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Introduction

1.1 Glastonbury Festival is a world renowned music Festival and the largest music
Festival to be held in the UK.

1.2 Baker Associates were commissioned by Mendip District Council and Glastonbury
Festivals Ltd (GFL) to undertake an economic impact assessment of the 2007
Festival. The aim of the study was to improve understanding of the impacts of
the Festival by quantifying the overall economic impact upon the local and the
wider area.

1.3 The study was also asked to report any less quanti! able economic impacts and
ways to further build the economic bene! ts that the Glastonbury Festival could
present for the Mendip District.
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Glastonbury Festival background

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

The Ir st Glastonbury Festival was held in 1970 with an attendance of 1500, a £1
entry fee and music from Marc Bolan and T Rex. Since then the Festival has grown
both in size and reputation, to become the UK’ s largest and most respected music
Festival. In 2007, the festival was given the title International Festival of the  Year
at the 19th P ollstar Concert Industry Awards. A brief history of the Festival and its
growth over the years is shown in Appendix A (page 25).

The Festival is held annually over the last weekend in June with a rest year every
lv e years. The last rest year was 2006.

In 2007, Glastonbury Festival played host to 177,500 Festival visitors with over 700
acts playing 80 stages or performance spaces. Although primarily recognised as
a music Festival, entertainment over the Festival weekend also included cabaret,
dance, performance art, comedy, ! Im and theatre.

Despite being known as the Glastonbury Festival, the Festival site is actually
located at Worthy Farm, Pilton; a small village located 7 miles from Glastonbury
and 3 miles from Shepton Mallet. The site is centrally situated within the Local
Authority District of Mendip.

The Festival is organised and run from a public of! ce situated in Glastonbury town
centre and a site oflce at Worthy Farm.

In addition Glastonbury Festivals also organise two further events during the year:

Equinox Party (formerly known as Pilton Party) — a local focused music event held
at Worthy Farm in September, with the aim of saying ‘thank you’ to th e local area
for hosting the main Festival. Money generated from the Festival goes to village
organisations including Pilton Village Hall Committee, Pilton Working Mens Club
and Pilton Show Committee.

Glastonbury Extravaganza — aseries of three evening outdoor concerts in the grounds
of Glastonbury Abbey over a weekend in August. One performance is by the Royal
Philharmonic Orchestra and the other two by popular contemporary music acts.
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Methodology

3.1

3.2

The methodology for the study comprised the following key components :

a) Visitor survey - a face to face survey with over 2500 visitors to the Festival.
The survey explored their demographic pro! le, festival attendance and spending
patterns. Asummary of the results from the visitor survey is presented in  Appendix
C (page 30).

b) Traders survey — a face to face survey with traders, suppliers and promoters
on-site at the Festival to understand their business type, expenditure and supply
chains. A summary of the results from the traders survey is presented in  Appendix
D (page 34).

c) Local business survey — a postal and internet business survey was mailed and
publicised (via radio, press and local business groups) to businesses across the
Mendip District. The study focused on their trading patterns and the impact of
the Festival upon their staf! ng and turnover. A summary of the ! ndings from the
business survey is presented in Appendix E (page 38) .

d) Case study interv iews — with a range of organisations and key players including

Glastonbury Festivals, Mendip District Council, Festival sponsors (including Yeo
Valley, E-map, BBC and the Guardian), Tourist Information Centres, Glastonbury

Chamber of Commerce and a number of local businesses. In addition, researchers
attended the Pilton P arish Council and Glastonbury Festivals liaison meeting. A
summary of the case-studies is presented in Appendix F (page 41).

e) Expenditure prolling  — working with Glastonbury Festivals to pro!le their
expenditure patterns. A summary of the expenditure pro! les are presented in
Appendix B (page 27).

f) Economic impact modelling — wsing data derived from each of the above
components to estimate the overall economic impact of Glastonbury Festivals
2007 on the local and wider economy.

The study considers the overall economic impact of the Festival and breaks this
down into the area of impact via the following categories:

Mendip Local Authority Area (comprising the settlements of Frome,
Glastonbury, Shepton Mallet, Street and Wells together with the rural
hinterland)

. Bristol and Bath (as the nearest largest settlements to the Festival site)

. Remainder of the South West Region (excluding Mendip and Bristol / Bath)
. UK and International




Economic Impact of Glastonbury Festivals 2007

3.3

There are three categories of economic bene! t to consider and quantify within
the impact assessment :

Direct impacts - these include the expenditure and income generated at the
Festival site and within Glastonbury Festivals Ltd (GFL).

Indirect impacts - these include effects of businesses in receipt of direct
expenditure and as a result of increased supply chain activity to meet the needs
of the festival and their attendees.

Induced impacts - these include increases in expenditure derived as a result of
increased wages directly or indirectly associated with the festival. ~ This additional
income generates further repercussive effects and generally stimulates economic
activity.

3.4 The diagram below illustrates the expenditure streams and how these feed
into the economic model :

Sponsorship, donations,
Ticket Revenues and other income

Other
Attenders Performers Glastonbury Traders Visitors
(Media, Festival
Corporate) 2007
. Glastonbury
Festival Ltd
v v

Gross Expenditures in wider economy

Mendip ‘ Bristol / Bath [ south west UK

v

Displacement

4

MNet expenditure and
Multipliers

v

‘ Economic impacts |

Figure 1 : Expenditure Streams Diagram
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3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

The study considers the trading impact of Glastonbury Festivals 2007 Ltd, which
includes all activity by Glastonbury Festivals outside the core Festival period
including permanent staff and the expenditure of hosting the two linked events
- the Glastonbury Extravaganza and the Equinox Party.

It should be noted that the data used to informthe ! nal report has been compiled
from a number of sources including extrapolating primary data derived from
the visitors, traders and business surveys based upon recognised assessment
of statistical validity and economic modelling techniques. Therefore all values
contained within the report are an estimate of the overall economic impact of

the Festival rather than de!nitive !gures.

The study methodology also uses 2006 (a non-Festival year) as a comparator for
the business survey to assess the likely impact of the Festival. However , it does
not consider the impact of other variables which are likely to have an impact
on expenditure habits and spending patterns for example, weather and general
tourist spending trends or wider economic climate.

Finally, it should also be noted that 2007 was not viewed as a typical Glastonbury
Festival. Feedback from Festival organisers and on-site traders suggested the
adverse weather conditions experienced during the Festival weekend impacted
on expenditure pro! les of Festival attendees with identi! ed trends towards
shorter than normal trips (i.e.. number of nights and time of departure on the

In al festival day), greater expenditure on food and drink products and much less
than expected expenditure on non-food items (except waterproofs and wellies

")
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Gross and Net Economic Impact

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The gross direct impact of the Glastonbury Festival arises from the spending of
Glastonbury Festivals Ltd (GFL) (on their staff, subcontractors and suppliers) and
spending by visitors to the Festival (both on and off site). Detailed information on
spend by type of business and location of business was provided by Glastonbury
Festivals Ltd. Visitor expenditure has been estimated by grossing up from a survey
of 2,500 visitors carried out over the four days of the Festival.

Table B.1 in Appendix B (page 29) gives details of all spending by GFL during
2007. Allowing for a 10% uplift as bills are ! nalised and paid (many of the items
are provisional ! gures), total expenditure on suppliers, contractors and non-
payroll staff by GFL is estimated at £20,224,600. Expenditure on payroll staff
(again allowing for uplift) is estimated at £1,012,000, giving a total GFL  spend of
£21,236,600 during the period November 2006 — October 2007.

An estimated 177,500 visitors went to the Glastonbury Festival in 2007. According
to our sample survey, three quarters of these (76.9%) were on a standard ticket, a
tenth (10.9%) were on a traders’ pass, just over 6% were volunteers, just under 2%
were local residents, and 4% were on other tickets (performers, crew etc). Each
of these groups had very different spend patterns (see Table C.3 on page 32).

The average spend per person (per trip) over all ticket categories was £144.12
on-site and £149.13 off- site, a total of £293.24. The spending ! gures compare
favourably with the average tourist visitor to the Mendip District. ‘The V  alue of
Tourism’ (South West Tourism, 2005) estimates the average daily expenditure by
a day visitor as £41 and £42 for staying visitors.

Grossing up across all categories gives an estimated gross spend on-site of
£25,579,700 and a gross spend off-site and of £26,470,230, totalling £52,049,930.
Added to the GFL spend discussed above this gives total gross spend directly
associated with Glastonbury Festival in 2007 of £73,286,530.

Gross Direct Spend by Area

GFL provided information on the location of suppliers and subcontractors and a
sample of payroll information to allow us to allocate staff expenditures  to areas.
Visitors were asked to indicate how much they had spent off site and where they
had spent it. Gross direct expenditures can therefore be allocated across four
areas:

Mendip District

Bath/Bristol

Red of the South West Region (South West Region excluding Mendip / Bath /

Bristol)

South West Region

UK and International

11
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4.7 The table (Igure 2) below summarises the gross direct impact by area:.
Expenditure Category All Areas Mendip Bristol / Bath Rest of SW South West UK and
(including Mendip and | International
Bristol / Bath)
By GLF :
suppliers and contractors £20,224.6 £4,560.5 £1,390.6 £4,830.7 £10,781.8 £9,442.8
payroll staff £1,012.0 £724.2 £124.4 £124.4 £973.0 £39.0
Total GFL £21,236.6 £5,284.7 £1,515.0 £4,955.1 £11,754.8 £9,481.8
By visitors :
on site £25,579.7 £25,579.7 £0.0 £0.0 £25,579.7 £0.0
off site £26,470.2 £1,438.0 £2,224.1 £4,510.4 £8,172.5 £18,297.7
Total visitors £52,049.9 £27,017.7 £2,224.1 £4,510.4 £33,752.2 £18,297.7
Grand Total £73,286.5 £32,302.4 £3,739.1 £9,465.5 £45,507.0 £27,779.5
Figure 2 : Gross Expenditure by Area in £000’s

4.8 Grossdirect spend in Mendip District was estimated at £32,302,400. Most of this
is accounted for by on-site spend (£25,579,700), and by GFL spending on staff,
licence, local sub-contractors and suppliers (£5,284,700). ‘The Value of Tourism’
(South West Tourism, 2005) the total annual visitor spend for tourism activity in
Mendip District to be around £180m therefore visitors to Glastonbury Festival
account for over approximately one-seventh of this total expenditure.

