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1. Abstract
The problem analyzed was what method should be taken, if any, to insure the construction of a new indoor, multipurpose arena in the city of Pittsburgh within the next 3 years? The options evaluated in this analysis were as follows. Should the arena be funded publicly through taxes, privately through investors, or not built at all creating repercussions which would include losing the Pittsburgh Penguins hockey team? The results of this study concluded that a new arena needed to be constructed and that the use of public funding was the best choice to accomplish this. Nevertheless private investor backing still proved to be an acceptable and viable option compared to not building one at all.
2. Introduction
It is important to start off with a clear definition of the decision being made and its context. The answer to the following question is being sought: What method should be taken, if any, to insure the construction of a new indoor, multipurpose arena in the city of Pittsburgh within the next 3 years? As many in the Pittsburgh area are aware, the construction of a new arena is a controversial topic.  

There are those in favor of public funding for the arena. These people believe that the arena will serve a public good for the city of Pittsburgh in many respects. It would not only serve as the home for the National Hockey League club, the Pittsburgh Penguins, it would also serve as a venue for other events. Through its existence, the city could attract more conventions, concerts, sporting events, and other events that would bring notoriety, people, and money to the city. Those in favor of public support believe that this return on investment is worthy of investing tax dollars in this project.

Another group believes this arena should be funded with private dollars. They believe that the bulk of the monetary benefit that comes from this arena will be consumed by private interests and it is those interests that should fund the arena. In addition, there are private investors, such as some casino owners, who have already offered to build the arena in return for certain considerations by the city of Pittsburgh. People feel that Pittsburgh should take advantage of this opportunity. Many of these same people believe that if the arena cannot be privately funded, it is better not to build a new one at all versus a publicly funded one.

It is probably worth defining the term public funding.  For purposes of this decision, public funding of the arena is funding through government funds.  This could include local and state government, but the bottom line is, the funding will come from tax dollars.
This problem was evaluated with three alternative solutions in mind. These are to build the arena with public money, build it with private money, or not build it at all. This study measured the benefits, opportunities, costs, and risks against the alternatives with three criteria in mind.  These include the citizen’s individual well being, the prosperity of the city, and the reputation of the city.

This model was based on opinions gleaned from newspaper articles and internet articles that have been written on the issue.  Personal experiences of the authors were utilized with certain elements of the model, as well as past history of the other stadiums that were recently built in this city and the successes and failures associated with them. The result generated by the model will be the alternative that most benefits the city and those that live in it from a financial and social perspective. 
3. Assumptions Made in this Study

In order to do this analysis assumptions were made and agreed upon in the forefront by the authors to guarantee a complete evaluation without bias or unresolved complexities. Below is the list of assumptions made with brief explanation.

1. If an arena is built the Pittsburgh Penguins will stay - It has been made known that a new arena will keep the Penguins here as per the NHL decision on how the franchising of the team is conducted. The NHL openly states that they will not let a new owner move the team if a new arena is built. There are not any value judgments being made as to if the NHL will keep this promise or not. Their stated position was considered sufficient to make this assumption.
2. If an arena is not built the Pittsburgh Penguins will leave – A decision not to build an arena will absolve the new team ownership of NHL sanctions on keeping the franchise in Pittsburgh. 
3. The city of Pittsburgh will not affect the Pittsburgh Penguins decision to stay or go- The city can only decide whether or not to build an arena. The decision to stay or go from there by the Pittsburgh Penguins is independent of anything else done by the city. 
4. The NHL will have an impact on the city- The stance the NHL takes on the Pittsburgh Penguins franchise is contingent on whether or not an arena is built. This impact can be felt in the City Pride and National Recognition sections of the problem.
5. The Pittsburgh Penguins organization has no influence on how the city will make its decision- The players’ and owners’ personal feelings on the current state of the Mellon Arena will not affect on how the city will address this problem since the issue goes beyond just the Penguins team
6. Mellon Arena will be demolished no matter what decision is to be made- The current dilapidated state of the building as well as the stricter building codes going into effect between now and 2010 will make it costly to bring the arena into code and make much needed improvements. It will eventually come to be realized that money will be saved with the demolishment of the arena.
* Supporting Data found at -
http://www.pittsburghlive.com/x/pittsburghtrib/s_95778.html - Mellon Arena 
loses status bid as historical site so it can be demolished


http://www.post-gazette.com/penguins/20010613arenareg2p2.asp – formal study 
proves that renovation would cost a lot more than building a new arena.  At the 
end it lists negative points of the arena that would need fixed to abide by 
standards
7. The arena that needs to be built will be used for multiple sporting and social events- This new arena is not to be strictly for hockey. This new arena is to be multi-purpose and designed to bring the most benefit and functionality to the Pittsburgh area. It is also important to understand that while the Penguins are a key tenant and thus a major focus of the arena issue, this issue is not about the Penguins. It is about the city of Pittsburgh and its decision on this venue. No sports team can be guaranteed to stay in one location forever. 
4. Methodology


In building the model, it was decided to create a model that could potentially be used for any city trying to decide if there is value in creating a new sporting arena or stadium to bring in a national team (NFL, MLB, NHL or NBA). Although some criterions and comparisons may change depending on the city, this model is designed to be easily adjusted to fit any situation.  It was intentionally left broad on whether it is Pittsburgh’s best interest to build a new arena or not, and if it built who should fund it.  


It was decided that if an arena was built, it would be built in the city and nowhere outside the city. The problem is based on the city of Pittsburgh’s decision how to address the arena issue. This was to be a decision that would directly impact Pittsburgh’s city council as well as city taxes.  There were not any assumptions on where it would be built.  Another assumption left open was on what “private investor” might take it over.  To decide on a particular investor such as a casino or a local company like PNC Bank or Heinz would be inappropriate for this study. The reason for this is that first the city must determine what the best solution is for itself and from there further decisions would be made. If the best solution is for a private investor to take over then the follow up decision would be who? This leads to a completely different range of criteria. An example of this would be if it casinos funded the arena, then in the criteria things like crime rates, tourism, and other social problems would come into play compared to if it was a local company like Heinz investing. There is a need to differentiate between the private and public financing of an arena. If the city funds the arena, taxpayer fiscal liabilities will go up; however, new business might be more motivated to move in to help the city. Private investors do not necessarily have that same level risks or responsibilities like a city does. Also, if the city funds the arena then the citizens might feel more ownership and responsibility to make sure the plan is a success. This is not the same with investors. The ultimate concern of a private investor is to make the most profit at the least cost.


