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Introduction to this Report

The mission of T ACT Silicon Valley isto inspire leadership, participation and investment at
the intersection of art and technologho better understand one of theykpartners at this
intersection T ACT commissioned Creative Community Builders (CCB), a Minneapolis

based consulting firm, to examine what makes ujy
to compare it with other U.S. Cities.

This examination inaded an irdepth inventory and assessment of three main components of

the Valleyb6s arts and culture sector: nonprof it
identify as arts and culture organizations, arts and cultural programming and facilities@perat

by public and private higher education institutions in Silicon Valley, and arts and culture

programming and facilities supported by the 15 municipalities in Santa Clara County (an area

that accounts for 70% of SidcoguzedthaMteseltheeg 6s popul
elements or contributors to cultural activity in Silicon Valley do not account for the entire

| andscape, they const iipoesumablythemotkignificaaand cul t ur ¢
visible elements. Available data also raakpossible to compare these elements with other

communities to gain perspective.

This report provides for the first time a compr
cultural sector. Considerable information is revealed about its relative @mpgsition,

geographic distribution and focus of activities. Many things can still be learned about this

sector. At the same time, this report identifies some of the unique qualities and characteristics

of what <can be ccalturdliefdstr®iureor aulturalecosgsteimte y 6 s

illustrates the level and types of activity initiated and supported by volunteers, institutions,

municipal agencies, and higher education institutions across this region.

To put this sector into a national context, C&msultants examined the profile of nonprofit

cultural organizations in nine other U.S. cities using a similar, although teepih,

methodology. Existing research on local government spending by Americans for the Arts

provided comparisons for the cabtitions of the municipal sector. No similar national data

was found on higher education investments, although research clearly showed its significant
contributions to Silicon Valleyds cultural infr

This research and its findings were desigteeitiform the ongoing work of*IACT and its
partners and their efforts to strategically inspire leadership, participation, and investment
towards theobjective to unleash all the creative power of Silicon Valley for the social and
economic well being ats residents, workers, and visitors.
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D.LY. Culture in a 2T Century Global Region

Executive Summary

No place in the wadd is better known for technological innovation. No place can boast a more
open and robust environment for new ideas and entrepreneurs. No place has the kind of
widely-vested diversity where new arrivals so readily connect, organize, invest, and contribute
to a vibrant economy and culture. No urlbagionis so consistently diverse in population.

There is no place like Silicon Valley.

In the midst of this worldamous hightech capital a cultural infrastructure has emerged that

enables the stattp of newcultural enterprises and fosters participgaherated self

expression by an unprecedented range of people. This environment evolved simultaneous to

the emergence of a global workforce, creative economy, and diverse population. Silicon

Val | ey 6 s business erssitommert and global impact have sparked many analysts to re

think corporate structures and global economicsintheiposd ust ri al age. The r ec¢
cultural environment likewise raises questions about cultural infrastructures, notions of

excdlence and the role of professional artists, as well as investment in facilities and

institutions built around singular artistic disciplines and industrial age organizational models.

1%' ACT Silicon Valley commissioned Creative Community Builders (CCByrtmluce a

survey and analysis of the regionbs cultural se
observations based on a detailed inventory of three components of the cultural ecosystem of

the geographic area defined as Silicon Vall@jese includ:

e Nonprofit cultural organizations
e Municipal government support for cultural facilities and activities
e Higher education sponsored cultural facilities and programs offered to the public

Additionally, this report compares the numbers, sizes, and priactigty of these nonprofit
cultural organizations in nine other U.S. cities.

The analysis found and examined in depth:

e 667 active nonprofit, tarxempt organizations based in Silicon Valley that define
themselves as primarily providing programs indhes, culture, and humanities

! silicon Valley is definedri accordance with a 2005 Joint Venture Silicon Valley designation including all of
Santa Clara County and select zip codes of adjacent communities in Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Cruz
Counties.
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e 15 municipal governments within Santa Clara County, all of which directly and
indirectly provide support for cultural activities, organizations, and facilities

e 13 institutions of higher education in Silicon Valley that provaislities and/or
cultural programming for general public audiences

e Nine other U.S. cities with robust yet significantly different nonprofit profiles than the
City of San José and Silicon Valléy.

Not included in this inventory, but worth note, are sinéncorporated, small fgorofit, or

informal organizations, as well as nonprofits whose primary mission is outside arts and culture
but who have active arts programs. These are certainly numerous in Silicon Valley, as well as
in the other cities examinetikewise, arts activities in primary and secondary public

education were not included but are undoubtedly significant and important to the overall
cultural vitality of the region. Finally, the impact of the Internet, oridwabed forms of

cultural prodution, participation, and distribution are immense, yet ironically outside the

scope of this examination.

Duringthe late 26Cent ury Silicon Valley became one of ¢t
economic regions while unleashing unprecedented global innovatitechnology and ways

of doing business. CCB researchers found many similar qualities at work in the forging of a

cultural infrastructure for this 21Century global region. A fagfrowing population composed

of people from around the world became p#&raad are responsible for, the economic success

of this region. Equally faggrowing municipal government and higher education sectors

responded to community needs and created key elements of the physical and programmatic
infrastructure that provideopgou ni t i es f or the worl ddés cul tures
appearance in the public realm, and take root.

Most large U.S. cities and their cultural infrastructures grew up during the industrial age. They

each established a handful of large, formal caltinstitutions that represented stabilitthe

preservation and reinforcement of a dominant culture and the idea of artistic excellence.

Innovative arts activity and cultural diversity in those cities emerged much later as smaller,

secondary activitiesSi | i con Vall eybés ecosystem and cul tur a
shift. The milieu there instead produced an adaptable-ywurself platform foiculture, one

in which diversity and informal organizational structures are central to cultuabtyrather

than on the edges.

The proximity of San Francisco, and its abundanvedald institutions, made unnecessary the
replication of similar establishments in San Jc¢
out si zed San Fonamostiheededades gga Madé wp bfimany smaller and

heavily volunteedriven entities (as well as an uncountable number of informal,

uni ncorporated activities), Silicon Valleyods c
could be described as usgFnerated content.

2 \tis important to note that the methodology used to coeSan José with the other cities revealed 176
nonprofits in San José, the number used in the comparative portion of the study. A more extensive search using
multiple sources yielded 235 nonprofits in San Jd®number used in the-gepth Silicon Valleyinventory.
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CCB researchevealed an eclectic ecosystem made up of a multitude of geographically

dispersed smaller and younger entities along with clusters of somewhat larger organizations

located primarily, but not exclusively, in population s of San José, Palo Alto, and

Mountain Viewi nearly all of which are housed jrublicly-owned facilities. This multitude

of entities reflect cultural i nterests and acti
population as well as to changing pattan cultural participation, some of which are in direct

response to the technological and social media creations of Silicon Valley.

Research revealed the collective expenditures of all Silicon Valley cultural organizations on a
per capita basis equia less than ontenth the per capita expenditures in Minneapolis or San
Francisco, for instance, while addressing a far more eclectic range of cultural interests. This
could reflect an impoverished cultural sector or could be consideredftedive déivery of
services. The relative youth of the sector is certainly a factor in relation to both its size and
eclecticism. In any case, Silicon Valley represents a very different cultural environment.

Formation of new cultural nonprofits in Silicon Vallegpecially those identifying an
ethnicallyspecific focus, increased three fold since 1990. Findings reveal an arts sector in
which 70% of all the cultural nonprofits are less than 20 years old. Of the over 200
organizations operating in 2008 that wererfed to address nemhite, culturallyspecific art

forms or audiences, nearly 80% were established since 1990. Interestingly, data on business
ownership also shows Silicon Valley with one of the most diverse patterns among U.S. cities.
The region further dtinguishes itself through its widespread geographic dispersion of
nonprofit arts organizations. They exist in Silicon Valley at a higher ratio relative to
population outside the primary population center of San José where 41% of the population
resides bubnly 35% of the nonprofits are based.

Most of Silicon Vall eyods | ar gvenedfeacilitiéesinaneal i nst it
with annual expenditures over $10 million. Comparable cities are home to a multitude of

institutions that are far largetend to own their buildings, and are less oriented to their diverse

populations than those in Silicon Valley. Real estate, endowments, colleatiaos,

contracts, producing companies, repertoires, and other stabilizing factors keep these
institutonsanchored in specific cultural forms and tr
organizations lack these ingredients, are younger, smaller, more diverse, and adaptable.

The cultural nonprofits surveyed in other U.S. cities exhibited few similarities withogtaeh
and with San José (whose profile is generally consistent with the Silicon Valley region) in
their numbers, size, and primaagtivity. Nearly 5% of the cultural nonprofits in Silicon

Vall ey | abel themselves fACulna,rala asnidg reit fhind an tAl
percentage in that category than any other city in the sahijikewise organizations that
classify themselves as AOther, Art, Cul tur al ar

category in both San José and Siliconl&ahs well, as organizations that chose to label

3 Ivey, Bill and Tepper, StepheBngaging Art: The Next Great Transformation of America's CuliLifal

2007; Brown, Al an, Novak, Jennifer, CULTURAL ENGAGEMENT
The James Irvine Foundation, 2008

* Cultural/Ethnic Awareness is a category established by the National Taxonomy for Exempt Entities (NTEE)

along with Museum, Msic, Theater, Visual Arts, etc. Organizations filing a nonprofit tax return choose one of

these categories to identify themselves.
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themselves ACul tur al Organi zations/ Mul ti pur pose
Valley consider themselves outside singular discipliased categories such as museum,

theater, opera, etc., thanather cities studied. This indicates that diversity of cultural

practices and netraditional organizational models are common as opposed to peripheral.

Additional research found a matrix of flexible facilities and culturally diverse programs built
andogr ated by many of the regionds municipalitie
spaces and programs add considerably to an adaptable environment supportive of smaller,
diverse, and informal organizations and activities. The 15 Santa Clara Countypalttres

studied invest $30 million each year and during the past few decades have built hundreds of
millions of dollars worth of cultural facilities. Nearly all these cities convene arts

commissions, produce cultural programs, sponsor arts classpsrtstydtural festivals, and
administer public art programs. Seven of 15 provide grants or cash to nonprofits. The higher
educational institutions provide and program over 18,000 theater seats and 100,000 square feet
of exhibition space in 35 facilitisgswhich would cost between $475 and $650 million to build
today. They provide the backbone for the dispersed, decentralized, and diverse character of
this cultural infrastructure.

CCB conclusions show the City of San José and Silicon Valley with a cultdrastructure
unlike other cities and their metropolitan areas. As aHegsrchical, more organic
ecosystem, it can be characterized as a diversegriasing, decentralized network of
production and participation in which adaptability and changeertral. Cultural activity

takes place primarily outside largeale nonprofit structures. The majority of organizations
operate outside the larger urban center, and many activities manifest outside the nonprofit
sector altogether.

As a newly emerging ajor metropolitan area with one of the most diverse populations of any
region, Silicon Valleyés evolving cultural i nfr
diversity, entrepreneurial behavior, and position as one of the first truly globalpoiéan

regions.

To reach conclusions and recommendations, CCB was asked to identify general characteristics
of this infrastructure and what might make this cultural ecosystem work best. Based on these
findings and other research, a roster of theseackeristics includes such things as innovation,
diversity, networking, collaboration, and openness to learning. This ecosystem fosters the

rapid starup of new organizations, fusion of forms, new ideas, and adaptability. It requires
culturally diverse ladership in tune with its strengths and needs, flexible spaces, and requires
risk-taking capital at a micrtevel, unlike conventional arts philanthropy.