4.9 Grossdirect spend in Bristol/Bath was estimated at £3,739,100, split roughly 40:60
between GFL spending on staff, suppliers and subcontractors, and visitor spending
off-site.

410  Grossdirect spend in the rest of the South W est was estimated at £9,465,500.
Rather more than half of this was accounted for by GFL spending on staff, suppliers,
and sub-contractors, and rather less than half by visitor spend off-site.

411  Taking the South West region as a whole (including Mendip District and Bath/
Bristol), gross direct spend was estimated at £45,507,000, which includes both on-
site and off site spend by visitors, and spending by GFL of almost £12m.

4.12  Finally, the total gross direct spend for the 2007 Glastonbury Festival is estimated

at £73,286,500. This equates to an expenditure of £2.45 by visitors to the Festival
for every £1 of expenditure by Glastonbury Festivals.

12
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

Net Impact by Area

In calculating the net impacts, account must be taken of deadweight,
displacement, and the multiplier effect.

Deadweight refers to the expenditure that would have occurred in any event,
regardless of Glastonbury Festival taking place. To allow for deadweight, the
expenditure of local residents of an area is normally excluded from the total of
visitors’ expenditure on the grounds that they would have spent their money in
the area anyway. From the visitor survey, we have the following proportions of
local residents to allow for deadweight:

Mendip District 2.2%
Bath/Bristol 9.0%
Rest of SW 12.1%
Whole of SW 23.3%

In the case of Mendip District, the deadweight is very small which means that
almost all of the gross expenditure is included.

Displacement takes account of activity associated with Glastonbury Festivals
that could have led to displacement of other forms of economic activity
Displacement is more diflcult to assess as there is limited evidence available.

For Mendip District, we know from discussions with tourism businesses and the
TIC that some non-Festival visitors are put off from coming to the area during
the Festival, in part because accommodation is full. However we understand
that some of these visits occur at alternative times of year . For that reason, we
have allowed for a displacement effect of 10%.

For Bath and Bristol, and the rest of the South W est region other possibly
competing activities might not take place. However , in our view Glastonbury
Festival has a limited impact on other competing events due to the one-off
nature of the event therefore the amount of displacement is likely to be small.
This is borne out by the experience of Mean Fiddler Festival P romotions (who run
a number of festivals across the UK) and feedback from other Festival organisers.
We have therefore allowed for a displacement effect of 5% in these two areas,
and for the South West Region as a whole.

Whilst we apply deadweight and displacement factors to gross economic impacts,
we also have to include a multiplier effect to take account of the subsequent
rounds of spending following the initial injection into the economy . These
arise from the purchase of supplies and services by the businesses (suppliers,
subcontractors, traders) in receipt of the ! rst round of expenditure, and by

13
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4.19

4.20

spending of wages by employees in the ! rst round of businesses (GFL, suppliers,
subcontractors, traders) and in the supply chain.

These indirect and induced effects (combined) are typically in the range 0.2-
0.5 and the degree of effect depends essentially on the size and structure of
the local economy. Typically, city regions have higher multipliers than smaller
towns and rural areas. Some examples of multipliers used in recent studies
were:

Study Area Multiplier Type Multiplier
V Music Festival (2006)  |East of England Combined Local 1.44
Essex
Chelmsford
Edinburgh Festival (2004) |Edinburgh QOutput 1.38 - 1.69*
Scotland Output 1,53 -1.94°
Edinburgh QOutput (non-tourism) 1.25
Scotland Qutput (non-tourism) 1.5
Scottish Tourism Multiplier|Urban Output 1.21- 1,61
Study (1992) Rural Output 1.21- 1.66"

Figure 3 : Typical Multipliers

*depending on sector (accommodation, shopping, catering, travel etc). The output multiplier
is the ratio of the change in total output of each sector of the local economy to the initial
change in tourist expenditure which brought it about. The actual multiplier amount includes
the direct impact hence 1.5 rather than 0.5

The !g ure below shows the multipliers employed by the study and a further
explanation of how they were calculated is set out in Appendix G (page 49).

Area Multiplier Type Multiplier
On-site visitor spend Output (tourism) 1.25
Off-site spend Mendip Output (tourism) 1.3567
Output (non-tourism) 1.25
Bath / Bristol Output (tourism) 1.5742
Qutput (non-tourism) 1.25
Rest of South West  |Output (tourism) 1.3386
QOutput (non-tourism) 1.25
South West Region  |Output (tourism) 1.345
QOutput (non-tourism) 1.25

Figure 4 : Glastonbury Festival Multipliers

14
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421

4.22

4.23

The table below sets out the application of the deadweight and displacement
factors to provide net total impact !gures by area.
Net Impacts Mendip Bristol / Rest of SW South West
Bath (including
Mendip and
Bristol / Bath)
Gross spend in area £32,302.4 £3,739.1 £9,465.5 £45,507.0
Deadweight £594.4 £2,001.7 £545.8 £7,864.3
Net spend in area £31,708.0 £1,737.4 £8,919.7 £37,642.7
Less:
displacement -£3,170.8 -£86.9 -£446.0 -£1,882.1
Net Direct Impact £28,537.2 £1,650.5 £8,473.8 £35,760.6
Indirect and induced impact £7,248.5 £706.4 £2,441.3 £9,462.3
Net Total Impact £35,785.7| £2,357.0 £10,915.0 £45,222.9

Figure 5 : Net Economic Impact by Area (in £000’s)

On this basis, the net impact on the Mendip District economy, allowing for
deadweight, displacement, and the multiplier effect was estimated at £35.8m.
The net impact on Bath and Bristol, on the same basis, is estimated at £2.4m,
and on the rest of the South West at around £10.9m. For the South West region
as a whole (including Mendip District), the net impact is estimated at £45.2m.

Using the net economic impact of the Glastonbury Festival, it is also possible
to estimate the equivalent level of employment generation (Full-T ime
Eqgivalents).

Mendip - 929 jobs

Bristol / Bath - 49 jobs

Rest of South West - 233 jobs

South West Region - 1110 jobs

The mulipliers used to calculate these and their justi! cation are set out in
Appendix G (page 49).

15
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Less Quantilable Outputs

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

The purpose of the study was to pro! le and quantify the overall economic impact
of the Festival through established techniques and traditional economic modelling
approaches. However, whilstundertaking the researchtheteamidenti! edanumber
of more subtle economic impacts which should be highlighted but cannot be easily
quanti'ed or identiled within the economic model. These impacts include :

Contracting with not-for-pro!t organisations

Glastonbury Festivals provide a number of trading opportunities (such as safety ,
stewarding and recycling) for local and not-for-pro! t organisations — both
international charities (Oxfam, W ateraid and Greenpeace) and local charities
(including schools, carnival clubs, scouts etc). Afull list of the charities is provided
in Appendix H (page 57). The majority of on-site bars were also run by the W orkers
Beer Company, a charity that enables people to donate their time and receive
donations equivalent to their wage to charitable and campaigning organisations.

This provides a unique opportunity for charities to fund-raise through the provision
of labour to the Festival which is of greater value than just the economic value
(particularly for local charities) than canbere# ected withinthe economic modelling
tables.

Image and perception of Glastonbury Town and wider Mendip area

The Festival and its association with the town contributes to the perception of  the
area, particularly for tourism purposes.

This association can be negative where the key client group is of an opposite nature
to the Festival (for example, the fall in attendance at Glastonbury  Abbey during
Festival time). However, there appears to be a general consensus, supported by
the Tourist Information Centres and Chamber of Commerce, that the Festival has
a very positive impact upon the image and perception of the town both through
repeat visits following attendance at the Festival but also due to the extensive
media coverage of the event across the globe. In 2007, there were over 700
journalists on-site at the Festival writing and broadcasting to many countries.
Approximately two out of three respondents to the visitor survey stated  attending
the Festival meant they were more likely to come back to the local area on another
occasion.

This wider knowledge and recognition of the town is key to raising its pro! le
beyond that of any of its comparable neighbours. This impact upon the knowledge
and perception of the town is an impossible impact to measure, however is likely
to result in signilcant increased visitors and tourism spend throughout the year.

17
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5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

Increased trading opportunities from association with the Festival

Many companies (ranging in size from E-map to the tent provider in Raajistan for
Camp Kerela) commented on how important it was for them to be associated  with

the Festival and the status it carries within their own marketing or ~ promotional
activities.

In particular, case-study organisations and business survey respondents identi! ed
their association with the Festival was really important to secure purchases with
a new customer base.

Greening Businesses

A number of companies reported that the strong ‘green’ ethic of the Festival had

raised awareness of issues and impacted upon greening their mainstream business
practices.

