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Abstract 

Cultural building projects – defined as the planning, building, and operation of arts 

facilities – are extremely complex requiring their managers to balance various elements of the 

process to secure the project’s feasibility.  Often times, managers and their organizations have 

never embarked upon a building project before and have little to help guide them in making 

decisions.  Some organizations move through the process with relative ease and experience 

successful outcomes.  More often than not organizations experience challenges throughout the 

process that can affect their performance after the opening of the project.  In this paper, I analyze 

the planning and building processes of completed projects in order to describe precisely how 

they unfolded.     I discuss the methodology used to pick a random sample of projects, interview 

project representatives about the process of building, and collect financial data on the 

organizations that pursued projects.  I then separate the sample into four categories of project 

types: producing theaters, museums, nonresident performing arts centers (PACs), and resident 

PACs, each with its own set of common themes. From analyzing the data of each category of 

project and applying it to a framework that I develop which categorizes success on four different 

dimensions (the project’s motivation, its leadership, its planning and building processes, and its 

outcomes), I am able to identify characteristics of building projects that I believe lead to more or 

less successful projects.  I also construct relative measures to rate the overall success of projects 

and how difficult they were in planning and execution.  The results of my analysis enable 

practitioners to learn from them and apply what they learn to managing future projects.   
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I. Introduction 

When asked to identify a lesson he learned from planning and building a new cultural 

facility, the director of an arts organization responded, “It’s more complicated than you can 

imagine.” Other directors had similar responses: “Things are harder than you think they’ll be,” 

“You need nerves of steel,” “There are always surprises.” Another gave us this advice: “Do it 

because you love it.” Undoubtedly, planning and managing a major capital construction project 

is a long and complex process which is often realized after the process has already come to an 

end.  Even after the project is finished, organizations can experience negative residual effects 

from investing major capital into physical infrastructure.  Operating the new or renovated facility 

may prove to be more expensive than originally thought or projections for earned revenue may 

not materialize and the organization can have trouble covering its expenses.  It is common for 

any organization after investing into a capital project to take time to reach a point of stability. 

There are lessons to be learned from observing cultural building booms of the past.  The 

last observed museum building boom occurred in the last quarter of the nineteenth century and 

the first quarter of the twentieth when a number of museums emerged, including the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art and the Philadelphia Museum of Art (Conn 2010). The 1980s 

brought with it a number of new theater facilities.  The reasons for investing into cultural 

facilities during these periods varied.  Cities invested into museum facilities as a way to proclaim 

their legitimacy to other cities.  Having a museum gave a city cultural capital that helped it 

compete in the global market.  Theater investment in the 1980s partly came from the 

unprecedented growth of small theater companies originating in the 1970s.  Rising population 

and wealth levels in cities across the U.S. (particularly in the South) help explain why the latest 

building boom occurred in the late 1990s and early 2000s, as did the need to update and maintain 

facilities that had deteriorated over time (Woronkowicz 2011b).   

Whatever the reasons, history has taught us that when the environment around us 

changes, people start behaving in different ways.  Shifts in the economy create shifts in behavior, 

which in turn create more shifts and form a cycle that defines the world in which we live.  The 

most recent building boom responded to demographic and economic shifts in the national 

landscape, but unfortunately was immediately followed by an economic downfall which placed 

undue strain on cultural organizations that had just invested into capital projects.  While no one 
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can predict the future, we can try to balance the risks we take in regards to investing.  The way 

we do that is by learning about how people managed their investments in the past and observing 

what their results were. 

In this paper, I analyze the planning and building processes of completed projects in 

order to describe precisely how they unfolded.  From analyzing data of a representative sample 

of cultural building projects that were started in the late 1990s and the early 2000s, I am able to 

identify characteristics of building projects that I believe lead to more or less successful projects.  

I do this by analyzing data from a sample of fifty-six building projects and applying it to a 

framework that I develop which categorizes success on four different dimensions: the project’s 

motivation, its leadership, its planning and building processes, and its outcomes.   The results of 

my analysis enable practitioners to learn from them and apply what they learn to managing 

future projects.  

II. Study Methodology 

The study of cultural infrastructure in the U.S. was launched in 2008 by researchers at 

NORC at the University of Chicago in response to what appeared to be a building boom in the 

cultural sector coupled with institutions failing to make ends meet.  At that time, we observed 

that cultural organizations around the country were increasingly investing large amounts of 

capital into infrastructure and frequently running into financial difficulties post-project 

completion.  Therefore the goals were to study the landscape of cultural infrastructure during a 

specific time period, identify the direct impacts of building on cultural organizations that pursued 

projects, identify the indirect impacts of building on cultural organizations located near major 

projects, and examine the strategic management decisions behind projects. 

In order to achieve the study’s goals, we separated the research into four parts:  

assembling and analyzing a census of all building projects meeting a broad set of criteria in order 

to study the landscape of cultural infrastructure (Part One); choosing a random sample of fifty-

six projects for in-depth study to identify the direct impacts of building on cultural organizations, 

and conducting a multivariate analysis of the relationship between how much a city invests and 

its economic and demographic characteristics in order to look into how building decisions are 

made (Part Two); sampling and interviewing organizations located near projects to identify the 
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indirect impacts of building (Part Three); conducting case studies to examine the strategic 

management decisions behind building projects (Part Four).  In this paper, I focus on the analysis 

and results from PartTwo. 

In order to assemble the census of projects in the U.S., we obtained data on building 

permits of all cultural construction projects (new construction, renovations, and additions) that 

were issued between 1994 and 2008. We used data between 1994 and 2008 because these are the 

years for which data were available from McGraw-Hill Construction, Inc.  The building permit 

data includes information on the cost of construction, square footage, location (metropolitan 

statistical area (MSA)), and ownership of projects.  We only include projects that cost over $4 

million in 2005 dollars. We include museums, theaters, and PACs. Museums include traditional 

art museums, ethnic museums, history museums and historical societies and organizations, and 

cultural art centers that focused primarily on exhibiting art; children’s museums, science 

museums, natural history museums, halls of fame, and specialty museums including museums 

devoted to the study and/or display of one object (i.e., Balloon Museum), one industry (i.e., 

Police Museum), or a person (i.e., Ernest Hemingway Museum) were not included.  Theaters 

include single-use performance spaces such as those concentrating on hosting Broadway tours or 

those with their own resident companies).  PACs include spaces that host multi-disciplinary 

performance acts (i.e., comedians, pop concerts, dance groups, theater groups), cultural art 

centers primarily focused on performance, dance theaters, opera houses, symphony halls, concert 

halls, and auditoriums. We include university-owned institutions, but not those owned by high 

schools, middle schools, and elementary schools.  

