the spending patterns of visitors to university-related -

events, : . [

We would greatly appreclate your assistance in conducting this research.
Chancellor Boyle fully supports this project and has requested the coopera-
tio&uof all program coordinators. Extension records show that you will be
conducting a program at an extension .facility in- the next few days. We ask-

that you distribyte a short questionnaire your program, and either collect
. - the completed surveys or instruct program participanta to submit them tp the
-~ front desk: at the facility.

AY 4

The surveys will be Eiven to you at the facility along with a shart set
of instructions. The entire process should take no longer than ten minutes.

Your cqoperation is deeply appreciated Thank you for contributing to
this research, - ‘8 ' '

-

Sincerely,

William A, Strang, Director

. Bureau of Business Researc .
1 , i ' Associate Dean for External Relations

W
J |

WAS: jgk L T e e
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S

. MEMORANDIW

TO: UW-Extension Conference Center ' S Coe T
" Program Coordinators o S T

'FROM: William A. Strang, Director.

B SUBJECT: Guideiines for‘bistributing Surveya_to-Program Participantse‘ o

-
R X

¢
-

o Several days ago you received a letter requesting your assistance w1th a
~  study being conducted by the Bureau of Business Research. As you know from
- the letter our research design requires tbau'your program participants com-~ -
plete‘a brief questionnaire assessing their expenditures during a twenty-four
‘period while in Madison. We appreciate your cooperation with this project and -
ask that you follow a few simple guidelines in distribating the questionnaire. ‘Lﬁ*_/)

ro - . 1. Qubstionnaires should be given to all program part1c1pants. ThoSe who ’
- live within Dane County are told in the questionnaire instructions to.
return the ‘questionnaire pithout completing it. Please rem1nd them

verbally of this instruce&on = . - - N ' l
. 2. Allow about ten‘minutea,for.Questionnaire completion, .
3. Questionnaires should be distributed at the-following times: . l

ONE DAY PROGRAMS: , Towards the énd. of the program -

. TWO DAY'PROGRAMS:' _-Any tlme during the second day of the program

a4

THREE DAY PROGRAMS: Any time during ‘the third day of the program -

A4

LONGER PROGRAMS ; At your convenience but not during the first day
4, - Please tell ‘program participants which category to check for question 3.
5. If it is convenient, please collect questionnaires yourself Otherwisei
ask: program participants to-give, them to the front:.desk personnel at the
. facility you are uding. Please do the same if you should collect them,‘ )
. We would appreciate the return of unused” questionnaires. _
- N - ] . . ‘ .5,.
Thank you .once again for your aSSistance. ¢ ' :

? \ /\ - . ,.\ . ) . . b’..
N . .




Uanerélty of Wiscénsiﬁ -Madisoh :

. Graduate School of Business ' o ' Bureau of Business Research -~ .,

. 1188 Observatory, Drive _ o : ' N :
Madlson, Wisopnsm 53706 C ‘ : . - ' .

'Dea'r P_r,oérain Participant: - . ¢ ’ v
- 1 * ' The Bureau. of Business Research at the ﬁhiversity of Wisconsin-Madison

1s conducting a ®ajor study to determine the spending patterns of visitors
~ to the university and- the resulting impact on the local economy. We would
_greatly appreciate your assistance on t:his project:. »

- ‘Please take a few minutes to complct;e the am:ached questionnaire as
accurately as you can. A1l information that you provide will be held_ in
strictest confidence, . .
R . . * ) ' . N . “ .
Thank you for your valued participation.

* . -~ . C

I ) C ‘ . ' 3 ' : - -Sincerely, - ' - o

. . , . ’ L ‘* William Strang, Diffector
- - WASZJgk \ Y L
. . » [ 3
‘ Y &
.- .
~|_,\ v "“ .'. R . ‘ . ) Lo ‘ N . o ﬂ"\ ‘ .
: ‘ ’ ' ' \
. SR .
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S " Bureau of Business Research Survey: ¢ - | S ‘\\!

"Expenqituveq by U.W.-Extension Conference Center Participants .