This particularly effects ‘on-site’ tr aders who are subjectto meeting environmental
standards as a condition of their trading pitch. Compliance with the standards is
monitored by the market managers or through the green trading survey undertaken
by Greenpeace and the ‘Green Trading Awards’ (awarded for the second time in
2007) reward good practice in this area. Richard Howard of Chai W allahs (2007
Gold Award Winners) was delighted with his award “It’ s areally wonderful feeling,”
he said. “We try to make small steps which will hopefully combine into a bigger

picture. W e want to make sure the message is getting through — if we can help put
it across that’s a bonus.”

18
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5.11

5.13

5.12

Contributing to a local entrepreneurial culture

From the research undertaken for study, there was a general feeling amongst
researchers that hosting the Festival contributed to a greater than average
entrepreneurial culture amongst local people and businesses. This occurs in a
number of different ways, including :

a) providing a one-off informal trading opportunity during the Festival period (for
example, through people letting rooms informally).

b) encouraging additional trading opportunities for local businesses (for example,
through local businesses running stalls at the Festival or selling different
products).

c) supporting the growth of companies who provide specialist services to Festivals
(for example, Serious Stages is now one of Europe's most experienced companies
in the supply and erection of temporary staging, buildings and special structures
but is based in Pilton due to a long association with the Festival).  An economic
cluster of festival suppliers and contracting companies that cover festivals on a
regional or national scale is developing within the local area, as the market place
for festivals grows.

d) guaranteeing a signi! cant annual contract for local and self-employed trades
people which enables them to ensure their business can be viably based within
the local area throughout the year.

Contributing to the vitality of Pilton village
Glastonbury Festival makes an annual donation to a village facility or service.

Over recent years, these have included :
. Building the new Pilton Working Men’s Club,

. Rerovating the Glastonbury Abbey Tythe Barn in Pilton and supporting the
establishment of the Pilton Barn Trust,

. Providing land and building materials for affordable village housing

. Building the pavilion, football pitch, tennis courts in Pilton Playing Fields,

. Reaasting the damaged medieval bells in Pilton Parish Church,

. Repairing the Pilton Parish Church heating system,

. Providing and erecting stone squeeze styles for footpaths in Pilton,

. Repairing the Pilton Methodist Chapel roof,
. Refurbishing the Child’s Play area in the Pilton Playing Fields,
. Improving the fabric and facilities of Glastonbury library.

In summary, it is not suggested that this an exhaustive list or a full appraisal of
these issues but it was felt important to re# ect upon them brie# y withinthe ! nal
report to provide a wider picture of the economic impact of the Festival.

19
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Conclusions and Considerations for
the Future

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

The research clearly shows that hosting the Festival has a signi! cant economic
impact — both locally and across a much wider geographic area, with! gures greater
than comparable Festivals across the UK.

The strong local trading ethos of the Festival has resulted in greater economic
bene! t to the area, with the purchasing patterns of the Festival re# ecting the
offer available within the local economy.

The contracting with local charitable organisations also offers a major investment
back to the community and this should not be underestimated.

The study has highlighted that many of the on-site traders are ‘specialist’  festival
traders who source products and staff on a national basis. It is felt that local
purchasing and supply chains of traders could be strengthened if the local economic
bene! t captured from the Festival is to be increased. However, it is recognised
that due to high set-up costs this is unlikely to be signi!cant.

Within the District of Mendip, the economic impact is felt greater in the adjacent
towns of Glastonbury and Shepton Mallet. There are clear distinctions between
those businesses which gain economically from the Festival (such as accommodation
providers, food & drink retailers or Festival suppliers) against those whose turnover
declines through less patronage during the Festival period (non-food and drink
retailers, restaurants etc). Generally , it is felt Shepton Mallet gains more during
the Festival period but that Glastonbury bene! ts greater throughout the year due
to clearer locational associations with the Festival.

In responding to the requirement to highlight future opportunities to strengthen
the local economic bene! t of the Festival there are a number of key areas which
could be considered further :

Consider the feasibility of capitalising further on the role of Shepton Mallet as

a base nearby offering services to people during set-up and take-down periods
of the Festival, to support the Councils regeneration objectives for the  Town.
However, the safety implications and desire to retain trafl ¢ on-site over the
Festival period should be paramount.

Ensure accurate information and publicity (particularly regarding traf! ) is
given out regarding Glastonbury town and the fact it is ‘open for business’
during the Festival period. Glastonbury Festivals should continue working with
the Glastonbury Chamber of Commerce to re#ect this issue.

21
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Glastonbury Festivals have experienced great success in ‘greening’ the practices of
their traders on-site during the Festival period. It is suggested that this approach
could be widened in scope to consider all aspects of sustainability , particularly local
purchasing and supply chains. This could be monitored through the annual Green
Traders Award.

Continue to use locality as a consideration when allocating traders pitches, where
the trader is able to demonstrate the required attributes to successfully trade on-
site.

Consider the potential viability to attract specialist ‘Festival’ support companies
to re-locate to the Mendip area based upon the reputation of the Festival —and the
existing cluster based within the locality.

22
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APPENDIX A
History of Glastonbury Festival

Year Dates Information Artists T'(.: —
Price
. Marc Bolan, Keith
1970 19-Sep Inaugural 2-day festival Christmas, Al Stewart £1 1,500
Moves to Summer Solstice Hawkwind. Trafic
1971 24-Jun as ‘Glastonbury Fayre’ with . " - Free 12,000
: David Bowie
Pyramid Stage
1978 08-Jul Impromptu festival organised by | Free 500
travellers from Stonehenge
. . Peter Gabriel, Steve
1979 23-gun | >-day event, now with Michael 1\ -0 a ey Harvey £5 12,000
Eavis’s ! nancial backing
Band
Michael Eavis takes control of .
1981 19-21 | G|astonbury Festival’as CND | VoW Order, Hawkwind, | ¢ 25,000
June Aswad
benelt
1982 1820 1 5ec0nd CND benett van Morrison, Tubeway | .o 25,000
June Army, Jackson Browne
1983 17-19 Public Ilcen(_:e required, CND Marillion, UB40, Curtis £12 30,000
June benelts again May'eld
] | . . .
1984 20-22 Green_.elds_sne opened, The Smiths, Elvis £13 35.000
June capacity raised Costello, lan Dury
2123 Festival site enlarged with Echo & The Bunnymen,
1985 the purchase of neighbouring Joe Cocker, Style £16 40,000
June . .
Cockmill farm Council
20-22 New Theatre, Children and The Psychedelic Furs,
1986 June Market areas The Cure, Madness 17 60,000
19-21 Elvis Costello, New
1987 June Womad stage added Order, Van Morrison £21 60,000
1988 - Fallow year - - -
1989 16-18 Police involved in organisation | 1ne Wonderstuff, £28 65,000
June Pixies, Suzanne Vega
The Cure, Happy
1990 22-24 | Marred by con'ict between Mondays, Sinead £28 70,000
June looting travellers and security O'Connor
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No festival due to previous

1991 i year’s disturbances i i i
1992 26-28 Donations now to Greenpeace Carter USM, Primal £49 70,000
June and Oxfam Scream, PJ Harvey
. . The Orb, Velvet
1993 25-27 Advance tickets sold out by mid- Underground, Stereo c5g 80.000
June June
MCs
Wind turbine powers main
24-26 stage, !rst death from drug Bjork, Manic Street
1994 June overdose, televised by Channel | Preachers, Orbital £59 80,000
4
1995 23-25 | Sells out within four weeks, Oasis, Pulp, Portishead | £65 80,000
June Dance Tent introduced
1996 - Farm rested - - -
27.29 Solar heated showers in the The Prodigy,
1997 Greenpeace !eld, site expands Radiohead, Massive £75 90,000
June
to 800 acres Attack
26-28 . Blur, Robbie Williams,
1998 June £500,000 goes to charity Chemical Brothers £80 100,500
1999 25-27 Over 300 bands, 250 food stalls | KoV Fatboy Slim, AL oo 100,500
June Green
2000 23-25 Pyramid Stage returns MObY’ Travis, David £87 100,000
June Bowie
Year off taken to improve
2001 - security and prevent - - -
gatecrashers
2002 28-30 Ring of steel security fence Many Chao, Rolf £97 140,000
June erected Harris, Isaac Hayes
2003 21-29 Sells out in 24 hours Jimmy Cliff, Radiohead, | 0,5 150,000
June REM
. Paul McCartney,
2004 25-27 Th'r.d of waste recycled, £1 James Brown, Franz £112 150,000
June million raised )
Ferdinand
26-28 . . Basement Jaxx, Brian
I 1
2005 June Crime !gures down one third Wilson, White Stripes £125 152,000
2006 - Rest year - - -
22nd Amy Winehouse, The
2007 — 24" i-count campaign Who, Artic Monkeys £150 177,500
June and Shirley Bassey

Source: Mintel Festival Tourism - International - August 2005 — Europe
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APPENDIX B
Analysis of Glastonbury Festivals expenditure

B.1 Total expenditure by Glastonbury Festival 2007 was estimated (Oct 2007) at £21.2m.
This includes an uplift against invoiced expenditure to take account of ! nal settling of
accounts. Table B.1 (page 29) sets out the detailed breakdown of Glastonbury Festivals
expenditure by category and area.

B.2 Just over £1.0m was accounted for by staf! ng costs and £18.4m expenditure on suppliers
and contractors.

B.3 The largest category within suppliers and contractors is safety and security (including
police, ! re and ambulance services) at £3.5m. Slightly more than two thirds of the
expenditure on this category accrued to the rest of the South West (Avon and Somerset
Constabulary, ambulance service, private security ! rms), and most of the remainder to
private security organisations located in the rest of the UK.

