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Introduction

In the summer of 1998, the University of Pittsburgh was in midst of a debate regarding the future residency of the football team.  The 75-year old Pitt Stadium, which resided on the campus of the University of Pittsburgh was getting old, and was not accommodating to the future aspirations of the program.  Realizing that the current stadium conditions were below par, the administration at the University had to make a critical decision about the direction of its football program in regards to its facilities.  

Three options were prevalent.  Should the decision be made to renovate the existing site, should a new stadium be built on a separate location, or should the Panthers move into the new Steelers stadium that was going to be built on the city’s North Shore?  Many factors came into play regarding the future of the program.  Issues regarding image, location, student life, and financial ramifications played an influential role in the decision-making process.  Some additional issues surrounding the decision were made on the basis of new business, fan development, and the recruitment of student-athletes.

The question we are aiming to answer is not whether or not the University made the appropriate decision; it is whether we would have recommended the same decision considering all of the factors and criteria at hand.  Rather, we want to find out if the Pittsburgh Panthers move into Heinz Field with the Pittsburgh Steelers was an appropriate decision.  We have attempted to identify and evaluate the decision-making criteria and how relative influences of these criteria affect the decision.  The inherent problem involved in this situation, though, is that the criteria involved in this decision model can be considered to be subjective.  Every fan of the Pittsburgh Panthers Football program has a unique opinion regarding how this situation could have or should have been handled.

In its most basic form, a decision had to be made that would directly benefit the university as a whole, and it was our mission to logically decipher an outcome that would be mutually beneficial to all parties involved.  To accomplish this feat, we sat down with influential decision makers at the University including administrators and members of the football staff to determine their priorities in this decision process.  We also contacted select football ticket holders to research and address their concerns regarding the overall decision.  

According to our research and our beliefs, we attempted to formulate a decision process that was carried out via the ANP Super Decision software according to the Benefits, Costs, Opportunities, and Risks (BOCR) model.

We have designed our model by putting the top-level model utilizing the BOCR criteria and a goal node. 
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Rating System

We have instituted a rating system in the ANP system.  The rating system included a BOCR model with respect to alumni donations, funding from state, revenue, athletic tradition, sports-oriented university, off- and on- campus location, campus life, and student sports awareness.  The rating system covers a wide spectrum of elements, which has stakes in the Panthers Football stadium.  The rating chart is shown below:
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The benefits are high in most of the categories, except moving the stadium to the off-campus location.  This also yielded high opportunity for alumni donations, sports-oriented university and campus life quality.  As far as alumni donations, funding, athletic tradition, and off-campus criteria are concerned, the cost is low.  However, the cost becomes medium to high for revenue and campus life, etc.  The risks are rated low for alumni donation, campus life and student sports awareness.  Obviously, these things will not be affected in a major way; however, the risk becomes higher in regards to revenue and an off-campus location. 

Priorities for the rating system show that benefits are overwhelmingly high over opportunity, cost and risks.  Obviously, having a football stadium in respective of its location is beneficial to society. This also creates opportunities.  Compared to the benefits and opportunities, the costs and risks are low. 
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Benefits


The subnet has been divided in three control criteria (a) Economical (b) Political, and (c) Social.  The categories were further divided into a subnet, which contains a number of critical factors important for evaluation of benefits.  Benefit is the most important factor as seen above from the priority model. 
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The above priority chart indicates that it is the social benefits that account for the more that half of the weight, followed by economical and political benefits.  It makes perfect sense that a Panthers Stadium carries a very high weight for social benefits. 

Structure of Subnet

We have put three choices faced by the University of Pittsburgh as “Alternatives’. These alternatives (nodes) are:

1. Build new stadium

2. Relocate to the Steelers stadium

3. Renovate the existing Panthers stadium. 

We then put the 4 groups which are most affected by these factors (nodes) as “Targets”.  The targets include:

1. Athletic Department

2. Local Business Community

3. Students

4. University Administration 

We chose to put Pitt’s athletic department as a separate target than the university administration.  The rationale behind this is that the athletic department enjoys lot of autonomy for the sports matters.  This freedom of action for the athletic department sometimes causes conflicts of interest for the university administration.  Keeping these two entities separate for the analysis helps us to better develop the project and its results.  We have kept the alternative and target clusters the same in all subnets.  Depending on the given subnet, we have included other relevant clusters and nodes.  