INSTRUCTIONS}‘ﬁPieasQ complete this Queptiqﬁnaire.oglz if you live outside
o of Dane County, If you Iive within the county limits please
return the questionnaire to your program coordinator.
. - . N ° ’ e “ )
. @ RN
- A ' Ly
1. Do you live outside of Wisconsin? ~, - G . o ‘
1 " ¥es Mool . R |
. T, o~ \ T
- 2.. Where.did you receive this questionrdwire? l '
o Lowell Hall . - Wisconsin Lenter

Friedrick Center Other (pléhse‘specify) | I

; . ¥ g S e
Who sponsored the program that you have been attending?--- .. - ‘ :
: eﬁhwaadison department df'égency - 'UWfExpension;Cbmmunications : . I

- UW-Ext. Ménagémengjlnstitute - . UW-Ext. Health & Human Services
_ UW-Extension’ Engineering

- .

Other (please specify)_

’ 4, What type=of 1odging have syou - been usiﬁg?: :
No OVernightflodging N | ' - .o o )
Hotel/motel

University facilities (Lowell Hall, Memorial Union, Union South, |
Friderick Center) - ‘ \ !

Guest at private home/apartment

Other (please speciff) ) \ : _-

5. How long is the prégram you have been attending? . | ’ day(s§

.- - 6. Listed on the next page are various types‘of businesses in Dane County. d
Please re ,ﬁrough the list once, then go back and estimate the amount of
expenditury$ 'you made during the appropriate time period (described below). .

If you are not certain of the exact amount, your best estimate will be helpful.

\
\

: If your program is one day long, estimate’the exbenditureé you made or

N expect to make in Dane County during the day you received this question-

8 naire. Congider the§24 hour period to begin at 2:00 a.m. e oo
Sartirtmatdsotirin . ~ 5 " N % K . .

" made in Dane County during the day prior to réceiving.this questionnaire.
For exanple, if you received this&queg ionnaire on a Thursday, estimate
your expenditures for Wednesday. Cansider the 24 hour period to begin

"« at 2:00'a.m%: If you were not in Dane County during the day prior’ to - ' ,
receiving this questionnaire, please complete it for the day you received ,
it N T o . . ' : .
PO a : '?._ B . ‘ . . .
S ( IR \, \ e \ ‘ .

\-If'your program is more than one-dax,ion&, éstimate the expenditures you ' B I
o




(a) The University of Wiscopsin (athletic tickete, ¥
on-campus meals, expendjtuxes in the Memokial ‘
Union, University Booketore, @tc.y)e v v o v o v e $

(b) Trsnspdrtation companias locatod in Dane Copnty

(city or University buses, railroad or airline

companios~~on1y if ticket wasvpurchaaed locally~-

other bus companies, taxis) o . oo 0 . FTR o et e

’¢¢) Personal or business serviges.(lawyers, doctors,

‘barbers, besuty shops,- Optometrists, laundries,
dry cleaners, etc.) . e e e e e e e ey

(d) Departmant variety, discouﬂb, catalog stores c e 0o

(e) Apparel smores (clothing, shoes, accesaories) Coe e N\

(£). Automobile, truck and mo orcycle dealers (vehicle
purchases only) » . . ?’

. L] L] ° L] . L] L] L] L] * L4 ..‘ L] [

-

" (8) Seryice stations,.garagea, auto dealéis (for
repairs, parts, or gasoline, etc.). . . . . . . . . .

_(h) Fufnitg}e and/or appliéhde-storeé e e e e
(1) Eating and drinking places. . . . C e e e e

(1) Other retail stores (florists, gift stores, record
- shops, drug stores, hardware stores, etc.),

(k) Lodging places (hotels, motels, toufisc‘homes) .

(1) Amusement places (theatres, AEivate ‘golf clubs,
amusement parks, etc.). e e e e e e e e S

(m) City or county government (public parking fees;’

- traffic tickets, public’ golf courses, public park
fees, etc, ) C e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

(n) Local hOuseholdl (payments made directly to individuals
not in business, for example, babysitters, private
Parking) . « ¢ ¢ 4 v v e e et e e e ae e e

3

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR 24-HOUR PERIOD - - .- PO

7. On what day of the week were these expenditures made? K

T T ‘

.

