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The Economic Impact of the Rose Bowl Resort Complex 
 
The Brief 
 
The objectives of this report are to: 

• Review existing studies related to the further development of the Rose Bowl Stadium 
and link this to the proposed Hilton  hotel to be built on-site; 

• From the available information , assess the economic impact of the Stadium 
(and/or) the combined Stadium and Hotel business, that is the Rose Bowl Resort 
Complex, on the local economy; 

• Take account of the potential effect of the Rose Bowl development on  the local 
hotel market 
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to cultural attractions, both in the UK and worldwide, covering some 50 countries. 
 
He has written extensively on public sector intervention in tourism, tourism impact 
methodology, and project appraisal and development in academic journals and edited 
books, which has brought him recognition in terms of acting as tourism policy advisor to the 
Select Committee on Welsh Affairs for a period of five years in the House of Commons.   He is 
one of the authors for the best-selling book Tourism Principles and Practice (Pearson 
Education), now in its 4th Edition, and the new addition of Managing Visitor Attractions:  New 
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and pubs, attractions and public facilities, such as country parks, visitor centres and 
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Management, the International Journal of Tourism Research, and the Journal of Travel 
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1. Introduction 
 
The Southampton Destination Development Plan envisages the ‘visitor economy’ as playing 

a key role in future employment within the region by building on the ever expanding cruise 

market, by enriching the attractiveness of the city’s leisure and business resources, and 

capitalising on ease of access by road, rail and air.   That same visitor economy peaked in 

2008, the last ‘normal’ year before the financial downturn.   In that year stay visitors 

contributed about £229 million (in 2010 prices) and day visitors a further £594 million of 

expenditure to the region, giving a total of £823 million, of which Eastleigh’s share is 

estimated to be about £265 million.   This disparity between day and stay visitor values 

reflects differences in the volume of trips and the fact that about half of domestic staying 

visitors do not use commercial accommodation, but rather friends and relatives in the main,    

Paradoxically, while access is critical to tourism and improving communications has the 

effect of raising visitor numbers, this often serves to convert some stay trips into day trips, since 

the demand for accommodation by and large is a derived demand for the destination 

product.    It is for this reason, amongst others, that major operators have constructed all-

inclusive resorts so as to encompass the total tourist experience.   The most obvious examples 

from the perspective of Southampton are the floating resorts that are today’s modern cruise 

ships. 

 

It is tempting in the face of an economic downturn to revise tourism prospects radically, for 

being a ‘cash’ business the effects of a fall in expenditure are noticed immediately.   This 

should be resisted on the grounds that tourism is a resilient industry, which despite the various 

political, economic, geographical and climatic changes in the world, has always been able 

after a few years to bounce back to its long term growth path. 

 

The economic crisis from 2008 onwards has had a negative impact on the tourism sector. 

International travel suffered steep declines, within both the business and leisure segments. 

Increases in job losses, credit restrictions, fuel prices, and budget cuts caused a fall in travel 

activity, especially long-haul travel.    However the old adage of the tourism sector remains 

true: ‘There is no problem we cannot solve if we look within’!    Holiday-makers not willing to 

forfeit much-needed breaks altogether looked for alternatives, and before long the 

‘staycation’, namely staying within one’s own country for a holiday, exploring one’s own 

backyard became highly acceptable, fashionable, affordable, and applaudable.   

Recognizing the fundamental value of this segment, a number destination marketing 

organisations have managed to offset falling visitor numbers by channelling attention and 
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investment towards encouraging local residents to holiday in-country and see for themselves 

what foreigners are travelling half way across the world to come and see. 

2. The Rose Bowl Project 
 
The project envisaged by the Rose Bowl management is commensurate with current 

development thinking and trends.   The object is to re-launch the flagship Rose Bowl 

attraction as a sports tourism resort complex through the addition of a four star Hilton Hotel, 

Spa and a championship golf course built around the Rose Bowl, building on the regions 

strong communication links and the international brand that is Hilton.    