Building upon Silicon Valleyds assets and uni qt
sector suggests opportunities and a variety of actions and investmem€Tland its

partners are in a timely position to address ongoing needs for space, leadership development,
convening, and learning. To help nurture the sector and leverage its vdiadamer

economic, social, and civic infrastructur€ ACT can also bring networking, technology,

technical knowhow, and financial support in strategic ways to strengthen and further

distinguish this unique 24Century cultural ecosystem.



~

il t beerasaid that an entrepreneur can move from initial concept to incorporation,
financing, and growth more rapidly in Silicol
i Annalee Saxenian

The Silicon Valley Landscape

The research in this report was coneédetgainst théackdrop of a region known worlglide

for technological innovation, one that has grown rapidly in a few short decades from a

population of just under 300,000 in 1950 to almost 2.4 million in 2000. Silicon Valley has

achieved a populatiomix matchedonly by a few other U.S. metropolitan regianaith some
significant differences. While Silicon Vall ey?o:
qualitatively it is composed of communities of color and large immigrant populations that are

not disenfranchised politically or economically to the same extent as such communities and

populations in other urban regions. They are also dispersed throughout the metropolitan region

rather than concentrated in a central city.

The City of San Joséself,t he A Capi t al of Silicon Valley, 0 bo:
diverse large city in California, the mativerse statén the U.S’ Its largest ethnic groupis

Hispanic, Asianand White, each of which are richly diverse in themselasjoy relatively

high rates of property and business ownership as well as leadership roles in government and

civic institutions.

Of the nine comparable communities studied, 2002 Census data on business ownership reveals
that San José has the second highest percertagaarity-owned business firms next to

Miami where more than half of firms are Hispaniwned.Otherwise Miami shows a more

binary ownership pattern between White and Hispahte City of San José, on the other

hand, shows a more widely mixed pattermwhership®

Silicon Valley grew at a rapid pace in recent decades around an ethos of technological
invention, attracting and nurturing the talents of innovators and workers from around the
world. It employs double the number of hitgth workers than gother major U.S.

metropolitan area skilled in forms of manufacturing, information management,
communication, and commerce that have revolutionized businesses, economies, and social
organization around the globe.

° Walesh, Kim, Arts and City Success: Remembering Leonardo, Citiwire.net December 21, 2008

® U.S. Census Bureau: State amLiBty QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, 2000 Census of
Population and Housing, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates,
County Business Patterns, 2002 Economic Census, Minarity WomerOwned Busiess, Building Permits,
Consolidated Federal Funds Report, Census of Governments

! Markusen, Ann, San Jose should become an incubator for the arts, Mercury News, September 11, 2008
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Santa Clara County has been noted ptace where over 50% of residents speak a language
other than English in the horiieand the range of languages is widehas one of the highest
household income levels in the U.S. along with one of the highest costs of living.

According to Silicorivalley observer, AnnalLee Saxenian, in 2000 {fysheration immigrants
accounted for 53% (compared to 30 percent in 1990) of the scientists and engineers working in

Silicon Valleyés technology industries, more tt
techndogy regions’ In The New Argonauts 2006, Saxenian goes on to w
Val l eyds skilled i mmigrants have been quick to

points out, over half of the foreigoorn professionals reported working in a stgricompany,
and 62% planned to start a businessmpared to 46% of U.®orn professional¥’

San José sits just 40 miles from San Francisco, a city not much older, but dominant in the

region in terms of population, economics, and cultural productiondtrover 100 years.

While San Jos®6s popul ation eclipsed that of S
shadow of its more famous neighbor with its renowned scenery, landmarks, and structures.

While lacking such aesthetic icons, Silicon Valisknown worldwide as the home of the

most productive and important higxch industry brandisa place synonymous with

innovation, the internet, higbpeed computing, data and visual image management, social

networking, and other fagirowing forms of ¢chnology and communication.

AThe whole culture of t hAanalta3akenigimRegionabne of char
Advantage her 1994 compar i s-eohsucdess&iwithithe denlineoh | | ey 6 s
Bo st o n-tech camibog during the 19805.

Al't is helpful to think of a regionds indust
institutions and culture, industrial struct.
institutions shape and are shaped by the local culture, the shared understaarttings

practices that unify a community and define everything from labor market behavior to

attitudes towardsrisk aki ng. A regionds culture is not ¢
reconstructed thr&ugh soci al interaction. o

Historic patterns of growth, enomic or industrial base, and immigration trends loath have

an impact on and reveal a great deal about a r e
the culture of the place shapes the business clif@thers suggest the reverse. Certainly

they have a dynamic givandtake relationship.

8 san Jose Mercury News, Sept. 22, 2008nsus: Majority of Sata Clara County families speak foreign
language at homeBy Mike Swift,
Saxenian, AnnalLee, The New Argonauts, 2006. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, page 53.
10 Saxenian, New Argonauts, page 80.
1 Saxenian, Annalee, Regional Advantage: Culauré Competition in Silicon Valley and Route 128, 1994.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, page x.
12 Saxenian, Regional Advantage, page 7.
13Alvarez, Mari bel, Thereb6s Nothing I nformal About 1t. Sa

From The Roots: Rexamining the Flow of Economic and Creative Capital, Grantmakers in the Arts READER,
Summer 2006.
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As recently as the 1980s, Saxenian observes, largepr@dsction corporations represented

the optimal ways to organize production and t he
entrepreneurs and small fism wer e seen as archaic and destined
on, was proven very wrong.

In the Wealth of Networks2006 Yochai Benkler examines vast economic and social changes

emerging from new technologies, ways of organizing business, and pr@anc distributing

i nformation and culture. He cites fnéa new model
most advanced ecdhomies in the world. o

Benkler claims this presents,

Aa shift that all ows f or an nithe oforemaieni ng r ol e
and cultural sector, organized in a radically more decentralized pattern than was true
of this sector in the twenti ethnormmarket uryé. TI

and radically decentralized will emerge, if permitted, at theore, rather than the
periphery of the most advanced economies.

He continues to conclude that,

Awe are seeing the e miewhgenmmoyenoredfusa new f ol k ¢
participate actively in making cultural moves and finding meaning in the worlghdro

~

us . O

Benkl erds description seems relevant to both ¢t
environments that younger generations now consider normal, as well as the diverse and widely
dispersed voluntary cultural organizations sprouting acros®sifalley.

14 Benkler, Yochai, The Wealth of Networks, 2006. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
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The Silicon Valley Nonprofit Cultural Sector

Overview

Understanding the mix of sizes and types of nonprofit 501c3 cultural organizations in Silicon
Valley is essential tocIACT6s abil ity to further its miss
organi zations represent the single | argest

T the element that generates the most public activity and engages the most people. Thus, it was
important to know their numbers, age, economic activity, thioams or cultural traditions
they practice, locations, and something about how they function.

CCB consultants produced a detailed inventory using an interactive database and identified a
minimum of 667 active nonprofit organizations thatld be veriied as activé> Of Silicon

Valley nonprofits filing IRS reports, 381 organizations or 57% of the total reported less than
$25,000 in annual gross receipts and 67% reported less than $50,000. There are undoubtedly
more legally registered entities that dit file but would otherwisée deemed active® Data

is based on reports filed for 2007 or before, however organizations which failed to file since
2003 were not included unless extended research or knowledge suggested otherwise. The most
recent report wamcorporated into the data base and organizations were checked individually

to confirm they were still active.

In addition to IRS data, Silicon Valley organizational information was also collected through
other primary sources. These included the fileSan José Office of Cultural Affairs, Arts

Council Silicon Valley, the California Secretary of State, and Artsopolis, dim@ultural
calendar serving Silicon Valley. Websites and general web searches were also conducted on
all 667organizations.

Research examined several key characteristics among the Silicon Valley nonprofits. These
included date of founding, financial data related to total expenditures, artistic discipline or
primary types of cultural activity (such as music, dance, arts eductsbivals, etc.), ethnic

510 procure a primary universe of organizations foic8i Valley, consultants performed a search of
Guidestar.org for the zip codes of Silicon Valley derived from the 2005 Joint Venture Silicon Valley definition.
Organizations were considered active if they filed an IRS 990 since 2003, have a currentameisiteere
currently listed with the CA Secretary of State.

18 brior to 2009, nonprofits with annual income below $25,000 were not required to file IRS Form 990 tax
reports. Subsequently, all registered 501c3 organizations must file which will likebl reeee organizations in

the future.
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specificity (as best as it was discernable), and geographic distribution. Two measures were
used to examine activity types. One drew from NTEE codes indicated on IRS Form 990
reports'’ The other was based on National EndowmenttferArts (NEA) discipline

categories. NEA categories were assigned to each organization by CCB researchers based on
data available from the above sources.

Graphic Information System (GIS) mapping examined geographic distribution of these
cultural orgarzations throughout Silicon Valley in relation to various population
characteristics including household income and racial group distribution.

In many cases the various characteristics were contrasted to determine patterns and trends such
as year of foundig of ethnicallyspecific organizations, total expenditures related to discipline
and type, and geographic distribution of organizations by expenditures and ethnicity.

Research Highlights Nonprofits
e 667 active nonprofiarts and humanitiesrganizations in Silicon Valley

e 70% of all active organizations were faled since 1990
e Total annual expenditures of all active organizations exceed $170 million
e 67% of organizations reflect expenditures under $50,000, over half reported $

e 9% or 59 active organizations have expenditures over $500,000, of which 27
expanditures over $1.5 million

e 30% of organizations primarily provide culturally specific offerings

e 21% of active organizations indicate onexmre Asiancultures as their focus

e 3% of active organizations indicate Hispanic culture as their focus

Numbers of Cultural Nonprofits

Research found t hatl 0Sicluildamr aValsleeetbos fifnacrimdes
nonprofit cultural organizations. While the number is likely higher, research protocols limited

data sources to allow this sample to be compared other cities. This represents approximately

one cultural nonpfit for every 3,618 residents in Silicon Valley.

Hundreds more informal organizations produce or present cultural programs in Silicon Valley.
Artsopolis, an odine arts and culture promotion vehicle in Silicon Valley, lists 464 additional

1 The NTEE (National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities) Classification System as developed by The National
Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) is used by the IRS and NCCS to classify nonprofit organizations. It is
also ugd by the Foundation Center to classify both grants and grant recipients (typically nonprofits

or governments).
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organization®r ongoing activities not incorporated as nonprofits or not filing as a nonprofit
501c3.

Age and Expenditures of Nonprofits

Silicon Valleyés cultur al nonprofits are relatd.i
organizations founded in the past two dbxsa As many as 70% of all active nonprofits

formed since 1990. Collectively, their expenditures in 2007 were in the vicinity of $175

million. This figure represents about $74 per Silicon Valley resident.

Data reveals two recent periods of activity theterated many economically successful
nonprofitsi most of the 1980s and the early 2000s. Nonprofits formed betwegaaise1987

and 1999 show relatively low combined expenditures. While it is not evident why, there is a
clear pattern of accelerated imporation and survival of nonprofits beginning in the mid

1990s, with the current peak of 46 organizations formed in 2003 dlbeee is often a lag of

at least two years or more between when the nonprofit félesan IRS Form 990, and the

data becomgeavailable. Future scans are likely to reveal more organizations that were founded
after 2003.

Very few organizations that are still active were formed before 1964, the year the National
Endowment for the Arts was established. That year there wasdedemturn that has

continued to accelerate. Organizations formed between 1964 and 1974 represent about 20% of
the total arts expenditures in 2007. All the organizations formed before that time represent

only about 16% of all expenditures. The period betw&976 and 1986 appears the most

robust, with 83 new organizations (or 13% of the total), accounting for 40% of all spending, an
average of about $800,000 per organization.