. THANK YOU FOR YOUR_VALUED PARTICIPATION! N

This complgt questionnaire should be given to the front desk,m: either .

owell Hall, Frie rlck Cente;, or Wiaconsin Center, or given to yahr program .
coordinator. '

R ) .
S '
b .
" o ' ‘ R 4
R .
. I . .
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University of Wisconsin = Madison s

1.. o . N . ) L3 :

-+ Graduate School of Bualnou . Bureau of Bysiness Rnnrch

1158 Qbservatory Drive o S . i
© Madison, Wisconain 83708 w __ S \ )
. PR . . : . M ) . . "
2 . 1
- ~ S l
" ‘ M " k I
B . ; . . . ) . . . o K ‘. \
Dear <6raduate School:of Banking Participant: R
: . ! y o /
Th} ureau of Business Research at the University of ‘Wisconyin-Madison o ,
1s conduqting a major study to determine the. spending patterns ofi visitors -
to the university and the resulting :I.mpact on the local economy. e woulc{ A
greatly appraciate your asaistanco on chi,s project. L § _ ) R ‘
Please tgkea a few minutes to. complete t:ho actachod quoscionnaire as - A
accurately as you can. All information that®you provide will bc held {pn =~ .
- strictest confidence. A business reply envelope is provided for your ' P ) I
convenience. | _ .‘,* , . o L *(___y .
Thank you for your valued particis’atidn. ' | ) l
| L o S&cetel_y,
L ; . o “William Strafig) Diffedtor - . 3
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!2!122!' Vi;itor Qucyq;onnairo A

Listed bolow are vnrioun types of bu-inccscn in Dane County. Pleasas. road through
the list once, then go back and estimate the amount of expenditure you madae t

each ory the day(s) circles below. If you are pot certain of the precise amount,
your best estimate will be Helpful. - . f S

L]

' sun WN . WE e o FRI SAT

= s

t
[

> (Note: PFor purpocea of this nurvey, the 24 hour pariod begins at 2:00 AM)

~

_ o™ Estimated Expenditure in
N Type of Dane County Businega or Organizatiog. oA 24 Hour Period
¢ . _ . -, S o~ _
“  (a) The University of Wisconsin (athlatik tickets, ' < SO : o
o on-campus meals, expenditures in the Memorial ' ‘ _ - g
' o " Union, University Bookstore, @tc.). . . + « o & «. ¢ - « § L

g '(L) ‘Transportation companies located in Dane County
) (city ot University buses, railroad or airline
’ companiola—only if ticket was purcttased locally~-
' other bus ‘companies, taxia) e e e e e e e e e e e e

(c) Personal or: business. services (iawyors, doctors,
.o, barbers, beauty qhops. opcometriats, laundries, .

/ dr}’ Clﬁaners, etc ) ¢ o o o oA ¢ o e e o e o e ¢ .o. ¢ e \8 ‘

. Wi (d) Depattment, variety, discount, catalog stores . . . ,,.
(@) Apparel stores (clothing, shoes, accessories) v e ; .
(£) Automobilé dealers (car purchasas only) e e ; .. 4

———— e .
¥ » , o

(g) Sarvice stations, garages, auto dealers (for . ‘ . s
. . .repairs, parts, or gaaoline, etc.), . . RN -

N .
\, . N

(h}' furniture and/or appliance storeg e e e e e e e e
(1) Bating and drinking places; e e e e e e e e e ,\. .

(1) Othéi retail -stores (florists, gift astores, record
gshops, drug stores, hardware stores, etc.). . . . . . .