With this background it was decided to keep the criteria below benefits, opportunities, costs and risks the same for each. In regards to the creation of a new arena in the city there were two direct parties impacted: the city itself as well as the individual citizens. The city encompasses the city government, overall debt and revenues, constituencies living within the city, overall reputation, draw of tourists and any group being impacted by its decision. With regard to these factors the effect that the decision has on the financial impact of the city and the social impact on the city was split. Financially there was a need to consider such factors as the cost of building and maintaining an arena, cost/revenue that a new arena could bring or lose if not built, influence on taxes, and job/business growth or reduction in the area. Many of the factors that affected the financials of the city also affect the social impact of the city.  Any new job growth would help financially, boost city morale, and motivate others to move into Pittsburgh or keep those who have considered moving.  


In a very similar manner the impact on the individual citizen was broken down into financial and social. Financially the addition or removal of a stadium will affect jobs and business development which ultimately impact the individual citizen. Not only does that affect those directly in the city, but also those in the suburbs or surrounding area who need attractions to be drawn into the city. There is also a very critical social impact on the citizens for those who take pride in their city based on sporting teams and events.  Evidence of this was seen when Pittsburgh won the super bowl in 2005 and had a record number crowd in the streets for the celebration parade.  


One cluster that might be confusing is taxes.  This was broken down to entertainment taxes that would be associated with large events and ticket sales, income taxes which would be affected by increased/decreased population, property tax also affected by new/loss of business and/or population, and finally sales tax which would be affected with new/loss of merchandise or restaurant/bar sales.  The other cluster that might be confusing is the politics cluster. Politics is the “hidden factor” in all of this.  Often the decision might be best to do one thing but due to political pressures the less than ideal decision is made.  Politics was divided into two parts. Constituency preferences, as this is what is supposed to affect all political decisions the most – what the voters want.  The other part was re-election.  With re-elections coming up, it can be suspected that few people would want to see the Penguins gone but at the same time no one would want to see an increase in taxes or increased debt to build a new arena.  The comparisons will show where their favoritism lies.


The questionnaire format was utilized in completing the pairwise comparisons.  However, most of the content research was based off of newspaper articles and opinion pieces. Instead of using strong statistics on the ratings and comparisons it was decided to go with general “feelings” expressed in these articles.  With a group of three evaluators a strong set of check and balances was used effectively to avoid personal biases. For the questionnaire the results from 1-9 were used so that anything in the range of 2-3 would be about a 20-30% improvement over the other same with the range of 4-5.  It was decided to use percentages of what is stronger versus true numeric value of revenue increased, since there was no data available to quantify such comparisons.
5. Data Analysis

5.1 The Hierarchal Model

Shown below is the model created in the Super Decision software package.
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Picture 5.1 – The Created Frame Work for the Model

5.2 BOCR

It was decide that for consistency in the model the under each section of the BOCR Model (Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, Risks) that the same four clusters will be used. These were the four clusters used: Financial impact on city, Financial impact on citizens, Social impact on city, and Social impact on citizens. In this section below is the data analysis conducted on each of the BOCR segments.
5.2.1 Benefits

Financially the city itself would benefit in different ways for each alternative.  Building a new arena would draw individuals into the city of who would spend more money to attend games or other events and ultimately drive local business. However, there is a cost of public funding to consider. Therefore depending on the criteria comparison it might be more beneficial to not build a new arena and drive revenue to the city in other ways as it might be too expensive to fund a new arena. There is also financial impact on the citizens themselves. If a stadium is built and local business increases there will be more jobs to benefit each individual citizen. However, there might be a greater financial benefit to each citizen if no arena is built versus trying to find funds to support them.  


From a different perspective, it was necessary to evaluate the social benefits of both the individual citizen as well as the city. Sports teams can bring a sense of pride to the city as a whole as well as individuals. This was evident when the Steelers most recently won the Super Bowl and when the baseball all-star game took place. The city received national recognition and many felt great pride in living and working as part of the city.  Pride itself can drive other benefits such as new jobs, tourism and new business. There is also the factor that with a stadium that is publicly funded, citizens feel more ownership and responsibility in making the new arena a success. However, there is still the cost value and impact of higher taxes to be factored in as well.


Once the benefits’ control criteria were evaluated, it was determined that the highest priorities fell on financial impact on the city and the social impact on the citizen.  This is because in terms of financing a new arena as well as the overall financial benefits fell most heavily on the city.  However, when it comes to the decision the social impact is on the individual citizens as they are the ones who will enjoy or not enjoy a new sports team, business, tourism and more.  The screenshot below demonstrates the priorities for the control criteria under benefits.
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Picture 5.2.1 – Benefits Control Criteria

This is the break down of the clusters within the financial impact on citizens subnet within benefits.  This subnet assesses the 3 alternatives with the financial costs in mind that affect the individual directly as opposed to the city. The alternatives were rated through the use of 4 clusters:

A. Quality of City – This cluster determines the factors that are involved in the quality of city life for the individual that can affect an individual’s financial status.

i. City and County population - the growth or shrinkage of this population will affect the individual financially.  Fewer people generally means higher taxes for public services.  This can be affected by populations at both levels.

ii. Entertainment options – the number and variability of these options affect consumer spending and the price of the options.  

iii. New and existing businesses – more businesses mean more competition and generally lower prices.

iv. New and existing jobs – more jobs may mean fewer people out of work, but it could also mean lower wages with more competition.

v. Tourism – more tourism can drive pricing of entertainment and affect the individual.  Tourism also affects the businesses and jobs elements of this cluster.

B. Taxes – This cluster contains the four taxes that that apply in the city area.
i. Entertainment Tax 
ii. Income Tax

iii. Property Tax

iv. Sales Tax

C. Construction – This is a financial benefit that building a new stadium would bring. 

i. Construction Jobs – Jobs would be created generating more money amongst local craftsmen.



       ii. Demolition of Stadium -  If the old arena was demolished 



it would offer some benefits such as opening up new space 



for building in the city as well as on its own create some



jobs and new opportunities.



       iii. Local Suppliers – The need for building materials and 



related construction items would increase local revenues.

D. Politics – This cluster contains some elements that the politicians making this decision will take into account.  These elements may or may not be fairly affecting the decision, but they exist and must be considered nonetheless.  Both elements in this cluster will have a greater affect on the other 2 clusters then on the alternatives. Politics is a hidden factor as this decision is as much political and making the right politicians look good as it is doing what is best for the average citizen.    
i. Constituency preferences – This constitutes the area’s feelings on tax dollars for public projects, the importance of sports teams, the feelings on the arena, etc.  All things that the politicians should be taking into account.  The comparisons here were based largely on past articles and viewing past history on these topics.

ii. Re-election – The desire to get reelected is real, and thus will affect the decision making process.  A politician will do what is necessary to get reelected.  However, if they don’t think that the topic will sway the votes, they may not act on it as aggressively.

