CALIBRA

SPORTS

The Sponsorship Valuation

Methodology
for USL Championship Clubs

Version 1.0 — Strata Model . Adel Alammari . Calibra Sports

A framework for pricing sponsorship inventory at USL Championship clubs.
Free to read. Free to cite. Built because the alternative — gut feel, copied rate
cards, and the sponsor’s first offer — is no longer good enough.

April 2026



Contents

Preface

Part One — Why This Document Exists

Part Two — The Dataset and Its Calibration

Part Three — The Five Inputs Framework

Part Four — What Counts as a Comparable

Part Five — Confidence Levels

Part Six — Known Failure Modes

Part Seven — Applying This Yourself

Part Eight — For Sponsors Evaluating a Pitch That Cites This Methodology
Part Nine — Limitations

Part Ten — About, Citation, Version History

Preface

This document describes a valuation methodology for sponsorship inventory at USL
Championship clubs. It is free to read, free to cite, and intended to be useful whether or
not you ever engage me to apply it to your property.

A quick word on where this came from. I spent time working with NC Courage and
NWSL / NCFC in the Raleigh-Durham market — grassroots marketing, sponsorship
activation, community events, soccer clinics, game day operations. I was on the property
side. I saw what sponsors were promised, what they actually received, and how rarely the
two matched what anyone had put a number on beforehand. I also watched commercial
staff price inventory the same way every club prices it: gut feel, last year's rate card, and
whatever the sponsor would say yes to. Nobody had a defensible number. Nobody had a
framework. That's what this tries to fix.



Three things to know before you start.

This is written for a specific tier. USL Championship. Not MLS, not NFL, not MiLB
AAA. The assumptions, comparable set, and market factors are calibrated for properties
that generate between roughly $500K and $4M in annual sponsorship revenue, operate
primarily on ESPN+ broadcast, and average 3,500-12,000 in attendance. Applying the
framework outside that tier requires recalibration I have not done.

This methodology is not a budget-tier Nielsen. Nielsen Sports, MVP Index,
SponsorUnited, and Two Circles build institutional measurement infrastructure —
audience panels, exposure tracking, delivered-value analysis. Their core work happens
after a deal closes, validating what sponsors actually received. What USL Championship
clubs need is something different: a reference for pricing before a deal closes, using
public comparable data and impression modeling calibrated to this tier's actual broadcast
and attendance reality. That is what this framework tries to be. It is a different tool, not a
smaller one.

Ranges, not point estimates. Every valuation this methodology produces is a range. I
am suspicious of anyone, in any tier, who hands you a single number for what a
sponsorship asset is worth. A range is the honest answer.

If you run a commercial program at a USL Championship club, this document gives you
three things: a framework to use internally, language to push back on sponsor lowball
offers, and a reference to cite in front of ownership when defending a price. If you work
on the sponsor side, Part Eight is written for you specifically.

Part One — Why This Document Exists

The gap

There are twenty-five USL Championship clubs as of 2026, with Brooklyn FC and
Sporting Club Jacksonville joining as expansion teams. Combined, they generate roughly
$40-80 million in annual sponsorship revenue. The biggest individual commercial
programs clear $3-4M a year; the smallest run closer to $400K.

None of these clubs can justify a $25,000 Nielsen engagement to price a single jersey
patch. Most cannot justify it to price an entire portfolio. So they price on three things:
what they charged last year plus a few percent, what they think the MLS club down the
road charges (discounted), or what the sponsor is willing to say yes to first.



I know this because I worked in it. At NC Courage and NCFC in the Raleigh-Durham
market, I was part of the team executing sponsorships on the ground — activations,
community events, game day programming. NC Courage is NWSL, not USL
Championship, but the commercial scale is comparable, the pricing problem is identical,
and the Triangle is a strong soccer market regardless of league: Research Triangle Park,
a dense corporate base, proven attendance. The gap between what sponsors were
receiving and what any number on paper said they were receiving was the same in that
market as anywhere else in this tier. Nobody had a defensible framework. That
observation is what drove building one.

The result is systematic mispricing — in both directions. Based on the gap between
disclosed comparable deal values in the dataset and the rates clubs have told me they
charge or have been offered, front-of-kit underpricing of 30-50% is a reasonable
inference. Others overprice secondary assets and lose renewals. Neither side of the deal,
property or sponsor, has a credible independent number to anchor against. This
framework is an attempt at that anchor.

Who this is for

Three audiences.

The commercial director at a USL club who needs to price inventory for next season,
defend a renewal to ownership, or pitch a new sponsor with a defensible number.

The ownership group trying to understand whether the commercial team is leaving
money on the table or pricing themselves out of deals.

The sponsor-side marketer evaluating an inventory pitch from a USL club and
wondering whether the ask is reasonable. Part Eight is written specifically for this reader.

What this is not

It is not a market-clearing price. Actual deals close on relationship, activation creativity,
strategic fit, and negotiation. A $200K valuation does not mean the deal closes at $200K.
It means $200K is a defensible reference point.