(k) Lodging places (hotela, motals,;tourist homeg). oo e

4 ) .
(1) Amugement places. (theatras, private golf clubs, ) - .
amusement parks, - otc ) -
. ’ . . . . i
(m) City.or county government (public parking fees, v
~traffic tickets, publicigolf courses, public park
t."’ Otﬁt.‘.*.) L Y R T S S S c'n“ L T I R S N R )
) (n) Local households (payments made Hirectly'to individuals: ' . )
" not in business, for cxnmplc, babyaittars, private . _
) pﬂl'king) sov e e e n.’ I I I e e 6.6 o b

TOTAJ, VISIT EXPENDITURES . . . . o .".ov v on o o o o $

‘16!)‘ co -
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o - \apPENDIX B ”
l- ' | ’ f Fatimation of the Size of the Univgréity.Community ‘ o j
o : PR | T - 1 |
', S Students! o | — e )
) . Fall 1983 QnrOllmenboooioooioo;oooooook:ﬁqoofifoo;;:oo;,ooooo;ooo 43,075
. N _ . : N ) " . ’
I Number of married atudents (13%).:.......,.¢(......,....J.....;.. 5,600
SR -Numbqr of married students wt*h spouses who are '
- 8180 Q$Ud8nts (33%)0.oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo?oooooo.oo 1,867
S . .
o ;Number of households with two married ‘ - :
If' ,:' .° . stUdQnta ( 5 % l 867)0oooooooooo.ooooootooooooooooQoooooooooo 933“ L
" | ~ Number of household with one married ) | !

StUdént (5,600*M:1,867)3000oooooooohooojoooooootoooo.o;oooooo::3;733
" Number of married student households (933 + 3,133)......;.;...... 4,666

'Averagg ﬁOUSGhOld‘Bize;oo:oooo;;o;ooooooooqoooooooooooooooooooo.. °2075

. . - . . . L
Size of married student households (4,666 x 2.75)cecescccscscccns 12,832
v Number of Sihgle students (43,075 - 5,600)0000000..(.90.iooo}oo;; 3%,475 :
{ TOTAL SIiE OF STUDENT COMMUNITY.....;......,..00000000000foot 50)307 {/
Emglozeesz' EA . - " ) s )
XNumber Of‘employee houbeh01d9.o;00f00000OoooOoooo3ooﬂ:ooooooooooo_11,911 - 'i.
| . o . .
\Avegage hOUSQhOld'Bizeoo;o;;ooooo;oooooooo;o‘oooo’oooooo:oooooooo 2(5 )
TOTAL SIZE OF EMPLOYEE COMMUNITY............................. 29,778
TOTAL SIZE OF UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY..........................e 80 085
anrollmont figure from Uw-MadiSOn Enrollment Report. Other’ estimates o ' 'f
based an responges to the student eurvey described in Chapt:er 4e ' } ’ > ‘
2The procedure used to determtne the number of employee households 18
deacribed in Chapter 3, footnote 4. Average household size based on responses ,
\ to the employee;aurvey degcribed in Chapter 3. e ¢ o ‘r,
, ' . ' _ . o “. ‘ \ \
.. ’ . . - ' M - ' . . . - . ;"‘
Y o, ‘ . M ¢ . I ' r
\ . m . . , oy o
g . Y v l
: R ~
B 1'7() : . ;
« " *
y ~ L
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* . APPENDIX D L
-~ : - Industry Classifications -+
* N i _ )
Industrieg '

M . . - M
-Agriculture, Forestry, Fishﬁ‘iea, Mining

}
Construction ° _ .
. » . .
\\ ) o
. N N . \

5‘ . » . 1y
- Transportation, Communication, Util;{}es

Wholesale Trade § i

" Bullding Materials and Chrden'Snpplies‘

General Merchandfse Stores

Food Stgres ' | o )

Autoriotive Dealéfqﬂand.Service Stations
Apparel Stores .
Furniture and Home Furnishings Stores

Fating and Drinking Places

{

~

Miscellaneous Retail
Finance, Insurance, .and Real‘Esta;e

Hotels and other Lodging Places -
' ¢

Personal and Business Services h

4
S

.