In completing the comparisons, there were a number of inner cluster comparisons as well as connections between clusters.  Many relationships are easy to understand such as the fact that new jobs and new business are related, they are a consequence of one another.  Some are less obvious such as the fact that there is a connection with county population to everything but tourism in the quality of city category.  There was no appreciable financial benefit of tourism that would have a great impact on county population or vice versa.  However, tourism will affect other criteria such as new jobs and new business that will affect the county population.  Also, from a political stand point it should be recognized that politics go beyond city council to consider county and state representatives as well. Shown below is an example of the subnetwork of Financial impact on City in the Benefits category.
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Picture 5.2.2 – Financial Impact on City Subnet from Benefits

Due to the number of comparisons made it was not necessary to explain every comparison and why one factor should rate more than another; however below is a description of some of the comparisons.  By going off this sample, it will provide an overview of the thought process and better explain the decisions.

Financial Impact on the City
· With regard to construction jobs and local suppliers it doesn’t matter who funds it as will be better to have funding then if the penguins leave altogether where there will be no new project.

· With regard to demolition of the stadium it is equal if it is investor or public funding.
· With regard to constituency preferences it was assumed that in regards to benefits to the criteria of quality of city that financially it was better for new business and jobs then entertainment and tourism. Although more entertainment and tourism will help increase jobs and businesses.

· With regard to re-election and the alternatives it was viewed that in a re-election politicians would not want to take a strong stance on this issue due to so many mixed feelings. So they would not support public funding but would prefer public funding over the penguins leave. The ideal situation would be for investor funding then penguins leaving this way they will not be at fault for the penguins leaving or the financial challenges that would come from funding a stadium as a city.

· In terms of re-election and the financial benefits of the city with regards to the quality of the city criteria for re-election the most important factors are going to be new business and new jobs as this will ultimately have the greatest impact on the city and hopefully drive the population and tourism.  Increased population is rated slightly higher then tourism as then more property tax would be received as well as more long term buyers located in the city.  It is more important to grow the city population then the county as you want to keep as much money within the city limits as possible.

· When comparing city population to the alternatives the population would grow slightly more if investors paid (less affecting taxes) although the ideal situation would be investor funding over penguins leave as if they left there would be no reason to increase the population which ultimately would increase finances within.

· When comparing alternatives to new business, public funding would actually create more new business as their would be more incentive for companies to work with the city surrounding the stadium then an outside company that they might compete with.


After all comparisons are complete, the synthesis determined that private investor funding of a new stadium to keep the penguins has a slightly higher priority than any of the other alternatives at 46.6%.  Public funding had a priority of 41.2% and the Don’t Build had a priority of 25%.  This makes most sense because overall there is a financial cost to the city if the penguins leave so there are less financial benefits for them leaving.  Most of the benefits of them leaving are simply the fact that the city will not have to fund a new stadium which also factors more of a cost and less a financial benefit.  Investor funding will then have the highest priority because it will drive the most financial benefits to the city at the lowest cost.  If the city funds the stadium they will have higher costs so the total benefit will be decreased, but in this category it still has a high priority as the concentration is on benefits.  It is only on comparisons that the benefit of private funding appears greater than public.
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Picture 5.2.3 – Priorities of Financial Impact on City Subnet from Benefits

One thing different in social impact on citizens versus financial impact on the city was entertainment options moved from quality of city to individual quality.  It was decided that the individual would benefit socially from more entertainment options and that the options had less of an impact on city quality in this case.


In completing the comparisons, there were created a number of inner cluster comparisons as well as connections between clusters. Many relationships are easy to understand such as the fact that new jobs and new business are related, they are a consequent of one another. Some are less obvious such as the fact that city pride is related to traffic. Individuals do feel a sense of pride if their city is easy to navigate through and the fact that tourists and others will not have to spend hours traveling from one place to another. All nodes, except constituency preferences, relate to re-election.  

In the social impact on citizens subnet, the use of 3 clusters was needed to determine the rating.

A. Quality of City – This cluster contains elements that rate the quality of life in the city with respect specifically to its social environment.  This is the subcriterion with the greatest number of nodes.  The alternatives all have benefits on changing the city and county population, creating of new business, options and new jobs as well as increase tourism.
i. County Population – The more people that move into the county create a bigger melting pot and add to the dynamic culture of the city.
ii. City Population – More people living in the city limits will create a better demand for social accommodations for leisure.
iii. New and existing jobs in the city – This describes the quantity and quality of jobs that exist in and around the city limits.  More and better jobs create a better social feel for people while fewer and worse jobs create a social cost.

iv. New and existing businesses – This relates closely to the jobs category as the jobs would be created or lost by the existence or lack thereof of more business.  However, there is a difference between the two.  There is not a direct correlation between number of businesses and number of jobs.

v. Tourism – Lower levels of tourism create a financial and a social cost, in that less tourism hurts peoples pride in the city.  Higher levels increase pride but can create different social costs such as crowding and traffic at the extreme.

B. Quality of individual – This cluster lists the high level social elements considered for the individual citizen.

i. Entertainment Options - The number of entertainment or leisure alternatives of the city has an effect on a person’s social state.  More can be better or worse depending on perspective.

ii. Pride / Self Esteem - The existence or lack of a major sports team will affect many people’s self esteem for living in a “major league” city.  This is particularly true in a city such as Pittsburgh, which has fewer entertainment alternatives and therefore sports plays a bigger role in day to day life.

iii. Traffic - A high level of traffic creates a stressful environment for the individual.   In a city such as Pittsburgh, if additional crowds and people are not handled appropriately there can be a social cost to the individual. For the Benefits section Traffic is normally a negative impact but here the viewpoint was it has a benefit of lack of traffic due to new construction or new arena.
iv.    
       C.    Politics – See Previous Definition

Social Impact on the Citizens

· With regard to pride and self-esteem in relation to the alternatives, pride would be slightly stronger through public funding than private.  This is because the citizen would feel more social responsibility to make it a success and feel ownership of it knowing their tax dollars went to build and maintain it.  A fair amount of pride would be lost should no arena be built and Pittsburgh lose all opportunities for a hockey team.

· With regard to re-election and the alternatives no politician would want to be labeled as the one responsible for forcing the Penguins to leave so there was a strong preference for private investors. However, the city is in financial troubles so an equal consideration is that most politicians would prefer to see the Penguins leave and not build an arena rather than see the city fund yet another arena.