A relatively small number of nonprofits formed in Silicon Valley during the $%&f@l 1980s

T at least that still survive. Those founded during the late 1970s and early 1980s, and still
operating, are relatively large on average. A total of 75% of all nonprofit cultural expenditures
are attributable to organizations founded beforeD189en though 70% of all the

organizations were founded after 1990.

Data was not available to reflect the O6churndé ¢
but did not continue to be active. It can be presumed by the high rate of formatioent re

years that the some will not survive. By the same token, older organizations are not assured to
continue either. American Musical Theater, Sildi
founded in 1934, closed in 2008. The San José Symphony Orchdatgesized nonprofit,

closed over a decade earlier.
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Numer of Active Silicon Valley Organizations by Year Founded
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Active Silicon Valley Organizations by Year Founded/Total Expenses
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Organizations by Annual Expenditures

Silicon Valleyés cultur al

nonprofit ef

foll ow a

smaller goups and a decreasing number as annual expenditures inéjgpseximately 67%
of the nonprofits, or 44teported annual expenditures under $50,000, indicating a high level
of volunteer activity. According to the most eet tax available, there were @aOnprofits

with expenditures over $5 million, less than 2% of the total.

Larger nonprofit organizations with annual expenses over $1.5 million, account for 4% of
Silicon Valley nonprofits an@% of organizations within the City of San José, reflectirey t

hi gher concentration of | arger

oOfthea2@ i zat i ons

organizations reporting over $1.5 milliamannual expenses, one is rooted in Mexican culture
and one in the cultures of India. The former downsized and rediscgzbpe of operations in
2008. The latter is a mulpurpose community center with a focus on various cultural, social,
educational, and health needs of the growing Indian community. The remainder present
themselves of general cultural interest, althoogist are rooted in Western European

traditions.

The largest nonprofit cultural organization in Silicon Valley, American Musical Theater is
included here but declared bankruptcy in 2008, subsequent to the most recent available IRS
reports. Two of the remiaing top ten underwent a merger or major reorganization during the

past two yeard®

M Silicon Valley

Silicon Valley Nonprofits by Expenditure Group
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18 KTEH-TV, a public television outlet, combined with San Francisased KQED; San José Repertory Theatre

re-organized with City financial aid.
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Organizations by Discipline or Primary Activity

Silicon Valley organizations were examined through two different but similar methods of
grouping their discipline ancctivity categories. CCB researchers examined and assigned each
organization one or more categories of activity based on the National Endowment for the Arts
(NEA) taxonomy. In addition, all organizations were sorted by NTEE codes from IRS Form
990 reports?

Using the disciplindbased NEA categories, groups labeled under Folklife/Humanities and
Music account for the two largest numbers of groups. Interdisciplinary, Musical
Theater/Opera, Festivals, and Literary Arts are the smallest.

Percentage of Organizations by Discipline

25.00%

232

20.00%

15.00%

10.00%
m Percentage of Organizations by
NEA Discipline

5.00%

0.00%

NTEE classificabns were also clustered with similar types grouped into a manageable set of
categories for this report. Organizations selfect their NTEE code in filing their IRS Form
990 reports. Whether NEA discipline categories or NTEE codes are used, a sirtelar pat

19 1n both taxonomies the total numbers of categories were too numerous to represent on a simple graph, thus this
report clusters similar categories. For instance, all types of dance organizations are combined into one category.
See the explanation of NTEJoupings in the Methodology at the conclusion of this report.
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emerges. The two largest NTEE categories are Cultural/Ethnic Awareness and Music. The

smallest numbers of organizations indicated Visual Arts, Arts Education, Performance Art,
Cultural Organization$ Multipurpose and Other as their primary area oivityg. 2°

Silicon Valley by NTEE Group

15.9

16.0

14.0

12.0

10.0

8.0

Percentage of Total

NTEE Group

Organizations by Annual Expenditures and Primary Activity

Examining Silicon Valley nonprofits by NTEE category and by expenditure begins to form a

picture

Activities or organizational types reporting the greatest annual expenditures include museums,

of

t he

type

and

r el

at

vV e

fcal e

of

theaters, and arts education organizations, followed closely by multipurpose organizations,

music, and performance arts. Museums spent over $26 million, and thrgaieizations spent

close to $20 million. It should be noted that arts education organizations, which reflect over

20 |t should be noted that 43 Silicon Valley based organizations did not classify themselves with an NTEE code,

but were added to the Silicon Valley data to give a more accurate picture @fabtithe instance of the NTEE
graph these organizations have not been included to keep the NTEE data comparable to NTEE results from
various U.S. cities sampled later in this study.
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$17 million, include two of the | argest

Museum and the San José Museum of Art.

While Cutural/Ethnic Awareness organizations make up 15.9% of the total number of

nonprofits, their total expenditures rank second from the bottom behind arts councils/advocacy
groups and visual arts organizations. On average, Cultural/Ethnic Awareness organizatio

reflect the lowest expenditures per organization.

Musi c organizations represent the second
nonprofitsi a figure comparable to the percentage of mbaged organizations in the other
U.S. cities studied tar in this report and accounting for over $16 million in expenditures

collectively.
Silicon Valley Expenditure by NTEE Group
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Average Spending by NTEE Type

A total of 27 groups that identified themselves as Arts Education organizations spend the most

per organization (including Childréns Di scovery Museum and

San

averaging $686,000 each. Additionally 41 Museums spend an average of almost $640,000

each and Multpurpose organizations spend nearly $550,000 each. Partly because of the larger

numbers, Cultural/Ethnic Awaness (99), Music (86), and Other Art, Culture and Humanities

organizations (85), reflect the lowest average expenditures.

Silicon Valley Average Organizational Spending
by NTEE Group
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Number of Organizations vs. Number of Ethnic Organizations by Year
The ri-apddbdbstubhtture in

Si | ipeat of novpoffité feupdadtheo w s
early 2000s. The data also contrasts the total number of nonprofits founded with the number of

nonwhite ethnicallyspecific organizations founded in each year. The information suggests a
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steady growth of ethnically spécinonprofits both in real numbers and as a percentage of the
total. These groups establish a presence during the 1970s and become a stable factor in the
spectrum of organizations during the present decade growing to 30% of the total organizations
reportng.
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Diversity of Cultural Nonprofits

Of all active culturahonprofits in Silicon Valley 202or 30% indicate they primarily provide
nonWhite or noAWestern culturallyspecific offerings. The largest portiontbese, 138
organizations, or 21%, indicate one or more Asian cultures as a focus, and only 19, or 3%
indicate Hispanic culture as their focus.

NTEE codes reflect 99 nonprofits in Silicon Valley that-$g¢ntify as Cultural/Ethnic
Awareness organizations, represeqtl 6% of the total, the largest single NTEE catedory.

Of these, the largest sigfnoup addresses Asian cultufédhe 66 Asiaridentified

organizations in this subset represent a wide range of ethnicities including Indian, Chinese,
Vietnamese, and manyhers including pasian. They make up 67% of the Cultural/Ethnic
Awareness organizations, and have average expenditures of $64,000. The five African and
African American organizations in this subset spend an average of $120,000, and four
Hispanic groupspend on average $105,000. Eight organizations that specifically address
Western European culture spent on average, $418,000.

22 Of the total 66brganizations, 46 did not report any NTEE Codast® was derived from 15.9% of 62the

same method applied to the niciéy comparison later in this report.

23 Specific ethnic or cultural groupings were assigned to these organizations by CCB researchers based on data
available through granting organiizm files, websites, and other sources.
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Total Expenses of Cultural Awareness
Organizations by Ethnicity

$212,541.00

$836,440.00
$601,264.00

$830,860.00 H None(12)

m African (3)

W Asian (66)

W Black or African American (2)
m Hispanic (4)

B Western European (8}

m Eastern Block/Russia (2)

® White (2)
$4,036,869.00

Business Ownership By Ethnicity

To examine the patterns among ethnic groups founding and operating nonprofits, CCB
researchis looked at parallel activity in the business sector. Business data available through
the U.S. Census shows a broader distribution of business ownership in San José compared to
other cities. The mix of business ownership between the Asian and Hisparps gganore
consistent with the regionés ethnic makeup
are much lower. Miami stands out as an exception with 57% of all businesses Hispanic
owned. However, that city shows a more bifurcated patteooérship between Hispanic

and White, or less overaliversity Other cities show far lower rates of minority ownership.

While there are almost six times as many Asdentified Cultural/Ethnic Awareness
organizations as Hispanic groups in Silicon Valldnere are only twice as many Asiawned
businesses as Hispafowned businesses. This may indicate a leaning towards organizing
cultural activity through nonprofit entities in the Asian communities, or a disinclination
towards the use of legal structsifer carrying out cultural activity in the Hispanic community

i or some other anomaly. However, business ownership ratios in San José, compared to its
neighbor San Francisco reveal:

e 26.8% of San Joseé firms are Asiawned while the Asian population is.8%; this
compares with a lower rate of 21.4% As@mnned businesses in San Francisco where
the Asian population is higher, at 33.1%
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e 12.9% of San José firms are Hispaaigned in contrast to a 31.3% Hispanic
population; this compares with 5.8% Hispaowned businesses in San Francisco
where the population is 14.0% Hispanic

e 2.7% of San José firms are Blasiwned where the Black population is 3.8%;
compared to a marginally higher 2.9% Blamkned businesses in San Francisco
where the Black population is axy twice the size at 7.3%

These figures demonstrate an environment in which entrepreneurship is substantiated through
investment and ownership; in which immigrant and minority ethnic groups take up ownership
relatively quickly whether in economic termasin staking a claim on behalf of their ethnic
community or culture.

San Minn- San San
Category José | Phoenix | Denver | eapolis | Diego Miami | Austin | Seattle | Fran
Total number of firms 60,695 | 381,180 59,271 34,078 110,024 63,113 61,364 64,496 91,873
Black-owned firms 2.7% 1.7% 3.6% 9.0% 3.3% 8.0% 4.1% 2.7% 2.9%
American Indian and Alaska Native
owned firms S 1.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.9% S 0.8% 1.0% 0.5%
Asian-owned firms, percent, 2002 26.8% 2.7% 3.3% 3.1% 10.5% 2.1% 4.3% 8.5% 21.4%
Hispanic-owned firms, percent, 2002 12.9% | 0.1% 7.1% 1.8% 11.8% 56.9% 11.5% 1.5% 5.8%

Geographic Distribution of Cultural Nonprofits

CCB researchers looked at the geographic dispersion of cultural nonprofits in Silicon Valley
through the use of GIS mapping. The distributsbll 667 cultural nonprofits is generally
consistent with population distribution and major transportation corridors. Very little
discernable pattern was observed relative to household income or areas with higher
concentrations of major ethnic groupsn@&es such as downtown San José, Palo Alto, and
Mountain View show slightly higher concentrations of organizations over $200,000, although
these groups remain scattered throughout the populated areas of the Valley. The majority of
organizations over $5 nfibn, on the other hand, are located in San José.

The City of San José shows a somewhat lower number of nonprofits per capita than Silicon
Vall ey as a whole. With 41% of the Vall eyos
35% of the nonprofit$* And, while larger organizations tended to cluster in the center of the
three largest municipalities, especially San José, organizations fanned out in a pattern
consistent with general population distribution and along major transportation corridors. As

67% of the nonprofits indicated less than $50,000 in expenditures, it can be assumed that the

24 A more indepth search using multiple sources yielded 235 nonprofits in San José, a larger number than was
revealed by the simpler methodology used to compare San José with the other cities. In that casar,Ghédetst
primary source, revealed only 176 in San José, the number used in thaat portion of this study for comparative
purposes.
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maj ority of t legsesdaldrassesnarezpost office axds, or home addresses
of founders or leaslolunteers.