Economic Benefits

Other than the Alternative and Target clusters, the economic benefit subnet contains capital resources and business as other clusters. 
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The capital resources cluster contains nodes for alumni support, corporate sponsorship and state funding.  The business cluster contains nodes for concession sales, merchandise sales, and revenue.  The arrow directions show the inter-relationship among the clusters and nodes.  The clusters and node comparisons were made and the outcome contributed to approximately 30% of the overall benefits.  

Political Benefits

In the political subnet, other than Alternatives and Target, we have included another cluster as Advantages.  The nodes are corporate networking, image, and popularity. 
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The clusters and nodes were compared pairwise and the results accounted for 16% of the overall benefits.  The political benefits of the different decisions have a different degree of effect on various targets.  

Social Benefits

The social benefits include Alternatives, Target, and Fan Development as clusters.  The fan development has a big social impact, especially for a football-loving (rather crazy) city like Pittsburgh.  This cluster contains the nodes attendance, game day presentation, and upgraded facility.  The social benefits are very critical in the whole analysis, as they constitute almost 54% of the overall benefits. 

Once all the pairwise comparisons were completed in the various subnets under the Benefits node, a synthesis was performed to ascertain which of the three alternatives displayed the highest amount of benefit.  The alternative rankings can be seen in the exhibit below.
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For the benefit criterion, the alternative to renovate had highest benefits followed by the building of a new stadium.  The option to relocate ranked last which is very much understandable as the targets were reluctant to move to the Steelers stadium. 

Opportunities

Opportunities have the same three control criteria via economical, political and social.  These subnets have further divided with respect to Alternatives and Targets.  The overall analysis of opportunity gives the following chart.
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Based on the opportunity analysis, again the renovation of the existing stadium gives the highest opportunity, consisting ~50%.  The relocation provides the second highest opportunity, followed by the building of a new stadium.  It is also important to examine these findings in the light of the overall priority ratings shown below, which suggests that it is the economical factors that have the highest weight on the opportunity.  The control factor social contributes over 30%, followed by 14% political weight. 

Cost 

The cost subnet has two control criteria: economical and social.  We think that the political cost is not a significant factor in this subnet.  The analysis showed that it would be most costly to renovate and least costly to relocate.  The high cost of renovation is due to higher maintenance and sunk cost. 
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Risk 

The risk analysis includes three control criteria: economical, social and political.  The risk analysis showed that it is most risky to build a new stadium and the renovation of the old Pitt Stadium is the least risky proposition. 
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Sensitivity Graph: Overall 

The sensitivity analysis showed that renovating Pitt stadium is the best option over a wide range.  There is no difference in the preference for renovating Pitt Stadium throughout the graph, making it the most favorable choice.  
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Sensitivity Graph: Benefits
Under the benefits subnet, the sensitivity analysis shows that renovating the stadium is still the best option.  However, the difference between relocation and building a new stadium becomes less significant. 
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Sensitivity Graph: Opportunities 

The sensitivity graph for opportunity has the same pattern as seen for the benefits sensitivity graph.
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The cost and risk sensitivity graph show the same result. 
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Conclusion

The outcome of our model is exactly what should have been expected.  We were able to capture all of the critical issues surrounding the evaluation of the decision, thus bringing the other three alternatives into the realm of possibility.  All three alternatives are viable options, with all of the solutions offering benefits with some sort of drawback.  

After working through the BOCR model and introducing a variety of criteria upon which to evaluate the final decision, our proposed solution would be to renovate Pitt Stadium.  

Based on this information and our analysis, the University decided to move their stadium to the North Shore, which was the second recommended choice in our BOCR model.  

While the outcome of our model did not exactly parallel the decision of the University and the Athletic Department, it most certainly resembles the concerns of the administrators making the decision.  

Working through the BOCR model and thus bringing the other three alternatives into the realm of possibility, we have carefully analyzed all possible combinations.  Our view, though, is based on our awareness and knowledge, and has its own subjectivity and limitation.  But in the Einstein’s relative world, there is nothing absolute.  It is all a relative phenomenon.  In the process of using our BOCR model and various parameters in the pairwise analysis, our so-called subjectivity has most probably lost its subjectivity.  This is also validated by our analysis outcome with that of the University of Pittsburgh. 

�





�








PAGE  
16

