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SMU |DataArts

NATIONAL CENTER FOR ARTS RESEARCH

Vision Statement
Building a national culture of data-driven

:) decision making for those who want to see the
& arts and culture sector thrive.

=8 Jo empower arts and cultural leaders with
& high-quality data and evidence-based
resources and insights that help them to
overcome challenges and increase impact.




SCOPE SMU [DataArts

ANALYSIS INSIGHT
Data aggregation and = -+ Defining implications of
first-level findings. analysis and disseminating

independent research

Joining forces to strengthen the
national arts and cultural
community through data, the
knowledge that can be generated

DATA GATHERING «-:  from it, and the resources to -+ ENABLEMENT
Primary data learn from and use it. . Provide usetul
collecting and . tools and

resources that
help users apply
insights

collating.




'\

Our work today
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The Data: S D
‘.M MU IDataArts
Your Data

SMU. DataArts

NATIONAL CENTER FOR ARTS RESEARCH

Welcome to the Cultural Data Profile!

urveys

Manage  Repors

0 Start a Survey

Weicome to the DataArts platform. The first step s to ¢

e asu
@ Find Grants
Find your and submi data for an upcoming deadine, or

G Analytic Reports

Arts and Cultural
Organizations

Advocates
Leverage data to impact
Analyze performance Grantmakers Researchers funding and policy.
and benchmark against Analyze applicant data Gain insights from a deep
peers

data set.



The Data: ﬁSMUQIDataArtS

Your Data + Your Community’'s Data

Partners and Our
Model of the Arts & Culture Ecosystem

E

Cultural Policy
Public funding of
the arts from
National, State, &
Local agencies .
v

ENDOWMENT
FOR THE ARTS
—

_~National Assembly of
State Arts Agencies

Arts & Cultural
Organizations
Activities, Practices,
Decisions & Outcomes
*Cultural Data Profile
*Theatre Communications Group
+League of American Orch
*IRS 990s

Community
Socioeconomic &
Demographic characteristics
Competitors, Complements &
Substitutes

Individual Artists
& Arts Patrons

United States®

Wi
#IRS Census

B ureau

s L.eague
of Amen an
QOrchestras

o OPRRkmca

Knowledge Partners: B( (5 [@#)] voe:



http://www.seeklogo.com/national-endowment-for-the-arts-logo-97261.html
http://www.rebeccathomas.com/

Arts and Cultural Organizations and a Sense of Place
Example — Ecosystem C Theatre in Chicago
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What we do with the data:
Research, Knowledge, and Tools

SMU

DataArts

Sh{U‘DataArtS WhatWeDo - learn - Partners About Contact Login GetStarted Q)

@SMU‘DataArtS Reports  About Partners Resources Blog

Contributed Earned . Marketing - Balancs Community Program
Revenus Revenue Expenzes Impac Eomom Line Shest Enzzgement i

Staffing

Revenue Per Offering Index People Per Offering Index

How many people are engaged per offering (not including

virtual activity)?

The Fundraising The Fun(lraising R(J,I)()I't

Report

Comparing the Averages of Small, Medium. and Large

3 = = , VIEW AVERAGES BY: Owerall Arts Sector Size Geography
Organizations =
Arts Education Theater
Art Museum
Community In-Persen Touch 20917
TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES e e R
Average Return on Fundralsing decreased as budget-size Increased. Opera 1,081 Totsl Offerings 35

PAC

Symphony Orchestra
Theatre

Other Museum

Gen Performing Arts

1,167

As organlzatlons

grow they add pald

fundralsing staff, so

expenses Increase.

However, the addition L Q.
of professional Gl
staff also allows the ‘ LT
organization to attract

a much higher level of
ey SMALL MEDIUM LARGE

$16.57 $10.06 $8.06

Ve Determine Sector

Akey finding in comparing organization size, is that the average Return on Fundraising decreased as budget-size
increased.



Chicago and Four Major Markets

Population: 14.2 million
# Organizations: 2,733

Washington | |

RN WS IR Ave. Expenses: $1 9M
oo Populatlon 7.3 million |
o o # Organizations: 1,025 _ N@Wka‘ork
Population: 1.6 million Ave Expenses $1. 3I\/I | e s
# Organizations: 550 ™ — @ T
Ave. Expenses $2.0M i e Chlcago e O
O | Utah | U ‘ “: DC m
Y Colorado Kansas | Missouri L
| | Populatlon 6 million
i == "t # Organizations: 973
LAO Pt | s | T oHeroma wansa - Ave. Expenses: $2.6M
Population: 10 million |
# Organizations: 1,192 — s \ N g,

Ave. Expenses: $1.1M

/Louisiana



$39,873

NYC

Chicago and Four Major Markets

Median Income

$32,810

L.A.