 Based on these criteria, the population of all cultural building projects started between 

the years 1994 and 2008 is comprised of 725 projects representing 181 MSAs and all states but 

Montana and Vermont. Table A shows the distribution of the cost of construction of all building 

projects in the population. 

Table A. Distribution of Construction Cost 

N Total Mean Median Standard Deviation Min Max 

725 $15,526,876,198 $21,416,381 $11,306,973 $31,101,202 $4,000,000 $335,142,666 
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From the population, we sampled fifty-six organizations that started building projects 

between 1999 and 2003.  We wanted projects to be recent enough so that project representatives 

could still remember and speak to the process of planning and building, but also far enough 

removed that we could observe post-project opening operations. Because of the limited 

availability of projects, the sample includes projects that opened between the years 1998 and 

2007.  We extended the range of opening dates upwards (rather than downwards) because we 

believed projects that took place before 1998 would be too difficult to recall specifics about. In 

order to draw conclusions about the population of building projects, we needed the sample to be 

representative of the population launched during this window, thus we employed a stratified 

probability sampling method.  The process of picking a random sample of fifty-six focal projects 

for in-depth analysis was done in several steps. First, we cleaned the data in order to filter out 

types of projects that did not fit the study criteria.  Next, we stratified the projects based on a 

number of criteria including the size of the MSA, the cost of the project, the number of projects 

in each MSA, and the type of project. Table B defines the strata.  

Table B. Stratification Design 

Stratum Criteria 

Size of MSA 
Small MSA: Population under 2 million  

Large MSA: Population over 2 million 

Cost of Project 
Small MSA: Projects valued over $10 million 

Large MSA: Projects valued over $25 million 

Number of Projects in MSA 
Small MSA:  One, Two, Three or more projects 

Large MSA: 1-2, 3-4, 5 or more projects 

Type of Project Museums, Theaters, Performing Arts Centers 

 

All in all, the sample distribution compares quite well with the distribution of projects in 

the population.  The biggest differences lie in the percentage of small MSAs that have only one 

project (17.9% in the sample versus 43.1% in the population) and the percentage of large MSAs 

that have five or more projects (37.5% in the sample versus 11.6% in the population).  Also, the 

average cost of projects (over $10 million in small MSAs and $25 million in large MSAs) is 

higher in the sample for small MSAs and lower in the sample for large MSAs.  (Table C) 
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Table C. Sample and Population Comparison 

Stratum Sample Population 

Type Proportion of Projects Proportion of Projects 

Theaters 16.1% 11.0% 

Museums 33.9% 38.8% 

PACs 50.0% 50.2% 

Size of MSA   

Small 58.9% 45.4% 

Large 41.1% 47.3% 

Cost of Projects Average Average 

Small MSA $49,600,000 $28,050,000 

Large MSA $55,600,000 $71,223,330 

Number of Projects Proportion of MSAs Proportion of MSAs 

Small 1 Project 17.9% 43.1% 

Small 2 Projects 16.1% 20.4% 

Small 3 Projects 25% 23.2% 

Large 1-2 Projects 0% 0% 

Large 3-4 Projects 1.8% 1.7% 

Large 5 or more Projects 37.5% 11.6% 

 

After we chose the sample, we interviewed the executive directors of the project’s 

organization using a structured questionnaire that covered the planning process, funding and 

usability of building projects, as well as the governance structure and future plans of the 

organization.  Respondents also filled out an extensive worksheet that provided financial 

operating data and information about their governing boards.  We also collected financial 

information from IRS 990 forms for the focal fifty-six projects for at least five years before and 

after the project opening date.  Finally, we used LexisNexis and Google to get contemporary 

press reports regarding the planning and execution of the project and what had happened to the 

institution since the completion of the project. Table D details the response rate from the survey 

we conducted of the managers of building projects. 

 

 

 

 



7 
 

Table D. Manager’s Survey Response Rate 

The response rate of the survey was 62.2%. 

I = Complete 

Interviews 

P = Partial 

Interviews 

R = Refusal and 

Break-Off 

NC = Non-

Contact 

O = 

Other 

52 4 13 1 20 
Notes: 

a 
The response rate was calculated by the formula (I+P)/(I+P) + (R+NC+O) which uses partial 

interviews as respondents. This is response rate 2 on the American Association of Public Opinion 

Research Response Rate calculator; R includes situations where contact was made, there was an 

agreement to participate and a worksheet was in progress as well as situations where contact was made 

and there was a final refusal; O includes situations where contact was made but there was no agreement 

and situations where a case was replaced due to a lack of cooperation.  

III. Categorization of Projects 

I separate the sample of fifty-six projects into four categories: museums, producing 

theaters, resident PACs, and nonresident PACs, in order to analyze the data in a manner that 

would be maximally useful for managers. I define museums and producing theaters as the study 

as a whole defines them. I categorize resident and nonresident PACs based on their primary 

reasons for operating. The former are facilities whose primary purpose is to provide a home to 

community arts groups. These groups – large or small – either perform at the PAC facility and in 

additional facilities in the community, or in the PAC facility exclusively. But the PAC tends to 

provide a stable base out of which the arts group or groups can operate. By contrast, nonresident 

PACs host other arts groups as renters, not lessees. In other words, the relationship between the 

facility and the arts group is significantly more distanced and `arms-length’ than that between 

resident PACs and groups. Rather than serving as a home to the arts group, and having a large 

part of its mission devoted to helping nurture the arts group, the facility provides space to arts 

groups on an as needed basis, and more in the form of a business relationship. These types of 

facilities are often in the business of hosting Broadway tours, or renting out space to local 

amateur arts groups.  

Based on my criteria for categorization, the sample of projects I study in depth includes 

19 museums, 9 producing theaters, 12 resident PACs, and 16 nonresident PACs. Table E shows 

the breakdown of projects along with their total and average construction cost, as well as the 

proportion of the type of project located in small and large MSAs.  In all cases except for 



8 
 

resident PACs, more projects are located in small MSAs than large MSAs, and resident PACs 

are substantially higher in cost than every other category of project.  