Amusement and Recreation Services

”

v Locat Governmant "« _ . )
. L )

/3

local Households ; = . '

8
N

: 88

r
*
.- ]
s

. Two-Digit SIC Cotes

\

01-14 «
1517, 75; . “
20-39 o
4049 o
| 50-51 .
52
53
54
55, 75 -
56 |
57
58
59
60-67 .
I \

72, 73, K o
'80-83, 89 L
v

78, 79, 84
91496 S s




. o  APPENDIXE ;o .«
. - Expanaion of t:he Local Credit Base T - S

In Sengr\alg the total change 1\n demand ~c_le.pos'_1t_:g (loa.ng.'.plus .'oﬂgina_l |
deposits) can"be wrictgn~_ as follows: ‘ ' o

: Change in demand deposits .'[r(l oy t._,_l'g W kl | )

In Degembetr, 1984: S o o 'L , - e Coe

I

I

I

|

l

I ’ | r = .02 (reservgs/deﬁésits) '. L - \' :

£ - 6.0 (time ‘uasavinga deposits/démand dépo*s'_ii:s) ."_ - l

l g = 03 (zovernment deposits/demand deﬁosits) o E : : e,

| f = .Olo (foreigm deposits/demand deposits) . N ’ ) "-9 ) ) |

I . . ko= .lo (currency/demand de-posits) R o . g S

'. B 'Iﬁere\afore' - ) | 4..‘ : S | . - | ) ) ‘ . .
-. '. The chang‘e in demand deposits eq/7als 1. 85 times the 1nitial new deposit:._ For a ’

. : purposes of t:his study, we view Universit:y-related deposits as ‘initial"ﬂew : ‘-_ o
v

deposits., ' : . . CON
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. .Door Courty Input-Output Table

1

; . ) . 'I; | 4 \ A N . v
Each entry in the following tablss~represents sales or putchases‘5? one

b

industry with relation to another indubtry. To determine the total impact of

one dollar- of sales in‘a specific induhtry, one reads down the column pertaining
, to'that industry. For exampie, $1.00 of expenditures to agriculture r;sults in ”
81 32”df agricultufal sales, $.03 of com:truction sales, $. 01 of manufacturing L
T sales,;$.09,of-transpontation, communication, and utility sales, etc. In total,
one dollar of expenditures to agriculture generates $3.02 of sales to th; com—'f )
. - . , o

)
munity through both' direct and indirect“efﬁects.
A o

- " - “ . . W
’

- Bxﬁreading down each column, the effect of each industry‘on<the-comrunity ' s

o _ | _ . |
can be determined. However, to ascertain the total impact on a specific indus-
. _ )

.try, one reads across. For example, column 2 indicates .that for every $1.00 of

expenditures to COnstrUction, agriculture gains $.02 in.sales; column 3 shows\
. _