· When discussing social impact of new business public funding would be preferred instead of investor. The reason for this is if a company funds the stadium then competing products would not feel welcome in that vicinity and also socially if citizens did not like the investor they might not want to promote new business in the area.  An example of this is if the investor were casinos some feel very strongly that they do not want them in the city and will not support them in any way.

· Tourism would increase based on city funding versus private. The reason for this is that the city would once again feel more ownership and work to drive tourism into the area to attempt to make up for the costs. Also, tourism due to a new arena would benefit the city more overall then private investors as tourism drives a lot of additional factors helping the city.

· Overall new business or new jobs would benefit the individual citizen more than tourism or entertainment options. The main reason for this is new jobs and business drive tourism and entertainment, without business and jobs the latter will not happen.


After all comparisons are complete, the synthesis determined that public funding of a new stadium to keep the penguins has a slightly higher priority than any of the other alternatives at 50%.  Investor funding had a priority of 36% and the penguins leaving/do not build had a priority of 14%.  Although, initially surprising these final results make sense based on the comparisons above. Citizens would feel more pride and more enticed to help businesses if the city funded the arena. From a social benefit standpoint, having each citizen feel ownership of a new arena was better than an outside investor. Also, it makes the most sense that not building is lowest because from a social benefit standpoint most citizens are either indifferent or want a team.  Most of the negatives of building a stadium is factored in on cost and finances not social impact.  The only negative benefit of having an arena was traffic based on the model.
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Picture 5.2.4 – Priorities of Social Impact on Citizens Subnet from Benefits
5.2.2 Opportunities

The opportunities that are presented with the evaluation of the arena question were analyzed across the four subcriteria. The financial impact on the citizens and city can be viewed as what will be the financial improvement with a new arena being built or not built. Questions had to be considered as to what will happen when a decision is made financially. What can be created new in the city because of the arena that will generate money? Will not building a new arena reduce available opportunities and cause the financial condition of the citizens and city to lessen? Does a new stadium provide the catalyst to make positive changes to the city? The money generated can give back to the community and improve the city’s condition. New businesses can develop and increase the job market. The possibilities are limitless as to what opportunities are out there. Ultimately it comes down to if financially the city can make the goals reality.


This same logic is applied to how the opportunities of the arena situation will impact the citizens and the city socially. A new arena can create a new social center with restaurant and nightlife. More specialized sporting events, concerts, and related activities can attract more people and improve the general perception of the city. An improved cultural district draws people and gives a better reputation to the city locally and nationally. Anything new exciting and modern can attract more people. More people will dictate the need to the city to provide resources to keep the interest focused.
After the opportunities control criteria were evaluated, it was determined that the highest priorities fell on financial impact on the city and the social impact on the citizen.  This is because the opportunities a new arena creates have the greatest impact on the city. Tourism, National Reputation, the Quality of the City all will see the most effect with new opportunities.  Socially the potential to create new and exciting avenues of entertainment will be enjoyed by the people and will increase the attraction to do social activities in the city.  The screenshot below demonstrates the priorities for the control criteria under benefits.
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Picture 5.2.5 – Opportunities Control Criteria


This is the break down of the clusters within the financial impact on city subnet within opportunities. The alternatives were rated through the use of 4 clusters: A more detailed description of these clusters can be found in the Benefits Section.

A. Quality of City 
i. City and County population 

ii. Entertainment options 

iii. New and existing businesses 

iv. New and existing jobs 

v. Tourism 

B. Taxes 
i. Entertainment Tax 

ii. Income Tax

iii. Property Tax

iv. Sales Tax

C. Construction 
i.   Construction Jobs 


       ii.    Demolition of Stadium 






       iii.   Local Suppliers 

D. Politics 
i. Constituency preferences 

ii. Re-election 
What follows are some key comparisons within this subnet.  As mentioned previously, the comparisons are too voluminous to discuss them all.  This is both unwieldy and unnecessary.  Comments are provided on anything viewed as important and key to the decision.

Financial Impact on the City
· With respect to the Constituency Preferences, New Jobs took a higher importance compared to Entertainment Options. Pittsburgh is a city that would like to see more money available compared to more entertainment choices.
· With respect to the Re-election, of politicians the Property Tax has a greater importance relative to the Sales Tax in Allegheny County. This issue needs to be regarded as to what will happen to the city money intake if a new arena is constructed.

· With respect to City Population, New Jobs takes a significantly greater priority over New Businesses. The city will gain more money if new jobs are created because that will not only generate more people in the city but also invite greater revenue due to income and right to work taxes. A new business doesn’t necessarily equilibrate to job growth or large increases in tax revenue.

· With respect to Tourism, Entertainment Options takes a greater importance over New Businesses. People coming to the city want to fill their time with a much activity as possible to get the best “Bang for a Buck”. This translates into higher sales tax and entertainment tax revenues for the city. New businesses don’t necessarily mean that people are going to come to the city and spend more money
· With respect to New Businesses, the City and County population were considered to have equal weight in comparison. The population in the city and county were thought to have identical if on the order of minimal impact on to how the city can gain money with the appearance of New Business.
The synthesis of this level showed that the public funding of the arena presented the most financial impact with respect to opportunity. This makes sense considering the city can use the arena building as the means to plan the development of new opportunities more efficiently because of the ownership of the project. A private investor will not necessarily have the same stake involved. These new opportunities will have a strong financial impact as to how the city will make or lose money with the development of the new opportunities. 
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Picture 5.2.6 – Priorities of Financial Impact on City Subnet from Opportunity
In the social impact on citizens subnet, the use of 3 clusters was needed to determine the rating. The special event cluster is the only one not seen prior. More detailed definitions not listed below can be referenced in the Benefits Section.
A. Quality of City
i. County Population 
ii. City Population 
iii. New and existing jobs in the city 
iv. New and existing businesses 
v. Tourism 
B. Quality of individual 
i. Entertainment Options 
ii. Pride / Self Esteem 
iii. Traffic 
C. Politics 

D. Special Events – This cluster looks at popular sporting events and social activities. A new arena will provide the opportunity to host these special events. Below are the four events considered as opportunities
i. Hockey All Star Game

ii. Large Concerts – This is a general description relating to the potential of being a new concert venue in the city.
iii. NCAA Tournament
iv. Stanley Cup