It is not a substitute for judgment. A numbered range anchors a conversation; it does not
replace knowing your market and your relationships.

It is not complete. Version 1.0 covers three asset categories (jersey front-of-kit, jersey
sleeve, stadium naming rights) in depth, with lighter treatment of others. Coverage
expands with dataset maturity.



A note on conflict of interest

This methodology is commissioned by properties, not sponsors. That creates an obvious
incentive to produce high numbers — clubs paying for a valuation want them. I am aware
of this and have designed the methodology to resist it:

* The release gate refuses to produce standard-confidence output on thin data — which
is exactly where upward bias would hide if I let it.

* The range-widening rules expand the reported range when data quality drops, so
weak valuations read as wide ranges rather than falsely precise numbers.

» The refusal conditions block the valuation entirely when the math can't be cited and
defended.

* The failure modes section (Part Six) documents the deal categories where this
methodology systematically overvalues — and commits to flagging them in every
report rather than quietly ignoring them.

None of this eliminates the conflict. It constrains it. Properties engaging me will
sometimes get valuations lower than they hoped for; that is the point.

Part Two — The Dataset and Its Calibration

The current state of the dataset

As of publication, the Calibra Sports dataset contains approximately 30 publicly-reported
USL Championship sponsorship deal records from the past 48 months. Of those,
approximately 15-20 meet the usable-comparable criteria defined in Part Four. Coverage
varies by asset category:

* Deepest: jersey front-of-kit, stadium naming rights. These assets are covered by
public kit launches, league press releases, and trade publication reporting, which
gives relatively dense disclosure.

* Moderate: jersey sleeve, broadcast presenting, matchday presenting.

* Thinnest: LED signage packages, social/digital standalone, community/CSR rights.
These are rarely disclosed publicly with values attached.

I am being specific about this because the release gate described in Part Five depends on
it. When comp density is thin for an asset category, the methodology refuses to produce a
standard-confidence valuation. That refusal is not a workaround for limited data — it is
the methodology operating correctly.



A practical implication: at v1.0 dataset size, most engagements will produce
DIRECTIONAL rather than STANDARD confidence output for sleeve and secondary
assets. Front-of-kit and stadium naming rights are most likely to reach STANDARD. That
is not a failure — DIRECTIONAL with transparent framing is a real deliverable and an
honest answer. Clients who want STANDARD confidence on sleeve or LED inventory will
need to wait for the dataset to mature, which is also the honest answer. The dataset
grows with each engagement and each new public disclosure I add, and I will update the
dataset-state numbers in each version of this document.

Data sources

The comparable dataset is built from:

» Team partnership pages on USL Championship club websites

e Press releases on USL league channels

* Trade publication reporting (Sports Business Journal, Sportico, Front Office Sports)
e Published analyst content (Zoomph, SponsorUnited free content, Blinkfire)

» Footy Headlines for kit-sponsor changes (not values, but presence and timing)

* LinkedIn announcements from commercial teams

* SEC filings for sponsoring brands that are publicly traded

* Client-provided data (with anonymization, under explicit data-use agreements)

Every deal record has a value_confidence classification: confirmed (official figure or
filing), reported (trade publication citing a figure), estimated (third-party inference with
hedging language), or unknown (deal announced, value not disclosed). The
methodology's rules in Part Four govern how each class can be used.

Calibration of the numerical tables

Part Three contains six numerical tables (CPMs, comparable adjustments, market
multipliers, category premiums, term adjustments, attention factors). Different tables rest
on different evidence. I am being explicit about which is which.



Table Calibration basis

CPM floors Anchored to standard advertising industry CPM benchmarks (IAB
reports, MAGNA media-rate disclosures) with downward adjustment
for USL Championship's regional broadcast reality. Research-based
with operator-calibrated adjustment.

Attention factors Calibrated from established sports sponsorship measurement
literature (broadcast jersey exposure typically scores 0.8-1.0 in
measurement studies; concourse signage 0.2-0.4). Research-based.

Duration factors First-principles calibration. Standard practice in impression
modeling.

Comparable My own first-principles calibration based on cross-league sports

adjustment ranges commercial experience. Not derived from regression against the

current dataset (too thin). Will be refined as dataset matures. This is
operator judgment, not data.

Market multipliers Operator judgment based on cross-league sports commercial

(1.08-1.15/ experience and market-to-market variance in observed deals. Will be

0.98-1.05/0.85-0.95) tightened with dataset growth. This is operator judgment, not
data.

Category premium Directional-only. Derived from observed variance in disclosed sponsor

ranges deals across categories in this tier and adjacent tiers. Ranges are

deliberately wide to reflect uncertainty.

Term adjustments Standard industry practice, derived from observed discounts/
premiums in multi-year vs single-year disclosed deals.

The honest read: about half this methodology is grounded in established measurement
practice, and about half is operator judgment that will improve with dataset growth.
Saying so in the methodology itself is a credibility move, not an apology. A framework
that pretends all its numbers are data-derived when half are judgment is less defensible
than one that marks the difference.