Table E. Breakdown of Projects 

Project Type 
Proportion of 

Sampled Projects 

Average Value of 

Construction 

Proportion in 

Small MSAs 

Proportion in 

Large MSAs 

Producing 

Theaters 
16.1% $84,300,000 66.7% 33.3% 

Museums 33.9% $56,900,000 63.2% 36.8% 

Nonresident 

PACs 
21.4% $49,000,000 75.0% 25.0% 

Resident 

PACs 
28.6% $109,000,000 43.8% 56.2% 

 

IV. Defining Success 

Defining success in cultural building is an intrinsically complicated endeavor. First, the 

stated goals of building projects vary dramatically and sometimes extend well beyond the 

organization’s borders. For example, some projects are designed to revitalize a neighborhood, to 

anchor a new arts district, to make a city more attractive to senior corporate employees, to help 

attract tourists, to enhance civic pride and community.  I do not try to ascertain the extent to 

which the sample projects are or are not successful along these dimensions, although I did learn a 

bit about these issues where these concerns were prominent and brought up in the interviews.  

Even within the confines of the organizations themselves, defining success is difficult 

because organizational goals vary enormously and are difficult to measure in terms of 

achievement. Many of the projects have clear artistic goals such as allowing a producing theater 

company to put on more elaborate productions, providing better acoustics for a symphony 

orchestra, providing gallery space for traveling exhibitions, or bringing Broadway shows to 

town. For most of these types of goals, I must rely on subjective evaluations of the interviews. 

Very rarely do organizations develop specific ex-ante metrics for a project’s goals by which one 

can measure success. For this reason we conducted extensive interviews with representatives of 

these building projects to pinpoint what the goals of the project were and to determine if so, how 

they were achieved.  
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Surprisingly, it is also difficult to measure financial success based on an organization’s 

accounting data. Because the sample consists only of buildings that were actually completed, I 

do not see evidence of financial failure resulting in abandoned projects.  I did a sweep of all the 

building projects to see how many had to close their doors, and I found that few organizations 

are actually forced to take these types of drastic measures.  

One reason for the lack of bankruptcies is most organizations in the sample do not take 

on substantial long-term debt as a way to finance the building project. Overall they have little 

debt. One year after opening, the median proportion of total liabilities relative to total project 

cost across all organizations is just 18%.  A small number of organizations finance their 

investment with tax-free municipal bonds despite having substantial endowments or successful 

capital campaigns. They do this presumably because they believe they can achieve higher 

investment returns on their endowment than the interest on their debt. If the interest rate on their 

bonds is in fact less than the riskless interest rate, there is an arbitrage opportunity. However, if 

the organization invests in risky assets to achieve an expected return higher than their cost of 

debt, they incur risk that returns will be lower than the cost of debt. Given the low returns and 

enormous volatility in US and global equity markets since the 2000s, this risk was very real. 

There is one organization in the sample that thought it could cover its capital campaign shortfall 

by a combination of cheap municipal debt and an aggressive investment strategy, but in fact, 

incurred substantial losses that impaired its performance. 

When financial distress occurs in the sample, it is because the plan for the use of the 

facility leads to an operating deficit that cannot be covered with philanthropic support. This is a 

substantial risk. Arts organizations must operate the buildings they construct. The incremental 

costs of both maintaining the facility and expanding programming to meet increased capacity can 

be greater than the capitalized cost of the building itself. Successful organizations meet the 

increased financial requirements by some combination of increasing their endowments as part of 

the capital campaign for the new building, using their new facility to increase earned revenue, 

and expanding philanthropic contributions post-construction. In contrast, failures can occur due 

to a combination of lower than anticipated program-related revenues, higher than anticipated 

operating expenses, or diminished philanthropic support. The result is that the demands of the 

operating budget cause the organization to reduce its activities and adjust its programming. 
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The point here is that these adjustments cannot be identified by forensic accounting 

alone. If we define the program operating deficit (“POD”) as the difference between total 

operating expenses and the sum of program-related and other earned revenue, then the size of the 

POD measures the level of philanthropic support and endowment income that the organization 

requires. But a large POD does not imply failure if the organization has sufficient philanthropic 

capacity to meet it.  Failure results from insufficient philanthropic support to cover the POD 

associated with the organization’s artistic and programmatic goals, either because the POD was 

larger than anticipated or philanthropic support smaller. Lower philanthropic support than 

anticipated could be caused by using more endowment and philanthropic capacity in the building 

project itself or because anticipated growth in post-project contributions does not materialize. 

Higher PODs than anticipated can come from overestimating revenues or underestimating costs. 

Without knowing about the organization’s expectations – for the building project costs, operating 

revenues, operating costs, and future philanthropic support – I cannot measure the success of the 

project in this way. 

I was also not able to collect the organization’s projections for post-building program 

revenues, operating costs, or contributions. When asked about these projections in the interviews, 

we were often told no such projections existed, or they were created only when the building was 

nearly complete; or they existed, but were inconsistent and considered unreliable, or they 

changed constantly. 

Therefore rather than defining success in absolute terms, I identify characteristics within 

each category of building project that I believe lead to more or less successful projects. I do this 

by analyzing the sample data and applying it to a framework that I develop which categorizes 

success on four different dimensions: the project’s motivation, its leadership, its planning and 

building processes, and its outcomes.   I use the interview data to get a picture of the costs of the 

building compared to budgets and projections; how cost overruns and increased budgets were 

financed, if and when operating projections were made, and how programming, revenues, and 

costs differed from their projections and goals. The financial data and program data collected 

from the questionnaires, websites, and Form 990s supplement this information in telling the story 

of each project’s performance.   
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V. Measurable Dimensions of Success 

I devise objective measures within each category to help identify important 

characteristics that I am confident lead to more or less successful projects on the four dimensions 

listed above. 

 The project’s motivation, simply put, is the primary purpose for building. In determining 

what helps projects be successful in this dimension, I look carefully at whether the 

project was driven by both the organization’s artistic mission and by the ways in which 

the project responded to an organization need. 

 Using the data on the sample of projects, I also look at what helped projects succeed in 

terms of their leadership. Here, I look at whether there was both clarity and consistency 

of leadership throughout the planning and building process.   

 In order to determine what helps projects succeed in implementation, I look at how 

efficient the project timelines were and how effective the project’s leaders were in 

responding to internal and external feedback.   

 Finally, I look at how the project was able to control its expenses and also how flexible 

the organization was in generating revenue post-project completion in regards to project 

outcomes.   