Social Impact on the Citizens

· With respect to the Pride/Self Esteem, the Individual Quality of the person will be more influenced by improvements in Entertainment Options compared to improved traffic conditions in the city. Traffic can be an inconvenience but it a small price to pay if there are more things to do in the city
· With respect to Traffic, the Quality of the City is more affected by Tourism versus City Population. The big social events that bring all of the people to the city will impact traffic much more than the number of the people who reside in the city day to day. This can be seen when there is a Steelers game on Sunday. Most of the people attending are not city residents
· With respect to Constituency Preferences, the Quality of the City will be impacted greater by the Creation of New Businesses versus Tourism. The voters are residents and have to function in their daily lives in the city. New Businesses will help them function better. Tourism is not a continual or fluid event. 
· With respect to Re-election, Pride/Self Esteem is of a much higher importance to the Individual Quality compared to that of traffic in the city. Politicians will gain votes by inspiring pride and appealing to the values of the people, i.e. Steelers Pride. A promise to combat traffic will not light the same emotional fire in people.
· With respect to New Jobs, the Quality of City will be more impacted Tourism versus the City Population. More people visiting the city can find investors or companies looking to be involved where the money is at. This relates to an increase in jobs that can make the city more attractive and better socially for the people.
The synthesis of this level showed that the public funding of the arena presented the most social impact to the citizens with respect to opportunity. This result is nearly identical in logic and results to the financial impact on cities. The arena building built by the city can plan the development of new opportunities more efficiently because of the ownership of the project. The city can make a stronger plan of action that will go beyond just the addition of an arena. The city can use the Pittsburgh pride to get the citizens involved in the new opportunities created. A private investor will not necessarily have the citizens’ best interest. The private investor wants to make money. The social conditions of the citizens’ do not always equal money made. These new opportunities will have a strong social impact as to how the citizens’ lives are improved. 
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Picture 5.2.7 – Priorities of Social Impact on Citizens Subnet from Opportunity
5.2.3 Costs


The control criteria in the costs section was the same as in the other sections. The costs are considered based on the four basic criteria of Social impact on the city and the citizen, and financial impact on the city and the citizen.  When ranking the priority of these criteria, it was decided what should be considered most important from a cost perspective when making this decision.  The cost section differed from the other sections in that there were actually subnets  created beneath three criteria instead of two. The reason becomes clearer after viewing the priorities themselves.
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Picture 5.2.8 – Costs Control Criteria


It was apparent; the social impact on the citizens was the most significant cost. However, the financial impact on both the citizens and the city came out so close that it was decided both should be broken down and the alternatives measured for both of them.  

In the social impact on citizens subnet, 3 clusters was used to determine the rating. For brevity the definitions of each cluster and node can be referenced in the Benefits sections.
A. Quality of City
i. New and existing jobs in the city 
ii. New and existing businesses 

iii. Tourism
B. Quality of individual 

i. Entertainment Options 

ii. Pride / Self Esteem 
iii. Traffic

C. Politics 

i. Constituency preferences 
ii. Re-election 

Social Impact on the Citizens

· When ranking the alternatives against entertainment options, not building at all has the greater cost by a wide margin then building with public or private funds for entertainment options.

· With regards to the entertainment options element, new and existing businesses have a higher impact on them these options than does the level of tourism.

· When ranking the alternatives against pride/self esteem, public funding has a greater cost then private funding on self esteem (getting away with something) and not building has a far greater cost then building either way on self esteem

· An inner comparison was done within the individual quality cluster.  A lack of entertainment options had a greater impact on self esteem then traffic implications.

· All quality of city elements impacted pride/self esteem.  New and existing jobs had more of an impact then business, jobs had more of an impact then tourism and business had more of an impact then tourism on self esteem, of the individual.

· The 3 alternatives were ranked based on their cost to traffic.  The thought being here that a new arena will bring more events which are good for a lot of things but not good for traffic.  Here, building public or private were a wash, and not building was actually better (a lower cost).

· First ranked were constituency preferences vs. the alternatives.  Based on general knowledge of the area it was decided that the public wants to build with private    money not public money.  This choice was clear during the 1997 RAD tax initiative.  There was a referendum put to the voters that would ask them to agree to raise the Regional Area Development tax in order to build new stadiums. This was soundly defeated.  

· Constituency preferences are to build with public money vs. not build at all.  Although this one is much harder to justify and to prove.  This is based on experiences from other cities that have lost teams and what they have done to get them back. The situation with the Cleveland Browns is an example of the lengths   a city will go in order to get a team back that it has lost.    
· Next was ranked the impact that the quality of city elements had on constituency preferences. It was decided that new and existing business were more important    to the constituency than the tourism factor.

· The alternatives with regard to re-election was ranked next. The thought process being which the best alternative to get a person reelected? This paralleled 
closely with preferences. Private funding was much preferred to public. Public Funding was not preferred to leaving for reelection.  Investor funding was heavily preferred to leaving.

· Next assessed was the impact that the individual quality elements had on re-

election.  Civic pride was more important than entertainment options.  
Entertainment options were slightly more important than traffic, self esteem also 
more important than traffic.

· Investor funding would have a slightly greater cost in new and existing jobs than 
public funding.  Because if publicly funded the city may have more say in some 
of the arena and surrounding jobs and may get more union jobs then if privately 
funded.  More jobs going to locals creates a lower social cost.


The most costly social alternative for the individual was to not build and to let the Penguins and other potential tenants leave.  Public funding came out as the 2nd most costly social alternative.  The negative stigma associated with this caused too much damage to the political and quality of city clusters to rank it higher. The picture below displays the priories synthesized.
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Picture 5.2.9 – Priorities of Social Impact on Citizens Subnet from Costs
Next, is the break down of the clusters within the financial impact on citizens subnet within Costs.  This subnet assesses the 3 alternatives with the financial costs in mind that affect the individual directly as opposed to the city. The alternatives were through the use of 4 clusters. Detailed definitions of the criteria below can be found in the Benefits and Opportunities Sections
A. Quality of City 
i. City and County population 
ii. Entertainment options 

iii. New and existing businesses 
iv. New and existing jobs 
v. Tourism 
B. Individual quality – this cluster includes elements directly part of individual financial status.  

i. Standard of living 
ii. Wages 

C. Taxes 
i. Income Tax
ii. Entertainment Tax

iii. Sales Tax

iv. Property Tax

D. Politics 

i. Re-election

ii. Constituency Preferences

Financial Impact on the Citizens
· With respect to constituency preferences the business elements were most impactful, followed by jobs, entertainment options, and tourism.

· The tax nodes impacted the constituency preference nodes in the following fashion. Property tax is always a highly controversial topic and one that is important to the local public. Sales tax was next in that it varies so much geographically and affects various incomes in different ways since it is a flat rate. Income tax was the least impactful.