B.4 The second largest category was payments to artists and for performing rights fees, which
totalled almost £2.5m or 13.4% of expenditure on suppliers and contractors. Approximately
84% of this expenditure accrued to organisations in the rest of the UK, and the remainder
to the rest of the South West region.

B.5 Siteworks, fencing and trackways accounted for almost £2.2m of expenditure (12%) and
for this category the local (Mendip) component was signi! cant, at just over 38%. Most of
the rest was accounted for by contractors and suppliers in the rest of the UK (outside the
south west). This represents very local procurement policy for many skilled trades with
specialist provision (eg, Trackway) supplied on a national basis.

B.6 Expenditure on rent, rates and licenses was estimated at just under £1.3m (7% of the
total) and all of this was local.

B.7 Keeping the site clean and tidy (toilets, waste disposal, cleaning) accounted for just over
£1m (5.7% of the total). Just over a quarter of this expenditure was local (Mendip), 15%
was in Bath/Bristol, 13% in the rest of the South W est, and the remainder (44.9%) in the
UK outside the South West region.

B.8 Signage, trafl ¢ and parking, and non permanent structures like screens and tents
accounted for an estimated £0.8m or 5% of the total. Most of this (almost two thirds) went
to companies in the UK outside the South West, around a ! ft h to the South West outside
Mendip and Bath/Bristol, and just over 10% to Bath/Bristol. A small proportion (6%) went
to local (Mendip) companies.

B.9 Expenditure on electrics and power (£0.41m) went mainly to companies in Bath/Bristol,
while that on vehicles and fuel (£0.21m) predominately with regional companies in the
rest of the South West. Expenditure on equipment (£0.42m) was split between Bath/
Bristol (40%), the rest of the UK (just over 40%), and the rest of the South W est (almost
20%).
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B.10

B.11

B.12

B.13

B.14

B.15

B.16

Expenditure on ticketing and marketing (£0.53m) was predominantly with companies in
the rest of the UK, as was expenditure on entertainment, media and phones (almost
£0.3m taken together). Catering expenditure (almost £0.2m) was roughly evenly split
between South West companies and companies in the rest of the UK — with a small Mendip
component.

Expenditure on professional services (banking, accountancy, legal services, medical team)
totalled just over £0.4m, and one third of this was local (Mendip) and the remainder in the
rest of the UK.

Additional payments include payments to non-payroll staff and for stewarding (40% local,
the rest mostly Bath/Bristol and rest of SW), which was estimated at almost £0.89m (4.8%
of the total); donations of £1.5m (one third to local organisations, two thirds to national
charities); and a small amount of compensation costs within Mendip.

Overall, just under a quarter (22.5%) of expenditure was local to Mendip District, mainly
comprising fees, local siteworks fuel purchases, medical services, banking and accountancy ,
and casual (non-payroll) staff.

The Bath/Bristol area has only a small share of expenditure with only 6.9% of the total
expenditure on suppliers and contractors - mainly utilities, equipment, and non-payroll
staff. The South West region outside Mendip and Bath/Bristol does rather better , with
23.9% and a much wider spread of expenditure covering many activities, in particular
security and emergency services, equipment, vehicles and fuel, and some on site services
such as toilets and waste disposal, tents, and signage and traf!c control.

Therest ofthe UK accounts for ust under half (46.7%) of the total of suppliers and contractors
expenditure. The main items included site works (especially trackway), tents and barriers,
toilets and waste disposal, most of signage, trafl ¢ and parking, some security, about half
of equipment purchases, half of catering, a third of professional services, and all or most
of media, phones, artists, ticketing and marketing.

In summary, the distribution and components of expenditure broadly re# ect the make up
of the local, regional, and national economies. The local economy provides public sector
services, contractors, land, and some professional services. The regional economy provides
general services such as utilities, security (including police and emergency services) and
some on-site services, while the rest of the UK also provides some general services but
also the more specialised services such as artists, trafl ¢ management, trackways, crowd
control, media, professional services, ticketing & marketing and entertainment.
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APPENDIX C
Vigitors survey

Cl1

C.2

C.3

C.4

Over 2500 people on-site over the Glastonbury Festival weekend took part in a
face-to-face survey. The survey covered a range of issues including their area
of origin, demographic pro! le, trip details and also pro! led their expenditure
patterns. The highlights of the survey results are set out below.

Origins of visitors to the Festival

From the visitor survey, 2,421 respondents supplied details of their postcode of
origin. This information is summarised in the Figure B1 below:

South West Region

Bath 2.1%
Mendip 2.2%
Bristol 6.9%
South West 12.1%
All South West 23.3%

Other Regions:

London & SE 46.8%
North 15.6%
Midlands 8.6%
Wales 3.1%
Scotland 2.0%
N Ireland 0.5%
Channel Isles 0.2%

Figure C.1 : Visitor Origin

Mostvisitors to the Festival come from London and SE England; this area accounts
for almost half (46.8%) of all Festival attendees, with London alone accounting
for over a quarter (25.8%). Almost a quarter (23.3%) come from the South Wes
of England itself, but of these, only a small proportion come from Mendip District
(2.2%). Thisis important because it means that the “deadweight” factor — spend by
local residents who would be deemed to have spent their money locally anyway , in
the absence of a Festival - is very low. The Midlands account for 8.6% of visitors,
and the North of England for a further 15.6%. Relatively few visitors (5.7%) come
from outside England.

Method of travel

64 % of Festival attendees travelled to the Festival by private vehicle (car , van
etc) and 33% via public transport (train, bus or combination of both).
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Number of nights away from home

C.5 Figure C.2 (below) shows over 71% of respondents spent 4 or 5 nights way from
home on their trip. 3% of respondents spent no nights away from home meaning
they were either a ‘Sunday’ visitor or lived within close proximity to the site and
a further 2 % spent 10 or more nights away from home.

Figure C.2 : Number of Nights Spent Away from Home

C.6  Atotal of 11,333 nights were spent away from home by the respondents to our
survey - 92% of these were spent on-site.

C.7  Glastonbury Festival was the sole reason for 94% of our respondents’ trips. Of
those who were on extended trips, 14% were on an extended trip to the Mendip
area and 18% were on an extended trip to elsewhere within the South Wed
region.

C.8 61%of respondents said attending the Festival means they are more likely to
come back to the Mendip area on another occasion.

Expenditure of Festival Visitors

C.9 Thetable overleaf (T able C.3 on page 32) sets out the details of visitor expenditure
by category - examining both on-site and off-site expenditure. Insummary ,average
spend per person (per trip) was £144.11 on site and £149.13 off site, a total of
£293.24 (excluding entry ticket but including transport).

C.10 Vistor expenditure differed immensely with some respondents quoting on-site
expenditure of nil as their employer was providing all food and drink to one
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respondent who estimated their on-site expenditure was £2120. The greatest
expenditure on-site was on food & drink purchases, taking an average 83% of a
Festival visitors’ on-site expenditure.

C.11 Different types of ticket holders have very different spending patterns with people
attending for volunteering, employment or trading purposes spending less. On
average, visitors attending the Festival on a standard ticket spent approximately
50% more on-site than those attending for other purposes.

C.12 Grossing up across all categories gives an estimated gross spend on-site of
£25,579,700 and a gross spend offsite of £26,479,230 totalling £52,049,930 by all
people attending the Festival.

C.13 Details of expenditure category by ticket type is shown in the table below:

Standard ":F’I:Sdser‘s Volunteer Ilizcs?clien t Other isg:glgee
No of trips in sample 1,919 273 153 46 105 2,496
% of trips 76.9 10.9 6.1 1.8 4.2 100
No of trips in total 136,467 19,414 10,880 3,271 7,467 177,500
Spend on site
Food and drink £129.19 £83.86 £87.09 £86.81 £90.22 £119.23
Shopping £23.02 £17.59 £15.49 £14.25 £14.05 £21.43
Entertainment and services £2.35 £2.68 £2.16 £0.11 £1.48 £2.30
Other £1.32 £0.48 £0.33 £0.55 £1.43 £1.16
Total on site £155.88 £104.61 £105.07 £101.72 £107.18 £144.11
Gross on site spend (£000's) £21,272.53 £2,030.91 £1,143.20 | £332.75 £800.31 £25,579.70
Spend off site
zsggrf‘nr;?k‘gti;‘)k (shops, £38.58 £44.44 £38.80 £21.67 £30.18 £38.57
Food and drink (pubs restaurants) £5.43 £4.31 £2.54 £0.67 £7.96 £5.15
Other shopping £53.87 £39.39 £45.34 £15.18 £55.89 £51.14
Travel and transport £48.01 £82.26 £40.53 £9.81 £43.11 £50.39
Entertainment and services £1.74 £2.01 £0.56 £0.00 £0.00 £1.59
Accommodation £2.58 £1.25 £0.81 £0.00 £2.97 £2.29
Total off site £150.21 £173.66 £128.58 £47.33 £140.11 £149.13
Gross off site spend (£000's) £20,498.76 £3,371.45 £1,399.00 £154.83 £1,046.19 £26,470.23
Total £306.09 £278.27 £233.65 £149.05 £247.29 £293.24
Gross total spend (£000’s) FA1,771.29 E5,402.35 F2,542.21 F487.58 F1,846.50 £52,049.93

Figure C.3 : Average Expenditure by Ticket Type
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C.14

C.15

In comparision to other festivals, Glastonbury Festival visitors’ total expenditure is
higher. For example, comparing the results to those within the economic impact
of V Music Festival (2006) at Hylands Rark in Chelmsford. The V-Festival study
guotes an average daily spend (on-site and off-site) for staying campers of £42.22
(average stay of 3.6 days). The main differences in the pro! le of Glastonbury
Festival attendees expenditure occurs in higher off-site expenditure - comprising
higher travel costs and higher purchasing of both food & drink and other shopping
(eg. camping equipment).