Part Three — The Five Inputs Framework

Every asset valuation is built from five inputs. Each is calculated independently, then
combined.

1. Impression value — the estimated media-equivalent value of the exposure the asset
generates.

2. Comparable adjustment — the median of similar assets at similar properties,
adjusted for market and performance differences.

3. Market multiplier — a factor reflecting DMA size, sponsor competition, and local
market appetite.

4. Category premium — an adjustment for the sponsor category's willingness to pay.

5. Term adjustment — a factor reflecting deal length and structure.

A worked example follows each input. All inputs then combine in a final worked example
at the end of this section.

About the worked example: The example used throughout this section is a
composite illustrative club, not a specific USL Championship property. Input values
(attendance, social followers, broadcast reach) are drawn from the middle of observed
USL Championship ranges. Comparable counts and values used in the example are
representative of the dataset's density in this asset category but are not specific to
named deals. The example exists to demonstrate the methodology mechanically. Real
client valuations use specific inputs and specific comparables with disclosed sourcing
in every report appendix.

Input One: Impression Value

Impression value asks: if the exposure this asset generates were purchased as paid
media, what would it cost?

The formula:

Impression Value = (Impressions x CPM x Attention Factor x Duration Factor) / 1000



Impressions are estimated per channel, then summed. An "exposure" is defined as a
distinct instance where the asset is visible to an audience member for a minimum of one
second — a camera frame on the jersey, a signage panel entering the broadcast shot, a
social post where the asset appears above the fold. Exposures per game are estimated by
asset type and channel; the worked example assumptions are documented below.

* In-venue: average attendance x home games x exposures per game X 0.6
engagement factor

* Broadcast: average viewership X games televised X exposures per broadcast x
channel weight

* Social: average organic reach X posts featuring the asset x 0.4 engagement decay

* Digital/OOH: estimated impressions X exposure duration

CPM — cost per thousand impressions. For USL Championship tier:

Channel CPM floor (USD)

In-venue (captive audience) $18-$28
ESPN+ broadcast (USL standard) $10-$18
CBS Sports Network national $12-$20
Social organic (sports niche) $4-$9
Digital/website $2-$6
Stadium LED (non-captive) $6-$12

These are conservative. National major-league broadcast CPMs run multiples higher. USL
Championship is not there.

Attention factor — how much of the viewer's attention the asset actually captures. Scale
of 0.1 to 1.0.

* Jersey front-of-kit during broadcast: 0.8-1.0
» Stadium static signage during broadcast: 0.3-0.5
* Concourse signage in-venue: 0.2-0.4

» Social media branded post: 0.6-0.8

e PA announcement: 0.1-0.2



Duration factor — exposure length per impression.

¢ Full broadcast (~2hr event): 1.0
e Halftime feature: 0.4

* Pre or post-game only: 0.2

Worked example (illustrative composite) — a front-of-kit asset for a mid-market USL
Championship club:

* In-venue impressions: 8,500 avg attendance X 17 home games X 12 exposures X 0.6
= 1,040,400

* Broadcast: 6,000 ESPN+ avg viewers X 34 games X 80 exposures X 0.5 channel
weight = 8,160,000

* Social: 50,000 followers x 120 jersey-featuring posts x 0.4 = 2,400,000

» Total impressions: ~11.6M

Blended CPM of $14, attention factor 0.85, duration factor 0.7:

* Impression value = (11,600,000 x 14 x 0.85 x 0.7) / 1000 = ~$96,700 annually

This is the floor. Impression value alone ignores relationship value, category fit, and
market context. It is the answer to "if we bought this exposure as paid media, what would
it cost?" — a useful floor, not a final price.

Input Two: Comparable Adjustment

Input One asks what the exposure is worth as media. Input Two asks what similar deals
have actually closed at recently.

Start with the median of comparable deals that pass the five usability filters in Part Four.
Then apply adjustments:



Factor Adjustment range

Larger DMA (target vs comp median) +5% to +20% per tier
Smaller DMA -5% to -20% per tier
Higher avg attendance (+20% or more) +5% to +15%

Lower avg attendance -5% to -15%

More broadcast games +3% to +12%

Higher social following (2x+) +5% to +10%

Newer stadium or venue +3% to +8%

Recent playoff success (last 2 years) +5% to +12%
Off-field issues (attendance decline, ownership turnover) -10% to -25%

Worked example (continued):

Suppose seven usable comparable USIL Championship front-of-kit deals exist in the
dataset, announced in the past 30 months. Values range from $85K to $180K, median
$125K.

» Target in top-50 DMA; four of seven comps are in top-75 DMAs - +8%
» Target attendance (8,500) notably higher than comp median (6,200) = +10%
* Combined: $125K x 1.08 x 1.10 = ~$148K comparable-adjusted baseline

Input Three: Market Multiplier

Captures factors impression and comparable models miss: local sports appetite, sponsor
category competition, and economy.