 

The South Hampshire Hotel Futures study by Hotel Solutions (2010) based on their survey data 

and research indicates the need for an additional hotel in what they describe as the 

‘Eastleigh M27 Corridor’ within the next few years, while the report by TRI Hospitality 

Consulting (2010) stated:  

 

‘We believe that a clear market opportunity exists for the development of the proposed 

Hilton and believe that in addition to attracting demand away from tired hotels in the area, 

the proposed hotel will attract significant volumes of demand currently not accommodated 

within the area due to the provision of a unique, strongly branded product within an iconic 

sporting venue’ (TRI, 2010, p.7). 

 

The implications of the TRI statement is that while in the interim period there will be some 

displacement of existing trade, the long term effect is to create additional demand through 

developing a resort cluster that will generate a higher visibility for the area and so attract 

more visitors for conferences, sporting and other events.   As is the nature of things, this will 

lead to the development of economic linkages and important ‘spillover’ effects that will add 

to the security of supporting tourism facilities in the region. 

3. Economic Impact Analysis Definitions 

3.1 The Multiplier Concept 
 
As a concept, the multiplier recognises the economic linkages between one industry and 

another, where the expansion of sales by one industry requires inputs to be purchased from 

other sectors of the economy in order to support that same expansion.   The value of the 

multiplier is standardised so as to measure the impact of an additional unit of tourism 

expenditure introduced into the economy.   It is therefore concerned with the marginal 
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rather than average changes.   The higher the value of the multiplier, the greater is the 

intensity of the economic linkages, and therefore dependency, between one industry and 

another.   This implies that regions with high multiplier values are more able to meet the 

demands of tourists within their own production capabilities, than those with low multiplier 

values. 

 

The size of the multiplier is also determined by the geographic boundary of the area that is 

being studied.   The smaller the area, the more likely it is that purchases made by firms and 

individual consumers will be from outside the locale, serving to generate income and 

employment elsewhere.   The latter is termed ‘economic leakage’. 

 

For the purposes of this study the vicinity is taken to be Southampton as defined by the EU’s 

Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics, level 3 (NUTS 3), which is that used by the UK’s 

Office of National Statistics (ONS) for estimating the visitor expenditure figures quoted earlier.     

 

The small table below gives the population parameters that define the EU’s classification of 

regions: 

 
Level Minimum Maximum

NUTS 1 3 million 7 million 

NUTS 2 800,000 3 million 

NUTS 3 150,000 800,000 

 

3.2 Disaggregating Expenditure 
 
Tourism expenditure can be analysed as follows: 

 

• Direct Expenditure:  this is expenditure made by visitors on goods and services in hotels, 

restaurants, shops, other tourist facilities, and for tourism generated exports, or by tourism 

related investment in the area; 

 

• Indirect Expenditure:  this covers successive rounds of inter-business transactions 

(economic linkages) which result from direct  expenditure, such as purchases of goods by 

hoteliers from local suppliers, which in turn make purchases from other suppliers and so 

on; 

 

• Induced Expenditure:  this is the increased consumer spending resulting from the 

additional personal income generated by both direct and indirect expenditure, e.g. 
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hotel workers using their wages for the purchase of goods and services.   Indirect and 

induced expenditure together are called secondary expenditure. 
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3.3 Types of Multipliers 
 
For the purposes of this study the following categories of multiplier were used: 

 

• Sales or Revenue Multiplier:  this measures the extra business turnover created (direct and 

secondary) by an extra unit of tourist expenditure.   It includes sales taxes (in this case 

VAT), so as to bring values to market prices, because this is what the visitor actually pays.   

Businesses deduct this from their measure of turnover; 

 

• Gross Value Added Multiplier:  GVA is a measure of the value of goods and services 

produced in an area or sector of the economy in terms of generated income from 

employment and self-employment, and the gross trading profits of companies.   It is 

linked as a measurement to GDP, as both are measures of economic growth.   Summing 

up the GVA for each region or sector for the economy as a whole, adding on taxes and 

taking off subsidies, will produce national GDP at market prices.   As the total aggregates 

of taxes and subsidies are normally only available at whole economy level, GVA is used 

for measuring Gross Regional Domestic Product and measures of output for entities 

smaller than the whole economy. 