California

L.AO

Higher
ENYC BLA. BCHICAGO mDC 0OS.F.

$50,284  $50,359
$36,885
CHICAGO  DC S.F.
.': Colorado ‘
Arizona ..' New Mexico ‘
! |
| —

' Minnesota ]
N Wisconsin
ta |
fowa
48%42%
36% 369

Ig(yI
% of Population with a
Bachelor's Degree or

N@er

Michigan

21%
189

11I%8% = IH

% of Population with
Household Income
>$200k

Maine

York
O

3 0N
\ Pennsylvania }
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EDUCATION, INCOME DISTRIBUTION
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18%
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Poverty




Chicago and Four Major Markets

48%

Maine

229
° 20%

59 ta
Wisconsin W ¢
Michigan ‘
—_— i ) Pennsylvania '}

33%
27% 269
20% 209 0
139:5%
9% y I8%11 o
ugl =N
m [ |

0 H M4
% of Population . : ‘ LT
. Ohio “w%7 O

% of Population % of Population )
African American Asian American Hispanic/Latino ) L . ‘
_ Chicago ! sy
OS.F. M A aYe:

ENYC BELA. BECHICAGO EDC

Distribution of Arts Organizations by Size
2% 3%

N | | Colore
California [ .'I
N T B SR 3% 2% 2%
‘ ‘ .': 14% 10% 9% 13% 13%
L A . ; Arizona .'l New Mexi 20% 19% 1% 20% 25%
i O Over $10 million ’

| ____ [O$1 million - $10 million
0 $250,000-5999,999
63%
I Under $250,000

0% [79%  l6a%| |ogo,

NYC L.A. CHICAGO DC S.F.

Size-wise, the ecology of Chicago’s organizations are most similar to L.A’s.




What is the contributed revenue story for Chicago

organizations?
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
'
NYC | 4% 4% 1% 3% 9% l
L
'
LA. |12% 9% 1% 6% 2%l
'
CHICAGO 4% 11% 2% 7% 2%
'
S.F. 6% 11% 2% 3% 4% l
'
D.c. | 3% 7% 3% 5% 8%
r
O Trustees Olndividuals  ECorporations

H Foundations & Government

If you’re not supporting more than 2% of expenses with corporate funding, you’re normal.



What is the contributed revenue story for
organizations of different size?

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Small 5% 15% 3% 11% 13% 16%
Medium 5% 11% RU 9% 9% 23%
Large 25%
O Trustees O Individuals
M Corporations E Foundations
@ Government 0 All Other Unrest. Contributed Revenue



Longer-range planning may be a key to growth

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Small 5% 15% 3% 11% 13% 16%
Medium | 5% 11% R%A 9% 9% 23%
. Special events Pare | organization
Large  |4%| 8% Bl 5% In-kind 25% NART
0 . .
United Arts funding

O Trustees O Individuals

M Corporations E Foundations

E Government O All Other Unrest. Contributed Revenue

The larger the organization, the more diverse its contributed revenue sources, particularly with respect to

resources for longer-term plans (high NARTR).



What’s Chicago’s Return on Fundraising story?

TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES
$- $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 $10.00 Chicago
organizations tend

NYC to raise more money
than those in LA or
DC but they spend
LA g% ?12421 $7.61 proportionally more
’ in doing so.
CHICAGO 866,612
$119,283
SF
|
$766,308
bC $81 560 $9 40

Raising $1 is slightly harder in Chicago than in other markets...



More Contributed Revenue

D.C.
San Francisco

Los Angeles

Lower N Higher
Fundraising Fundraising
Spend New York Spend

Chicago

Less Contributed Revenue

... and less money was spent to bring in even less money over time.



What’s the Return on Fundraising story,
by Sector?

TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES (INCL. PERSONNEL)

PERFORMING ARTS CENTERS $9.90

OPERA $9.53

DANCE $8.81

SYMPHONY ORCHESTRAS $8.42

MUSIC $7.75

THEATER $7.28

! !
$2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12

R
1



There appears to be a natural ceiling on the return
each dollar of fundraising yields

TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES (INCL. PERSONNEL)

DANCE $8.81 expenses fo

PERFORMING ARTS CENTERS $9.90
OPERA kN The average theatre
allocates 63% of
oot [
|

fundraising staff
SYMPHONY ORCHESTRAS - g 1230152 compensation, very
\ ’ similar to dance
wosic [ 22 [N n opera
$ 32,003 ‘
$ 853,467
THEATER - $ 117,179
| |

$8 $10 $12

R
1

$2 $4

If you want to raise more, spend more (wisely).



In the PAC, Dance, and Theatre Sectors, It Is Getting
Harder to Raise $1 for Every $1 Spent, not Easier

RETURN ON FUNDRAISING:
TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES

Performing Arts Centers, $9.91
[ -

$9.23
Dance, $8.82
Symphony Orchestras, $8.44 $8.69
' —~—— $8.48
Theater, $7.61 @ ——
S7.35
2014 2015 2016 2017

And for Orchestras, growth was insignificant.



The reverse was true for Music and Opera

RETURN ON FUNDRAISING:
TOTAL CONTRIBUTED REVENUE/FUNDRAISING EXPENSES

Performing Arts Centers, $9.91

Dance, $8.82

Symphony Orchestras, 58,44# ...........
Opera, $8.42

Theater, S7-61 @ --vvereereenee et ereen

Music, $6.29 emm

2014 2015 2016 2017



In Dance and Theatre, it is Getting Harder to Earn $1
for Every $1 Spent, not Easier

RETURN ON MARKETING
(PROGRAM REVENUE/TOTAL MARKETING EXPENSES)

—® $8.12
-
- -
- -
- -
-
Dance, $6.87 - I YY)
- P - - - -

Symph Orch, $6.45._ ,,,,,,, $6.48
Music, $6.19%- _ _ = == = = T == =- =< ---  __--- 2 $6.34

PACs, $5.96° T T =—___ _  _ _---""

Opera, $53.32@= = = = — = — — — — — — — _ eem—m =TT

2016 2017 2018

Theatres cut marketing expenses annually. Program revenue decreased at greater rate.



What's the Marketing Expenses per Attendee story?

W Marketing Exp/Attendee

DANCE
B $8.21

MUSIC

J $1.64

OPERA
I $15.95

PACS B 5450

SYMPHONY ORCHESTRAS
Bl $7.48

THEATER
I 55.63



Different sectors have different levels of
demand and different economic models

@gram Rev/AttendE m Marketing Exp/Attendee

DANCE $8.21 $50.46
MUSIC o1, 68'36 $45.89
OPERA [ $15.95 $61.84
PACS $36.03
SYMPHONY ORCHESTRAS $43.68
THEATER

Music had lowest net program revenue at $6.72

and Opera the highest at $45.89. Theatre’s was $26.79



More Program Revenue

Fewer

people

paying :> Dance PAC's

higher

prices Music  QOrchestras
Fewer Opera More
Attendees Attendees

Less Program Revenue



What’s Chicago’s Program Revenue per Attendee
and Marketing Expense per Attendee

$- $5.00 $10.00 $15.00 $20.00 $25.00 $30.00 $35.00 $40.00 $45.00

NY
LA
CHICAGO
SF

DC

® Program rev/In-person Attendance

m Marketing exp (incl. staff)/In-person Attendance



Subscription Revenue covered less expenses over
time for all but PACs

EARNED RELATIONAL REVENUE INDEX
(SUBSCRIPTION AND MEMBERSHIP REVENUE/TOTAL EXPENSES)

Theatre, 14.9%
>—

Opera, 14.2% —*— — ¢ 13.7%
T 13.6%
Symph Orch, 10.4%
o= —C—e
— 9.2%
Dance, 8.0% 7.6%
PACs, 4.9% —e 5.2%
. +
Music, 4.7% —— -0 4.0%
2016 2017 2018

While subscriptions are still critically important to theatres in particular, there has been steady downward

march of subscription tickets sold ... since 2007.



What we do with the data:

Research, Knowledge, and Tools

Data Page 104
Arrts

EDU Example Art Center

Fundraising Comparison Report  FY 2016

This report looks at all development activity and includes all contributions whether unrestricted, tempaorarily restricted, or
permanently restricted, operating or non-opereting. Fundraising expenses will include capital campeign sxpenses if en
organization is conducting a capital campaian.