Figure 1 illustrates the average timeline for each type of project punctuated by various 

decision-making points.  Specifically, the timeline shows the average time in years from when 

someone first proposed the project to when a consultant was hired (Stage One); when a 

consultant was first hired to when the project was approved by the board (Stage Two); when the 

project was approved by the board to when construction started (Stage Three); and when 

construction started to when the project opened (Stage Four).   
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Figure 1. Average Timeline for Cultural Building Projects 

 

There are, predictably, significant anomalies within each category of project where a 

specific project does not necessarily align with the overall theme of the category. For 

example, even though I discuss how the motivation to build a producing theater was typically 

driven by a strong and clearly articulated artistic mission, there are in fact some producing 

theaters where this is not the case. Furthermore, there are projects in other categories where 

the reason to build may have also been driven by a strong artistic mission, but the overall 

theme does not include this as a characteristic of the majority of projects in that category. 

The purpose of separating the sample projects into four categories, and identifying the 

overarching themes in each category, is not based on the assumption that all the projects in a 

given category are the same; it is to be able to say that a majority of projects in a particular 

category exhibited certain behaviors or characteristics, and that therefore the behaviors or 

characteristics of the project are important to consider when planning and building a cultural 

facility of any type. In other words, in evaluating each category of project, I try to emphasize 

that it is not the category of project that is more (or less) successful, but rather the 

characteristic(s) of that category which helped make more projects in the category succeed.      

From analyzing the data on the sample of projects, I am essentially able to locate each 

category of project on the grid shown in Figure 2 in order to illustrate the characteristics of 

the category that helped make the project successful. The closer the category of project is 
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located to the center of the grid, the more I observe those characteristics. The further away, 

the less I observe them. 

 Figure 2. Dimensions of Cultural Building Project Feasibility 
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VI. Observations of Project Categories 

Producing Theaters 

Quite often the motivation to build a theater stemmed from a clear organizational need to 

further develop artistic programming. This could encompass better production amenities and 

technology, or the creation of more flexible space in order to enable different types of work. The 

project was devoted to furthering the organization’s artistic mission, which was kept front and 

center throughout the developmental stages of the project.   

Theaters, on the whole, also had very clear and consistent leadership. The clarity came 

from the fact that it was often not hard to identify who the leader of the project was at any given 

time.  Consistency, on the other hand, was implemented by the fact the same leader was retained 

throughout the entire course of the project. And it was often the case with theater projects that 

the person who proposed the project (most often the director) was the same person who ended up 

opening the facility and running its operations. The leader also collaborated closely with the 

board of directors – which was very often a comparatively large and influential group for these 

types of projects.   

Theaters also engaged in very short and efficient project timelines. On average, a theater 

would take about seven years to plan and complete. Notably, these projects most often utilized 

feedback from constituencies. By responding to feedback from constituencies who actually used 

the facility (i.e., the resident companies), theaters characteristically custom tailored their capital 

improvements and by doing so, assured their usefulness. These types of organizations also 

tended to listen and respond to feedback from external constituencies as well, but they also 

seemed to be skilled at knowing what type of feedback was useful and what was not.   

Surprisingly, theaters also had the highest budget overruns as measured from the moment 

the budget was first agreed upon to the project’s end cost. On average, a theater’s end cost was 

approximately 92% greater than its initial budget. Table F lists the average budget escalation for 

each category of project.   
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Table F. Average Budget Escalation 

Producing Theaters Museums Nonresident PACs Resident PACs 

92% 46% 62% 64% 

 

However, the starting budget was usually an internal figure and these projects’ managers 

were clever about when to announce their budgets publicly so that the escalations did not appear 

outrageous to the outside world. Interestingly, the perceived escalations were often much lower – 

an average of about 19%. More importantly, the escalations that did occur often had a clear 

connection to organizational needs and were seen as helping the organization pursue its artistic 

mission. In this respect, budget increases were rarely perfunctory. And, even if post-building 

operating performance wavered, these organizations usually had support in place to prevent 

financial crises from erupting.  Post-project philanthropic support from their large and 

characteristically committed boards remained reliable from the moment the project began to well 

after it was completed and fully operational.   

There was only one clear failed project among the eight non-government, non-university 

producing theaters. The failed project did not have a large impact on the organization, involving 

only the renovation of a donated, adjoining facility to their main theatre in order to build a 

second smaller stage. The project cost substantially more than projected and the company did not 

have much use for the second theater, so they ended up using the space for an ancillary program. 

The vast majority of the producing theater projects involved major renovations and expansions to 

aforementioned space or, more commonly, building a replacement facility.  The other project 

that was rated as a mild failure involved building a third theater, between the existing two in 

scale. The organization did poorly post-building, but it was probably not so much a result of the 

building project. They ended up reducing programming to deal with their financial troubles. I 

speculate that failure in this category involves a reduction in the number of productions and their 

costs – smaller casts, less extravagant sets, and fewer musical productions. 

Museums 

Museums differed from theaters slightly, particularly in regard to their motivation for the 

project.  Most often, the primary reason for building a museum was to make an architectural 
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statement either related to the prestige of the institution or the civic pride of the community. It 

was frequently difficult to identify whether in fact the reason to build stemmed directly from the 

organization’s artistic mission.  Furthermore, since the stature and originality of the architect and 

the architect’s vision was often central in these projects, these types of facilities had very 

ambitious design-related goals that the organization did not, in practical terms, always need.   

Similar to producing theaters, museum projects had relatively clear and consistent 

leadership.  However, the leadership for these projects was often more shared in the sense that 

these organizations’ very strong boards sometimes meddled with or complicated the strategic 

plan during the course of the project. Therefore, it was sometimes quite unclear who the actual 

leader or leaders were as compared to whom leadership was formally vested in.  The lack of 

clarity between the actual and assumed leader sometimes could stir up a good bit of controversy, 

which tended to lead to greater turnover on these project’s boards. Museum projects, then, 

exhibited less consistency in their leadership than theater projects did.   