· This same ranking applied to reelection

· When ranking the impact of taxes on the standard of living cluster income tax became the most impactful, followed by property, sales, and entertainment taxes. Entertainment tax did not apply to the comparisons given above.

· When ranking the impact of quality of city elements on wages, only 2 elements were counted, the new jobs and new businesses.  With the assumption being that more new jobs was more impactful then more new businesses.

· When ranking the impact taxes had on wages, in order, sales tax, entertainment tax, and income tax.  The more businesses must pay for taxes the more of an effect it could have on wages to the degree they are unable to pas this on to the consumers.

· With regard to ranking the alternatives against the node of new and existing businesses in terms of cost.

i. Private funding was more costly than public, because public construction and contracts can create more local jobs than private.  Private industry has no obligation to keep these jobs local.  Their obligation is to shareholders and profits.

ii. Not building and having the Penguins leave was more costly when compared to public then to private in terms of lost businesses.

· When ranking alternatives in terms of costliness to tourism.  Leaving was the worst option.

· When assessing the impact of quality of city elements on tourism, only 2 elements were chosen to rank. We stated that entertainment options were very much more impactful then new businesses.

· When ranking the alternatives in terms of costliness to entertainment tax.  Leaving was the most costly followed by private construction and then public construction.   If publicly constructed, the city has more control over the entertainment tax collected.

· When ranking the alternatives with their cost impact on income tax, public funding was most costly.  Due to the fact that this tax would be directly or indirectly affected by the construction costs. Not building and losing the Penguins was second most costly. The loss in income to the city would have to be made up in taxes somehow.

· When ranking alternatives against sales tax. Public funding was the most costly option.  Since sales tax could be raised to pay for construction.  This was followed by not building at all and then private funding.


After synthesizing this level, leaving was most costly financially to the individual by far. Then, somewhat surprisingly, private and public building options were in a virtual tie for the second most costly option.  The bottom line here appears to be, for the individual it is best for them to stay, however that happens, from a financial perspective.
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Picture 5.2.10 – Priorities of Financial Impact on Citizens Subnet from Costs
Lastly in Costs, the clusters are broken down within the financial impact on city subnet.  This subnet assesses the 3 alternatives with the financial costs in mind that affect the city as a whole. The alternatives were rated through the use of 4 clusters. A more detailed description of these clusters can be found in the Benefits and Opportunities Section.
A. Quality of City – this cluster contains the elements associated with the quality of city life that can be affected financially by this decision

B. Construction – this cluster contains the elements associated with the construction costs to the city/state.

C. Politics – This contains the elements of politics that city council should consider.

D. Taxes – this contains the tax elements with regard to their financial impact on the city.  These can have costs if they are lost or benefits if they are gained.  However, someone always pays.

The elements within each of these nodes have been previously defined.

Financial Impact on the City.

· When rating the alternatives against construction jobs. Public funding is better then private because the city will have more say about the jobs, as far as who gets them and where they go. The Penguins leaving is more costly than both because the construction does not happen.

· When rating alternatives with regard to their cost for local suppliers Investor funding was more costly then private funding.  This is due to the fact that there is no guarantee that private investors will use local suppliers if it is not cost effective to do so. Not building is obviously the most costly for suppliers, because construction does not happen.

· The alternatives were ranked against constituency preferences. Public funding is more costly then private as people will not want their tax dollars spent in this way. Again, the RAD tax failure was an example of this.  Not building was the most costly option.  

· When rating the alternatives against re-election, that not building was the most costly option followed by public funding.   

· When ranking alternatives against entertainment options, the choice of funding was irrelevant. The entertainment options were the same no matter how the arena was built. Leaving was of course, costly to the entertainment options.

· When ranking the alternatives against new and existing businesses and new and existing jobs the following was observed.  Private funding was more costly than public. There is less of a guarantee that private investors will work with local businesses then local government would.  Not building was the worst alternative.

· When ranking the alternatives against tourism, public funding was more costly then private funding.  The reason being that more dollars committed to this, the less that can be committed to other initiatives to raise tourism.


After synthesizing this level that the results were found to be very similar to the results in the financial impact on the individual. Perhaps this should not be surprising as many of the same concepts were in play at a micro and a macro level.  Leaving was the most costly alterative.  Then private and public building options were in a virtual tie for the second most costly option. The picture below indicates the priorities synthesized.
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Picture 5.2.11 – Priorities of Financial Impact on City Subnet from Costs
5.2.4 Risks

The risks that are presented with the evaluation of the arena question were analyzed across the four subcriteria. The financial impact on the citizens and city can be viewed as what will be the financial risks with a new arena being built or not built? Will the city see more money coming in with a new arena? If the arena is approved can the city handle the other costs that will appear during the construction? If these costs are unplanned how much will the citizens feel the sting of the expenditure? Alternately what risk do the city and people assume if the arena is not built? What revenues will be missed because the arena was not built? What jobs will not be created if nothing is done. Any decision made will assume a certain degree of risks. 

Socially, risk will exist with progression of the arena situation. This will impact the citizens and the city. What will happen with the cultural district of the city with a new arena? Will the increased activity have a positive or negative social affect on the quality of life in the city? If the business increases will the city be able to capitalize on this to attract more business? Will these businesses increase the amount of activities that are perceived as fun? Will new sports teams or events draw the people expected? All of these questions give a reason to weigh the risks of building or not building. The city wants to make its reputation and the lives of the citizens better. When weighing risks a certain degree of uncertainty will exist no matter what decision is made.
After the risks control criteria were evaluated, it was determined that the highest priorities fell on financial impact on the citizens and the financial impact on the city.  An expenditure of this size justifies that that the risk ultimately is monetarily in nature. Taxes, Politics, and Quality of City are assuming the biggest risk financially.  The screenshot below demonstrates the priorities for the control criteria under risks.
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Picture 5.2.12 – Risks Control Criteria

Next, is the break down of the clusters within the financial impact on citizens subnet within cost. The alternatives were through the use of 4 clusters. Detailed definitions of the criteria below can be found in the Benefits and Opportunities Sections