that §1 OO Spent in msnufacturing results f% S 12 of agricultural sales. . e

All multipliers consider ihe,recygling_Of dollars throughout.the many

¥y
industries in.the local ecohomy. ¢
( . _ . |
3 < ! . X ‘ .
N




.0092)
L0171

{ .
DIRECT AND INDIRECT ACTIVITY ‘PER EXPORT DOLLAR L
g ' DOOR_CQUNTY- ECONOMY, 1968 - P
| LA ooy 32 1 3 | a4 'S, 6
] 1. Agriculture - " - f1.3221 | .0183 | 1247 ). 40041 | ~°.0030 0014
2. Construction | +9327 | 1.3439 |- .Jord9 | .0314-| .b1s5 | .0121
3. ‘Manufacturing °] +0099 | .0323{ 1.2010 | ,0084 | .0091 | -.0037
| 4. Trans, Comm, Util. _‘-«.0922 .0871 .0483 | '1.1541 .0515 | -.0435
| 5., Wholesalers | +0657 -1 .0721 | ~.0227 ] .0407 | 1.6227 | '.0led
| Kilfh)dq‘ﬂ%t, Parm Equip/ |° .0423 (- .1580 | .01447|-_ .0310 | “.6150 | 1.0080
. 7 Pers & Bus Serv " 0513 | ",0218 | L0162 | .030L | .0144 |
8. Fin, Ins, Real Estate | ,0457 |  .0526 | .0232 | - .0404 .0327 |
- 9. Genl Mdse Stores +0465 | ,0439 | - .0224 .0313 .0244 |- ,0142
l10.. Food Stores -~ = ° LLYMg el .0920 | - .0544 | 0763 | .0587 | ..0347
I11.. Auto Sales & Serv 1071 1159 | .0513 1016 | ,0582 | .0445
’~12. ,Apparel Stores 0142 1 ,0117 | ~ .0067 |~ 0098 .0073 - «0043
13. ‘Furn & Appl Stores. .0085 |, .0088 | . .0040 40059 |~ ,0045 | .0026
} 14, Eat & Drink Places | .0295 | '.0238| .0144. .0205.| .0158 | .o0090
15. Other Retail - .0538 .| ,0417 | . ".0255 0392 | ,0274 | 0175
| 16. 'Lodging Places .0041- | - .0034.| 0021 .0031 | ,0022 | ..0016
J17. Amusement Places .003% .0027 | .0017 [ .0023.] .0018 | .0011
18. = Local. Govt, -~ <0574 L0321 | .0233 | ..0814 0215 |- .0}75
319. Local Hshlds, - "+9243 ", .7055 | .4418 | . .6171 4767 | .2811
TOTAL MULTIPLIER 3.0247°| 2.8656°| 2.0112 | 2.3287 | 1.8624 | 1.5397.
. .. T 4
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- L




’ 0 / . . ) ‘?‘

DIRFCT AND INDIRECT ACTIVITY PER LKPORT DOLLA
e . DOQR COUNTY ECONOMY 1968 .

AR 7. 8 | 9 | 10

'Agriculture’ | +0056 f- L0056 [ .nn2y [ 0079 |. .

Construction .,  _. .0326 «0409°|° ,0146 .0129

Manhufacturing . - |- .0131 0113 .0041 | ,0378

- ‘'rang, ,Comm, Util ) w1124 | . ,1259 ] -.0522 0312

Wholesalers: “ .0597 | .0555 .0248 .0305°

Bldg Mat, Farm Equip 1 .0281 40336 .0139 | . .nna3y

Pers & Bus Serv - - . |1.0388. .0424 .0151 .0078

. Fin, Ins, Real Estate | .0560 - 1.0938 .0253 .0101

-Genl Mdse, Stores 0519 | “.0519| 1.0193 | " .o11%

Food Stores .+1229 9 ,1244 “ 0471 | 1,0271

Auto Sales & Service’ 1222 | 51502 | ., .0504.] 0268

Apparel Stores .01827] 20155 |-%,0059 | ;0034

Furn & Appl Stores - «0091 |- .0100 .0035 .0021

Eat & Drink Places -Q329 [ .B388 | .0125.| -.0070

Other Retail © | .0587 | 10647 {' .0266. 7§ .0156

- Lodging Places »0056°f- 0066 [.,0022 - 0912 |

Amuscement Blaces : - :00?8 - «0018 r-0015 '*39008

Loc¢al) Govt - - 1] .0438 |5 0617\ '.0215‘ .0120

Local lishlds -~ 49978 | -1.0087 -,.3824 .2196 | 324
B R ST T o T

TOTAL MULTIPLIER - [ 2.8102 | 2.9453 1 ‘7250 '17,;,_47-4-‘3
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DIRECT AND INDIRPCT "ACTIVITY PER nxponr DOLLAR
DOOR COUNTY ECONOMY, 1968 "