Market condition Multiplier

Strong market for this sport 1.08 - 1.15
Average market 0.98 - 1.05

Weak market 0.85-0.95



For USL Championship specifically, strong markets include cities with meaningful soccer
tradition and limited competition for soccer sponsorship dollars: Sacramento,
Indianapolis, Louisville, Cincinnati (historical), Tampa Bay, San Antonio. The Raleigh-
Durham / Research Triangle market belongs in this category — dense corporate base,
strong university presence, proven NWSL attendance through NC Courage, and a
regional economy that generates active sponsor demand. Weak markets are football-
dominant with no meaningful soccer infrastructure.

Sponsor competition also matters. A market with three regional banks already sponsoring
competing sports properties creates demand pressure that lifts values. A market where
the obvious sponsor category has only one active player does not.

Worked example (continued): the composite club is in a top-50 DMA with strong
soccer tradition, two regional banks already sponsoring competitors, stable local
economy. Market multiplier: 1.10.

$148K x 1.10 = ~$163K market-adjusted value

Input Four: Category Premium

Different sponsor categories pay different rates for the same asset. Financial services
brands — particularly regional banks and insurance — pay premiums for sports
association because their media mix benefits disproportionately. B2B logistics companies

do not.

B2C Financial Services (banks, insurance, fintech) +15% to +30%
Automotive (regional dealer groups, OEM) +10% to +20%
Healthcare systems (regional) +5% to +15%
Food and Beverage, QSR, beverage +5% to +15%
Telecom / Cable +10% to +20%
Energy / Utilities 0% to +5%
B2B Services (accounting, law, logistics) -10% to 0%
Real Estate (residential brokerage) -5% to +5%

Non-endemic (hardware, industrial) -15% to -5%



These ranges are deliberately wide. Category premium is one of the inputs where
operator judgment still outweighs dataset evidence at current sample sizes.

Combined multiplier note: market multiplier and category premium are applied
independently. A strong market (1.15x) combined with a high-premium category (+30%)
produces a combined uplift of ~49% on the comparable baseline. These are treated as
independent variables because market strength and sponsor category willingness-to-pay
reflect genuinely distinct dynamics — one is supply-side (market competition for
sponsorship), the other is demand-side (sponsor budget behavior). That said, when both
are at their maximums simultaneously, the output should be reviewed carefully before
delivery. Combined uplift above 40% on the comparable baseline triggers the human
review flag in Part Five.

Worked example (continued): target category regional banking — +22% category
premium.

$163K x 1.22 = ~$199K category-adjusted value

Input Five: Term Adjustment

Deal term affects value significantly. Longer deals trade certainty for discount. Shorter
deals command a premium because the property bears renewal risk.

Term Multiplier

1 year 0.85-0.92
2 years 0.95-1.00
3 years (standard) 1.00

4-5 years 1.02 -1.08
5+ years with escalators 1.05-1.12

Structural adjustments:

» Exclusive category rights: +10% to +20%

* Non-exclusive: 0% to -10%

* Activation rights included (events, content, hospitality): +8% to +15%
* 50% cash / 50% trade: deduct 15-25% of the trade portion



Worked example (continued): proposed deal is 3-year term, exclusive category rights,
activation included. Term multiplier: 1.12.

$199K x 1.12 = ~$223K

Combining the five inputs

The formula:

Annual Value =
MAX (
Impression Value,
Comparable Baseline x Market Multiplier x (1 + Category Premium)
) x Term Adjustment

On taking the maximum, not the average. I considered averaging the two
approaches. Here is why I did not.

The obvious objection is that taking the max systematically biases valuations upward
toward whoever is paying for the report. That is a fair objection and I thought about it.

The two methods are not measuring the same thing. Impression value asks what the
exposure costs as paid media. Comparable adjustment asks what similar deals have
actually closed at. When they disagree, they're not giving you two estimates of the same
thing — they're giving you two different floors.

If impression value is higher, the comparable market is underpricing the exposure
(common in this tier, where sponsor category competition is lower than the media value
justifies). If comparable is higher, impression modeling is missing the relationship and
scarcity value that real deals capture. Either way, the honest starting point is the higher
floor — both methods independently support at least that number.

Averaging produces a figure neither method actually defends. That's the less honest
option, not the more conservative one.

The upward-bias concern is real, and here is how the methodology resists it:

* Range-widening rules (Part Five) expand the reported range when data quality is
lower — so a valuation built on thin data reads as $140K-$260K, not $200K. The
widening makes aggressive framing harder.

* Release gate refusals (Part Five) block standard-confidence output when comp
density is thin — which is exactly when upward bias would be most plausible.



* Known failure modes (Part Six) identifies categories where the methodology
overvalues — and commits to flagging them in output.

* Ranges always report low/mid/high. The low number is a real output, not a floor. A
client using "max of both methods" at the mid-point still has a conservative low-end
reference.