The spending ! gures also compare favourably with the average tourist visitor to
the Mendip District. ‘The V alue of Tourism’ (South West Tourism, 2005) estimates
the average daily expenditure by a day visitor as £41 and £42 for staying visitors.
Similarly, the same report estimated the total annual visitor spend for tourism
activity in Mendip District to be around £180m, with Glastonbury Festival accounting
for over one-seventh of this expenditure.
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APPENDIX D
Traders survey

D.1

D.2

D.3

D.4

D.5

D.6

A sample of traders (12%) on-site over the Festival period took part in a face-to-
face survey. The survey covered a range of issues including their location, staf! ng,
turnover and supply chains. However, it should be noted that only two-thirds
of respondents were willing to supply turnover and supply chain details. The
respondents included both public trading companies and those supplying other
traders or Festival services. Table D.1 (page 36) provides a breakdown of traders’
expenditure whilst with Table D.2 (page 37) shows their stafing patterns.

Analysis by area of location

Only two traders in the survey who supplied spend details were businesses located
in Mendip District, one retailer and one food and drink company . Total spend by
traders located in the Mendip District was £33,700. Ten traders were from the
Bath/Bristol area - ! ve retailers, two caterers, one entertainer, one charity , and
one unidenti! ed. The total spend of this group was £56,500. Nine traders were from
the South West Region outside the Mendip District or Bristol / Bath, comprising six
retailers and three caterers. The total spend of this group £19,900.

Twenty-two traders were from the London area. Many of these are businesses who
specialise in servicing large events, or are national organisations (e.g. charities)
themselves. There were 12 retailers, 4 caterers, 3 charities, 2 entertainers, and
one unidentiled by type. The total spend of this group was £128,600.

A further 11 traders were from the South East and East Anglia outside London.
There were 9 retailers, 1 caterer, and | charity and the total spend of this group
was 29,400. There were 9 traders from the rest of the UK (West Midlands, Yorkshire,
Scotland, Northern Ireland), 4 retailers, 1 caterer , 2 festivals logistics companies,
and one charity, and the total spend of this group was £86,600. Two tr aders did not
provide locational details and their total spend was £15,000.

Looking at spend by type of activity , retailers spend totalled £149,600 (40.5%),
caterers spend totalled £101,700 (27.5%), and spend on other types of activity
totalled £111,200 (30.1%). £7,200 of spend was not identi! able to any type of
activity.

Analysis by area of spend

Looking at the spend by area irrespective of the location of the trader s business,
it is clear that there was very little spend in Mendip  District (3.4%) or Bath/Bristol
(0.3%). Almosta! ft h (18.3%) was spent in the South West outside Mendip and Bath/
Bristol, a quarter was spent in the UK outside the South W est region, and over a
If th spent outside the UK. Athird of the spend was unallocated. If we exclude the
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D.7

D.8

unallocated expenditure, the ! gures improve slightly but it is still obvious that
most of the spend is outside the South West (and 31% outside the UK).

It is clear from this that most traders are not local businesses in the sense that
their normal business is carried on from Mendip District (or even Bath/Bristol),
and only 21 of the 66 businesses (32%) were located within the South West. Most
traders operated nationally and purchased nationally or internationally, and many
as noted above, are businesses which specialise in servicing large events. The
Festival traders predominately comprise companies who specialise in Festival
trading due to the high set-up costs for trading areas of signi! cant income (eg.
food and drink).

This raises the question of how the on-site spend of visitors should be dealt with
within the wider economic modelling. In the analysis of gross and net impacts by
area, we have assumed that on-site spend is allocated to Mendip District, as that is
where the spend takes place. Traders are treated as businesses at least temporarily
located within the District. This is normal practice in economic impact analysis.
However, the analysis of traders’ spending shows that this may give a misleading
picture of local economic benelt.
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Traders’ staff recruitment

D.9 All 93 traders provided details of the number of staff employed at the Festival and
where they were recruited from. In total, there were 564 paid staff on site working
with the traders in the survey , an average of just over 6 per trader . Assuming that
the average wage paid per person was £250, this would give a total traders’ payroll
of £141,000.

D.10 Reauitment patterns broadly re# ect the location of the traders’ businesses (Mendip
businesses recruiting from Mendip, Bath/Bristol businesses recruiting from Bath/
Bristol, etc). The exception to this pattern was that several UK businesses recruited
from within the South West, and a few businesses recruited from Mendip District.
Five UK businesses recruited internationally.

D.11 The net result of these patterns was that only 5.5% of staff were recruited from
within the Mendip District, 17.6% were recruited from Bath/Bristol, 35.8% were
recruited from within the South West, 33% were recruited nationally, and 2.1%
recruited internationally. 34 staff (6%) were unallocated to an area.

D.12 Recruitment patterns also suggest that traders at the Festival are only a temporary
addition to Mendip District’s businesses and that payments made to staff are likely
to be spent in part in their area of recruitment , mainly outside the District and, in
the case of almost two thirds of staff recruited, outside the South West region.
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APPENDIX E
Business survey

E.l

E.2

E.3

E.4

E.5

E.6

E.7

Businessesin Mendip were contacted in July 2007 and requested to complete

a short questionnaire to return by post or on the Internet. The guestionnaire
asked them to share their experiences of the impacts of Glastonbury Festival on
their business. In total 167 businesses responded, a response rate of 19% across
a range of business types and services.

Of those businesses that supplied information about their location, they were
mostly concentrated near to the Festival site, with over halfin  or around Shepton
Mallet and Glastonbury. The impact of the Festival (either positive or negative)
was felt most in these locations.

Impact on business turnover

The impact of the Festival is split greatly with 56% of businesses reporting an
increase and 44% of businesses reported a decrease in their business turnover
as a result of the Festival. The reported increase in turnover ranged from £100
to £30,000 and the average increase was reported as £3037.00. The reported
decrease in turnover ranged from £100 to £12,000.00 and the average decrease
was £2936.00.

Of those businesses reporting an increase in turnover during the Festival period,
the areas with the most businesses reporting an increase were in Shepton Mallet
(43%) and Glastonbury (21%). Glastonbury also had the largest proportion of
businesses reporting a decrease in turnover (39%), along with Street (20%).

Ofthose businesses reporting an increased turnover as a result of the Festival, the
majority were involved in the tourism industry. Half of respondents (50%) were
accommodation providers. Retailers (both food and drink and other) accounted
for 24% of businesses; and restaurants made up 6% of businesses reporting an
increase in turnover as a result of the Festival. Other businesses reporting an
increase included two pubs, a scaffolding company, a marquee supplier, and an
accountant.

Of those businesses reporting a decrease in turnover due to the Festival, the two
largest groups were retailers not selling food and drink (38%) and restaurants
(21%). Numerous accommodation providers stated that they were fully booked
over the Festival, but that they would expect to be at that time of year anyway
with general leisure visitors.

16%of responding businesses stated they were able to secure trading opportunities
outside their normal area of business during the period of the Festival. Of these,
59% were providing additional products or services to meet the needs of Festival
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E.8

E.9

E.10

E.11

E.12

E.13

attendees, 22% had a stall at the Festival and 22% provided goods to Glastonbury
Festivals Ltd. 22% had other trading opportunities such as the supplement to the
published paper, a warm up concert, work with W orthy FM and working with the
John Peel Stage production of! ce. Of these businesses 50% reported anincrease
in turnover as a result of the Festival and 17% reported a decrease.

14%oof businesses stated they have had advanced bookings for or related to
Glastonbury 2008. The ! gures provided equated to an average £12,870.00 worth
of advanced contracts.

Promotions

Lessthan 9% (14 respondents) of businesses stated that they took part in any
special marketing, promotions or initiatives around the period of the Festival
to increase their trading opportunities. These businesses reported that special
offers such as 10% off over the weekend were successful, however newspaper and
radio advertising was not as effectual. Additionally, a shuttle bus between Clarks
Village in Street and Glastonbury was planned but not effectively implemented.

Saflng

6.5% of businesses had an increased stafihg level over the Festival period. This
accounted for an additional 568 hours work, or an average of 52 extra hours for
each of these businesses.All of these extra hours were worked by people within
the District, with two-thirds of the extra hours worked by existing staff and one-
third by people recruited locally speci'cally for the Festival.

Overall perception of the Festival

Agreater percentage of businesses found the Festival to have an overall positive
economic impact rather than a negative effect. 37% of businesses stated that
the Festival had a positive or very positive effect whilst 25% reported the Festival
to have a negative or very negative impact. However, overall the largest number
of businesses (38%) stated that the 2007 Festival had a neutral impact on their
business.

Businesslocated in Shepton Mallet made up the largest proportion of those who
found the Festival had a positive effect on their business (40%). Businesses in
Glastonbury were the most likely to ! nd the Festival had a negative effect on
their business (48%). However, businesses located in Frome or Street were most
likely to have found the Festival had a neutral economic impact on their business.
This is likely to be due to the towns’ distance from the Festival site.

One of the main reasons for effect upon turnover appears to be the impact of
traf! ¢ congestion — both actual and perceived. In reality, trafl ¢ congestion can
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impact upon normal business activity on the W ednesdayprior to the Festival and
the Monday following the Festival leading to a loss in turnover . However, perceived
traf! c congestion means that many people stay away from Glastonbury town centre
over the Festival weekend resulting in a fall in turnover for many town centre
businesses. A number of businesses who have been trading in Glastonbury for a
number of years cite this as an increasing problem over the last 5 years.