 

• Employment Multiplier:  this can be expressed in one of two ways:  as a ratio of the 

combination of direct and secondary employment generated per additional unit of 

visitor expenditure to direct employment generated, or as the employment created by 

tourism per unit of visitor expenditure.   It is the latter that is used here, with jobs being 

expressed in terms of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) in order to incorporate the variety of 

work patterns available.   As a ‘rule of thumb’, multiplying FTEs by 1.35 yields the number 

of effective jobs. 

4. Economic Impact of the Potential Rose Bowl Resort Complex 
 
In the tables that follow the data were drawn from the business plans prepared for the Rose 

Bowl and the Hilton hotel and Spa that are listed in the bibliography.   The impact assessment 

was undertaken by applying multiplier values to the components of the revenue accounts 

and then summing the results.   The underlying methodology for this is also documented in 

the bibliography. 
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Evaluation of the Rose Bowl  resort complex is at the stage when the revenue accounts have 

been ‘stabilised’ at their operational norms.   This is targeted to be the fourth year of the 

development phase. 

 

The involvedness of the tourism product requires evaluation of the impact of both 

expenditure at the Rose Bowl (on-site) and elsewhere in the area (off-site).   ONS tourist 

expenditure data by category for NUTS 3 Southampton were used for weighting off-site 

multiplier values. 

 

The multiplier values used were derived from research carried out by the author that 

underpins the models used by Scottish Enterprise and the PRIME system developed for the 

Northumbria Tourist Board.   Given the accounting data available within the project, these 

multiplier values were adapted to be proportionate with local circumstances. 

4.1 Gross Economic Impact 
 
Table 1 below reports the gross impact of the project.   As is to be expected the most 

important element is the direct revenue generated by visitor expenditure.   Economic 

leakages cause the secondary effects to tail off quite rapidly.    Looking at column 4 in Table 

1, the complex is expected to add just over £17 million of GVA directly to the local economy 

and generate just under a further £8 million as a result of secondary spending.   This 

represents a total contribution of just over £25 million in terms of the gross trading surpluses of 

businesses and employment and self-employment income. 

 

Table 1.         Gross Economic Impact of the Rose Bowl Resort Complex 
 

Key Estimates as at Stabilised Year 4 Development Phase 
Item On-Site Off-site Total 
REVENUE 
at 2010 Market Prices (inc VAT) 

£ Millions £ Millions £ Millions 

Direct £27.81 £8.35 £36.16 
Indirect £9.35 £2.42 £11.77 
Induced £5.90 £1.41 £7.31 
Total £43.06 £12.18 £55.24 
    
GVA to Local Economy    
Direct £12.40 £4.97 £17.37 
Indirect £3.08 £0.79 £3.87 
Induced £2.87 £1.00 £3.87 
Total £18.35 £6.76 £25.11 
    
FTE EMPLOYMENT Numbers Numbers Numbers 
Direct 298.2 111.6 409.9 
Indirect 46.8 14.0 60.7 
Induced 30.5 13.3 43.8 
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Total 375.5 138.9 514.4 
    
 

From column 4 in Table 1, the total of the FTE jobs attributable to the project is 514.4, which 

yields an implied employment multiplier of 514.4  ÷ 409.9 = 1.2551.   This means that for every 

one direct FTE job created by visitor expenditure at the complex, just over one quarter of a 

FTE is produced elsewhere in the local economy.   Comparing on-site direct employment 

only (column 2) against total FTEs gives an implied multiplier of 514.4  ÷ 298.2 = 1.7248.   Thus 

one direct FTE post on-site produces nearly three-quarters of an FTE off-site. 

4.2 Benefits of Integration 
 
It has been noted already that tourism is a multifaceted product:  it includes 

accommodation, transport, restaurants, shopping facilities, attractions, entertainment, public 

infrastructure support and the general way of life of the host community.   By packaging or 

‘bundling’ some of these products together through creating a resort complex to meet 

tourists’ needs, it is expected that the whole will be greater than the sum of the individual 

parts.   This aspect is examined in Table2. 