If over time the dataset grows sufficiently that either method can be validated against
closed deal outcomes, this rule should be revisited. v1.1 or v2.0 may shift to a weighted
average if evidence supports it.

Produce three numbers, not one:

* Low — 25th percentile of the adjustment ranges
* Mid — median

* High — 75th percentile

Final worked example (composite illustrative):

* Impression floor: $96,700

e Comparable x market X category: $199,000

* Max: $199,000

e Term adjustment (3-year, exclusive, with activation): x 1.12
e Annual value: ~$223,000

* Range: $185K / $223K / $268K

A roughly 37% spread between low and high, for an asset with a reasonable comp set,
reflects normal market variance — not data uncertainty.

Part Four — What Counts as a Comparable

The most common failure in sponsorship valuation is pretending you have more usable
data than you do. A number built from three bad comps looks identical on paper to one
built from ten good ones. Both display as "$185K-$268K." Only one is defensible.



Raw records versus usable comparables

A raw deal record exists somewhere (a press release, a filing, a trade publication report).
A usable comparable passes all five filters simultaneously:

1. Asset type matches exactly. Jersey front-of-kit is not a substitute for jersey sleeve.
Different rights, different dynamics.

2. Deal value is confirmed or reported. An official figure, a filing, or a trade
publication citing a specific number counts. A third-party blog guess does not.

3. Term length is known or reasonably inferable. Without term, annualized value
can't be computed.

4. Announcement date within 36 months. The sponsorship market moves. 2019 tells
you something about 2019.

5. Property league is same tier or one tier adjacent. USL Championship comp
works for USL Championship or USL League One. Not for NFL.

In my dataset, attrition from raw records to usable comps runs 30-50%. A hundred press
releases yield 50-70 usable comparables.

Minimum usable comp counts per asset category

Asset category Standard confidence Directional only
Jersey front-of-kit 6+ 3+
Jersey sleeve / back 5+ 3+
Stadium naming rights 5+ 3+
Broadcast presenting 5+ 3+
LED / static signage (aggregated) 4+ 2+
Social / digital (standalone) 4+ 2+
Matchday presenting 4+ 2+
Helmet patch (baseball) 5+ 3+
Community / CSR 3+ 2+

Multimedia rights bundles 6+ 4+



Below the directional threshold, the methodology does not issue a number.

Recency weighting
e Within 24 months: current, full weight
* 24-36 months: full weight, with note acknowledging age
* 36-48 months: used with 15% confidence haircut (widens output range)

e Over 48 months: excluded from standard-confidence valuations; historical context
only

League and tier relevance

Priority, highest to lowest:

1. Same league: full weight (1.0)
2. Adjacent league, same tier: 0.85 weight
3. Same league, different tier: 0.70 weight

4. Cross-league, cross-tier: 0.40 weight; permitted only if categories 1-3 yield fewer
than three comps

Cross-sport comps (MiLB naming rights for a USL venue) are prohibited except in
qualitative context.

"Close enough" parameters

e Target attendance within £30% of each individual comp's attendance
» Target DMA rank within +40% of each comp's DMA rank

* Sponsor category does not need to match — that is what the category premium is for

Outside these bands, a comp is usable only with an explicit adjustment factor applied and
disclosed.

Part Five — Confidence Levels

A valuation's confidence level is a function of data density, recency, and quality. Every
valuation gets one of four states before it ships.



BLOCK

Data too thin to issue any number. Triggers:

* Fewer than three usable comparables

* All comps older than 48 months

* No comp has confirmed or reported value

* More than three critical property data points are unverifiable

* Asset type has no precedent and no acceptable adjacent category

When BLOCK triggers, the output is qualitative only:

"This asset category is present in the USL Championship market but currently lacks
sufficient comparable pricing data for a defensible range. Market presence is
documented in N recent deals, but disclosed values are insufficient to anchor a
valuation."

DIRECTIONAL
Some data, not enough for a tight range. Triggers:
* Three to four usable comparables

¢ At least one within 36 months

¢ At least one with confirmed or reported value

Directional valuations produce wider ranges (low/high spread of 50% or more of mid)
with explicit language:

"Based on limited comparable data, this asset appears to trade in a range of $X to $Y
annually. Ranges are wider than standard-confidence valuations due to comp density."

A directional valuation is a real deliverable. It is not a weak version of a standard
valuation — it is an honest answer when a standard-confidence answer is not available.

STANDARD

The default state. Triggers:

* Five or more usable comparables meeting all filters
* Median comp age under 30 months
* At least 60% of comps are confirmed or reported

* Property critical data verifiable or self-reported-reasonable



* No unresolved outliers in comp set

Standard output:

"This asset is valued at $X-$Y (mid: $Z) based on N comparable USL Championship
deals announced within the past 36 months. Methodology: Calibra Sports v1.0. Full
comparable list in Appendix A."

HIGH

All standard requirements plus:
* Ten or more usable comparables
* Median comp age under 18 months
* At least 80% confirmed or reported

* All critical property data externally verified

 Prior delivered valuations in this category have been validated against actual closed
deals

High-confidence output reflects density, not analyst opinion:

"This asset is valued at $X-$Y (mid: $Z) with high confidence based on N recent
comparable deals in the same asset category and tier."