In terms of their planning and building processes, museums had somewhat longer project 

timelines than theaters did. On average, it took a museum project about nine years to plan and 

build from the time someone first proposed the project to when the facility opened its doors to 

the public.  Museums, however, had shorter periods of time between project proposal and the 

hiring of consultants, who tended to be called in during the very early planning stages of 

museum projects to conduct feasibility studies and assess the organization’s potential for 

fundraising. The long building period for museums overall could be attributed to the strong 

architectural focus of these types of projects. Museums considered, on average, a substantially 

greater number of designs than other types of projects did in our sample; in fact they considered 

about ten designs before they decided on the final design. Architectural plans were approved and 

then later scrapped prior to when building began, or at least heavily edited after the project broke 

ground. The ‘cost cutting’ amendments – or ‘value engineering’ – to the architectural plans of 

these types of projects caused building to take longer than what was initially anticipated. In these 

projects the needs of the constituencies both internally and externally were reviewed, however, 

there were often lengthy debates in regard to the opposition project leadership encountered about 

the proposed architectural design.  Museum projects were therefore not as strategic and 

deliberate in how they dealt with project feedback as theaters were.   
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Budget escalations – measured from the time the budget was first approved to its final 

cost – were not as severe; on average, the budget for museums went over only by about 46%. 

However, budget increases were almost always due to architectural additions, and many of these 

were not vital to the project’s success.  Once museums – and any type of project, for that matter 

– made the decision to hire a star architect, they often had difficulty with rejecting the architect’s 

proposed additions after the original budget was set in place. These types of facilities were also 

much less flexible with generating revenue post-project completion than other categories were. 

Museums that experienced financial troubles responded by reduced programming, but the built-

in costs and revenues of these organizations made it more difficult and disruptive to reduce their 

program operating deficits by downsizing. I observed cutbacks and elimination of important 

ancillary programming such as education programs. Struggling museums also reduced or 

eliminated expensive special exhibitions that had often been booked years earlier, and focused 

instead on their permanent collections. Finally, museums would sometimes reduce their hours 

and the days on which they were open, or would perhaps darken part of the facility on a rotating 

basis.  

Nonresident PACs 

Within the category of nonresident PACs there was a strong focus on community in 

nearly all aspects of these types of projects. The primary motivation for these types of projects 

often stemmed directly from what the community wanted or felt it needed. However, more often 

than not, community need for the nonresident PAC was not accurately determined. For example, 

a large majority of these projects used economic impact arguments as rationales for building. 

Included in these arguments was the implicit assumption that by building a cultural facility in a 

blighted area, it would automatically attract and sustain a substantial audience who would not 

otherwise have ventured there. Nine times out of ten, these assumptions were not accurately 

tested, so when the facility project was completed, the desired swarm of activity never 

materialized. Therefore, while these projects might have had identified a perceived need for the 

building to exist, what was perceived was not always accurate. Moreover, the reason for building 

lacked a visible and persuasive connection to the organization’s artistic mission. Since the 

motivation for the project was so strongly centered in the desire to enrich the community 

culturally in a necessarily rather general way, a specific organizational artistic mission (if there 
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was one) was often swept aside or obscured by a general enthusiasm for the idea of building a 

new arts facility for local residents. 

The leadership for nonresident PACs frequently included both internal and external 

parties, but was dominated by the latter. Internal parties included future executive directors or 

board members, and external ones included local philanthropists and civic leaders. There was 

often not a clear definition of who the leader was at any given time. It may have been that an 

assumed leader was a local business leader who made all of the financing decisions for the 

project and he or she collaborated intermittently with the executive director, who in turn made all 

of the programming choices. Or the attorney on the board handled the legal affairs and (s)he 

rarely interacted with the project’s biggest donor, who was making all of the design 

specifications. This type of shared leadership across all parties was common in these types of 

projects. While sharing responsibilities for the project with area experts from an array of 

different fields certainly helped create efficiencies in managing the project, there also tended to 

be a lack of transparency demonstrated by all parties, which made it difficult to know exactly 

what had transpired in certain components of the project. In other words, information often got 

lost in the crowd and there was not one person who was responsible for knowing everything. 

Because external parties were heavily involved in the management of nonresident PACs, 

leadership for these projects was also inconsistent. Sometimes leaders opted out before the 

project was completed; in other instances, those who helped lead the project to completion were 

not around after the project opened. Because the leaders for these projects were usually heavily 

engaged in other endeavors not related to the project – such as a the business leader who made 

the financing decisions but also had to run his own company – some project leaders had to 

reduce their role substantially if their other responsibilities all of a sudden took priority. And the 

project would suffer as a result. 

In terms of processes, nonresident PACs took less time to build than museums, but they 

were less efficient overall. On average, nonresident PACs took about eight years to plan and 

build. Within this timeline, they had longer pre-pre-planning stages than museums and theaters 

did. It often took substantial effort and time to set the project in motion after the project was 

initially proposed. Theaters and museums very often set their projects in motion by hiring a 
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consultant to take care of this task. With nonresident PACs, the delay in implementation was 

sometimes due to the time it took to decide upon and then enlist a leadership group.  

One clear finding was that these projects had more difficulty in managing the feedback 

they received from both internal and external constituencies than did museums and theaters. As 

devoted these projects were to considering the needs and desires of their communities, this often 

caused a great deal of complication and lost time in terms of how the project progressed. 

Managing the needs and wants of the broader community, for whom these projects were 

ostensibly built, was an extremely complex, convoluted and sensitive process. If, for example, an 

historic preservation community group wanted to save a landmark from being damaged or 

removed, but the developer decided to try to build anyway, negotiating between the parties 

became an all-consuming task. Often, these projects aimed more than they should have to 

appease the community as a whole, making substantial efforts to avoid steeping on toes. Finally, 

as mentioned before, sometimes the organizational leadership operated on mistaken assumptions 

regarding what the community was indicating it really needed.  This in turn could lead to 

protracted negotiations, and sometimes to unresolvable impasses. 

In general, budgets for nonresident PACs were kept under control. Also these projects 

were able to remain quite flexible in terms of generating necessary revenue. On average, budgets 

for nonresident PACs escalated about 62% from the initial proposal to the completed project. 

And most of the budget increases came in the form of lost time in the decision-making meetings 

or because of inaccurate cost projections. While budget escalations for these projects were 

generally higher than for museums, nonresident PACs had an easier time closing operating gaps 

in the wake of project completion. In general, nonresident PACs had relatively low fixed 

operating costs as compared to other projects. They had to maintain the building, operate a 

virtual and/or physical box office, and have a small staff to program and run the facility. Other 

costs were directly related to performances. In general, the distressed nonresident PAC simply 

responded by having fewer of them. For the non-resident PACs in our sample, rising expenses 

were most often followed by decreasing revenues, and hence decreasing expenses. This strategy 

helped lower the overall program deficit non-residents faced down the line. From visiting the 

websites of these organizations, however, one could see easily enough that this often meant a 

dramatic reduction in institutional programming. 
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Resident PACs 

Finally, my observations of resident PACs helped me identify a number of characteristics 

that may influence the success of a project, particularly in regards to leadership and 

organizational processes. In terms of the processes specifically surrounding a building project, 

these institutions faced a much more complex set of issues than others and thus often had 

commensurately complex planning and building processes. Their facilities were typically larger 

than nonresident PACs. And they often had in place both rehearsal and office space for resident 

companies. By contrast with nonresident PACs, which were often gut renovations of existing 

theaters (often movie theaters) with necessarily limited ability to devote space to lobbies, 

catering halls, and other amenities that today’s audiences expect, resident PACs were mostly 

new construction and new organizations and many devoted substantial space for these ancillary 

activities, many of which also constituted sources of revenue.  