Just over $2 million in nonproft arts expenditures are headquartered in San Jo54%wof

all the cultural nonprofit financial activity. In Silicon Valley as a whole there are 3,618
residents for each nonprofit arts group. In contrast, in the City of San Jose, there are 5,340
residens for each group. Extracting the number of nonprofits per person outside the City but
within the Valley, the ratio shrinks to one nonprofit for each 2,860 people in areas of Silicon
Valley outside San José. While this ratio seems healthy, it is still eltivdinumbers of

Miami, Minneapolis and San Francisco, three of the cities surveyed later in this report, whose
ratios are closer to one nonprofit for every 1,300 residents.

Map Data:
Geocoding: Goldberg DW, Wilson, JP. (2008).

USC Web GIS Service.
http://webqis.usc.edu
Last accessed December 2608

By Anita Larson
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Organization Locations and Hispanic/Latino
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Profiles of Low Expenditure Nonprofits

The large numérs of nonprofits operating with expenditures under $25,000 are a key
component of the Silicon Valley cultural ecosystem. The human passions, driving forces and
methods of operation behind these organizations are not fully represented by the financial or
numerical data central to this study.

In order to gain more insight into how these many grassroots nonprofits work, CCB
consultants conducted a series of interviews with sanedld nonprofits across thegion.
Organizations were selected to portrayrageaof geographic locations, ethnic backgrounds,
disciplines and missions. The one binding factor was annual gross receipts under $25,000.

The result is a series of profiles that capture themes of higbtivatedindividuals,

financially-savvy leadersand passionate community groups. In addition, it reveligha

degree of leveraging of local assets, volunteerism, relationships and professional connections.
The challenge of finding affordable physical operating space, particularly
performance/exhibitio space is also evident.
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Chinese Artist Network, Fremont

Founded 2004
NTEE Classification: A40 (Visual Arts Organizations)
Total Reported Expenses: Undeclared (under $25,000)

B
BYE Chinese Artist Network

The Chinese Artist Network, known as CAN, brings together emergintsakiih a Chinese
background, primarily in the discipltone of cont
foster excellence, diversity, vitality and accessibility of the arts by artists with a Chinese

background and to bring these artists to the attentibmainstream audiences, critics,

collectors and the medid his nonprofit operates on annual gross receipts of under $25,000

and demonstrates an innovative use of technol oc¢
Tech Industry leader to reach theiratm

The organization was founded in 2004 by Abby Chen and a small group of her friends, all of
whomwerenorar ti sts and with no experience i n arts n
to the Tech I ndustry (Abby deded)bedotvheegr ¢« h
necessary skills and knowledge to launch CAN via an online interface, creating a well

designed website to act as the backbone of the organization. The website has helped to keep

the running costs of the organization to a minimum anddutie company mission of

bringing the work of Chinese photographers to the rest of the world. In short, CAN

resourcefully leveraged narash resources in the community, in this case professional skills.

CAN is supported by five patime volunteers. Té ethnicity of these supporters is around half
Chinese. Abby felt strongly about reaching out to the wider commusityye commented that

integration with the rest of Silicon Valley®ds s
t hat Al owittetn efteheni cahlalty speci fic art such as t
and the next generation shares it with the worl
grow. o

Although this nonprofit conducts most of its activity online, from time to tirpartners with
galleries to show work. Exhibitions often take place in local government sponsored spaces
including the City of Fremontdés Olive Hyde Gall

Corporate sponsorship is an extremely active area for thisipaggan. Small cash

contributions come from corporations and businesses in the Tech Indtiserynost recent

gift coming from a print cartridge production company. Abby noted that donors show no

obvious affinities to t hesecuturggaadappeaato sponsod S conn e c
CAN as an act of corporate soci al responsi bil it
acting as advocates and advisors to the nonprof
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Raices de Mexico, East Palo Alto

Founded 285
NTEE Classification: A54 (History Museums)
Total Reported Expenses: $12,377

Raices de Mexico is a Mexican regional dance school which presents work to thdt®alo A
community and claims to be the only organization of its kind in San Mateo County. The
organi zat i dorpdmoteniltsral edocation ttsough regional dance and Mexican
popular art.Using dance as the primary means to accomplish its goaksssbeiation

develops and promotes the rich cultural heritage of the Mexican community through quality
instruction for children and adults, as well as performances of high artistic, cultural, and
educational value.

This nonprofitdstywtaonrd tilse omewerf dfongreviindi vi du
adversity. Maria Elena Varela founded the company over 24 years ago and despite extremely

limited financial resources and fluctuating interest levels from the public, she has continued to

lead the organizain. Her enthusiasm for traditional Mexican art forms is the power and

energy behind this small organization.

The school operates mostly on small cash contributions. Costumes are occasionally

contributed by people in the community. However, for the mattthe company makes cash

purchases when in production, relying heavily on financial support from individuals. The

organi zationds website is also a great tool in
inquiries come through the web. The site waste@ free of charge by the mother of a student

who happened to work as a Project Manager at a local IT company.
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The organization functions with a minimal volunteer base of five people made up of the
directordés family member pastdaneersbonnmecdedtmthet he ¢ o mml
school. Volunteers are of different ethnicities. Only-onei r d of t he school 6s fi
supporters are of Hispanic descent. As the driving force behind Raices de Mexico, Maria feels

that the reason for the relatively lowtenest from the Hispanic community is related to
otraditional folk artsd being considered hobbi e
come from NorHispanic community members interested in supporting other cultures and

traditions, she says.

Raicesde Mexico does have a history of corporate donors but the database was lost in 2004.
Since that time they have not actively solicited potential donors.

Teaching and rehearsal space is an ongoing challenge. The school has used a community
center in Pald\lto since 1986 but space at the venue is extremely limited and has meant that
the organization can only offer one or two classes a week, despite public demand. The school
has operated from a high school and a community college in the past, but bothvglaces
inappropriate as the art form requires dancers to perform on a floor covering unavailable at
these premises.

Maria discussed the importance of o&écultur al per

this nonprofit was as worthy of support and rggation as any muhmillion dollar arts
organization. Her enthusiasm and excitement for the subject was palpable.
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Mission City Opera, Santa Clara

Founded 2002
NTEE Classification: A6A (Opera)
Total Reported Expenses: $25,000

Mission City Opera was unofficially founded in 1996 but registered as a nonprofit in 2002.

The organization presents professional performances of operatic works at afford&sle pric
Productions are fully staged and performed witdt
purpose igo present affordable, intimate and personal opera of the highest musical quality for
contemporary audiences in Silicon Valley.

Sharon Kaye startatie company after moving to the Bay Area as a professional opera singer

and despite her drive, found the artistic competition incredibly fierce. She became aware that

the area harbored untapped artistic ability and wanted to help channel this potential in
creative work. It was Sharonds creative energy
Opera to be the fully functioning organization it is today. She has not yet taken a salary for her

efforts and remains exceptionally proud of the group.

Mission City Opera conducts performances at the Mission City Center for Performing Arts in
Santa Clara. The building was opened by the Santa Clara Unified School District in 2005 and
is a joint venture with the City of Santa Clara. The main stage is normally tenpeoduction
teams for $700 for three hours, but the theater company gets the spad@ food's a day for
two-week periods completely free as a contribution from the city. The 2009 run of Marriage of
Figaro was a sold out and Sharon felt that thepaonw would benefit from more available

space and opportunities to perform.

In addition to this support, local theaters loan Mission City Opera props and sets on a regular
basis. Sharon also commented on malandotgert he most
suppliers to help leverage resources. Without this help the organization could not function.
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With regards to sponsorship and donors, most cash comes through individuals, although these
people are regularly owners of local businesses, both lacysraall.

By maintaining low operating costs the opera offers a top price ticket of $40. As founder and
director, Sharon felt that the nonprofit was providing a service to the community by bringing
affordable opera to their door. The chorus acts as e#us{up to 30 individuals) and sell
tickets, create sets, perform administrative duties at no cost. Their ages and ethnicity differ
greatly with no general trend. The last performance produced by the company, including all
performers, was made up of 8@ividuals, so volunteers were in abundance.

Naatak, San José
Founded 1995

NTEE Classification: A60 (Performing Arts)
Total Reported Expenses: Undeclared (under $25,000)

NAATAK’S THEATRE

Naatak was formed by a group of Indian students from the University of California, Berkeley
and Stanford University. The group began in 1995 staging thquglbking plays and

producing independent films in thefd Area. Naatak was founded on the assumption that
Indians can best give expression to their creativity through Indian languages, rather than
attempt to pierce the minds of western playwrights. In light of this philosophy most of the

organi zatiamdssmpmbersrs are of I ndian descent.
Artistic Director, Sujit Saraf, shed light on the operations of this nonprofit which saw a group

of Tech Industry O6cube dwell ersd unite to conne
tongues.

Naatak is run purely by volunteers and receives numerekiadngifts to help achieve its

goals. This volunteer base helps to fund activity by relying on their individual incomes (the

maj ority of supportersd® c adthesecontribatiorss Naatak t he Tect
does not seek donors and other necessary funds are raised through ticket sales. The only

substantial cost of the organization is the rent of theater spaces.

The driving force of this organization is a group of 10 individudis wet as students but
have become successful professionals in various fields. It was noted that the increasing

41



prosperity of the founders and their connecti or
helped to empower this nonprofit. Sujit commeriiede t ry t o take advantage
professionsd and this is reflected in their sa\

Ethnicity is a binding factor for this organi ze
from first generation Indian immigrants, perhaps tluthe number of nenglish

performances they produce. Despite this, Naatak classifies itself as a performing arts

organization above one dedicated to raising ethnic awareness.
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Ten Largest Cultural Nonprofits by Expenditure

Larger organizations ake up an important part of the Silicon Valley cultural infrastructure.
They reflect a variety of institutional interests from music, theater, dance, and visual arts
production and presentation, to creative technological and endeavors. They serve bple of
ages with organizations devoted to children, as well as to nurturing professional artists.
Institutional structures are conventional with a mix of public and private supporters. Most of
them operate within municipalgwned and subsidized facilities ase such facilities for their
primary public presentations.

American Musical Theatre (AMT) of San José San José
NTEE ClassificationA60 (PerformingArts)
Total Reported Expensest844,735

American Musical Theater (AMT) declared bankruptcy in@08 the eve of its 78season as
one of the ol dest musical theatre cthempanies in
hi ghest quality of musical theatre that inspire

Attended by 150,000 patrons a year AMT @ted on a budget of about $10 million in 2007.

I n addition to Iits mainstage season, it cl ai mec
13,000 children, families and people with disabilities through 14 acclaimed education and

out r each pratngfrom mgubliblyovdedeerformance facility in San José, and

leased production space within the city, AMT was considered the largest producing musical

theatre company in Northern California.

Montalvo Associationi Saratoga
NTEE ClassificationA20 (Arts, Cultural OrganizationsMultipurpose)
Total Reported Expenses8,$13,370

Located in and around a historic villa, Montalvo Arts Center offers multidisciplinary
programming featuring upnd-coming artists. The estate with 175 acres of land was

beqwat hed in 1930 Afor the development of art, |
owned today by the Montalvo Association. The ceé
only arts organization of its stature between San Francisco and Los Asgelasy Silicon

Vall ey and the extended San Francisco Bay Area

years, the art center has served this community as a center for creativity, offering art courses,
performing arts events, gallery exhibitions, edwoal opportunities, artist residencies and
more. Today, Montalvo and its arts programs serve nearly 200,000 visitors each year.
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TheatreWorks i Mountain View and Palo Alto
NTEE ClassificationA65 (Theater)
Total Reported Expenses6$168,832

TheaterWork bi | I s it selAfccd=aitmea OTheaetaitarealolfy Sil i con
t o be tleadng prafesstoi@abnonprofit theatre company. The company presents a year

round season of musicals, comedies, and dramas in the municipaléd MountairView

Center for the Performing Arts and at the Lucie Stern Theatre in Palo Alto.