Comperison Group Comparison Group

Aversge Median®
Fundraising Activity FY 2016 FY 2016 FY 2016
Total contributed revenue
fincludias operating Gnd non-operaTing revenue) $318.015 $275.056 $210.288
Total fundraising expense $00,925 $24,790 $17.144
Total expenses
fincludes nor+-operauing expenses) $424762 $360.875 $349.443
Metrics
Fundraising expense s a % of total contributions 268% 3% 3
Fundraising expense s a % of total expense m 75 5=
Fundraising Efficiency 4 1 $12
Net Contributed Revenus $227.000 §21272 $126,233
Fundraising expense as o % of total contributions shows how much you are spending to generets contributed revenue.

Fundraizing expenze a2 & % of total expense o u 2re spending on fundraizing =fert

Fundraising efficiency caloulstes the @ =ch doller spent on fundreising.
Net contributed revenue shows how much an ergeni

Fundraising Expense Percentages
30°

o

g i = As % of ol expense

5 fay E B As % of contributions

Your Organization Comparison Grop Average  Comperisen Group Median
Comparison Group Average Comparison Group Median®
Contri-  Average Contri- Average Contr-  Aversge

FY 2016 Ci butors butors G butars
Board $6.600 Q $733 $17.345 800 $20 $8.300 9 $022
ndividuals $20.785 198 $105 $50462 1246 $41 $30699 138 $222
Corporate $33.550 7 $4703 $13.086 572 $23 $3303 4 $826
Foundation $213.065 20 $10,653 §71.224 2570 $28 $40,388 & $9.878
Government
fncludes Trical) $20060 44273 27203 310 $25.000 2 $12500
Board Members 10 n 10
Percentage of
board members
who contribute 90% 5371% a90%

* For any row where fewer then haif the organizations in the pool reported deta. it is possible for the median velus to be blank

Analytic Reports
« Compare to peer groups

« Highlight long term trends
at your organization

» Assess key areas of
operations with
fundraising, marketing,
and balance sheet
metrics

* Download reports for
easy sharing with
stakeholders.

« Use the “Annual Report”
to create a basic annual
report for your
organization.

SMU |DataArts

Contribution Details Enter a projection for this

fiscal year, then add another

F$130,000 1
: year.
' ) ore a calculating es otes and Values
| $160,000 ; R»:_a.c-i IT? ore about calculating R.—<et.N t ’\|_7|I.V1\uh
| projections Copy Last Years' Data
$140,000 : Category 2016 2018 Notes
L5140, '
: Foundation $54,940 | $45,899
'
- $120,000 ' Government $19,600 ($12,654
'
. In-Kind Donations 30 30
I $100,000 f
1 B Individual $32,884 ($45,689
i
L 550,000 | Other $0 $0
: 1
' Parent Organization Support  |$0 $0
" Tribal $0 $0
@ Trustee and Board $4578 |$6,578
Totals $12,002|$110,820

Start Over

Projections

» Use historical contribution and expense data as a

basis for projections

» Visualize up to 10 years of data




What we do with the data: SMU@|DataArtS

Research, Knowledge, and Tools
How Can You Use This in Your Own Organization? Customized Knowledge

. @ = Roasted B [J GuideStarPro|Adv. IR| Research Cente

Welcome Example Theater SME Vl)‘ltfli\wrts -

excited to have you use our KIPI Dashboard. We've classified you as a Large Theater.
t termined your size and sector. Did we miscategorize the sector you are in? Example Theater Large|Theater
Below. you'll see the nine general areas that we measure. Each dot represents an index an The KIPI scores are presented on a percentile scale, e.g. 50 means your organization did better than 50% of organizations like yours
represents the relative health of the index. Clicking on the area will zoom in on that area n
Contributed Revenue Fiscal Year 2018

Your KIPI Overview
Return on Fundraising

Foundation Support

] 211040 Score 41to 60 @ Score 61to 80 @ Score 81to 100 Unre!
D Earned Revenue D Expenses
D Marketing Impact Bottom Line @
Corp:

Community Program Activity
Engagement

stricted Contributions
orate Contributions
Things to keep in mind about the KIPIs:
ange from 0-100, with 100 being the highest outcome an organization can achieve, based on a level
a low score on some
portan
C ar d nt to be

“I use my organization’s KIP| Dashboard scores to identify 3 things:

Where is there encouraging news?
What can we do better?

