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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Project Background

The National Main Street Center (NMSC) is in
the process launching a program-wide
“refresh” of the way it monitors, evaluates,
and communicates the impact of the over
1,000 accredited and affiliate Main Street
America programs across the United States.

As part of this initiative, NMSC commissioned
a study to help programs collect better data
about Main Street programs and leverage this
information to tell a more complete story
about a Main Street’s economic and fiscal
impact.

This report uses new data and presents
findings on Main Street programs’ fiscal
impact, which is an assessment of the
relationship between state or city funding for
Main Street programs and the incremental
state or local tax revenue attributable to these
programs. Four case studies were
conducted, and included Boston Main Streets,
the Oklahoma Main Street Program, the
Washington Main Street Program, and the
Pennsylvania Main Street Program.
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Project Participants

National Main Street Center

Over the past 35 years, the National Main
Street Center has led the development of a
national network of over 2,000 historic
downtowns and neighborhood commercial
districts: Main Street America™. The people
who make up Main Street America are
passionate advocates, dedicated volunteers,
influential stakeholders, and community
organizers who work every day to turn the tide
in their communities - catalyzing reinvestment,
creating jobs, and fostering pride of place.
Visit www.mainstreet.org to learn more.

Jon Stover & Associates

Jon Stover & Associates (JS&A) specializes in
economic analysis, retail revitalization, fiscal
and economic impact analysis, and other
services with the aim of helping public,
private, and nonprofit organizations
collaborate to meet economic development
objectives. JS&A has helped a wide range of
clients, including various Main Street
programs, implement plans and programs that
have successfully enhanced neighborhoods
and corridors. Visit
www.stoverandassociates.com to learn more.

What is a Fiscal Impact Analysis?

While Main Street programs are funded
through a variety of mechanisms and sources,
coordinating programs often receive allocated
resources from state or city sources. A fiscal
impact analysis is an assessment of the
relationship between state or city funding for
Main Street programs and the incremental
state tax revenue attributable to these
programs.


http://www.mainstreet.org/
http://www.stoverandassociates.com/

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Methodology

Representatives for each Coordinating
Program were asked to provide boundary
maps of programs to be electronically mapped
to create GIS shapefiles. Coordinating
Programs are city, county, or state level
entities that oversee the efforts of local Main
Street America organizations in their region.
Coordinating Programs provide technical
assistance, training, resources to local Main
Street America programs. In some places,
Coordinating Programs are departments of
their respective cities or states; in other areas,
they are standalone nonprofits.

Each program that provided boundary maps
were mapped in GIS over aerial imagery
through base maps provided by ESRI. A
shapefile was created for each Coordinating
Program. These shapefiles were uploaded to
ArcGIS Online. Using ESRI’'s Community
Analyst, economic data was downloaded per
Main Street program as well as the
corresponding municipalities each Main Street
program is located in. This methodology was
replicated for both 2015 and 2016. All
shapefiles were stored in Community Analyst
for replication in future years. It is anticipated
that additional boundary maps will be created

Economic
Development
Consulting

and existing maps will be updated over time.

The shapefiles were used to pull ESRI
business data for the year 2015 and 2016 for
three geographies: (a) businesses within the
Main Street boundaries; (b) businesses
across each municipality that contains a Main
Street, and (c) businesses across each state
that contains a Main Street. Three data points
were collected for each of these three
geographic areas: business counts by each
industry type (sorted by NAICS code);
employment by each industry type; and gross
sales by each industry type. This data is
supplied to ESRI by a data provider called
InfoGroup.

This fiscal impact assessment builds off the
economic impact data collected for NMSC.
The rate of growth for business counts,
employment, and sales from 2015 to 2016
was compared between businesses within
Main Street geographies and businesses
within the greater municipality (typically a
town or city) containing a Main Street
program. From 2015 to 2016, on average,
there was greater business growth within
Main Street areas than areas that do not have
a Main Street program. The economic impact
of Main Street programs was estimated by

measuring the difference in business count,
employment, and sales growth in vs. outside
of Main Street areas.

A separate Main Street impact growth rate
was calculated for each state. For example,
business revenue in Main Street areas
increased 3.2% between 2015 and 2016,
while business revenues increased only 2.3%
city-wide. As such, 0.6% revenue growth for
that year was attributable to the presence of a
Main Street program.