The theater company dedicates its work to the discovery and development of new voices in the
American theatre, and regularly stages new works, many developed through theorgani on 0 s
New Works Initiative. Additionally the theater is home to numerous regional premiers.

Founded by Artistic Director Robert Kelley in 1970, TheatreWorks celebrates its 40th
anniversaryy with the 2009/10 season.

San José Repertory Theater- San J&é
NTEE ClassificationA65 (Theater)
Total Reported Expenses$3, 977,554

re i

The Mission of the San Jos® Repertory Theat
t heatr.i

The company aims to produce O6innovative
perspeates into the human condition, educational programs that promolerigelearning,
and outreach initiatives that benefit our diver
Repertory Theater operates from a-@tyned facility and offers community and

edua@tional outreach programs, such as Red Ladder Theatre Company, creative dramatics

classes, and student matinees. It serves as a community resource by making the facility

available to other arts and community organizations as possible.

With a seating capdty of 584 and over 200 performances a year, the theater boasts an
annual attendance of 128,000 people.

The Tech Museum of Innovationi San José
NTEE ClassificationA57 (Science & Technology Museum)
Total Reported Expenses,$66,433

The Tech Museurof Innovation is housed in a City of San José facility and is dedicated to
engaging the public to explore the technol og
innovator in everyone.® The Tech Museum's 13
of themed galleries which focus on innovation, the internet, the human body, and exploration.
Additionally, the museum also features th@ckworth IMAX Dome Theateaneducational

centerfor workshops and labs,café and aretail storefeaturing books, gifts, and onlig-

Silicon Valley items.

y @
2, (

The museum also offers amber of noteworthy programs includifigch Challengean
annual student design competition a8 Tech Awardswhich honor and award people
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http://techchallenge.thetech.org/
http://www.techawards.org/

around the world who ugechnology to benefit humanity. Additionally, The Tech offers
awardwinning online exhibits, and tHeobert N. Noyce Center for Learninghich
encourages innovation and experimentation ggeachers and students.

Annually, the organization reports 400,000 attend&85000 of whom come through school
field trips- making it one of California’'s most popular education centered destinations.

Ballet San JoséSilicon Valley - San José
NTEE Classification:A63 (Ballet)
Total Reported Expenses5,$10,325

Formed in 1983, Ballet San José operates fromatityed San José Center for Performing
Arts and aims to serve the entire Silicon Valley region.

Originally partnering with Cleveland Ballet &an José Cleveland Ballet theenture

invested in bringing first class performances to both of these communities and became
recognized as one of Californiads 6émost innovat
ball et compani esstagernn the hfeof tbemrganization éontindiedh until 2000

when the Cleveland partner ceased operations. At this time the ballet relocated its headquarters

to San José.

The San Francisco Chronicle has called the Company's rebirth "a major victoméoicAn
culture”; while the Examiner commented: "This may also be the artistic organization that
finally mobilizes the elusive community spirit in éodm land...into a legacy for the future.”

San Jos® ChildrendéSanIdséscovery Museum
NTEE Classiication: A52 (Children's Museums)
Total Reported Expensess,815,487

A 6center for creative play and expression, 6 t1l
operates from a 52,000 square foot,-cityned, signature building, designed by Mexico City

basedarhi t ect Ricardo Legorreta. The museum descr
children, families and schools as a center for

Encompassing the broad themes of community, connections and creativity, exhibits invite self
direded, operended explorations, while programs provide facilitated, focused, and sustained
interactions.

Opening in June 1990, the Museum has welcomed over 5 million visitors and offers
interactive exhibits that ©6reedssp.odn d nt ol 9c9h7i Itdhree ns'
of the organization prompted an addition to the building, extending the size of the structure by

20%.

The museumod d
y . h

s e cational mi Sssi o
Creativit 6 T t

t n pivots on the
sehbbnagaadaionl ausal speevider wt
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make connections among i deas, people, and cul't
programs that encourage children to 6define th
gl obal communities. 0

Computer History Museum - Mountain View

NTEE ClassificationA54 (History Museums)

Total Reported Expensess,$94,305

The Computer History Museum, based in Mountain
experience one of the world's largest collectionsoofrcp ut i ng arti factsod. With

understanding the computer revolution and how it continues to impact the human experience,
the museum aims to play a unique role in documenting the history of how the information age
has impacted our lives.

Although registered as a nonprofit since 1999, the museum moved to its landmark building in

2001 and is now home to one of the largest international collections of computing artifacts in

the world. The collection includesvingcomputer h
i mages and software. o

San José Museum of Art Association San José
NTEE ClassificationA25 (Arts Education/Schools)
Total Reported Expensess,$97,478

Since 1969, the San José Museum of Art has been known for its contemporary art exhibitions.

The museum claims to be 6a distinct voice in t
Hosting exhibitions that aim to reflect the West Coast alongside national and international

visual art, this museum has evolved from small civic art gallery to disagnt museum over

recent years.

San Jos® Museum of art calls itself t
Silicon Valleyé6 and recognizes its du
population and its significance as pait o 6érh@awitng communi ty. 0

The SIMA is the only museum in San José accredited by the American Association of
Museums, a recognition given to only 750 of the nation's 8,000 museums. Serving over
200,000 people a year from its cityvned downtown locatiothe museum welcomes over
55,000 children each year, 40,000 of whom participate in Studio Arts Education programs.

Filoli Center i Woodside
NTEE ClassificationA80 (Historical Societies and Related Activities)
Total Reported Expenses4,$98,411
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Filoli, a statelynome gardens and nature reserve is an historic site of the National Trust for

Historic Preservation and is located in Woodside, 30 miles south of San Francisco. The
organi zation states that Fil ol gofthesearlyp20th e

of

century. o6 The mission of the center is to

stewardship of the cultural traditions and natural history of this country estate for public
education and enjoyment. 0

The 654acre estates a California State Historic Landmark and listed on the National Registry

of Historic Places.
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Municipal Support for Arts and Culture

Overview

The role of the local public sector was examined to understand the extent of support provided
to norprofit cultural groups and other cultural program. Facilities, as well as direct cash
investments, along with programs offered in various forms by municipalities themselves were
examined and documented. Researchers wanted to assess the significanseabthis the

overall cultural infrastructure.

Research was conducted in ta# of 2008 among the 15 municipalities in Santa Clara

County. These cities contain 70% of Silicon Val
Valley cities, too numerous &urvey in similar detail, are assumed to take similar approaches

to supporting the arts infrastructure. Research does not cover public investments made in arts
educatiorby K-12 schools in these 15 cities. The onlfy where researchers were unable to

make direct contact was the second smallest municipality in the study, Los Altos Hills,

population 8,360.

Research found that municipalities throughout Silicon Valléym Gilroy to PalcAlto,

Milpitas to Los Gatos support many kinds of arts and culturgrams as a part of their

recreation programs and town center development, their general efforts to improve the

aesthetics of public spaces and quality of life, and for many other regS@mBsconsultants

found that municipalities play a centralrolein5i con Val |l ey6s cultural ec
supply many of the key pieces of the adaptable platform that allows cultgeadizations of

all sizes to function and to reach the wider public.

During 2006, 2007, and 2008 these 15 municipalities spent argavarabout $30 million (in

2008 doll ars) on arts and culture. ATraditional
art commissions totals less than daerth of this investment while the majority of these

dollars have been used to provide fagifipace, produgerogramming, oconduct recreation

based classes that are responsive to the commur
expenditures have also directly and indirectly benefited many small comnrhasieyg arts

nonprofits and individual &sts. All of these 15 municipalities made a commitment to citizen

engagement in support of the arts, relying on volunteer arts commissions to help them execute

their work.
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The following key findings are broken down into two parts. The first part isl@sénancial
data collected including an estimate of the total amount cities spent on arts and culture, the
level of this investment as a percentage of their overall budgets, and how much they are
spending on a per capita basis. These figures are thgvaced briefly to national data from
Americans for the Arts. The second part provideditional information on each of the six
ways municipalities are supporting the drthirough active citizen engagement, facilities,
programming, recreation, public agind grant programs.

When examined on a per capita basis, and compared to the largest cities in the country, Santa
Clara municipalities provide comparable levels of supp@roviding just belowthe national
average and having a median level of investhsignificantly higher than the national median.
However, the majority Santa Clara municipal support is in the form of facilities and direct
program management for which no data was found on other U.S. cities.

Within Santa Clara County, San José tota¢se than twethirds ofthe financial contributions

to arts and culture and provides more than average on a per capificatibsisgh several

other cities do spend more per capita than San José. Importantly, there is relative parity when
examining thed v e | of spending on arts and culture
overall budgets suggesting that every city in Santa Clara County clearly considers the arts as
important to their communities.

Researt Highlights

e $30 million invested by Santa Clara municipalities in arts and culture each year
consistent per capita level

e 87% of cities have an active arts commission

e 80% of cities own and operate or subsidize a performing art center and/or a mu
e 80% of cities have some form of public art program

e 33% have a APercent for Arto requir

e Virtually all cities provide irkind support such as marketing, street closures,
security, etc.

e 87% offer recreation classes related to arts and culture
e 27% have dedicated youth theater companies

e 40% of the municipalities have grant or funding partnership programs
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Activity Percentage of Cities Spporting Activity
1. Arts Commission 87%
2. Facilities 87%
3. Public Performances 93%
4. Recreational Classes 87%
5. Public Art 87%
6. Grant Programs 40%

Financial Investments in Arts and Culture

Financial éta for 2006, 2007, and 2008 was requested from all cities and received from 9 of
the 15 municipalities. Based on this data, it is estimated that the 15 municipalities in Santa
Clara County invested an average of about $29.1 million each of these thnee yea

ESTIMATED Investments in Arts and Culture

2006 2007 2008 Average
Total $27,422,722 $29,307,91S $30,683,124 $29,137,927
Total in 2008 dollars $28,988,079 $30,121,191 $30,683,124 $29,930,798§

For those cities where no data was available, estgnaere calculated by first determining the
average of the annual per capita expenditures for each of the nine cities for which data was
received. This annual average per capita expense was then multiplied by the population for
each of the six cities fawhich there was no data to arrive at an annual estimated expenditure.
As was mentioned above, financial data was collected from 9 of the 15 municipalities in Santa
Clara County, Cities that together acmount
financial analysis is limited to the data collected from these participating jurisdictions.

One of participating jurisdictions was the City of San José. San José has about 59% of the
population of Santa Clara County and its investment in arts dilecadds up to about two
thirds of the total investment made of cities within the study. Shown graphically, the overall
investment of the City of San José, with an average of over $19 million dollars over the three
years surveyed, dwarfs the investmematde by other municipalities.
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Average Total Expenditures
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average annual investment over the past three years was $437,000 with a median of $420,000.
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Based on the level of supportpro ded t he cities fal/l into three
(Sunnyval e, Mountain View, Campbell) have more
most of the six categories of activities such as facilities, public programming, recreation

programs and gramartnerships. Cities in the next tier (Saratoga, Cupertino, Los Gatos,

Gilroy) do not have as comprehensive a program, namely they magnuabict public

programming, may not have a facility, or may not run independent recreation classes. The

final grouphas just one city, Monte Sereno, the smallest cithenanalysis, whose investment

is relatively small due mainly to the size of t@mmunity.