Range widening

The calculated range expands when uncertainty accumulates:

Trigger Widening

Below 5 usable comps +25% total width
Outliers retained in set +15%
Over 30% of comps are "reported" (not confirmed) +10%
Self-reported-unverifiable property data +15%
Sponsor category inferred (not matched) +10%

Cumulative cap: 50%. Beyond that, the valuation releases as DIRECTIONAL.



Input flags (trigger human review regardless of state)

* Client-provided deal used in valuation

* Low-high spread exceeds 60% of mid

* Valuation exceeds 1.5x highest comp or falls below 0.7 X% lowest
 Client asks for single point estimate instead of range

* Sponsor category has fewer than three in-category comps

* Any input data marked "self-reported-unverifiable"

* Unusual deal structure (trade-heavy, performance bonuses >30% of nominal)

Refusal conditions

The methodology will not issue a valuation if:

* No usable comps exist for the asset, and no adjacent category is acceptable

¢ All comps predate 48 months

* Methodology v1.0 cannot explain more than 70% of the result with cited inputs
¢ Client requests comp exclusion on non-methodological grounds

* Any input data appears fabricated

Refusal is part of the product. A defensible refusal protects future credibility. Issuing a
weak number to avoid an awkward conversation damages it permanently.

Part Six — Known Failure Modes

Every methodology has categories of deal where it will systematically mislead.
Documenting them protects everyone — the property buying the valuation, the sponsor
reading it, and the credibility of the framework itself. Six I have identified so far:

1. Owner-to-owner relationship deals

USL clubs sometimes close deals that reflect the owner's personal network more than
commercial market value. A sponsor whose CEO is a college friend of the owner may pay
25-60% above methodology because the relationship is the product, not the exposure. A
sponsor owned by the same parent company may close at a negotiated internal transfer
price unrelated to market.



These deals will land consistently above methodology valuation. That is not a
methodology failure — it is the methodology correctly pricing exposure while the deal is
pricing something else. Recognize the pattern: if your front-of-kit closed at 1.5x the
methodology mid, and the sponsor has unusual relationship characteristics, the gap is
probably the relationship, not methodology drift.

2. Activation-heavy deals

Some deals are 40-60% activation rights (events, content, hospitality, experiential) and
only 40-60% exposure. The methodology's +8% to +15% "activation included"
adjustment is a single collapsed number. For deals where activation is the majority of
value, that adjustment will systematically undervalue the deal.

Recognize the pattern: if the sponsor's activation plan includes custom events, content
co-creation, or hospitality at a scale larger than standard signage placement,
methodology mid is the floor, not the target.

3. Sponsor-subsidizing-struggling-club deals

A club with ownership turmoil, attendance decline, or on-field collapse may retain a
legacy sponsor at the previous contract's price because the sponsor is effectively
subsidizing the club — a community commitment more than a commercial decision. These
deals will appear in public disclosures at values that no longer reflect the club's current
commercial position.

These records may enter the comparable dataset and inflate the median upward for clubs
in similar decline. The methodology's outlier rules will catch some of this, but not all.
Treat comps from clubs in visible decline with skepticism even when they pass the filters.

4. Unusual fan demographic deals

A club in a bilingual market (significant Spanish-speaking fanbase, for example) trades
differently for sponsors with strong Hispanic-market strategy. A club with
disproportionate corporate attendance (heavy suite sales, weak general admission) trades
differently for B2B sponsors than the methodology's category premiums capture. A club
in a college-town market has different reach-to-attendance dynamics than a pure metro
market.

The methodology's category premiums are calibrated for typical market fan composition.
Atypical compositions produce deals that land outside methodology range — usually
higher for well-aligned sponsor strategy, lower for mismatch.



5. Rights bundling deals

Some deals combine multiple assets at a discount. A sponsor taking front-of-kit plus
stadium LED plus broadcast presenting may pay less for the bundle than the sum of
methodology valuations for each asset. This is normal procurement dynamics — bundling
creates efficiency — but the methodology values each asset standalone. If you compare a
bundled deal to the sum of methodology standalones, it will look underpriced.

When producing a valuation for a property considering bundling, reduce the sum by 10-
25% to reflect bundle discount. v1.1 will formalize this as a "bundle adjustment" input.

6. International/cross-border sponsors

A handful of USL Championship clubs have sponsors headquartered outside North
America, or deals structured to target international diaspora audiences. Methodology
comparable data does not yet include international comps at meaningful scale, and
category premiums for non-US sponsor classes are undercalibrated. Expect directional-
only output for these deals until v1.2 expands coverage.

What "failure mode" does not mean

None of these categories mean the methodology is broken. They mean the methodology is
doing what it is designed to do — pricing exposure based on comparable market data —
and specific deal types reflect factors outside that scope. When a real deal lands outside
methodology range, the question is not "was the valuation wrong?" but "which of these
factors is in play?" The answer usually points to a specific failure mode.