JS&A used a leading modeling software
called IMPLAN to estimate the tax revenues
that could be expected from a given industry
impact. The attributable business, sales, and
employment growth figures were multiplied by
the existing business mix in each of the four
case study areas (Washington, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, and Boston). This “industry
change” attributable to the presence of a Main
Street was inputted into the IMPLAN model,
which then estimated the different direct state
and local tax revenues that are typically
generated by that type of industry impact.

State and city Main Street expenditures were
provided by Coordinating Program staff.



ANALYSIS LIMITATIONS

Assumptions and Exclusions

1.

This study represents a snapshot in time:
from 2015 to 2016. Program budget
information was considered over the
course of the last three fiscal years.
However, economic indicator data has
only been collected thus far for the year
2015 and 2016. This represents a two-
year sample, which is too small of a
sample period to create a trendline
moving forward. Therefore, it cannot be
assumed that these state programs will
have the same fiscal impact in years
moving forward. That said, understanding
the fiscal impact over this one year period
still provides valuable information to
program representatives and to state and
local funders. In addition, the data
collected creates the foundation to
continue to track the economic and fiscal
impact of programs. Findings will be
strengthened after growth trends include
data from the year 2017 and 2018.

Data used for this analysis is provided
through ESRI who receives the data from
InfoGroup. Changes in data providers will
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cause discrepancy in data tracking and
analysis. This should be monitored as
data is pulled in future years.

The economic indicators for each Main
Street program is based on provided
boundary maps. These maps were
recreated over GIS aerial imagery.
Provided maps in some instances were
difficult to decipher and may not reflect
the exact boundary.

Due to the agglomeration of the provided
data, there will likely be discrepancies in
the data between provided information
from the Main Street programs and the
data downloaded from ESRI. This is most
significant at the local level but should not
hinder the analysis at the statewide level.

There are many factors that determine the
tax revenues gained from businesses
within a Main Street which may not be
obvious when comparing fiscal impacts
across states. For example, tax rates
differ across states, and some states do
and do not collect income tax and
property tax. Certain business types lead
to higher tax generation, such as those

that pay sales tax, those with high
margins/profits, or those with high levels
of higher-income employment. In
addition, Main Streets with a greater
number of businesses (and larger
businesses) are likely to generate larger
tax revenues. As such, it may be
misleading to average findings across
different cities or states.



2015-2016 ECONOMIC IMPACT SUMMARY

Below are state-wide economic impact summaries. Each of the four

case study areas have a significant Main Street economic impact.

Washington

Number of Programs: 16

Avg. Annual State Budget:

$1.2 million

Average Business Growth:

e Municipalities: -3.5%
¢ Main Streets: 1.1%
* Difference: 4.6%

Average Revenue Growth:
e Municipalities: 7.3%

e Main Streets: 28.0%

« Difference: 20.7%

Average Job Growth:
e Municipalities: -0.3%
e Malin Streets: 9.3%

» Difference: 9.6%
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Oklahoma

Number of Programs: 33

Avg. Annual State Budget:

$470,000

Average Business Growth:

e Municipalities: -3.6%
¢ Main Streets: 0.2%
* Difference: 3.8%

Average Revenue Growth:
¢ Municipalities: 3.7%

e Main Streets: 11.3%

» Difference: 7.6%

Average Job Growth:
e Municipalities: -1.6%
e Main Streets: 5.8%

« Difference: 7.5%

Pennsylvania

Number of Programs: 46
Avg. Annual City Budget:
$2.8 million

Average Business Growth:
* Municipalities: -3.1%

* Main Streets: 0.2%

» Difference: 3.2%

Average Revenue Growth:
e Municipalities: 2.6%

* Main Streets: 7.4%

» Difference: 4.8%

Average Job Growth:
e Municipalities: 7.2%
* Main Streets: 12.0%
» Difference: 4.8%

Boston

Number of Programs: 20
Avg. Annual City Budget:
$1.8 million

Average Business Growth:
e Municipalities: 4.0%

* Main Streets: 1.8%

» Difference: -2.2%

Average Revenue Growth:
* Municipalities: -4.3%

* Main Streets: 13.7%

» Difference: 18.0%

Average Job Growth:
* Municipalities: 11.7%
* Main Streets: 26.2%
» Difference: 14.5%



WASHINGTON MAIN STREET

The Washington Main Street Program has 16 nationally-accredited local
programs. The average annual state budget for the program over the past
three years is approximately $180,000 (including annual state conference
costs). In addition, Washington has a Main Street tax credit incentive program
that provides a 75% tax credit for contributions made towards Main Street
programs. Over the last two years, an average of $1,055,614 has been issued
in tax credits based on contributions to accredited programs in the state.