Because of the extremes in terms of population and budgét Sae José has nearly a million
people ana $3 billion budget whereas Monte Sereno has only 4,000 people and a $3 million
budged it is also useful to look at investment in arts and culture as a percentage of overall
budget and on a per capita basis. This reflects far more parity amongst thespaiies.

Municipal Spending as Percentage of Budget

Specifically, when | ooking at the municipalitie
the past three years as a percentage of total budgeted expenditures, the range was from 0.17%
to 2.11%with a average of 0.89% and a median level of investment 0.67%.

Percentage of Budget
3-year
2006 2007 2008 Average
Saratoga 1.76% 2.06% 2.53% 2.11%
Mt. View 1.58% 1.62% 1.80% 1.67%
Campbell 0.75% 0.88% 0.92% 0.85%
Los Gatos 0.77% 0.77% 0.80% 0.78%
Monte Sereno 0.51% 1.04% 0.47% 0.67%
San José 0.62% 0.53% 0.60% 0.58%
Cupertino 0.50% 0.49% 0.73% 0.57%
Sunnyvale 0.49% 0.54% 0.60% 0.54%
Gilroy 0.17% 0.16% 0.19% 0.17%
Overall Average 0.79% 0.90% 0.96% 0.89%

When seen graphically, it is muchsea to see the relative parity that exists amongst the
municipalities in Santa Clara County.

Of the total dollars invested in arts and cultir&anta Clara Countgan José spends vast

majority. Howeverwh en exami ned as a opegall muégettSangleséief each ¢
actually below the median and the mean, spending just 0.58% of its overall budget on arts and

culture related investments. Interestingly, Monte Sereno with the lowest amount in terms of

actual dollars, invests a comparable ant@actually more than San José) when considered as

a percentage of its overall budget.

It is also important to note that Saratoga i s &
higher percentage of its budget on arts and culture. There arejdromm® factors that need
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rendered). The other city that expends a larger than average percentage of its overall total

budget on arts and culture is the Mountain View, which owns and operates the Mountain View

Performing Arts Ceter.
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Municipal Spending per Capita

There is a much wider level of investment seen when examining municipal investments in the
arts and culture on a per capita basis. Specifically, over the three years surveyed, cities

providing financial information &ve invested between $4.48 and $31.32 per person on arts
and culture each year. The average per capita investment, based on the average per capita

spending for each municipality was $13.87 and the median $10.79.

The municipalities with the highest per @¢apspending are the cities that own and operate

performing arts centers (and it must be assumed that some of this increased spending is
recouped through fees, box office sales, etc.).

Per Capita spending (by City)
2006 2007 2008 Average
Campbell $2763 $32.56 $33.77 $31.32
Mt. View $19.39 $19.86 $22.10 $20.45
San José $18.85 $19.97 $19.92 $19.58
Saratoga $13.75 $16.07 $19.76 $16.53
Sunnyvale $9.61 $9.43 $13.34 $10.79
Los Gatos $8.67 $9.30 $9.74 $9.24
Cupertino $5.20 $5.44 $8.07 $6.24
Gilroy $6.09 $5.94 $6.62 $6.22
Monte Sereno $2.94 $6.90 $3.62 $4.48
Average $12.46 $13.94 $15.21 $13.87
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Comparison to National Data on Municipal Spending

A report prepared by Americans for the Arts (AFTA) in September 2006 fddtheg or 6 s Ar t s

and CultureTask Force outlines 2005 municipal support for arts and culture on a per capita
basis for the largest cities in the SThis data differs from the data collected in Santa Clara
County in that it appears to include only investments by Cultural Affdiicesf not recreation
programs, facilities support, or redevelopment authorities.

When the data collected on municipalities in Santa Clara is adjusted to be similar to the AFTA
data, it can be seen that the level of investment for the cities in Santéa@lunty is very
comparable to the largest cities across the country. Specifically, the average level of
investment for municipalities in Santa Clara County is just slightly lovée8%o) than the

national average with only three cities investing mbeatthe national average. The median
level of per capita investment for the municipalities in Santa Clara is a whopping 33.8%
higher than the national median with seven of the nine cities investing more than the national
median.

This comparison of datfrom the municipalities and levels of investment elsewhere in the
United States suggests a relatively high level of commitment to the arts and culture by most
cities in Santa Clara County, particularly given the relatively smaller size of some the
commurities in the sample.

SAmericans for the Art s, Local Option Taxes to Support

September 2006.
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Per Capita Investment by Municpalities

Compared to National Average and Median
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Types of City Support

Based on the research;person and telephone interviews, it became clear that there were six
primary area of investment for municipalities. Specifically: arts commissions (staffing),
facilities, programmmg, recreation classes, public art and grant programs.

Although 14 of the 15 municipalities have arts commissions of some sort to help advise them,
only 13 currently have active commissions. Thirteen cities also currently own, operate or in
some otheway support performing arts venues, museums, historical societies or studio space
for artists. All but one of the municipalities are actively involved in producing community
cultural events and 13 of the 15 have recreation programs that include antstarad c

offerings. Thirteen provide some kind of investment for public art, but importantly, only five
of 15 have a formal percefdr-art program requirement. Seven of the 15 provide operating

or program grants to arts organizations and only two atethis on a competitive basis.
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For the cities providing financial data, over 40% of the total amount invested was to support
facilities. The next largest area of investment was for recreation classes. The third largest
categories are grant programgust over 13% and public art at just 0\1€%. Finally

investment in arts commissions totals just below 9% of the owetalspending and Public
Performances are just under 8% of the total. It is important to note that the financial data for
the suppd of arts commission activities is uneven since some cities attribute the cost of staff
time directly to other expense categories (e.g. recreation programs or facilities).
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1. Arts Commission 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 13 87%
2. Facilities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 13 87%
Perfoming Arts Centers| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 67%
Museums 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 53%
Studio space for artists 1 1 2 13%
3. Public Performances 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 14 93%
City-run
performances/preseni@ns | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 12 80%
City-supported
presentations (Hkind
marketing, security, street
closures, etc.) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 87%
4. Recreation Classes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 87%
Youth Theater Program 1 1 1 1 1 5 33%
Arts Recreation classes| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 87%
5. Public Art 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 87%
Percent for Art Program| 1 1 1 5 33%
Voluntary Percent for
Art 1 1 1 3 20%
Private Art requirement 1 1 1 3 20%
Other Public Art 1 1 1 1 1 5 33%
6. Grant Programs 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 47%
Competitive Grant
Program 1 1 2 13%
Selected pargrships 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 40%
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1. Arts
6.crant  [nvestment by Category commissions

Programs 9
13%

5. Public Art
10%
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Classes
18%

3. Public
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8%

Additional information on each of these different categories of investments is provided below.

Arts Commissions:

There is a strong commitment to public participation in the arts and culture in Silidegy.Val

Nearly all, 14 of the 15 of the municipalities, have provisions for an arts commission or some

other citizen participation body helping to gui
however, Saratoga consi dyeor sanid sseu sfp ean diend niitnsu ma rs
commission in 2008 due to budgetary constraints. The largest of the cities in the study group,

such as San José (population 989,496), have arts commissions but so do the smallest, such as

Monte Sereno (population 4,000). It igiested that $2.5 million has been invested each of

the last two years by the 13 municipalities with active arts commissions to provide staffing for

cultural programs.

Some of these bodies, such as the Cithg of Campl
City of Los Altosé Parks, Arts and Recreation (
as the City of Mountain View, have much more s

on both a Visual Arts Committee and a Performing Arts Committee.

Fadlities Support:

One important way in which municipalities are supporting arts and culture is through the
support of facilities including theaters and museums as well as studio space and other
exhibition space in municipal buildings. This support takesreety forms including Cities
owning and operating facilities, owning and maintaining facilities that they provide -&iolew
to nonprofit partners, land wrikgowns for museums and partnerships with schools. It is
estimated that the 13 municipalitiesSanta Clara County supporting facilities have invested
of over $12 million each of the past three years.

Two-thirds of the municipalities in Santa Clara County support theater facilities, including San

José or Palo Alto that support multiple venues. &much as the Mountain View Center for
Performing Arts were built from the Aground upc
sense of place for the city. Others, such as the Campbell Community Center are renovations
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of former school buildings. [ieaters range in size from the Morgan Hill Playhouse with 185

seats to the San José Center for the Performing Arts with 2,665 seats. The average size is 333
seats and the median number of seats is 317 suggesting municipalities are filling an important
niche in the theater market by providing rside venues to present music, dance, ballet, plays
and other types of performing arts.

Over half (8 of the 15) municipalities own or support museums. These include museums of

fine art as well as a number of histanuseums. Some of these, such as the Palo Alto Arts

Center, are run directly by the City with suppc
owned and maintained by municipalities but operated by nonprofit partners such as Triton

Museum of Art in &nta Clara or the Forbes Mill and Tait Firehouse in Los Gatos. In

Sunnyvale, municipal support came in the form of a watde/n on the cost of the land for the

new history museum (not included in $10 million average for past three years). Regardless of

how the ownership or operations are structured, it is clear that there is considerable municipal

support for visual arts and historical museums.

In addition to venues to present visual and performing arts, two municipalities, Sunnyvale and
Palo Alto, alsgrovide reducedaost studio space for artists in renovated school buildings.
Finally, all of the municipalities contacted make space available in civic buildings such as City
Hall, community centers or libraries to exhibit art from or about the community.

Public Performances:

Virtually all of the municipalities throughout Santa Clara County, 14 of 15, produce, co
produce or otherwise support a widmge of arts and culturbbsed public performances and
events throughout the year. These 14 municipalhigve invested an estimated $2.3 million
for these public events and performances each of past three years.

Many cities, 11 of 15, produce their own events such as a summer concert series or other
special events once or twice year. Others, howeveh, asithe City of Sunnyvale, take this a
step further by also programming their performing arts venues with a diverse range of arts
including everything from Taiko drumming to Klezmer music. In addition, others, such as the
City of Milpitas helps suppothe Milpitas Community Band.

In addition to producing and supporting events, some Cities such as Campbell and Morgan
Hill have also ceproduced events in partnership with emerging artists and arts organizations
by waiving upfront rental charges indu of splitting the box office as a way to help emerging
organizations build their profile in the community.

Thirteen of 15 municipalities support events sponsored civic organizations including the costs
of closing streets, police, marketing and oth@rtabutions and support. The City of

Cupertino is a good example of a municipality incurring significant costs associated with
events such as the annual Dawali, Lunar New Year, and Cherry Blossom Festivals, Ikebana
FI ower show, | r an iCealebratdo, erelotibess. Feder at i on

Recreation Classes:
Most cities in Santa Clara County, 13 of 15, have recreation programs in the arts. Some, such
as Los Altos Hills, may have limited offerings. Most, however, have adntie of both
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visual and performingres classes available. It is estimated that municipalities have invested
an average of over $5.2 million each of the past three years to support these activities.

Of particular interest is the diversity of the classes offered. For example, the City of
Sunnyvale had flyers posted at their community center offering courses in traditional life
drawing and Ikebana flower arranging to Hip Hop and Music of Bollywood.

Another particularly interesting aspect of the recreation programs in Santa Clara Gdhaty i
onethird of the municipalities run their own youth theater companiiéss is in addition to
other childrerfocused theater companies. In most cases, ffregeams provide performing
arts classes for youth and culminate in major productiotesy dield at a municipaln

facility.

Two Cities, Santa Clara and Cupertino, also have an innovative partnership with the Euphrat
Museum of Art at DeAnza College that allows these Cities to offer special classes taught by
the Euphrat as part of their oadélirecreation programming.