What information keeps me up at night?”
http://mcs.smu.edu/dashboard/

— Steve Martin, Managing Director, Childplay Theatre Company



http://mcs.smu.edu/dashboard/

What we do with the data: SMUVIDataArtS

Research, Knowledge, and Tools

Five Steps to Healthier
At What Cost? : : Engaded by the Arts
How Distance Influences Arts Attendance Worki ng Capltal . Y

By Glenn B. Voss, Rebecca Johnson, Zannie Voss, and Daniel Fonner

JUNE 2019

The Anchor Project

By Karen Brocks Hopkins

P 7
: Sl 11 1 Does “Strong and Effective” Look Different
— for Culturally Specific Arts Organizations?



What we do with the data: SMUIDataArtS

Research, Knowledge, and Tools

DataAats

Data Literacy Courses from DataArts

Free, interactive courses to help arts leaders use data effectively.

nfas Eains i o

Datadsats Data dats GﬂnnEﬂt-ing t'he l]DtS:

Data daris
St hin N b Audience Dala Essentials
Looking As We Leap e "g_l_ "'_ fl_nl {.,.rs. e Data o - ‘ﬂail:li_si ll;t f;&srl .
o o ek e I"lﬂaﬂ('ldldl_):!:?l'mﬂllmlﬁ o aa ’l:lﬁ vocacy Basies for Aris Leaders
i L Tente ey
== T =
N e T

http://courses.culturaldata.org






i L .
We now live in an age with

multiple truths, but only one truth
' matters—their truth.

In order to break through and
connect with your target, you
must communicate to e

******

*******

their truth, not your truth..?’ Rt

**********
***********
************
*************
**************

***************
****************
*****************

******************

+ partners *******************

********************

IT'S NOT WHAT YOU SAY, IT'S WHAT THEY HEAR® RS

**********************
***********************



their truth

or me, the arts are radically
local.

> <> <> <> < .t, t ] ] hb h d
<> <> «£> <> <

> <> €3> €3> <> <> I s no In my nelg or oo ,
<> <> <> <> <> <>

> <> <> <> <> <> <> -

L S K3 LB O3 L3 L

am much less likely to go.
> €> €3> €> <> <> €3> <> <>

<> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <>

> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <

<> €3> <> <> <> €3> <> <> <> <> <

> A3 <> <> <> <> €2 <> <> <> <> <>

<> <> £> <> <> <> £> <> <> <> <> <>

> <> €3> €3> €> <> <> <> €> <> <> <> <>

<> €3> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <>

> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <D

s s S K3 L3 L3 3 K3 L2 L5 S5 3 L L5 L5

<> €> €3> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> €3 <> <>

> <> €3> <> <> <> €3> €3> €3> €5 <> €3> €3> <> <> €3> <
LD €D €3 €3 €3 €D €D €3 € €3 €3 3 L3 €3 €3 €3 €



We expected a somewhat steep demand curve based on

Relative Purchase Propensity

distance from the organization...

T o Our naive estimate was
N\ . s
. that a person living 12
80% % km (7.5 miles) away is
"% 80% less likely to
60% “ purchase than a person
\ . . . .
“w living in the immediate
A neighborhood.
40% \\ 9
\\ / At What Cost?
\\‘\ How Distance Influences Arts Attendance
Teeell ERELIIEIRIT
it Y ’ :
Rl - - ccccaaa ® : >

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Distance from Firm in KMs

-+~ Naive Estimate




...but we were wrong. It is much steeper in the average
community.

The data revealed

z 0% e that around 2 kms

g . AN (just over 1 mile),

-t % .

o 5L people are 80%

* less likely t

= “ ess likely to

5 . purchase than a

v \ 0o .

s 0% \\ person living in

2 o / the immediate
= neighborhood.

-*-__‘___* _____ . e .

0%
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Distance from Firm in KMs

-+- Naive Estimate Empirically Estimated Baseline

But factors other than distance influence the decision of whether to purchase or not...



Relative Purchase Propensity

Socio-Economic Level Influences the Consumer’s
Cost/Benefit Calculus...

100% T

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

— A~ Baseline

10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26
Distance from Firm in KMs

----Hi Socioecon

—¥—Low Socioecon

Higher HH's
Income and
education =
more likely to
attend, will travel
further to attend.

Lower HH
Income and
education = even
more radically
local.