A. Quality of City 

i. City and County population 

ii. Entertainment options 

iii. New and existing businesses 

iv. New and existing jobs 

v. Tourism 

B. Individual quality  

i. Standard of living 

ii. Wages 

C. Taxes 

i. Income Tax

ii. Entertainment Tax

iii. Sales Tax

iv. Property Tax

D. Politics 

i. Re-election

ii. Constituency Preferences

Financial Impact on the Citizens

· With respect to Constituency Preferences, the Quality of the City is absorbing a stronger risk financially with New/Existing Businesses compared to Entertainment Options. If the arena was to be built and became a failure any business dependent on the arena will be impacted and this will cascade back to the citizens through higher taxes or higher prices. The entertainment options will still be there and the arena will not have as severe of a negative impact financially.
· With respect to Standard of Living, The risk is very similar to Constituency Preferences above. Loss of money will affect spending patterns and people will tend to live leaner.
· With respect to the Re-election, for politicians the Property Tax has a greater importance relative to the Sales Tax in Allegheny County. The property task is going to be more impacted by the tax bases needed to pay for a new arena. If the budget goes through the roof the larger risks is seen in property taxes. Sales taxes tend to be more static. 
· With respect to Wages, the income tax generated holds a higher importance relative to sales tax. A risks seen with the arena funding is that income taxes will go up so therefore take home wage will decrease. Sales tax sees lesser risk in that situation
· With respect to New and Existing Businesses, County Population has a higher importance of risk compared to City Population. If the arena doesn’t create the business that its potential has, then the small business owners would need to look at other metropolitan areas. Since the people working in the city have a greater residency county wide the population could decrease with a greater percentage relative to the city population.
The synthesis of this level showed that the public funding of the arena presented the most financial impact with respect to the citizens. This result is logical considering that to Publicly Fund the Arena presents the greatest financial risks to the citizens considering that they are paying for it in taxes. A private investor will not have direct impact on how the citizens absorb financial risks. Any infrastructure improvements needed though would have to be paid for by the city and that will lead back to the tax payers. 
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Picture 5.2.13 – Priorities of Financial Impact on Citizens Subnet from Risks
This is the break down of the clusters within the financial impact on city subnet within opportunities. The alternatives were rated through the use of 2 clusters: A more detailed description of these clusters can be found in the Benefits Section.

A. Quality of City 

i. City and County population 

ii. Entertainment options 

iii. New and existing businesses 

iv. New and existing jobs 

v. Tourism 

B. Politics 
i.   Constituency preferences 

ii.   Re-election 

Financial Impact on the City
· With respect to Constituency Preferences, New and Existing Jobs hold a greater importance versus Tourism to the financial state of the city. The risk holds that if the job market is affected the loss of revenue through taxes and subsidies is much higher than if the Tourism was affected.
· With respect to Re-election, New and Existing Jobs are at as greater risk to compared Entertainment Options. A politician who lobbies for the arena and then sees jobs lost if it fails has a much greater task on hand to get re-elected compared to the loss of an Entertainment Option. The wrong politician can hurt a city financially.
· With respect to City Population, New and Existing Jobs holds a higher importance versus New and Existing Businesses. The risk to population is greater if the numbers of jobs are reduced compared to the number of businesses. A reduced population means less generated tax revenue for the city.
· With respect to Entertainment Options, there was an equal importance to risk whether the arena was publicly or privately funded. A new arena will present the same risks as to how successful the Entertainment Options. If the entertainment options suffer the money the city levies in entertainment taxes will not be there.
· With respect to Tourism, the greater risk lies if the Entertainment Options are impacted versus the New and Existing Businesses. The reduction of social activities means less people in town. Staggered tourism means less money for the city. 
The synthesis of this level showed that the public funding of the arena presented a nearly identical financial impact with respect to the city as did the citizens. A Publicly Funded Arena presents great financial risks to the city. The risks can include if the arena is a failure, infrastructure improvements are too expensive, or if the arena can’t attract good venues. In all of these cases a tremendous amount of money is lost and it can spiral from there into other financial interests. A private investor will not have direct impact but will still affect other city financial stakes. 
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Picture 5.2.14 – Priorities of Financial Impact on City Subnet from Risks
Listed below are the links of related Articles researched on city pride, political interest, and city prosperity that were used to help complete the comparisons for the model.

http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/06054/659356-54.stm - discussed how North Allegheny cancelled classes to celebrate Super Bowl win – evidence of city and national pride

http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/06053/658924-28.stm - heinz makes special steeler ketchup bottle

http://pittsburgh.bizjournals.com/pittsburgh/stories/2006/09/18/daily31.html?surround=lfn – proof politicians are promoting Plan B – which is outside investors

http://pittsburghdish.typepad.com/pittsburgh_dish/penguins/index.html - blog on sad penguin season of 2005 but hope of 2006

http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-117862635.html - study says that although costs are high for building stadiums and often do not make up from the benefits – the improved quality of life for those in the city is why cities pay high prices for sports teams
5.3 Ratings

The “winning” alternative from each subnet was ranked against the strategic criteria with the following rating system. Below is a summary.
	
	Winning Alternative

	Benefits
	Public Funding of Arena

	Opportunities
	Public Funding of Arena

	Costs
	Don’t Build/Penguins Leave

	Risks
	Public Funding of Arena


Each rating was broken down into five 20% increments. The goal here was to keep consistent with the way comparisons were done in the subnets.  By keeping the process the same there would be consistency in comparing the ratings at all levels. The following table summarizes the rating system.  The percentages indicate how much importance each carries.

	Rating 
	Ranking

	Very Low
	20%

	Low
	40%

	Medium
	60%

	High 
	80%

	Very High
	100%


The following ratings were assigned:

	
	City Prosperity
	National Reputation
	Financial
	Personal

	Benefits
	1.    High
	2.    Low
	3.   High
	4.   Medium

	Opportunities
	5. Very High
	6.    Low
	7.   High
	8. Very High

	Costs
	9.    High
	10.  High
	11.  Low
	12.  High

	Risks
	13.  Medium
	14. Very Low
	15.  Low
	16.  High


The ratings matrix above was decided based on these reasons:

1. High –The city is making a decision as to what will do the best by the city and increase the prosperity. The benefits of this are important to see this occur.

2. Low – The benefits realized impact more on a local level than to that relative of the national reputation of Pittsburgh.

3. High – There is major importance as to how the benefits will impact the financial situation of the city. A good decision will increase revenues, a bad one loses.
4. Medium – The people will be affected but not to the extent as to how the city is. Whether or not the arena gets built people will go about their lives.

5. Very High – The possibilities are endless as to what the city can gain from a new arena.

6. Low – Where national reputation will see impact are all star games, national TV coverage, and merchandising. This is less impactful relative to the local effects.

7. High – More new jobs and businesses will be created through public funding.

8. Very High – Pro or con it is a very volatile subject, everybody will have an opinion on the situation because it will have an affect in some way.