If you receive a valuation that seems inconsistent with your experience, check this list
first. If none of these apply, the methodology is probably capturing something real and
the pushback should be on the inputs or the comparable set, not the framework.

Part Seven — Applying This Yourself

If you want to apply this framework internally — without engaging me or anyone else —
here is the process.

For existing deals and renewals

Step 1: Inventory. Write down every sponsorship asset you have or could have. Include
unsold inventory. For each: asset type, current price (if sold), current sponsor, term
remaining, structural elements (exclusive, activation, trade components).



Step 2: Research comparables. Sources listed in Part Two. Apply the five filters from
Part Four. Expect to discard half.

Step 3: Calculate each input. Work through the five inputs per asset. Use the tables in
Part Three.

Step 4: Take the maximum, add term adjustment. Apply the formula. Produce low/
mid/high.

Step 5: Check your confidence level. Apply Part Five. Would the output be STANDARD,
DIRECTIONAL, or BLOCK? Label it. Do not present a DIRECTIONAL valuation with
STANDARD-confidence language.

Step 6: Check against failure modes. Part Six. Is this deal one of those categories? If
so, note it.

Step 7: Write it up. Internal template:

Asset: [Name]

Current deal: [Sponsor, annual value, term]

Valuation: $[Low] - $[High] (mid: $[Mid])

Confidence: [STANDARD / DIRECTIONAL / BLOCK]

Comparables used: N (list in appendix)

Key adjustments: [DMA +X%, category premium +Y%, term Z]

Failure mode check: [none / describe]

Methodology note: Values calculated using Calibra Sports Methodology v1.0

Enough to defend a pricing decision to ownership or push back on a sponsor's lowball
with something other than "that seems low to me."

For unsold inventory

Unsold inventory — new stadium naming rights, a newly-available jersey patch, a
proposed digital bundle — is where the largest commercial moves happen. Applying the
methodology to unsold inventory is slightly different: you do not have an existing price to
compare against.

Worked example: pricing unsold stadium naming rights at a USL Championship
club.

Situation: A club has a 10,500-capacity venue, opened 2023, in a top-30 DMA, with an
unnamed stadium. Ownership wants to pursue naming rights for the first time. What is a
realistic asking range for a 7-10 year deal?



Step 1: Impression value. Stadium naming generates exposure across in-venue,
broadcast, broadcast mentions, digital, and media references. Estimate:

* In-venue: 8,500 avg attendance x 17 games x 80 brand-reinforcement exposures x
0.3 attention = 3,468,000 impressions

* Broadcast: 6,000 viewers x 34 games X 60 on-broadcast mentions (announcer,
signage, graphics) x 0.5 weight x 0.4 attention = 2,448,000

* Media references (articles, social): 2,000,000 mentions x 0.3 attention
* Digital: 1,500,000 impressions
» Total impressions: ~9.4M; blended CPM $11; effective multipliers: impression value

~$88K floor

(Lower than jersey because stadium naming is diffused across more fragmented
exposures.)

Step 2: Comparables. Seven publicly disclosed USL Championship venue naming deals
in past 36 months, median annual value $220K, average term 7.5 years. Values range
$140K to $340K.

Step 3: Adjustments: - Capacity (10,500 vs comp median 9,800): +5% - DMA (top-30 vs
comp median top-45): +8% - Stadium age (new vs comp median 11 years): +7% -
Comparable-adjusted baseline: $220K x 1.05 x 1.08 x 1.07 = ~$267K

Step 4: Market multiplier: 1.05 (average-to-strong market for USL).
$267K x 1.05 = $280K

Step 5: Category premium: unknown until a sponsor emerges. For valuation purposes,
use neutral (+0%). Report produces a range that does not assume category premium —
the client layers it on when a specific sponsor emerges.

$280K category-neutral

Step 6: Term adjustment: 8-10 year term with escalators: x 1.08.
$280K x 1.08 = ~$302K annual value

Step 7: Range: $251K (low) / $303K (mid) / $363K (high)

Step 8: Confidence level: STANDARD (7 usable comps, >60% reported/confirmed,
median age under 30 months).



Step 9: Failure mode check: No immediate flags. But note: category premium was held
neutral; if the ultimate sponsor is in a high-premium category (banking, healthcare,
telecom), add 8-22% when the sponsor is identified.

Step 10: Internal recommendation:
* Opening asking range to sponsors: $363K-$410K (anchoring at and above
methodology high)
* Floor for serious negotiation: $251K-$275K (methodology low-to-mid)
» Walk-away: below $227K (below methodology low)
* Preferred term: 8-10 years with escalators

» Target categories for highest category premium: regional healthcare systems,
regional banking, regional telecom/utilities

This is how the methodology applies when pricing inventory with no existing deal. It gives
ownership a defensible number for the board approval conversation, it gives the
commercial team a defensible floor for negotiations, and it gives the sponsor prospect a
defensible methodology they can take back to their own procurement.