...and More Nearby Complements (e.g., restaurants, bars) =
More Likely People Will Come to Your Arts Organization

Relative Purchase Propensity

100% T
80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

— A~ Baseline

8 10 12 14 16 18

Distance from Firm in KMs

--4--High Complements

20 22 24 26

—+—Low Complements

28

30

“What | really
want is a
destination for
an entire day or
night out, even if
It means a
longer drive.”



Research and Knowledge:

Customized Insights SMUQIDataArts

Location of Arts Organizations Relative to Communities Served and Underserved

Ji) SMU | DataArts

reva

‘ 0644 |50624) 6061 Zip Code 60411
Sector Groups ol WA - '6 ( Arts Providers
g 52’ 2616 Arts & Culture Employees
B @ Performing < - - Arts & Culture Organizations
M © Community ) 60653 Arts, Cuiture & Entertainment Firms
(%] Visual et 5SS > ) \ Independent Artists

Locations That House Muttiple Crganizavons
Spatialized Number of Orgs

I ——
21-40 41-60 0

( Arts Dollars

Program Revenue
Contributed Revenue
Total Expenses
Qotal Compensation

fmw
State Arts Dollars
State Arts Grants

60633
g R Federal Arts Dollars
463 560419 \Federal Arts Grants
\ ~goas™ U 0

T e (5

Chicago Heights Drama Group % Employment

Theatars % Bachelor's Degree
ghlanc
Total Expenses § 144214 t\ % of Households > $150k

_ | Per capita income
Q Not in Poverty

Glhul.eisue
Hotel Rank
Restaurant Rank
Zoo & Botanical Rank
Cinema Rank
Professional Sports
Bar Rank

WALDER

FOUNDATION
POWERING A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE


http://ncar-prd.cox.smu.edu/walder/index_spatialized-num-orgs.html

What we do with the data:
Research, Knowledge, and Tools

How can you use this in your own organization?

) SMU | DataArts

Audience Opportunity Tool

e Tell us who and where you are

* See propensity to purchase by
census tract or zip code

* See population characteristics
* |dentify areas of opportunity



http://ncar-prd.cox.smu.edu/ADT/

SMU DataArts Audience Opportunity Tool
Pilot Test

Enter Your Venue's Zip _l : | S : f 5 e o
at FEETTE I || | 1 o
TTO0Z ol % T | Tt i 1 P
.................... : e i E = |
" - Ao by o - b= : ! e g
i F T T f —
Select Your Organization's Size FROOT L i
tedium (51.5 - 6 Mon|
. 77029
)G
Select Your Organization’s Sector = b !
Performing Arns Crga X Il T
TTO0E = 5
e b g
£, 17012
o £ T
| o =5
\./)
0.4 o
Target Area 4 1
¥ - 5 : 77017
Housshold Characteristics g ey SR B
Warkfarce Characteristics & i ".\ s
Populaticon Characteristics _/' 5 = T | \\
. Race and Ethnicity ¢ e s e e e | 3 L, L _\\
-Q,-, = ke : ' | Legend
W Highest Propensity Rata - Lowest Propensity Rate
N

Where do we focus our efforts to do a better job of serving
African American members of the community?



SMU DataArts Audience Opportunity Tool
Pilot Test

FI0IN

Imaaa

-------

What would a change in pricing strategy do to increase
reach in 770547



SMU DataArts Audience Opportunity Tool
Pilot Test

Select Your Organization's Size

Bedium ($1.5 - $5 Ml

ITA57
Select Your Organization's Sectar

forming Arts Organization

Select Your Average Ticket Price

Average Price < $10

77036

Target Area 77054
Frosengity _  [ffFredict=dsal
Rz 7 Transactions
1.4% B3
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What if we went to them instead?



What we do with the data: SMU‘IDataArtS

Research, Knowledge, and Tools

Audience Opportunity Tool

“Use of this tool helped to increase our
season subscriptions by 20%

... through a laser focus on target areas
that were projected by the tool to produce
the highest results.”

-- Zenetta Drew, Executive Director,
Dallas Black Dance Theatre



http://ncar-prd.cox.smu.edu/ADT/

What we do with the data:
Research, Knowledge, and Tools

SMU [DataArts

Workforce Demographics Survey
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All is Not Lost!
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www.culturaldata.org

zvoss@smu.edu _
@SMUDataArts £ /

WHITE WAVE RISING Soon Kim Dance Company, Brooklyn, NY. Image credit: Paula Lubo
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