 

Table 2.         Gross Economic Impact of the Rose Bowl Resort Complex 
 

Key Estimates as at Stabilised Year 4 Development Phase 
Item Hilton Hotel & 

Spa Alone 
Rose Bowl 

Alone 
Hilton & Rose Bowl 

 Combined 
Net Combined 

Gain 
EXPENDITURE  at 2010  
Market Prices (inc VAT) 

£ Millions £ Millions £ Millions £ Millions 

Direct £14.69 £18.0 £36.16 £3.47 
Indirect £5.02 £5.57 £11.77 £1.18 
Induced £2.37 £4.35 £7.31 £0.60 
Total £22.08 £27.92 £55.24 £5.24 
     
GVA to Local Economy     
Direct £9.09 £7.78 £17.37 £0.49 
Indirect £2.11 £1.29 £3.87 £0.47 
Induced £1.35 £2.19 £3.87 £0.33 
Total £12.55 £11.26 £25.11 £1.29 
     
FTE EMPLOYMENT Numbers Numbers Numbers Numbers 
Direct 164.6 206.8 409.9 38.5 
Indirect 29.9 24.0 60.7 6.8 
Induced 17.7 22.0 43.8 4.1 
Total 212.2 252.8 514.4 49.4 
     
 

Columns 2 and 3 of Table 2 look at the components of the Rose Bowl project as ‘stand-alone' 

businesses in terms of their economic impact on the local economy.   The sum of these two 
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components is then compared against the expected outcomes of the total complex in 

column 4, and the net benefits are recorded in column 5.    

It will easily be appreciated the net benefits off an integrated resort are positive for the area 

in terms of an additional contribution to local GVA of just over £1 million and about 49 FTE 

jobs.    From a longer term perspective, there is no reason to suppose that the net gain will 

not grow with time, as in other urban centres where tourism development has raised the 

profile of cities as places to live and work, leading to cumulative growth in the local 

economy. 

5. Displacement 

As stated, Table1 ignores any demand diversion from competitors elsewhere in the 

Southampton area.   This is termed the visitor displacement effect, which in this context 

concerns the proposed development of the 175 room Hilton hotel, as noted in the TRI report 

(2010).   This will only be a transitory matter, as the project is expected to boost visitor 

numbers by raising the ‘visibility’ of the region as a tourism destination.  

 

Table 3 below examines three levels of displacement at the point where the resort complex 

reaches its overall operating norms.   The levels are based on the survey work and projections 

of the demand for rooms in the Eastleigh M27 corridor provided by Hotel Solutions (2010).  

 

Table 3.         Net Economic Impact of the Rose Bowl Resort Complex 
 

Key Estimates as at Stabilised Year 4 Development Phase 
Item Low  

Displacement 
Medium 

Displacement 
High  

Displacement 
EXPENDITURE 
at 2010 Market Prices (inc VAT) 

£ Millions £ Millions £ Millions 

Gross Expenditure £55.24 £55.24 £55.24 
Displacement £2.75 £11.93 £14.99 
Net Expenditure £52.49 £43.31 £40.25 
    
GVA to Local Economy    
Gross GVA £25.11 £25.11 £25.11 
Displacement £1.40 £6.09 £7.65 
Net GVA £23.71 £19.02 £17.46 
    
FTE EMPLOYMENT Number Number Number 
Gross 514.4 514.4 514.4 
Displacement 26.5 114.6 144.0 
Net 487.9 399.8 370.4 
    
 



  APPENDIX A 

 

The higher the rate of growth, the lower the level of displacement as indicated in column 2 

of Table 3.   This is the target set for the project, where Hotel Solutions reported the need for a 

further 157 rooms in the Southampton/Eastleigh M27 Corridor by 2016, the basis for Year 4 in 

Table 3.   Given their onward projections, the excess supply of 18 rooms, which governs the 

amount of displacement will be eliminated in Year 4 +1.   At medium level displacement 

(column 3), the estimated excess supply is 78 rooms and it will take until Year 4 +4 for this, 

variation to disappear.    The high level values embody the assumption that the local 

economy will be ’flat-lining’ so that the excess supply of rooms as a consequence of building 

the Hilton will continue for the next twenty or more years, which is overly pessimistic. 