Finally, it is important to note most of the Cities view, and several could not emphasize

enough, that their recreation programs are Aful
programs is passed along to particiigaielass registration, fees, etc.). Some did note that
despite thisdrive forfult ost recovery, there are often fAscho

participation by children regardless of means.

Public Art:

Public Art, and often times a Percéot Art requirement, is one of the more visible ways

Cities support the arts. In Santa Clara County, 13 of the 15 municipalities have some type of
public art activity. It is estimated that in each of the past three years, approximately $3 million
dollarshave been invested in public art by these municipalities.

Five of the 15 have a for mal Apercent for arto
costs of public projects to be used on public art with Milpitas actually requiring 1.5%. Three

additional municipalities have voluntarily contributed 1% for public art on municipal projects,

but do not have a formal ordinance. The City of Cupertino does not have a formal percent for

art requirement on public buildings, but instead has a percent fegairement for all

projects over a certain size, whether developed by the City or by a private developer. Two

others, Mountain View and Sunnyvale, have a similar percent for art incentives or

requirements for private development.

Most of the Citiegprovide some information about the public art in their municipality on their
website or in partnership with others (such as a Chamber of Commerce). Some, such as the
City of Mountain View, take this a step further and develop interpretive materialsiaies g

to help people locate and know more about the public art in their community.

Finally, in addition to the more traditional public art programs, there are several interesting

and innovative things happening in Santa Clara County. SpecificallgZithef Los Altos

has a i nteresting public art program in which t
spaces for two years at a time. Work is made available for sale and is returned to the artists if
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not sold before it is time to dastall a piece. The City has found it to be a good way to-high
quality public art as well as a great way to help support local artists by helping to provide
increased visibility for their work.

The City of Sunnyvale also has an interesting public art protivatmnvolves commissioning

local artists to design and produce street banners that are installed annually along the major
thoroughfare in Sunnyvale, El Camino Real. This City selects and commissions artists to
develop new banners every two years. Whdme banners do need to becdenmissioned

each year, the City has been able to slowly grow its collection. These works of art provide an
interesting visual element to Camino Real and is theorized to help calm the traffic and help
encourage people to taketter note of the businesses in the area. It is also a great way to
increase visibility for local artists. Some artwork from the banners has been integrated into
other collateral for the City such as bookmarks for visiting guests.

Grants and Direct Financial Support:

Often seen as a fAstapleodo for a municipal arts i
provide grants to nonprofit arts partners. Together they spent an estimated average of $3.8

million during each of the past three years on theipnaiit partners.It is critically important

to note that of seven municipalities that offer supponoiprofit partners five provide

support only to a select group of partner organizatsonly tw@ San José and Milpités

provide grants on an open cpatitive basis. San José alone does both. Mipitas offers grants of

only up to $2,500.

The municipalities that provide support to selected partnerships include comispaeuific

nonprofit partners such as the Cupertino Fine Arts League, of suppoograms such as the
partnership between DeAnza College and the cities of Sunnyvale and Cupertino noted above.
In addition, other municipalities, such as Los Gatos, Mountain View, and San José also
provide grants to selected partoeganizations.
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Higher Education and the Cultural Infrastructure

Overview

The key objective of research in this area was to identify the role of educational institutions

and organizations as cultural providers and partners in Silicon Valley and the extent to which

they acively support cultural activities available to the general public. Do they offer cultural

facilities and programs open to the public? Where do they fit into the cultural landscape? What

l evel of i nvestments do t heyamhewhatéygesont i n t oday
programming is being offered to the population of the area? In the odevallto understand

the cultural ecosystem and activities in Silicon Valley to what extent do these educational

institutions play a role and reflect the culturgkrests of their communities?

Research found that institutions of higher education in Silicon Valley are major contributors to
the culturalandscape on several levels. They house numerous visual and performing arts
facilities and offer substantial plitoprogramming to area residents. Although the data reflects
a sector dominated by large facilities and expenditures from Stanford University, the study
reveals cultural activity scattered across many communities and geographic areas. The
educational ingtutions in Silicon Valley present programming and offer arts exhibition and
performance spaces that also benefit many small nonprofits in the region, as well as bring
largerscale arts presentations from other parts of the world.

A study of 13 such irgutions reveals a rich web of theaters and exhibition sgabeme to a
diverse range of cultural programming and community focused events. Also found was active
cultural programming offered in multidisciplinary spaces sudibearies and lecture theas.

While these spaces are not included in this survey, they add to the cultural vitality of the area.

Research Highlights
e 10 universities and colleges with dedicated arts facilities available to the publ

e 35 separate facilities offer public arts and culture programming; these facilitie
would cost between $475 and $650lion to construct in 2008

e 18,210 theater seats exist in 27 theater facilities
e 94,503 square feet of exhibition space in eight facilities
o Widespread multicultural programming offered to public audiences

¢ All of the universities and colleges surveyeteohonfacility related arts
programming in other campus facilities such as libraries and student unions
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Scope of Cultural Facilities

Among 13 higher education institutions in Silicon Valley, 10 operate dedicated facilities that
offer programmig in the performing arts, visual arts, or other cultural activities for the public.
Some operate multiple facilities, thus together they manage 35 facilities that offer
programming available to the public. In total, this sector provi@e210 theater and

auditorium seats for public arts and culture programmifay. visualarts and other types of
presentations, Silicon Valley universities and colleges offer 94,953 square feet of visual art
exhibition or museum exhibit space.

More than half the theater $eare located at Stanford University, which operates 11 theater

and performing arts spaces, one of which contains 5,000 seats. However, nine other

institutions also operate and program 16 other facilities that range in size from 50 seats to

2,400 seats.iBilarly, almost half the square footage of exhibition spaceyer 55,000

squarefeet, is located at Stanford, yet six other institutions prosidebition space and

programs. Santa Clara University operates the renode&hissaviuseum. DeAnza Colge

has operated the Euphrat Museum for many years and in February 2009 opened a new

museum facility and a new exhibition space as
Performing Arts Center.

Foothill Community, De Anza, and Evergreen Valley Collegesqaloith Stanford
University, all made substantial capital investments in arts and cultural facilities on their
campuses in the last few years, that they estimate total well over $80 million dollars.

Estimated Value of Facility Investment

These campubasd performance spaces range from small black box theaters with as few as
50 seats to large formal auditoriums with capacity of nearly 3,000 seats. The 27 performance
spaces found have an aggregate seating capacity of approximately 18,000 with a broad range
of architectural styles and technical capacities. The Gallery, Exhibition and Museum spaces on
these campuses total approximately 100,000 square feet with considerable range in size and
complexity from campus to campus.

Using replacement cost analysisthwls that take into account the overall scale of the

facilities, number of seats, development costs fordike facilities in other communities and

particular conditions related to California building construction codes, it is estimated that

current coss for replacing these cultural facilities would range from $475 to $650 million

dollars. These costs do not take in to account land costs or potential additional expense
associated with signature Ahigh deméngoho ar chi t e
highly ornate decorative elemefifs.

26 Estimates provided by performing arts facility consultants, Sutton + Associates, and Minnbapetis
SchulerShook Theater Design Consultants
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Higher Education Facilities Offering Public Programming

| Facility Type

| Name of Facility

| Theater Seats

Organization Exhibition Space Sq Ft
De Anza College Museum Euphrat Museum -- 18,050
Theater Flint Cetter Performance Hall 2400 --
Theater Flint Center Theater Space 400 --
Evergreen Valley College Theater EVC Arts Complex Theater 450 --
Art Gallery EVC Arts Complex Pictorial Arts Galle -- NA
Foothill Community College  Theater Lohman Theater 200 --
Theater Smithwick Theater 1000 --
Theater Playhouse Theater 50 --
Gavilan College Art Gallery Gavilan Fine Arts Gallery -- 600
Theater Gavilan Theater 420 --
Theater/Concert Hall Gavilan Music Hall 200 --
Notre Dam De Namur Theater NDNU Theater 550 --
Art Gallery Wiegand Gallery -- 1,200
Santa Clara University Gallery/Museum De Saisset Museum -- 19,210
Theater Louis B Mayer Theater 570 --
Theater Fess Park Studio Theater 130 --
San José City Art Gallery SJCC Art Gaty - NA
Theater SJCC Theater 400 --
San José State Theater University Theater 370 --
Theater Hal Todd Black Box Theater 50 --
Stanford University Theater Memorial Auditorium 1700 --
Theater Pigott Theater 195 --
Theater Prosser Studio 70 --
Theater Nitery Theater 80 --
Theater Roble Studio 185 --
Theater Dinkespiel Auditorium 700 --
Theater Campbell Hall 220 --
Theater The Knoll Stage 100 --
Theater Memorial Church 1400 --
Theater Frost Amphitheater 5000 --
Corctert Hall (TBC) 900 --
Art Gallery Cantor Arts Center -- 52,716
Art Gallery Thomas Welton Stanford Art Gallery - 2,727
West Valley College Theater West Valley College Theater 400 --
Theater West Valley College Studio Theater 100 --

63




Theater Seats
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Observations of Programming Offered

Programming across these institutions is both diverse in content and varied in purpose.
Alongside trends in ethnic and multicultural programming a number of facilities offer
mainstream commercial events including Broadteays and exhibitions featuring

conventional Eura@entric art works. Alternatively, a number of theaters and galleries are set
aside for use by the public or for various groups on campus in need of a platform to address
the surrounding population. It isrbugh these various approaches that a snapshot of cultural
life in Silicon Valley emerges.

Informational telephone interviews illuminated two recurring themes. Firstly an interest in the
survey itselfi many contacts were enthusiastic about generataiggilie around Silicon

Vall eyds nonprofit arts and cultural sector.

that facilities were being used to capacity, reflecting an active arts scene, fueled by the variety
of ethnic communities in the area.

Although not included in the survey of facilities, other educational organizations, such as the
Institute of Western Civilization and the National Hispanic University, offer dynamic
communityoriented programming through the use of existing librariegsamhing rooms

which doubleup as theaters and exhibition spaces. On an anecdotal level, representatives at
these institutions were decidedly enthusiastic and open about their programming.

Multicultural and Ethnic Programming
There is evidence of muttiltural programming at the majority of facilities observed in this

research. I n many cases the programming rel

educate and promote cross cultural understanding. For example Evergreen Valley College,
Foothill Community College and San José City College offer a multitude of ethnic events
from South Asian dance festivals to Vietnamese fashion shows.

Another approach to ethnic programming stems from the cultural/religious focus of specific
organizations. The Nimnal Hispanic University centers its programming on Latino culture
hosting a Christmas Posada and La Raza Day at their facilities, while Santa Clara College
presents the public with a chance to visit the de Saisset Museum where they might attend a

permae nt exhi bit celebrating the O6Mission Peri

In other cases the ethnic diversity in the programming is a direct result of the surrounding
community. At San José City College, campus groups such as the Viethamese
InterdisciplinaryEducation Association use the campus theater to host cultural activities open
to the general public. The same could be said for the use of the facility during Black History

Month. Similarly, Foothill Community Coll ege
et

programming as O6extremely lively, 6 citing
celebration as ways in which the wider community use their facility to produce the cultural
events they desire.

Contributions to the Community

Cultural activity takig place at the university and college faciligsiches the cultural life of
Silicon Valley and plays an important role in bringing largeale activities and presentations
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into the community, as well as providing space and support for local artisgscamqs to
further their work.

De Anza College brings in Broadway tours to its Flint Performing Arts Centre shdissas
Saigonalongside providing a facility for more specialized national toursDikene

Performing Arts: Chinese New Year S a nd Lauis 8 Mayer d lgeater also boasts a
commercially driven program including California Theater Centre productioBkeping
BeautyandPeter Rabbit and Friend3.hese easily marketable, populist approaches to theater
programming suggest a source of ineofrom the community into the colleges which might
otherwise have been directed to theaters of neighboring San Francisco. Assuming that the
income raised remains in the community, these facilities are contributing, at least financially,
to the Silicon Vaky economy. In addition the inclusion of San José on nationally publicized
tour schedules helps to generate future investment in the city as cultural destination.