PROGRAM

AVERAGE BUSINESS GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES -3.5%
MAIN STREETS 1.1%
DIFFERENCE 4.6%

AVERAGE REVENUE GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES 7.3%
MAIN STREETS 28.0%
DIFFERENCE 20.7%

AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES -0.3%
MAIN STREETS 9.3%
- DIFFERENCE 9.6%

Gross Fiscal Impact

$13,928,000 in direct sales tax
$1,651,000 in property tax
$1,394,000 in supply chain sales tax
(No state income tax in WA)
$947,000 in licenses and fees

Fiscal Return

$16,973,000 in additional state tax revenue (2015-16)
$1,236,000 in avg. annual state expenditure
$15,737,000 net fiscal gain (2015-16)

16 nationally-accredited Programs

$984.,000 in annual fiscal gain per program (2015-16)

Between 2015 and 2016, business growth attributable to
the Washington Main Street Program generated state tax
revenues of approximately $17.0 million. This fiscal impact
far exceeds state spending on the program, which has
averaged $1.2 million over the last two years. In 2015-2016
the average Main Street program in Washington
generated a surplus of $984,000 in fiscal revenue.



OKLAHOMA MAIN STREET PROGRAM

The Oklahoma Main Street Program oversees 33 nationally-accredited local
programs. The state had an average annual budget of $470,000 for the

program over the last three years.

AVERAGE BUSINESS GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES -3.6%

MAIN STREETS 0.2%

DIFFERENCE 3.8%

AVERAGE REVENUE GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES 3.7%

MAIN STREETS 11.3%

DIFFERENCE 7.6%

AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES -1.6%

MAIN STREETS 5.8%

DIFFERENCE 7.45%

Gross Fiscal Impact

$835,000 in direct sales tax
$244,000 in supply chain sales tax
(No state property tax in OK)

$1.4 million in income tax
$355,000 in licenses and fees

Fiscal Return

$2,841,000 in additional state tax revenue (2015-16)

$470,000 in avg. annual state expenditures
$2,371,000 net fiscal gain (2015-16)
33 nationally-accredited programs

$72,000 in annual fiscal gain per program (2015-16)

The majority of the fiscal impact of the Oklahoma Main Street
Program is attributable to income tax ($1.4 million) and sales
tax (over $830,000) generated by businesses within the Main
Street programs. With a state budget of $470,000,
Oklahoma Main Street Program generated almost $2.4
million in fiscal return to the state of Oklahoma between
2015 and 2016 (nearly $72,000 per program).



PENNSYLVANIA MAIN STREET PROGRAM

The Pennsylvania Main Street Program has 46 nationally-accredited local
programs. The Pennsylvania Downtown Center has an average annual
operating budget of $350,000 allocated towards supporting its Main Street
program, and the state allocated an average of $2.5 million in grants to Main
Street programs over the past two years.

AVERAGE BUSINESS GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES -3.1%
MAIN STREETS 0.2%
DIFFERENCE 3.2%

AVERAGE REVENUE GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES 2.6%
. . . MAIN STREETS 7.4%
e . » . DIFFERENCE 4.8%
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DIFFERENCE 4.8%

Gross Fiscal Impact

$14,539,000 in direct sales tax
$1,481,000 in supply chain sales tax
(No state property tax in PA)
$8,018,000 in income tax
$1,082,000 in licenses and fees

Fiscal Return

$25,119,000 in additional state tax revenue (2015-16)
$2,831,000 in avg. annual state expenditure
$22,289,000 net fiscal gain (2015-16)

46 nationally-accredited Programs

$485,000 in annual fiscal gain per program (2015-16)

Between 2015 and 2016, business growth attributable to
the Pennsylvania Main Street Program generated state tax
revenues of approximately $25.1 million. This fiscal impact
far exceeds state spending on the program, which has
averaged $2.8 million over the last two years. In 2015-2016
the average Main Street program in Pennsylvania
generated a surplus of $485,000 in fiscal revenue.