®

14| 15 “16 17 18
. . . . . ;3 by . &
Agriculture . | %0022 | .0125 | .0018| .0046|..0159° 0129 | .0074
Construction - 1 .0170 | .0202 | .0149| .0326 _f‘0274 <0984 | .04%3
Manufacturing 4 .0044-| ,0146 .0037} ,0085| .0@95 |- .0288 | ,0143]
‘’rang, Comm, Util £0471 17.,0998.| ,0448( .11)2| ,1206 | 1878 | .1257]
Wholesalers : .0205 | .1406 | .0421| .0707 .0831° .0856 |..Q642
. Bldg Mat, Farm Equip .0128 | ,0189 .0099 .0300 .0373 | .0463 0376}
'Pers & Bus Serv .0143 | ,0441 |~0160| .0612| ,.0561 -.0410 | ,0394
Fin, Ins, Real Estate [ ,0208:| .0571 | ,0174| .0710| .0442 | .0493 +0468
Genl Mdse Stores «0210 | ,0287 | .0169| .0361 ) .0416 | .0474 | .0731%
Food Stores ' . .0514 | ,0803 .64}5 0988 (- ,0883'| ,1068 | .1795)
Auto Sales & Serv .0534. | .0713 | .0443| ,0814 | -,0861 | .1155 | .1598
Apparel Storas .N064 | ,0087 .0053{ .0101| 0100 .0202 .0221
Furn & Appl Stores 1.0038 | ,0058 | .0037} ..0065| .0061 | ,0128 | .0132
. Lat & Drink Places .0132 {1.0185 | .0105]| ,0234 |1 ,022% .0436 | .0456
Other Retail .| 0255 p .0373 |1L.0187| ,0434:| .0483 | .0580-]| .0793
Lodging Places .0018 | ,0026 | .0019| 1.0028| .0029 | .0037 | .0062
‘Amusement Places © .0016 .0022 .0012| - ,0023 | 1.0024 .0032 | ,0055
Local Govt - - 1..0195 | ,0400 { .0172] ,0651| .0578 |1.0356 | .0470
Local Hshlds ‘ 4176 | .5673 | .3143| .6092| .6426 | .8356 |1,4584
TOTAL MULTIPLIER 1.7543 [2.2705 |1.6262| 2.3699 | 2.4027 | 2.8334 2,4704
150
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l ‘ . " -~ . . " APPENDIX G ~ L
- - . o » T :
‘ ‘ = . ',ﬂeneﬁits to the State Provided by the _ - Ui
I. - ' University of Wisconsin Hogpital and Clinics :

This appendix'summarizqs‘th&‘qualitatdve {ntangibles that accrue to'the people .
of Wisconsin'as the Center for Health Sciences fulfills its mission to vide:

' '
o .

L . -

H

L4

[ NN,

. . Comprehensive high quality patient care;
+ A getting for the education, tralning and development of future health’
care pgofessionals: . . .

A clinical environment for the conduct of research° and

. Community service health programa for the promotion of the health of

N

Wisconsin residents. N o ,ﬁ‘ ~n
Approxiﬁately 14,500 Wisconsin residents each year are treated in the hg;pital 8 ) @
medical, surgical and critical care service units; 245,000 outpatient visitg are B

also scheduled in the institutiongg 70 primary and specialty cage cfinics. .
Approximately 85 percent of all pa®ients seen,at UWHC are Wiqcopéun resigﬁnts, ‘ : *‘,‘
A . . . . A ...' B ,\ ' . . j.

e Comprehensive'cancer care ‘ L ‘ : m@LL'

g « . -
- .
. .
.
L ]

Funded by the National Cancer Institute and respected as a world leader tn ‘tancer ;|
research, prevention, diagnosis and treatment, the Wisconsin Clinical @ﬁncer Center " .
(WCCC) was the.first regional cancer center id the country:. today it i{s one of only
21 such cepters nationwide; at UWHC, {te"medical ataff engage in some dﬁ the most

_ advanced clinical research of cancer prevention-and treatment underway today. '
o A Lomprehenstve regional transplant program . - e

“ O o

IWHC houses the nation' g third largest kidney transplant center, - one of Only .
seven liver transplant centers, one of 20 heart transplant centers, ong of tﬂ@' . o
country's largest pancreatic transplant. centers, and one of only 50 available '
bone marrow transplant centers. The comorehensivenesa "of the UWHC gransplanta-.
tion program enahles Wiscopsin residents to acquire life~-saving procefures wfﬁh«_
out the digruption of trayeling to tertiary cage medical c@nters oupside the ¢
state. It must also be noted that at the long~estahlighed heart and liver trans- ;
plant centers in Pittsburgh, Minnesota and Stanford, months-long wai&ing lists ' ' "
can prevent w1sconsin patients from receiving Critically-needed tranaplants. .