The motivation for the project often came from the current or future resident companies, 

as they needed a home in which to operate.  For example, the local symphony yearned for a 

space with better acoustics, or the local ballet had grown tired of moving constantly from (often 

substandard) one local venue to another. So, organizational need for new space was often at the 

heart of the pressure for a new facility. However, the need was often conflated by an 

organizational desire (and one that was often not made explicit, but which was there nonetheless) 

for a space that would somehow carry them to the next level. A symphony orchestra, for 

example, thought they needed a better acoustical space in order to elevate the prestige of their 

organization. And the implicit assumption that a better facility would inexorably lead to greater 

organizational success often caused organizations to take larger risks than they would have if 

their aspirations to be the best in their artistic field was not such strong drivers.  

Since the motivation for building often came from the artistic groups that would operate 

within the facility, it makes perfect sense these projects were often solely based on artistry and 

artistic mission. The problems, however, arose from the clash of multiple resident companies’ 

artistic missions. Planning a facility that needed to respond to and help foster multiple groups’ 

artistic missions was an extremely complicated and often intrinsically impossible task.  
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For a variety of reasons, leadership for these projects was often strikingly unstable. In the 

first place, the organizations they were being built for were very often new entities which were 

simultaneously starting a new artistic enterprise and pursuing a major capital project. So, it was 

not surprising that leadership for these projects, and the organizations sponsoring them, was 

neither clear nor consistent. In our sample, the number of leadership transitions that occurred 

from the time the project was initially proposed to when it opened its doors to the public was 

striking. As mentioned, it was often one or more resident companies that proposed idea of a new 

or renovated facility, and thus (often by default rather than because of a considered decision) the 

company’s director served as the initial project manager. Leadership then may have later been 

transferred to either an owner’s representative or to the new facility’s leading board member, and 

then again later to the executive director of the facility (once that person was in place).  

In addition to the leadership transitions that were planned, there were many unplanned 

ones that occurred because of a poor or inappropriate fit. Many resident PACs I studied had 

executive director turnover shortly after the facility opened, which in turn prolonged the already 

challenging start-up period the organization had to go through. Coupled with chronic instability 

in the leadership ranks, there was also sometimes confusion about who exactly was in charge of 

a building project. Because these facilities were largely backed by multiple resident companies, 

because there was often new layers of executive staff to facilitate collaboration between the 

various groups, project ‘ownership’ at times became muddled and confused. For example, the 

director of a resident company who had been with the project from the outset was expected to 

relinquish control when the new executive director came on board. But this did not always 

happen, and it could (and often did), make for a tense state-of-affairs when it came to decision-

making. And it was precisely because these projects had substantial emotional weight in terms of 

how much they meant to the self-conception and public stature of resident companies, it was not 

always as simple as assuming a person would easily give up the responsibility had, and felt they 

needed, in order that they could ensure its  success. 

The planning and building processes also tended to be quite complicated for these types 

of facilities. On average, the resident PACs in our sample took twelve years from the time then 

project was first proposed to when the facility opened its doors. This did not include the years 

preceding the actual proposal for a new building project, when people were most likely already 
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talking and thinking about its feasibility, something many respondents in the survey talked about. 

One resident PAC in our sample took twenty-three years to get through this process – by that 

time, its organization’s needs and goals had changed substantially. Part of what was required 

throughout the process in this case was designating someone to address the issue of managing 

how exactly change affected the project. These types of projects also experienced changes in 

actual (as opposed to proposed) opening dates much more frequently than did other types of 

organizations, which necessitated the rescheduling of opening night celebrations, the re-booking 

of artists, and managing the community’s expectations about when the project would in fact be 

available to the public.  

Similar to nonresident PACs, resident PACs had long pre-pre-planning stages. Unlike the 

nonresident PACs, who spent their time trying to round up a viable leadership group for a 

building projects, the pre-pre-planning stage for resident PACs was often used to decipher 

between each resident company’s motivation for and involvement in the project. Figuring out not 

only which groups would be resident companies, but also the exact nature of the relation between 

each group and how they would collaborate, was a predictably daunting and time-consuming 

task. It is fair to say, then, that the difficulties these organizations had in sorting out leadership 

issues contributed to the cost of these projects, at least in the form of lost time. In addition, the 

pre-planning stage – measured from when a consultant was first hired to when the project budget 

was first approved by the board – was usually very lengthy as well. This too was usually a 

function of managing how the groups collaborated. 

In terms of how the project leaders used the feedback they got for the designing of the 

facility, most of the time spent in this domain was in figuring out how to manage the input from 

multiple artistic groups. If it was the case that the new facility would be the home to groups from 

different disciplines, it was very likely that their needs, in terms of what exactly the new space 

could and would end up doing, varied drastically. For example, while the symphony may have 

made top-notch acoustics their priority, the ballet would probably care more about stage width 

and depth, and getting a sprung floor installed. Negotiating these competing and sometimes 

clashing needs required time and effort.  

Finally, one of the most complicated tasks in analyzing these projects was trying to 

decipher their operating revenue and expenses – particularly when multiple artistic groups 
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collaborated, which they often did. It became clear to me that it was not sufficient to simply look 

at the umbrella facility’s financials to assess whether or not these facilities projects were 

successful. Resident PACs played a key role in promoting the activities of its resident 

companies. To paint a clear and detailed picture I would have had to have access to the financials 

for each resident company, as well as documents describing their contractual relationships 

because PACs and their resident companies shared the risk of joint financial performance. 

However, the data I had did not include details of the financial relationships between PACs and 

resident companies, and we did not collect data or interview resident companies. Nonetheless, I 

was able to come to some conclusions regarding how these projects controlled their expenses and 

how flexible they were in generating revenue based off on the data we did have. First, resident 

PACs were the costliest among all the different categories of projects. On average, they cost 

approximately $109 million to build, and on went about 64% over their initial proposed budgets. 