E.14 The confusion of the actual location of the Festival was mentioned by several
respondents, stating that they thought Glastonbury town was quieter than usual
because people assumed the Festival was in the town centre and thus avoided the
area. Conversely, one respondent stated “we are very grateful to the Festival for
putting Glastonbury on the tourist map. Most of our customers say the Festival
made them think about the town and spurred them on to make a visit at other
times of the year, not just the Festival period.”

E.15 It is worth noting that several businesses highlighted that although the Festival did
not affect their own business in economic terms, they still consider the Festival
to be positive for the area. For example one respondent stated, “we support the
Festival but in economic terms it does not do well for us.”

E.16 The general bene!t for the area is commented on by numerous respondents for
example, one respondent stated, “I feel that the Festival has a positive ongoing
effect on the local economy — all year round”, and another commented “the
Festival created a very special atmosphere —dif! cult to quantify — but with a hugely
bene!cial effect on the community and infrastructure.”

E.17 Whenasked about the overall effect of Glastonbury Extravaganza over half (55%) of
the respondents stated it had a neutral economic effect on their business. However
36% of respondents stated it had a positive effect with the overwhelming majority
of them being located in Glastonbury.

E.18 Theoverwhelming perception ofthe P ilton Party was neutral with 81% of respondents
stating this.
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APPENDIX F

Case-study interviews

(8

F2

F3

A series of interviews were
undertaken with key players
including Glastonbury Festivals,
Mendip District Council, Festival
Sponsors (including Yeo Valley,
E-map, BBC and the Guardian),
Tourist Information Of! ces,
Glastonbury Chamber of Trade and
a number of local businesses. The
interviews were undertaken to
support the statistical analysis of
the ! gures and help identify where
recommendations for capturing
local economic benelt.

A number of these have been
included as case-studies with the
In al report to illustrate key issues
identi! ed by the researchers during
the study.

Glastonbury Abbey

Glastonbury Abbey is one of the
foremost tourist attractions in

Mendip. It attracts over 100,000
visitors a year — approximately half
of the visitors are foreign tourists

and over a quarter come on school
or coach tours.

The Abbey’s location within the
town centre of Glastonbury means
that it also acts as a good barometer
for the impact of the Festival on the
wider town centre.

In terms of the economic impact of
the festival, the Abbey witnesses a
considerable fall in visitor numbers
over the Festival period. During
2007, a number of coach tours
and two school parties speci! cally
cancelled their pre-booked trips

whentheyrealisedtheywerevisiting

during the week of the Festival.

Their main concerns related to
accessibility of the town during the

festival. They are reported to have
refused to be persuaded by the
Abbey’s staff, that the town and

roads leading to Glastonbury would
be quiet.

In 2007, the Abbey visitor numbers
for the Festival weekend were 43 %
lower than the same period in 2006.
This equates to approximately 1500
less visitors over the two week
period around the Festival against
a similar period in 2006. There was
no rise in Abbey visitors before or
after the Festival, as might have
been expected if Festival visitors
had visited the Abbey on their way
to or from the event. Statistics
show a similar fall in numbers in
other Festival years.

This loss in visitor numbers (and
corresponding gate receipts) has a
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knock-on impact on Abbey ! nances
across the year. This was particularly
important in 2007 as poorer than
average weather conditions and
wider economic conditions in Europe
meant that the gate receipts for the
early summer period were lower than
would have been anticipated.

Over previous years, the Abbey have
tried particular initiatives to reverse
the decline in visitor numbers such
as ‘living history events’, # ower
festivals and gate entrance offers.
The initiatives have had limited
success, with many visitors citing
traf! c reports and perceived inability
to access Glastonbury as the main
reason.

However, in 2007, traf! ¢ around the
town and the Festival site was # owing
freely on all days except the evening
before the Festival opened and the
Monday afterwards. It is felt that
inaccurate traf! ¢ reports within the
local media are contributing to the
perception that roads to Glastonbury
and the town itself will be heavily
congested throughout the Festival
and the town is effectively ‘closed
for business'.

On a more positive note, the Abbey
plays host to the Glastonbury
Extravaganza every year. The event
receives a very warm welcome from

the Abbey and offers an opportunity

to bolster income and raise the

pro! le of the Abbey with a differing

audience.

Glastonbury Abbey is very supportive
of both the Festival and the
Glastonbury Extravaganza. However,
the trustees are very keen to work
with the Festival promoters, Mendip

F4

District Council and other partners
to keep the town centre ‘alive’
during Festival time — particularly
by improving the accuracy of trafl ¢
reports within the media.

E-Map

E-map is one of the country’s
largest publishing companies with
publications including Q Magazine.
The company became involved in
Glastonbury Festival through local
contacts after realising there was an

opportunity to work with Glastonbury

Festivals to improve the quality of

the free on-site newspaper.

E-map produce the Festival paper
from portacabins on-site during the
Festival.

The paper is produced daily. Copy
is sent via telephone line to printers

in Bristol and delivered by 7am the

following morning on-site.

The costs for producing the paper
are funded through advertising
and ‘break-even’ over the Festival
period.

Over the Festival period, E-map has
approximately 200 people on site:
$ 15journalists and
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E5

photographers for daily paper
15 journalists for the review

10 helpers for giving out the
paper

25 people at the Queens Head
(bar/music venue)

Q magazine representatives

©B B BB

E-map became involved with
Glastonbury Festival for two main
reasons :

$ Awareness — Q magazine and

Glastonbury Festival help
raise their pro! le and offer
complementary marketing

opportunities.

$ Reaching new, and younger
readers, for example sales of
Q Magazine after the Festival
increased by 25 — 30,000 copies.

On a wider scale, working with
Glastonbury Festivals has also
in#uenced E-map to become 'green-
aware' and change a number of the
practices that the company uses on
a day-to-day basis.

Fly Glastonbury

Mark and his wife Sarah run Fly
Glastonbury and camping at
Windinglake Farm, Pilton.

Fly Glastonbury offers helicopter
journeys between Bristol Airport and
the site during the Festival, or allows

private helicopters to be landed on

the heliport.

F.6

The farm also offers accommodation
for campers, toilets, showers,
catering and a bar. They primarily
target those in the music industry
with bands/ producers etc landing
and staying there.

Key statistics :

* 700 people on the helicopter
landing pad and campsite
over the festival weekend

» 40 staff recruited locally

» Majority of purchases to
set up temporary site made
locally where possible -
including £180,000 worth of
infrastructure e.g. showers,
toilets, bowser’s for waste etc

The company got involved in
providing off-site facilities to

ensure they were available and co-
ordinated (particularly helicopter

#y zones). The company is run on
a nearly ‘break —even’ basis due to
high set-up costs to meet helicopter
regulations and a proportion of
any pro!'ts made are donated to
charity.

Camp Kerala

Jennifer and her husband bought
their property without realising
their proximity to the Festival.

43



Economic Impact of Glastonbury Festivals 2007

After hosting family and friends for

a number of years, they decided to
create Camp Kerala - alternative
Festival accommodation for those
wishing to stay off-site

They tend to target those who
have been to Glastonbury in their
youth and now want to visit in
style. Demand is high and they
were nearly fully booked for 2008
in August 2007. F7
Key statistics :
* Company employs 2 full-time
permanent staff
» 45 jobs over the Festival with
predominately local people
recruited
* Local purchasing  policy
where possible — in particular
food & drink, equipment and
services. They also hire a
local light industrial unit
to store tents/ furniture/
mattresses.

Their 75 tents were sourced through
an ethical trading company in
Raajistan. The company were keen
to link with Camp Kerala so they
could use the Glastonbury image to
raise their prolle and branding.

One tent is reserved for a local
charity to fund-raise (Sam McDonald
Tent) and the Nordoff-R obbins

Charity also received £60,000 from
a tent during 2007.

Jenny also worked with Michael Eavis
to set up a bus for local residents
to view the site prior to the gates
opening. The aim is to ensure local
residents get to take part in the
Festival and some of the ‘fear ' of
the unknown is removed.

Yeo Valley Organic

Yeo Valley Organic is one of
Britain’s most successful
and well known organic dairy

companies. The Somerset based,
family-run business !rst started
producing organic dairy products in
1993.

The main company base is located
approximately 20 miles from the
Festival site. As a local company,
Yeo Valey have been providing
sponsorship and selling yoghurts
at Glastonbury for the last six
festivals.

Graham Keating of Yeo Valley said
‘Glastonbury is a great opportunity

for us to talk to our customers,

explaining the story of the company
and receiving feedback on our
products. The environmental
ethos of the Festival sits closely
with that of our company and we

enjoy celebrating this with the

Festival. Our attendance at the

Festival delivered limited direct

economic bene! t, however it helps
us understand our customer base
and association with the Festival
helps raise our pro! le within wider
customer markets’.
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F.8

At Glastonbury 2007, Yeo Valley
had 24 staff on site, comprising
existing staff and family or friends.

The stall had a turnover of £30,000
although it made a loss against
set-up costs and the low-price
yoghurts that were sold. The stall
at the Festival is part of a much
wider marketing and promotional
package that includes Glastonbury
ticket competitions on packaging,

a special website, ‘bags for life’

giveaway to all festival-goers and
a charitable donation of £30,000 to
Wateraid, the charity nominated by

Glastonbury Festival.

Glastonbury Chamber of
Commerce

Key issues identi'ed by the
Glastonbury Chamber of
Commerce:

» The Festival can a make a
difference on trade in the town
for up to two weeks.

» There is a major misconception
about the location of the Festival
and this means that people stay
away from the town during
the Festival period. This issue
is compounded by inaccurate
traflc reporting.

e Local procurement and
opportunities for traders are
good but could be improved.