 

Irrespective of the levels of displacement that are indicated in Table 3, it is clear that the net 

impact of the proposed Rose Bowl resort complex on the local economy is still highly positive, 

both in respect of economic growth (additional GVA) and jobs created.   It is to be noted 

that the displacement values calculated are on the generous side, since no account has 

been taken between the average revenue per guest in existing hotels and the premium rate 

that should be achieved by the proposed Hilton hotel. 

 

Table 4     Impact of the Rose Bowl Resort Complex Displacement on Other 
Hotels 

 
Key Estimates as at Stabilised Year 4 Development Phase 

Hotel Number of 
Rooms 

Low  
Displacement

Medium 
Displacement 

High  
Displacement

COMPETITORS     
Holiday Inn Eastleigh 129 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 
Macdonald Botley Park 130 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 
Legacy Botleigh Grange 56 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 
Holiday Inn Express 176 0.1% 0.6% 0.7% 
Grand Harbour Hotel 174 0.1% 0.6% 0.7% 
Hilton Southampton 135 0.1% 0.4% 0.6% 
Holiday Inn Fareham 124 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 
Holiday Inn Southampton 130 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 
Jurys Inn Southampton 270 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 
Marriott Meon Valley 113 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 
Solent 111 0.1% 0.4% 0.5% 

Competitors Total 1548 1.2% 5.0% 6.3% 
LOCAL AREA     
Holiday Inn Eastleigh 129 1.0% 4.2% 5.2% 
Macdonald Botley Park 130 1.0% 4.2% 5.3% 
Legacy Botleigh Grange 56 0.4% 1.8% 2.3% 
Holiday Inn Express 176 1.3% 5.7% 7.2% 

Local Total 491 3.7% 15.9% 20.0% 
     
Proposed Hilton 175 Rooms Rooms Rooms 
Excess Supply  18 78 98 
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Precisely how the levels of displacement indentified in Table 3 will impact on local hotels 

individually is not known for sure, but experience indicates that due to spatial characteristics, 

purposes of visit and the personal preferences of hotel guests, such displacement is likely to 

spread itself out rather than concentrate on individual hotels.   An indication of the effects 

can be found by allocating displacement in respect of rooms on a ‘fair shares’ basis as 

shown in Table 4. 

 

From Table 4, it may be seen that when spread out amongst competitor hotels the 

displacement effect of the proposed Hilton on these hotels is of limited significance.   If 

displacement is concentrated on ‘near neighbour’ hotels alone, the low displacement 

scenario is still relatively minor and the medium prospect varies from 1.8% for Legacy Botleigh 

Grange to 5.7% for the Holiday Inn Express.   The ‘flat-lining’ of growth does have greater 

consequences for existing properties as indicated in column 5 of Table 4, but this prospect is 

considered highly unlikely and the impact is less than 10% when spread across the different 

hotels. 

6. Capital Investment 
 

As the Rose Bowl stadium already exists, it may be regarded as ‘old’ capital from the 

standpoint of the local economy and therefore a sunk cost.   ‘New’ capital is embodied in 

the construction of the proposed Hilton hotel at around £32 million.   It is estimated that the 

direct, indirect and induced effects of such an investment will add about £21 million GVA to 

the local economy and around 184 FTE jobs spread over an 18 month construction period. 

7. Conclusions 
 

After reviewing the potential economic impact of the proposed Rose Bowl resort complex, it 

is possible to reach the following conclusions: 

 

• The overall concept is in line with current tourism development thinking and trends; 

• The project will raise the tourism profile of the area, thus adding to the security of 

existing tourism dependent businesses; 

• At its projected operational norms the complex is projected to deliver in gross terms 

some £36 million (at 2010 market prices) in direct revenue from visitors to the local 

economy, and  create some 410 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) jobs 
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• The multiplier effects resulting from  re-spending of this money through inter-business 

purchases and consumer expenditure from employment earnings, should generate  

a further £19 million in revenue and some 110 additional FTEs; 

•  The above gross effects will be reduced by displacement of business from elsewhere 

in the economy, but this is considered to be transitory, as the proposed Rose Bowl 

complex is expected to ’attract significant volumes of demand currently not 

accommodated within the area due to the provision of a unique, strongly branded 

product within an iconic sporting venue’ (TRI, 2010, p.7). 
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