These university and college facilities also contribute to the cultural wealth of the otmmu

by providing a platform for institutions to bring less popular theatrical or artistic experiences
to the area. The Wiegand Gallery at Notre Dame De Namur states that its missiorf iot@ u s
attention on the contributions and accomplishments of irapbartists who are less

recognized, as well as to exhibitlesken o wn wor ks of established
established a national reputation for the catalogues that are published with these exhibitions.
Compatratively, Foothill Community Colledmings in troupes such as the Dallas Black Dance
Theatre.

The theater and gallery buildings themselves can be seen as contributions to the local

community, as many of the facilities are available for use by local nonprofit groups and artists.

Gavilan Cdlege, for instance, provides a performance space for South Valley Symphony and
Santa Clara University offers its facilities to rent for an hourly fee to local nonprofit arts
groups and corporate bodies alike.

Within this topic the recurring trend emedgef libraries and classrooms doubling as
performance and exhibition space, providing less visible yet important contributions to the
community. The Institute of Western Civilization and the National Hispanic University both
offer vibrant cultural proggmming including art exhibitions and author series despite the fact
they do not have a designated theater or gallery facility.

Reflecting the Silicon Valley Identity

Despite evidence of multicultural communities and numerous facilities reflecting thisiin
programming, this research showed little substantiation of a Silicon Valley culture unique to
the regioii no distinctive identity beyond a rich mélange of ethnicities.

Although the area is recognized both nationally and internationally as thehotapf the

high-tech economy, not one of the 13 educational organizations examined in this survey
reflected an inclination towards progressive technology in the content of their programming or
in the methods taken to engage visitors at the facilitieledd, information about

programming was often difficult to locate online, suggesting a below average level of online
marketing from most of the venues.
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Comparisons with Select U.S. Cities

Overview

't is difficult to di sutwadlandseapeuniquensitkoets Si | i con
drawing comparisons with other areas across the U.S. For comparative purposes, nine other

cities were chosen for their characteristics relevant to San José and by extension to Silicon

Valley. Cities were identified thahare one or more of several characteristics related to

population size, recent growth, ethnic diversity, and presence of technology industries. These

were Austin, Denver, Miami, Minneapolis, Phoenix, Portland, San Dieg&Geattle. The

study also includg San Francisco because it is so nearby that it is, in fact, part of the Silicon

Valley ecosystem. San Francisco must be viewed for its influence on San José and Silicon

Valley as well as understood in relation to how they are distinct.

It was not possilel within the scope of this study to carry out research on nonprofits in each
city at a similar depth to that conducted in Silicon Valley. Nor was it possible to study other
multi-jurisdictional metropolitan regions like Silicon Valley, although the refstiip of

urban regions to their central cities is clearly recognized. Differences in various metropolitan
areas themselves make comparison challenging. The inh&mntkdrea of the city of

Phoenix, for instance, is comparable to the inhabited area Siliben Valley region. While

one is a city and the other a metropolitan area, they have more in common than does a
comparison of Phoenix to Miami, for instance, whiasel area is less than otenth that of
Phoenix. San José and Silicon Valley share nudwayacteristics, thus comparisons between

the nine other cities and Silicon Valley provide useful information in spite of these limitations.

There are two primary parts to this section of the study. The first relates to the numbers of
nonprofitsandfaenci al data gl eaned from nonprofitsdé | R!
This data habeen contrasted with a number of variables including the population size and the

physical area of each city and broken down into categories edilikeorganizatins. The

second part of the comparison relates to the types of nonprofits in each location based on their
self-selected NTEE classificatiorfé.This data relays the purpose and interests of the

nonprofit organizations and helps to capture the charactelao€ h ci t yés cul tur al I

Research examined each city on the basis of the number of nonprofits in each NTEE category
compared to its population, and examined the percentage of NTEE types within each city.
These two methods varied somewhat in restltsvever, as a measure of how each

ecosystem distinctly constructed itself or evolved, the percentage measure was determined to
best illustrate the character of each place.

%" The NTEE (National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities) Classification System was developed by The National
Center fo Charitable Statistics (NCCS). This system is used by the IRS and NCCS to classify nonprofit
organizations. It is also used by the Foundation Center to classify both grants and grant recipients (typically
nonprofits orgovernments).
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Comparisons between San José/Silicon Valley and the nine other sisifaatyciies

revealed few similarities. Data examined included number of nonprofits, city population,
landmass, and yearly expenditure of nonprofits. Additional data that was related to primary
activity types helped to paint a picture of the nonprofit culturaviacin each of the cities,

and helped to identify the qualities and attributes unique to San José and Silicon Valley. The
study draws comparisons with the neighboring city of San Francisco, as well as the similarly
sized Californiecity of San Diego.

It should be noted that the data used to make comparisons between U.S. cities, including San
José, comes from a singular source, GuideStar. It does not include some San José nonprofits
discovered earlier in this report. For example, consultants identifadlaf 667 Silicon

Valley organizations, with 235 in San Jose by using multiple sources. The following analysis
used a consistent methodology over the 10 cities tapping only one primary source. It revealed
lesser numbers of 624 Silicon Valley nonprofitg6 of which were based in San José.

Research Highlights

e San José averagBs340residents per nonprofit, compared to Miami which is hom
to one nonprofit per 1,257 people; Phoenigvss one per 8,973

e Annual per capita expenditures by cultural nonprofits in San José is in the bottg
onethird of the cities studied

e San José, together with Austin, has no arts organizations reporting annual
expenditures of over $10 million; other citiemvie multiple institutions of over $15
and $20 million or more

¢ San Jos® shows fACul tural/Ethnic Awa
organization type, far ahead of all other cities

e Nonprofit theater presence in San José etiradly low, with just 7.% of
organizations in this field, less than half of the 14.2% figure shown by Minneap

Cultural Nonprofits and Expenditures Per Capita

On average, with 176 arts nonprofits, San José has one nonprofit per square mile, the same
Afdensityo as San Diego. Sa manizitions pecsquame milet o p s
Phoenix falls at the low end with 0.4. The data also reveals the average number of people per
nonprofit in each of these cities. San José shows a relatively high number of inhabitants per
nonprofit at 5,340. In contrast, Miang home to one nonprofit per 1,257 individuals, the

lowest ratio of nonprofits to population in the study. Phoenix has the greatest divide with one
per 8,973esidents. In Silicon Valley, the ratio is somewhat lower, with one per 3,575 people.

In shear nurbers, Phoenix had the smallest number of cultural nonprofits, with 173, very close

to San Jos®b6s 176. However, Phoenix6 popul ati or
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had the next lowest number, 254, but with a population of almoshaxethatof Phoenix

and about twdhirds that of San José. San Francisco had the greatest number at 586, as well as
the second highest per capita ratio with one organization for 1,305 residents. This is second
only to Miami whose 326 nonprofits represent the higteasity in the sample. Interestingly,

the Silicon Valley region (including San José€) had a higher simple number than San Francisco
at 667. However, Silicon Valley contains three times the number of residents of San Francisco.

In sheer total dollars speannually by all the cultural nonprofits in each of these cities, San
Francisco exceeded all others with over $600 million. Minneapolis and Denver were the next
highest at $280 million and $261 million respectively. Austin and Phoenix were at the low end
at $70 million and $92 million. San José was third at $99 million. Silicon Valley as a whole
reflected nonprofit spending of $172 million.

Spending per capita by these nonprofits reflects a range of activity from just $59 in Phoenix,
followed by Austin a$94, up to a high of $789 in San Francisco. Minneapolis reported the
second highest at $742, followed by Seattle at $579. San José showed moderate per capita
spending of $106, with the Silicon Valley average shrinking to $72.
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San José 176 939,899 5,340 175.9 1.0 $99,331,695
Phoenix 173 1,552,259 8,973 474.9 0.4 $91,672,262
Denver 254 588,349 2,316 153.4 1.7 $261,397,460
San Diego 312 1,266,731 4,060 324.4 1.0 $148,153,263
Miami 326 409,719 1,257 35.7 9.1 $189,411,147
Austin 309 743,074 2,405 251.5 1.2 $69,862,510
Seattle 413 594,210 1,439 3.9 4.9 $344,156,387
SanFran | 586 764,976 1,305 46.7 12.5 $603,863,617
Portland 338 550,396 1,628 134 2.5 $165,082,738
Silicon Valley | 667 2,384,448 3,575 1,500% | 0.4 $171,966,393.00

28 1,500 square milds a widely used estimate. However, the inhabited land area is somewhat less and difficult
to ascertain.
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Per Capita Expenditures by Nonprofits
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Comparison of Nonprofits by Expentlire Group

M City Expenditures Per Capita

Comparison of nonprofits grouped by their expenditures captures a spectrum of spending in
each of the sampled cities. A similar pattern appears in all cities, and with a few variances.
The largest percentage of organizations spend under $5ndabe smallest percentage of
groups report over $5 million. San José shows a relatively large percentage of nonprofits with

expenditures between $1.5 million
also presents some interesting dat reflects a smooth and gradual decline
nonprofits as they move up the spending scale, as does Silicon Valley.

and $5
in the number of

mi |

Over 60% of San José nonprofits reported expenditures below $50,000 with slightly higher
percentage reported in San DiegaaMi, Austin and Portland. However, Silicon Valley

shows 67% of the arts nonprofits below $50,000, the highest rate among all the cities studied.
Denver has the lowest percentage of-Ewxpenditure groups at just over 50% with San

Francisco only a coupleomts higher.

The City of San José has a relatively high percentage of its nonprofits with

expenditures over

$5 million at 4.5%, topped only by Seattle at 4.6%. These figures are mitigated by the fact that
San José has a relatively small number of noitgrobmpared to these other cities, and its

il argeo nonprofits do not exceed

$10 million

cities have multiple nonprofits over $20 million and more. Interestingly, San Francisco shows
a relatively low percentge in this group at just 2.7% of nonprofits with expenses over $5

million due to the high numbers o
organizations are far larger than most in any of the other cities studied.
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Focusing on the spending the smaller nonprofits with expenditures under $1.5 million, San
José reflects only $17 per resident in contrast to a high of $123 in Minneapolis and $121 in
San Francisco. San Jos®6s | ow spending per
organzations in Silicon Valley report $24 in spending per capita, higher than in the City of
San José.

It is unclear why the pattern would vary in some cities where the percentage of larger budget
groups exceeds that of smaller groups in some categooiesistance, San José, Phoenix and
Denver have a larger percentage of nonprofits in the $1.5 million to $5 million category than
they do organizations in the ms&ized $500,000 to $1.5 million category. Philanthropic or
public funding policies may favor dain sized organizations in some cities. The City of San
José, for instance, provides subsidy through facility and operating funds, to several of the
organizations in the expenditure range of $1.5 million to $5 million. Portland and Silicon
Valley both slow the most even stegpwn by organization size of any communities in the
study.

In contrast, Minneapolis has an unusually high percentage of organizations in the category
between $500,000 and $1.5 million. San Francisco is the only city in the saniplaavé
organizations in the $200,000 to $500,000 range than in the $50,000 to $200,000 category.
These two cities, with the highest per capita expenditures by cultural nonprofits, also have the
lowest percentages of organizations reporting expenditures $66,000. Their midange
organization$ those between $200,000 and $1.5 millicappear to be the most robust

among the cities studied.
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