 Recent security improvements
have made a major improvement
inreducingtickettouts etcwithin
town over Festival period.

e Local promotional bus trialed
between Street and Glastonbury
during Festival period with very
limited impact.

 The Extravaganza has a greater
impact upon town with a
general buzz and excitement
over the weekend.

e Other knock-on effects from
Festival include local trading
opportunities, particularly if
local companies are creative.

* The Festival is a very important
generator of funds for local
charities and this impact should
not be underestimated.
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F9

BBC

In2007,the BBC covered Glastonbury
Festival on 3 television channels
(BBC2, 3 and 4), 4 streams of
internet content and radio. Radio
covered 40 bands with a half hour
set each with the the amount of
BBC coverage for the Glastonbury
Festival growing each year.

At the time of the Festival there

were approximately 100 people
working on Glastonbury Festival in
the BBC.

There are also a number of people
who work on the Festival all year ,
amongst other events and Festivals.
Work throughout the year, includes
visiting the site and Festival
organisers.

The BBC view Glastonbury Festival
as a unigue event with nothing

comparable. The organisation
attempts to show the Festival as

more than just a music festival

recognising the experience and
cultural signilcance.

The audience is mainly young and
the festival helps the BBC to reach
this audience.

F.10 Guardian Newspapers

The Guardian have sponsored
Glastonbury Festival since 1997.
The Guardian sponsors the Festival
in number of ways:

» Producing mini-guides which
provide a programme for the
Festival and hang around
your neck

* For the last 4 years they
have had a specilc Guardian
area called the Guardian
Lounge. It's a café/chill
out area, which has a café,
bands and DJs

* Newsagent run by the
Guardian selling newspapers

e 4/5 smaller stands with 1 or
2 people selling newspapers

* Soulmates — area for speed
dating run with Greenpeace

Staff:

* 44 people selling
newspapers (4 paid staff
members and others
volunteers)

* 8 people — Lounge (Agency
staff) with catering supplied
by outside catering Irm.

* Green e |d area (Soulmates)
with Greenpeace — 8 people
from Guardian

* Marketing — 6 people

Costs:
* £100,000 to set up the
Lounge

Newspapers sold

* Over the weekend they sold
about 24,000 newspapers
(Guardian and Observers)
from Wednesday to Monday
on-site.On a good weekend
(weather wise) they will sell
30,000 newspapers.
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F11

Benelts to the Guardian for being

at Glastonbury Festival :

* The Festival is viewed as the
biggest and best Festival in
the world by the newspaper.

It is not just a music Festival,
but a cultural experience to a
wide demographic/spectrum of
people.

* The Guardian want to continue
being associated with the
Festival and continue being a
major sponsor

* They sell more papers at
Glastonbury Festival than they
do on an average weekend in
Bristol.

* The Festival provides people
with an additional reasoon to
buy the newspaper, e.g. running
a competition for people to win
tickets to the Festival

Shambles Carnival Club

Shambles Carnival Club is a local
charity, although not registered,
who raise money for charities in
local towns in Somerset. Carnival
clubs spend the year creating # oats
for the spectactularly illuminated
carnivals hosted by in 7 towns in
Somerset — mainly Sedgemoor and
Mendip.

The group from Shambles Carnival
Club volunteer their time for 14
days over the Glastonbury Festival
period - underatking a range of tasks
around traflc and road security.

In return, the charity gets paid for
the time and they donate it to the
local charities in the 7 towns in
Somerset.

There are 30 people who volunteer
for Shambles Carnival Club and each
volunteer gets a free ticket to the
Festival.

F12 The Cedar

The Cedar is a local folk band with
an assortment of instruments,
from ukuleles to clarinets to
glockenspiels.

They have been together for 3 years
and gig around the South West, up
to 6 times a month.
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In 2007 they played a number of
festivals including Sun Rise, Big
Green Gathering, Priddy Folk
Festival and Ashton Court. Over
the last year or so they have
steadily built up a fan base in the

local area and are now managed
by Tin Hut Promotions.

2007 was the !rst year The Cedar
played at Glastonbury Festival
appearing at the Avaon Café, the
Bandstand and the Rabbit Hole.

Appearing at Glastonbury Festival
has been a lifetime ambition for
members of the band as many of
the band members have attended
orworked atthe festival in previous
years.

It was also an opportunity to sell

CDs at each gig and play to people
who may not of heard of them

before. The band will use the fact

that they played at Glastonbury

Festival to promote the band, in

helping them gain other gigs and
play at further festivals.
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APPENDIX G
Calculating multipliers

G.1

G.2

G.3

G4

G.5

The following paragraphs set out how the multipliers to calculate the overall
economic impact were calculated. The multipliers are based on the Scottish
Multiplier Study (1992) and adapted to meet the particular circumstances of
Glastonbury Festival.

Output multipliers
Mendip

Moston-site spend is on food and drink, mainly in the form of take-away stalls. The
Scottish Tourism Multiplier Study (STMS) does not have a multiplier value for visitor
spend related to take-away food and drink. In the R ural Model, which we use for
Mendip, the multiplier for restaurants and bars is 1.4698 but these have much
higher overheads and more staff than a take-away stall so we cannot use this. The
value for “other services” is 0.2373 so using this as a guide we have adopted a
multiplier of 0.25 for on site visitor spend (excluding the direct effect).

For off site spend we have used the appropriate multiplier values from the R ural
Model of the STMS, namely:

Accommodation 0.2518
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) 0.4698
General shopping 0.2635
Transport 0.2641
Entertainment 0.3189

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in Mendip  District, which
was:

Accommodation 14.3%
Food and drink 45.8%
Shopping 18.0%
Transport 21.4%
Entertainment 0.4%

We get an average multiplier for off-site spend of 0.3568

GFLspending attracts a multiplier value of 0.25 (excluding the direct effect). This
Is taken from Economic Impact of the Edinburgh Festivals (SQW, 2004) as the value
for the general non-tourism output multiplier and applying the STMS.

49



Economic Impact of Glastonbury Festivals 2007

G.6

G.7

G.8

G.9

G.10

The combined multiplier for Mendip District is then the average of the three

multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 16.5%
On-site spend 79.8%
Offsite spend 3.72%

= (0.165x0.25)+(0.798x0.25)+(0.372x0.3568) = 0.2540
This multiplier has been applied to net direct impact for Mendip District

Bath/Bristol

There is no on-site spend. For off site spend we have used the appropriate multiplier

values from the Edinburgh Model of the STMS, namely:

Accommodation 0.5175
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) 0.6984
General shopping 0.5408
Transport 0.3864
Entertainment 0.5493

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in Bath/Bristol, which
was:

Accommodation 4.3%
Food and drink 42.3%
Shopping 32.0%
Transport 20.9%
Entertainment 0.6%

We get an average multiplier for off-site spend of 0.5742

GFLspending attracts a multiplier value of 0.25 (excluding the direct effect) taken
from the SQW study (the value for the general non-tourism output multiplier).

The combined multiplier for Bath / Bristol is then the average of the two multipliers
described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 45.1%
Offsite spend 54.9%
= (0.451x0.25)+(0.549x0.5742) =0.4280

This multiplier has been applied to net direct impact for Bath/Bristol.
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G.11

G.12

G.13

G.14

G.14

Rest of South West

Thereis no on-site spend. For off site spend we have used the appropriate multiplier
values from the Rural Model of the STMS, namely:

Accommodation 0.2518

Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) 0.4698

General shopping 0.2635

Transport 0.2641

Entertainment 0.3189

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in the R  est of South West,
which was:

Accommodation 0.8%

Food and drink 36.3%

Shopping 35.1%

Transport ( 27.5%

Entertainment 0.3%

We get an average multiplier for off-site spend of 0.3386

GFLspending attracts a multiplier value of 0.25 (excluding the direct effect), taken
from the SQW study (the value for the general non-tourism output multiplier).

The combined multiplier for the R est of the South West is then the average of the
two multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 57.0%
Offsite spend 43.0
= (0.57x0.25)+(0.43x0.3386) =0.2881

This multiplier has been applied to net direct impact for the Rest of the South
Wed.

Whole of the South West

As this area includes Mendip, we do have on-site spend. Most on site spend is
on food and drink, mainly in the form of take-away stalls. = The Scottish Tourism
Multiplier Study does not have a multiplier value for visitor spend related to take-
away food and drink. In the Rural Model, which we use for Mendip, the multiplier
for restaurants and bars is 1.4698 but these have much higher overheads and more
staff than a take-away stall so we cannot use this. The value for “other services”
is 0.2373 so using this as a guide we have adopted a multiplier of 0.25 for on site
visitor spend (excluding the direct effect).
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G.15

G.16

G.17

G.18

For off site spend we have used the appropriate multiplier values from the R ural
Model of the STMS, namely:

Accommodation 0.2518
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) 0.4698
General shopping 0.2635
Transport 0.2641
Entertainment 0.3189

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in the whole of the South
Weg, which was:

Accommodation 4.1%
Food and drink 39.6%
Shopping 31.2%
Transport 24.7%
Entertainment 0.4%

We get an average multiplier for off-site spend of 0.3450

GFLspending attracts a multiplier value of 0.25 (excluding the direct effect), taken
from the SQW study (the value for the general non-tourism output multiplier).