-~

[N 7
Lo

¢ . Comprehensive critical care sefvices

Certified by the Southern Wisconsin Emergency Medical Services Council as a .
regional critical care facility, UWHC provides extensive care for patients
suffering from critical 1llnesses, severe burns and mu1t1p1e~trauma injuries.
The Burn Init 19 one of only two in Wiscqpsin.

0

¢ The elghth largest Eye Bank in the nation

Fatahlished in 1969 with'holp from the Madidon Jions Club, the Madison Eye Rank

at IMHC procurea corneas for needy recipients, conducts research and presents
rducational programs. The Fye Bank enjoys a success Tate that matches the . .
national average of 85 to 90 percent. . - o N
y . . . . . )
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Cor \ K ‘ ‘ i+ APPENDIX G continued

> ¢ A regional'Pqison Control and.Drug Information Center

;o mation about medications, polsonsor: .chronic exposufe to toxins fr pharmaqists who

Both the lay public and professionals around the st te have prompt%: received infor-
staff the UWHC Poison Control:and brug Information Center round th

clock.

» Training the btate 8 future meQical and health care professionals

. Ii%erally hundreds of the atate 8' future doctors and health care professionals
SN recejve their education and t ing annually at UWHC through. residencles,
' clerkshipa and other clinigal pavienqes. .

dical School students who receive
.residents each ypar comprigse the
armacy School graduate students,
the medical technology, physi—'

HIn addition to the third and. fourth year UW

tlinical training at the hoapital, another 42

UWHC house staff. Also each year about 90 UW

~ 50 Nursing School students, and 170 students

' cians' assistants, physical and occupational thérapy programs of the School of
' Allieduﬂealth Professions rotate through the hoa ital's various sarvices.

More than half of all UW Medical School graduates hltimately practice 1in
Wisconsin. The majority of all students in the UW-Madison Schools, of Health

Scienceq who prepare for health’ profeas¢ons work in the atate. _ N

v

‘throughout Wiqconqin _ i _ N

. v i .
Re cognizing Ehe potential strength that 11es in collahoratton, the achools of -
the Center fof. Health Sciences of the UWHC work closely with, local ingtitutions
and health professionals throughout w1sconsin to help meet our ‘Communtties' —

. . health care needs. ° '

] -

~

For examplek the hospital provides planning services to help atrengthq% rural

health care.4. To promote the continued vitality of -rural hospitals, UWHC 1l

vears ago joined the Rural Wisconsin Hospital Cooperative and has since provided
., support and assistande to local 1nitiatives. , y

+ The UWHC Emergency Medical Serdices (EMS) Program '

The EMS Program, established in 1972, waa the firat of its kind in Wisconsin.
Specialists in the program ‘work with respiratory therapists, pharmacists, physi-
cians' assistants, doctors and nurses at 12 mouthwestern Wisconsin hospitals to
: . prepare tham for teamwork in emerfencies. Program includes on-site instruc-
- tion in cardiopulmonary resuscitatMailahle at UWHC to Dane County’ .
residen;/; advanced 11fe support tra ning. and .undergraduate medical "aducation '
* in emerdency procedures. ) .
n T o !
. Conmuﬂﬂty Health Educat{on Progpams\qu Services . *
: 0
« " : Fach month, Dane Connty residents may attend any of .three health education lec-
' ‘tures developad each month as part of UWHC's free Perspectives on Health series.
The ‘hoapitgl's Community Health fducation Department also offers a variety of
i n-depth Y%orkshops and classes every year through its llealth 1“omot:ion program.

.

.

. Qharlngﬁhealth care knowledge and. advances with health professtonals l