On a per-seat basis, the median dollar per seat for resident PACs was $37,527, compared to 

$12,155 for nonresident PACs.   

In terms of these projects’ flexibility in generating revenue, if the joint entities struggled 

to cover the costs of meeting their missions, the distress would be felt by some or all of the 

resident companies, the PAC, or both. The process of devising and then implementing an 

appropriate response could be challenging as it likely involved managing relationships such that 

it took resources from the less distressed entities to cover expenses. Renegotiating these contracts 

was often slow, inefficient, contentious, and generally distressing. In addition, the nonresident 

PAC strategy of reducing the number of performances was much less attractive, in particular 

because the resident companies had large salary obligations to artists, management, and others 

that required a steady and substantial performance revenue stream. Resident PAC distress could 

result in the failure of resident companies or their departure from the PAC as they sought out 

more affordable performance space. The PAC might well then find itself becoming more of a 

rental or presenting house, bringing in outside performers.  

Based on the analysis, I am able to locate each category of project on the grid and thus come to 

some conclusions about what characteristics help lead to project success. Each category’s 

proximity to the center of the grid indicates where I observe certain characteristics that lead to 

successful building projects the most within each dimension.



24 
 

Figure 3. Dimensions Cultural Building Project Feasibility by Category of Project 
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VII. Indexes of Relative Success 

I created two separate indexes to measure the relative success of each category of 

building project.  The first index rates overall success and the other index rates the level of 

difficulty each project had in planning and executing the project.  The method for constructing an 

overall success metric involved having each of the five researchers on the study read the 

transcripts of the interviews and study a document that summarized the following non-financial 

and financial measures characterizing the project: MSA, population of MSA
2
, category

3
, start 

year
4
, opening year

5
, building permit value in 2005 USD

6
, square footage before the project

7
, 

square footage after the project
8
, percentage change in project cost

9
, dollar per square foot

10
, total 

debt relative to project cost one year after opening
11

, a graph that showed the trend in earned and 

unearned income from five years before the project started to five years after the project 

opened
12

, a graph that showed the trend in net income from five years before the project started 

to five years after the project opened
13

.  Each researcher then rated the success of the project on a 

scale from one to seven (where one was “very unsuccessful” and seven was “very successful”) in 

four areas: scope, funding, post-project performance, and overall success
14

. While these types of 

assessments of success are highly subjective, their results can suggest which projects were more 

or less successful.  Table G lists the average rating each category of project received. Producing 

theaters received the highest overall success rating and resident PACs received the lowest overall 

success rating. 

 

 

                                                             
2 I use population figures from the 2000 decennial Census for MSAs. 
3 Museum, theater, or performing arts center. 
4 Listed on the building permit. 
5 Q42.1 on the interview questionnaire. 
6 Listed on the building permit. 
7 Listed on the worksheet. 
8 Listed on the worksheet. 
9 Q38.1 on the interview questionnaire.  
10 Q38.1 on the interview questionnaire divided by new square footage listed on the worksheet. 
11 Debt from the IRS 990 form divided by Q38.1 on the interview questionnaire. 
12

 Program revenue and contributions come from the IRS 990 forms. 
13 Net income from the IRS 990 forms.  
14 Figure A.1. in the appendix shows a copy of the rating form. 
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Table G.  Average Overall Success Rating 

Producing Theaters Museums Nonresident PACs Resident PACs 

5.13 4.54 4.65 4.53 

 

I also examined the proportion of projects that were successful and the proportion of 

those that were not (I refer to the former as “successes” and the latter as “failures”).  If the 

project’s overall success rating was above a four, it was a success; if its overall success rating 

was below a four, it was a failure
15

.   Figure 4 shows the proportion of projects in each category 

that were successes (and failures).  Producing theaters have the largest proportion of projects that 

were successes, and museums have the largest proportion of projects that were failures. Each 

researcher also rated the success of each project in terms of the project’s scope, fundraising, and 

post-project performance.  Overall success ratings are highly correlated (0.89) with ratings of 

post-project performance, suggesting it mattered most to researchers in their evaluations of 

projects
16

. Since museum projects had the most difficult time with generating post-project 

revenue relative to other categories of projects, researchers most likely also gave them the lowest 

score for overall success.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
15 If the project receives a rating of exactly four, it is neither a success nor a failure. 

16 The correlation coefficient between overall success and fundraising is 0.87, and the coefficient between overall 

success and scope is 0.84.  
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Figure 4.  Proportion of Projects by Type that were Successes and Failures 

 

Relatively speaking, constructing a metric for the level of difficulty each project had in 

planning and execution was simpler than it was constructing a metric for overall success.  This is 

because we collected ample data on each organization’s project planning and building process 

with which I was able to construct of this type. Still, the method is not without its complications 

since what one person may interpret as “difficult” another may interpret as necessary to the 

process of planning and building a cultural facility.  Furthermore, some projects may respond 

better to difficulty than others thus making project resilience matter more than success at a given 

point in time.  In constructing the measure, I used elements of the process that can unequivocally 

be judged as “difficult” and “not difficult.” 

As with any objective measure such as this one, there is usually more to it than meets the 

eye.  Because these processes often take years to complete, a project may start off as difficult, 

but eventually become less chaotic down the line.  There are also projects that stop within the 

first couple of years of planning and then start again from scratch after substantial time has 

passed.  This was quite common to see in regards to how organizations chose architectural 

designs – many projects’ initial design choices were scrapped and taken back to the drawing 

board. In this sense, cultural building projects are moving targets that are complicated to measure 

in terms of their success 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Resident PACs

Nonresident PACs

Museums

Theaters

Success

Failure

Neutral



28 
 

By summing across variables that can proxy for difficulty, I created an index.  The 

greater the index sum, the more difficult the project was.  Table A.a. in the appendix details how 

the index was constructed and references the data used in doing so.  Table I.b. indicates what 

proportion of projects experienced specific difficulties. Table H shows the average difficulty of 

process index by each type of project. The index is similar for each type except for resident 

PACs where it is much higher. 