9. High – The costs of making a good or bad decision will strongly impact the city prosperity.
10. High – The city can gain a positive or negative response nationally as to how they handle this problem.
11. Low – Ultimately the financial impacts will be shared amongst all resident of Allegheny County so the sting it greatly reduced.
12. High – The arena can be another strong source of city pride.
13. Medium – The city will absorb the risk associated with the new arena. Nevertheless the success or failure of the arena will not be the ultimate success or failure of the city.
14. Very Low – Outside of Pittsburgh how much interest will the rest of America have on who built the arena?
15. Low – Even though paying taxes is a common complaint, the amount of people that would actually leave Pittsburgh because higher taxes are negligible.
16. High – Pittsburgh already has the problem of the more youth leaving versus arriving. Losing a popular sports team or venue can cause more youth to leave.
6. Sensitivity Analysis

 A sensitivity analysis was conducted on looking at Pittsburgh’s National Reputation as a city. When the importance of National Reputation was evaluated at 0.5 it showed that it was still in the best interest to publicly fund the building of the arena as in Picture 6.1 below. At a higher importance of 0.99 National Reputation did not show a preference as to who builds the arena but rather one needs to be built regardless as in Picture 6.2. As long as someone builds an arena at the importance level the National Reputation will see benefit.
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Picture 6.1 – Sensitivity Analysis at 0.5 for National Reputation to Goal
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Picture 6.2 – Sensitivity Analysis at 0.99 for National Reputation to Goal

7. Summary


Described in the summary section below is a recap of what information was determined from the evaluation of the question “Should a New Arena be Built in Pittsburgh?” The synthesis priorities of the BOCR model, the ratings table, and the final results are summarized in their respective sections below.

7.1 Benefits


Under the benefits subnet the overall synthesis determined that the alternative with the highest priority with respect to benefits was to have Public Funding of an Arena. The screen shot below displays the results from the model.
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Picture 7.1 Alternatives Priorities with Respect to Benefits
7.2 Opportunities


Under the opportunities subnet the overall synthesis determined that the alternative with the highest priority with respect to opportunities was to have Public Funding of an Arena. The screen shot below displays the results from the model.
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Picture 7.2 Alternatives Priorities with Respect to Opportunities
7.3 Costs


Under the costs subnet the overall synthesis determined that the alternative with the highest priority with respect to costs was to Don’t Build/Penguins Leave. The screen shot below displays the results from the model.
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Picture 7.3 Alternatives Priorities with Respect to Costs
7.4 Risks


Under the risks subnet the overall synthesis determined that the alternative with the highest priority with respect to risks was to have Public Funding of an Arena. The screen shot below displays the results from the model.
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Picture 7.4 Alternatives Priorities with Respect to Risks
7.5 Ratings


Once the results from the BOCR model was known for each of its respective subcriteria a ratings table was generated. Importances were assigned based off five 20% increments going from Very Low in importance (20%) to Very High in importance (100%). The picture below shows the numerical values assigned to the ratings and the table below shows the verbal logic to the matrix.
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Risks 0.600000 0.200000 0.400000 0.800000





Picture 7.5 Assigned Numeric Values to Ratings Table
	
	City Prosperity
	National Reputation
	Financial
	Personal

	Benefits
	1.    High
	2.    Low
	3.   High
	4.   Medium

	Opportunities
	5. Very High
	6.    Low
	7.   High
	8. Very High

	Costs
	9.    High
	10.  High
	11.  Low
	12.  High

	Risks
	13.  Medium
	14. Very Low
	15.  Low
	16.  High


Table 7.1 Assigned Importance in Ratings Table
7.6 Final Results


After the ratings table was completed the whole model was synthesized using the additive method to determine which alternative will have the highest priority and provide the answer to the question posed. The highest priority belonged to Public Funding of an Arena. Investor Funding of an Arena was a marginally smaller priority. Don’t Build/Penguins was an overwhelmingly negative value. The picture below shows the final synthesis from the model.
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Picture 7.6 Overall Synthesis Results from Model
8. Conclusion

Pittsburgh needs a new arena built.  The model dictates that public funding is marginally better than investor funding due to the comparison criteria.  As referred to in the model, that with public funding the city has more control over new businesses, jobs and construction.  Also, city pride plays a strong role. Individuals feel more pride and social responsibility to an arena that is built by the city.  To not build an arena and do nothing is clearly an option not to be considered.  The loss of potential business, tourism, taxes, jobs, prestige and honor is way too high and costly for the city.  A difficulty that will need to be overcome with the city taking the lead on building is to change the perception of the general public. Public funding needs to be shown to be the right decision once all of the factors are weighed. The city will need to explain how all of the criteria support this decision. If the city was to decide on pursuing the less favorable decision of enlisting a private investor benefits will be realized just not to the extent possible if it was publicly funded.
A very similar conclusion was drawn in a 2004 study discussing the overall benefits for any city looking to investing in a sporting venue for a national sporting team came to a very similar conclusion.  In the report by HighBeam research, Edward Coulson states that “Although on that score stadium subsidies appear to be a bad idea, the range of potential effects goes beyond those involving income and job creation. While large public expenditures on the construction of new sports stadiums are, and will continue to be, controversial, our findings suggest that sports are popular, and once the quality-of-life benefits are included in the calculus, public spending on new stadiums may be a good investment for central cities and their residents.” (http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-117862635.html)
9. Future Research and Applications
1. Now that it is clear that an arena is to be built there can be an evaluation on which is the best private investor to approach. A study can be conducted comparing various companies. It is very easy to create the comparison criteria. Things such as public perception, gross profit margin, future business opportunities can all be used to compare different local or nationwide private investors
2. This model was designed as a problem that the city of Pittsburgh needs to address. A next step can be is evolving the model into a form that any major metropolitan city can use. Any large American city can take this model and see if there are potential benefits from building a multi-purpose arena. To take it a step further a sports franchise can use this model to convince a city to build an arena. Franchises historically are known to move at times. This can be a tool for a team to pick and choose its next location if it is shown to the right people of power

3. Now that the city’s stance is clear on the need to build an arena it should be evaluated where the NHL and more specifically the Pittsburgh Penguins stand on their future in Pittsburgh. Even with a new arena does the NHL see a long term future for Pittsburgh and a professional hockey team? The new ownership is being kept in Pittsburgh by the NHL but how long will that last? Does the Penguins organization and players feel a loyalty to the city or does the business and potential gains from relocation hold a stronger sway? It would be interesting to see if Pittsburgh will need to look for a new professional sports team.
4. Can a new arena entice the NBA to look at creating a Pittsburgh based professional basketball team? Are there any teams in the league that are in favor of moving their franchise?
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