BOSTON MAIN STREETS

The 20 programs under Boston Main Streets annually receive
approximately $1.8 million allocated from the city budget.

MUNICIPALITIES 4.0%
MAIN STREETS 1.8%
DIFFERENCE -2.2%
MUNICIPALITIES -4.3%
MAIN STREETS 13.7%
DIFFERENCE 18.0%

AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

MUNICIPALITIES 11.7%
MAIN STREETS 26.2%
DIFFERENCE 14.5%

Gross Fiscal Impact Fiscal Return

The city of Boston allocates approximately $1.8 to the
Main Street program annually. Between 2015 and 2016,

$389,000 in sales tax
$6,467,000 in property tax
$437,000 in licenses and fees

$7,292,000 in additional city tax revenue (2015-16)
$1,820,000 in program expenditure to the city
$5,472,000 net fiscal gain (2015-16)

20 nationally-accredited programs

$274,000 in annual fiscal gain per program (2015-16)

the program generated nearly $7.3 million more city
tax revenue than would have been expected without
the presence of a Main Street program —a $5.5 million
net fiscal gain for the city.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Main Street Program Fiscal Impact

An analysis of government spending on Main
Street programs in the city of Boston and the
states of Washington, Oklahoma, and
Pennsylvania showed a significant positive fiscal
return on investment. Each collects more tax
revenue as a result of the economic impact
of their Main Street programs than the
amount of money spent on these programs.
This is a positive net fiscal impact.

The Washington Main Street Program had a
net fiscal impact of $15.8 million between 2015
and 2016, generating $984,000 of additional city
revenue per local program.

The Oklahoma Main Street Program had a net
fiscal impact of $2.4 million from 2015 to 2016.
The average local program generated $72,000
more in state tax revenue than the amount of
state funding it received.

The Pennsylvania Main Street Program had a
net fiscal impact of $22.3 million between 2015
and 2016, generating $485,000 of additional city
revenue per local program.

The Boston Main Street Program had a net
fiscal impact of $5.5 million between 2015 and
2016, generating $274,000 of additional city
revenue per local program.
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Between 2015 and 2016, the four programs
that were evaluated had a net fiscal impact
ranging from $2.4 million to $22.3 million
more tax revenue than would have been
expected without the presence of a Main
Street program. For each dollar invested by
the respective state or city, an additional
$3.01to $12.73 in tax revenue was generated
due to the attributed increase in economic
activity.

It is worthwhile to note that every state and city
has a different economic climate, a different tax
structure, and differing Main Street program
impacts. As such, fiscal impact findings in one
state or city do not necessarily represent the
national average.

Implications and Recommendations

It is important for the National Main Street
Center and each Coordinating Program to
understand the concept of a Main Street’s fiscal
impact. Not everything a Main Street program
does is quantifiable or has an immediate impact
on the bottom line of their local businesses.

That said, many of the programs, initiatives,
and grants administered by Main Streets do
directly impact their local economy. The
private sector is not the only beneficiary. An
increase in the number of businesses, in
employment, and in sales lead to greater
corporate income tax revenues, greater
personal income tax revenues, and greater
sales tax revenues respectively.

Each of the four case studies undertaken within
this analysis found that the increase in tax
revenue attributable to the Main Street program
exceed the annual state and local contributions
to the programs. In short: the Main Street
programs in Boston, Washington, Oklahoma,
and Pennsylvania have a positive fiscal return
on investment.

This message should be actively
communicated to state and local
policymakers and budget decisionmakers in
order to help generate increased financial
and political support for Main Streets
nationwide.

Main Street Avg. Annual Attributable Gain Net Fiscal Cash Generated
Coordinating Program Public in Fiscal Revenue Impact Per Dollar Spent
Program Expenditure (2015-16) (2015-16) (2015-16 only)
Washington $1,236,000 $16,973,000 $15,737,000 $12.73
Oklahoma $470,000 $2,841,000 $2,371,000 $5.04
Pennsylvania $2,831,000 $25,119,000 $22,288,000 $7.87
Boston $1,820,000 $7,292,000 $5,472,000 $3.01
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