The combined multiplier for the whole of the South West is then the average of
the three multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 26.7%
On-site spend 57.8%
Offsite spend 15.4%
= (0.2x0.25)+(0.686x0.25)+(0.115x0.3450) =0.2609

This multiplier has been applied to net direct impact for the whole of the South
West.
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Employment Estimates

Mendip

G.19

G.20

G.21

G.22

G.23

Most on site spend is on food and drink, mainly in the form of take-away stalls.
The Scottish Tourism Multiplier Study does not have a sectoral employment
multiplier for visitor spend related to take-away food and drink. In the R ural
Model, which we use for Mendip, the employment multiplier for restaurants and
bars requires an expenditure (in 2007 £) of £27,283 to create one FTE job, but
these have much higher overheads and more staff than a take-away stall so we
cannot use this. The value for “other services” is £37,016 so using this as a guide
we have estimated employment generation from on-site spend assuming visitor
expenditure of £37,000 creates one FTE job.

For off site spend we have used the appropriate employment multiplier values
from the Rural Model of the STMS, namely:

Spend required for one FTE (in 2007 values):

Accommodation £48,203
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) £27,483
General shopping £37,647
Transport £72,642
Entertainment £26,770

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in Mendip District, which
was:

Accommodation 14.3%
Food and drink 45.8%
Shopping 18.0%
Transport 21.4%
Entertainment 0.4%

We get an average employment multiplier for off-site spend of £41,947.

We have assumed that GFLspending of £43,000 will create one FTE job, based on
the non-tourism employment multiplier for used by SQW, corrected for in# ation.

The combined multiplier for Mendip District is then the average of the three
multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 16.5%
On-site spend 79.8%
Offsite spend 3.72%

= (0.165x£43,000)+(0.798x£37,000)+(0.0372x£41,947) = £38,173
This multiplier has been applied to net total impact for Mendip District.
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Bath/Bristol

G.24

G.25

G.26

G.27

There is no on-site spend. For off site spend we have used the appropriate
employment multiplier values from the Edinburgh Model of the STMS, namely:

Spend required for one FTE (in 2007 values):

Accommodation £36,321
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) £36,153
General shopping £58,169
Transport £72,642
Entertainment £26,137

Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in Bath/Bristol, which
was:

Accommodation 4.3%
Food and drink 42.3%
Shopping 32.0%
Transport (= Travel) 20.9%
Entertainment 0.6%

We get an average employment multiplier for off-site spend of £50,758.

We have assumed that GFLspending of £43,000 will create one FTE job, based
on the non-tourism employment multiplier for used by SQW , corrected for
in#ation.

The combined multiplier for Bath/Bristol is then the average of the two multipliers
described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 45.1%
Offsite spend 54.9%
= (0.451x£43,000)+(0.549x£50,758) = £47,259

This multiplier has been applied to net total impact for Bath/Bristol.

Reg of South West

G.28

There is no on-site spend. For off site spend we have used the appropriate
multiplier values from the Rural Model of the STMS, namely:

Spend required for one FTE (in 2007 values):

Accommodation £48,203
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) £27,483
General shopping £37,647
Transport £72,642
Entertainment £26,770
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G.29

G.30

G.31

Applying these employment multipliers to the off site spend patterninthe R est
of South West, which was:

Accommodation 0.8%
Food and drink 36.3%
Shopping 35.1%
Transport 27.5%
Entertainment 0.3%

We get an average employment multiplier for off-site spend of £43,644.

We have assumed that GFLspending of £43,000 will create one FTE job, based on
the non-tourism employment multiplier used by SQW, corrected for in# ation.

The combined multiplier for the R est of the South West is then the average of
the two multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 57.0%
Offsite spend 43.0%
= (0.57x£43,000)+(0.43x£43,644) = £43,277

This multiplier has been applied to net total impact for the Rest of the South
Wed.

Whole of the South West

G.32

G.33

As this area includes Mendip, we do have on site spend. Most on site spend
is on food and drink, mainly in the form of take-away stalls. = The Scottish
Tourism Multiplier Study does not have a sectoral employment multiplier for
visitor spend related to take-away food and drink. In the R ural Model, which
we use for Mendip, the employment multiplier for restaurants and bars requires
an expenditure (in 2007 £) of £27,283 to create one FTE job, but these have
much higher overheads and more staff than a take-away stall so we cannot
use this. The value for “other services” is £37,016 so using this as a guide
we have estimated employment generation from on-site spend assuming visitor
expenditure of £37,000 creates one FTE job.

For off site spend we have used the appropriate employment multiplier values
from the Rural Model of the STMS, namely:

Spend required for one FTE (in 2007 values):

Accommodation £48,203
Restaurants and Bars (food and drink) £27,483
General shopping £37,647
Transport £72,642
Entertainment £26,770
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G.34 Applying these multipliers to the off site spend pattern in the whole of the South
West, which was:

Accommodation 4.1%
Food and drink 39.6%
Shopping 31.2%
Transport 24.7%
Entertainment 0.4%

We get an average multiplier for off-site spend of £42,641

G.31 We have assumed that GFLspending of £43,000 will create one FTE job, based on
the non-tourism employment multiplier used by SQW, corrected for in# ation.

G.32 The combined multiplier for the Whole of the South W est is then the average of
the three multipliers described above, weighted by spend:

GFL spend 26.7%
On-site spend 57.8%
Offsite spend 15.4%

= (0.267x£43,000)+(0.578x£37,000)+(0.154x£42,641) = £39,465
This multiplier has been applied to net total impact for the whole of the South
Weg

56



Economic Impact of Glastonbury Festivals 2007

APPENDIX H

Charitable organisations

Glastonbury Festivals provide a number of trading or contracting opportunities (such as
safety, stewarding and recycling) to not-for-prolt organisations. These include:

National and International Organisations

Greenpeace
Oxfam

Wateraid

Network Recycling

Local Schools

Ashcott School

Avaon School

Beechen CIiff

Bishop Henderson C of E Primary School
Blue School/Mendip CAB

Brookside School PTA

Butleigh C of E Primary School

Catcott Primary School

Crispin School PTA

Croscombe School

Drayton and Rodney Stoke SchoolTrust
Evercreech Primary School APT

Fosseway School (via Waterside Carnival Club)

Friends of Ansford Community School
Friends of Bowlish School

Friends of Ditcheat School ‘A Team’
Friends of Stoberry School

Friends of Stoberry Park School
Friends of Stoke St Michael School
Friends of West Pennard School
Horrington School Association
Keinton Mandeville PSA
Marksbury School PTA
Mells School
Oaknhill School Fund
Pals of Compton Dundon School
St Aldhelms School
St Benedict's C of E Junior School
St Cuthberts
St John’s C of E Infants’ School

St Joseph and St Theresa RC School PFTA

St Pauls
Walton School
Wookey Primary School
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Local Carnival Clubs

Reregades
Natajacks
Marina Sydenham Juvenile
Nor-Maniacs
Cobra
Crusaders
Merlins
Harlequins
Rewllers
Britannia

Key Kids Junior
Vagabonds

Cary Comedians
Wick

Aliens

Other organisations

Action on Disability and Development
Barton St David Cricket Club

BANDS

Bath City Farm

Burcott Adventure Club

Castle Cary RUFC

Chameleon Trust

Children’s World

Compton Dundon and Littleton Village Hall
Ditcheat Jubilee Hall

Evercreech Cricket Club

Friends of the Samaritans (Radio Ops)
Glastonbury Town FC

Holcombe Playing Field and Recreational
Ground

Hulurama (for All Hallows RC)

Imayla

British Flag
Gemini
Oasis
Wills
Gremlins
Pentathlon
Marketeers
Ramblers
Shambles
Globe
Huckyduck
Waterside
Griffens
Waterside
Globe

Lydford Sports Club

Masqueraders Supporters Club

Pointless

Robert Glanville Playing Field Trust

Rotary Club of Somer Valley
Shepton FC

Shepton Mallet Rotary Club

The Anne Harris Children’s Fund

The Tor RFC

Wells Diving Club

Wells Rotary Club

Wessex MS

Wherever The Need

Wookey Hole Cricket Club
Youth with a Future
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APPENDIX |
Monitoring and updating

1.1

Mendip District Council and Glastonbury Festivals Ltd are seeking to use the results
of this study as a baseline to monitor the economic impact of future festivals and
identify trends or changes.

The license controlling the number of people attending the Festival is now ! xed
for a four year period. This means that the format of the Festival and the overall
economic impact is likely to remain fairly constant over that period unless other
signi! cant variables are also altered. These varibles could include major changes
in the travel patterns of Festival attendees, amendments to the criteria used to
allocate traders pitches, changes in alcohol licensing or signi! cant changes in the
demographics of Festival attendees.

To monitor the impact of any of the varibles above, it is recommended that the
Festival visitors survey is re-run with a smaller sample (250 - 500 responses) on a
bi-annual basis.

The annual on-site Green Traders’ Award survey could also include a number of
simple questions around traders supply chains and staf! ngto monitor any signi! cant
changes.

Similarily, any local business surveys undertaken by the District Council or local
Chambers of Commerce could also be used to highlight any changes to the
assumptions around the impact upon local businesses.

Any information gathered from the sample data could be used to amend the
assumptions within the economic model to provide an updated estimate.

It is recommended that the wider process is re-run following any signi! cant change
in Festival attendance numbers or any changes to the identi! ed variables as this
is likely to signal wider changes to the format of the Festival and it's economic
impact.

Finally, our research shows that the Glastonbury Festival currently has a reputation
and offer which means that it is not currently impacted upon by  competition
from other festivals. However, Glastonbury’s place in the ever increasing festival
market should also be monitored by the Festival promotions team
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For further information, please contact :

oflce@glastonburyfestivals.co.uk  customerservices@mendip.gov.uk all@bakerassocs.com
01458 834 596 01749 648999 0117 9338950