Table H. Average Difficulty of Process Rating 

Producing Theaters Museums Nonresident PACs Resident PACs 

0.16 0.15 0.14 0.19 
 

I also compared the proportion of organizations in each category that were “difficult” to 

those that were not.  All projects above a certain threshold were categorized as “difficult”, and all 

projects below the threshold were considered “not difficult.”
17

 Figure 5 shows the proportion of 

projects that were “difficult” versus those that were not by category of project. Resident PACs 

have the largest proportion of projects that were “difficult,” and producing theaters have the 

largest proportion of projects that were “not difficult.” Out of all the sampled projects, 21% were 

“difficult” and 79% were not “difficult.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
17 I use .2 as a threshold based on the distribution of the percent change over initial project distribution.  All those 
projects above the 75th percentile were considered to be “difficult.”   Figure A.5. shows the distribution. 
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Figure 5.  Proportion of Projects that were “Difficult” 

 

VIII. Conclusion 

While as a result of my analyses of the feasibility of cultural building projects I could 

have come up with a set of normative guidelines for practitioners, doing so would be neither 

helpful nor accurate. In order to dole out prescriptive advice for how to plan and manage 

building projects, I would be obliged to demonstrate that the opposite would lead to failed 

projects. However, since I did not observe what projects did not do, I cannot say what they 

did not do would lead to failure. This is simply an example of the longstanding analytical 

problem of not being able to observe the counterfactual. What the observations of the 

projects I studied did help teach us was that there are certain characteristics of projects that 

project managers can give attention to in order to help secure their feasibility. For example, 

in terms of the motivation for embarking on a building project, the project manager needs to 

take into account both the demonstrated need for the project (and how real that is), and the 

degree to which the project is driven by the organization’s artistic mission. In the discussion 

above, I provided my observations of how theaters, museums, nonresident PACs, and 

resident PACs typically did this in the sample of projects I studied. It is up to the 

practitioners then to decide upon whether or not paying attention to these characteristics of 

projects are useful for making efforts to secure project success and how specifically to go 

about their efforts within each dimension.  
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Appendix A. Additional Tables and Figures 

Figure A.1.  Rating Scale for Success 

1. On a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 being very unsuccessful and 7 being very successful, indicate how successful you think the [PROJECT NAME] 
project was in the following categories (highlight a number): 

 

Very 
Unsuccessful 

Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
Unsuccessful 

Neutral 
Moderately 
Successful 

Successful 
Very 
Successful 

  a. Project scope 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  b. Project funding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  c. Post-project 

performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  

          

2. On a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 being very unsuccessful and 7 being very successful, indicate how successful you think the [PROJECT NAME] 
project was in general (highlight a number): 

 

Very 
Unsuccessful 

Unsuccessful 
Moderately 
Unsuccessful 

Neutral 
Moderately 
Successful 

Successful 
Very 
Successful 

  

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Table A.a. Construction of Difficulty of Process Index 

Variable Indicating Difficult Process 

(Source) 
Variable Coding 

Lawsuits (Internet) 
If the project answered “yes” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Opposition to the project (Q18 Interview) 

If the project answered “yes” to any of 

the opposition questions the variable 

got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Lost board members due to disagreement 

(Q36.1 Interview) 

If the project answered “yes” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Relation of final cost to initial cost estimate 

(Q38 Interview) 

If the percentage change was more than 

60% the variable got a 1, otherwise it 

got a 0
18

. 

Change due to incorrect estimates (Q38 

Interview) 

If the project answered “yes” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Budget increase and budget decrease (Q39 

Interview) 

If the project answered “yes” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Actual lost revenue related to expected lost 

revenue (Q41 Interview) 

If the project answered “more” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Opening delay (Q42 Interview) 
If the project answered “yes” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Number of years to pay off debt (Q44.1 

Interview) 

If the project is going to take more than 

20 years to pay off construction debt it 

got a 1, otherwise it got 0
19

. 

Actual versus anticipated project operating 

expenses (Q48 Interview) 

If the project answered “higher” the 

variable got a 1, otherwise it got a 0. 

Current operating deficit (IRS 990 Form) 

The number of deficit years was 

divided by the years of operation post-

project opening. If the ratio was greater 

than 0.5 the variable got a 1, otherwise 

it got a 0
20

. 

Proportion of operating expense that goes to 

servicing the debt (Percent of budget to finance 

debt Respondent Worksheet) 

If this was positive, the variable got a 1, 

otherwise it got a 0. 

 

 

                                                             
18 I use 60% as a threshold based on the distribution of the percent change over initial project distribution.  All 
those projects above the 75th percentile were given a 1. Figure A.2. shows the distribution.  
19 I use 20 years as the threshold based on the distribution of the number of years to pay off debt.  All those 
projects above the 75th percentile got a 1. Figure A.3. shows the distribution. 
20

 We used .5 as the threshold based on the distribution of the ratio of the number of years the organization ran a 
deficit to the number of years the organization had been operating post-project completion. All those projects 
above the 75th percentile got a 1. Figure A.4. shows the distribution. 
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Figure A.2. Distribution of Percent Change over Initial Budget 

 

Figure A.3. Distribution of Number of Years to Pay Off Debt 
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Figure A.4. Distribution of the Ratio of the Number of Years the Organization Ran a 

Deficit to the Number of Years it’s been in Operation Post-Project Completion 

 

Table A.b. Proportion of Projects that Received 1s or 0s 

Variable 

Proportion 

that 

Received a 

1 

Proportion 

that 

Received a 

0 

Lawsuits (Internet) 30.4% 69.6% 

Opposition to the project (Q18 Interview) 67.9% 32..1% 

Lost board members due to disagreement (Q36.1 Interview) 14.3% 85.7% 

Relation of final cost to initial cost estimate (Q38 Interview) 69.6% 30.4% 

Change due to incorrect estimates (Q38 Interview) 55.4% 44.6% 

Budget increase and budget decrease (Q39 Interview) 23.2% 76.8% 

Actual lost revenue related to expected lost revenue (Q41 Interview) 5.4% 94.6% 

Opening delay (Q42 Interview) 39.3% 60.7% 

Number of years to pay off debt (Q44.1 Interview) 17.9% 82.1% 

Actual versus anticipated project operating expenses (Q48 

Interview) 
83.9% 16.1% 

Current operating deficit (IRS 990 Form) 23.2% 76.8% 

Proportion of operating expense that goes to servicing the debt 

(Percent of budget to finance debt Respondent Worksheet) 
44.6% 55.4% 

 

 

 

0
.5

1
1
.5

2

D
e

n
s
it
y

0 .5 1 1.5
defyearsvsop



35 
 

35 
 

Figure A.5. Distribution of the Difficulty of Process Index 
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