Red flags in sponsor-proposed pricing
When a sponsor proposes pricing below methodology, a few signals suggest they are
anchoring low rather than pricing fairly:
* "We typically pay $X for assets like this" with no specific comparable deals cited.
That sentence is rhetorical.

* "The ROI just isn't there at that price" without measurement framework
attached.

* Comparisons to non-adjacent-tier assets — a national brand comparing USL
signage to a local spot-buy, for example.

* Refusal to extend term — often means the sponsor expects the market to shift
downward, or they are anchoring.

None alone means the offer is bad. In aggregate, they usually do.

Part Eight — For Sponsors Evaluating a Pitch That Cites This Methodology

If you're on the sponsor side and a USL Championship club has pitched you with a
number citing this methodology, here's what you're actually looking at.



The asking price in that pitch is not arbitrary. The club has run their inventory through a
published framework and committed to it in writing. You can audit it: read the
methodology, review the comparable set in the report appendix, challenge specific inputs.
That's a different situation from a pitch where the ask is "what we charge" and the
comparable is "other teams charge similar." You can push back on a framework. You can't
push back on gut feel.

Questions to ask

When evaluating a pitch built on this methodology, here are the questions that get you to
a defensible position as the buyer:

* What confidence level was each asset valued at? STANDARD, DIRECTIONAL,
BLOCK. A valuation with multiple DIRECTIONAL assets means the property's dataset
was thin for that inventory. Your negotiating position is stronger than on STANDARD-
confidence assets.

* Which comparables are in the set? The report appendix should list them. You can
evaluate whether the comparable set genuinely matches the property pitched.

* What category premium was applied? If you are in a high-premium category
(financial services, healthcare, telecom), expect a premium applied. If the premium
seems too high for your category's actual market position, push back.

* Is this one of the failure modes in Part Six? If your deal resembles an activation-
heavy deal, a bundled-rights deal, or an unusual-demographic deal, the
methodology's number may not match a fair negotiation outcome.

* What is the low-end of the range? The methodology explicitly reports low/mid/
high. The low is a real number the framework stands behind, not a throwaway. A
sponsor negotiating at or below the low is on solid methodological ground.

What I recommend sponsors do

Treat this methodology as a negotiating framework, not a price floor. Accept that the
property has done the work to anchor in comparable data. Use that work: if the
methodology-cited comparables do in fact support the mid or high, match it. If you
believe the methodology overvalues this specific deal because of a failure mode, say so
explicitly — "this looks like an activation-heavy deal and I think that means methodology
mid understates the activation component." That is a sophisticated pushback on a cited
framework, and the property will usually engage it seriously.



If you are negotiating a deal pitched with this methodology and the outcome disagrees
materially with methodology mid in either direction, I would welcome the datapoint. It
improves the framework for everyone.

Part Nine — Limitations

No framework earns trust by hiding what it can't do. Here is what this one can't do.

It doesn't measure strategic fit. Some deals close above methodology because a player
is a community figure, or because a brand has a specific reason to be in that market that
has nothing to do with media value. When that happens, methodology isn't wrong — it's
measuring something real that the deal exceeded for non-methodological reasons. I can't
tell you in advance when that will be.

The dataset skews recent. 2024-2026 is well-represented. 2021-2023 is thinner.
Pre-2021 is mostly out. That's a deliberate choice — the sponsorship market moved after
COVID — but it means some asset categories that were actively traded earlier have
sparse recent comps. I'd rather have honest gaps than stale data.

Coverage is uneven. Jersey front-of-kit and stadium naming rights have the most data.
Sleeve, LED, digital/social, matchday presenting are thinner. That's reflected in
confidence levels — DIRECTIONAL where the data doesn't support STANDARD, not a
point estimate I can't defend.

It doesn't predict whether activation works. A deal that closes at methodology mid
can still fall apart at renewal if the activation was poor, the relationship frayed, or the
sponsor's business changed. None of that is in the number. The number is about what the
inventory is worth in the market. What you do with it after closing is a different
conversation.

Property inputs are mostly self-reported. Attendance, social reach, broadcast
viewership — I can cross-check some of it, but most comes directly from the property. I
flag the verification status on every data point and cap confidence accordingly. A property
that inflates its inputs gets a valuation that looks good on paper but won't survive
scrutiny. That's on them, and I say so in the report.



This is not Nielsen. Nielsen, MVP Index, and SponsorUnited have infrastructure I don't
— panels, tracking, delivered-value measurement. They measure what sponsors received
after a deal closes. I'm providing a reference for pricing before a deal closes, using public
comparable data. That's a narrower tool. It's also the only affordable option for clubs at
this tier, which is the whole point.

Part Ten — About, Citation, Version History

About

This methodology was developed by Adel Alammari, drawing on commercial work across
the NBA (Memphis Grizzlies), NHL (Carolina Hurricanes), NWSL (NC Courage and
NCFC), MiLLB (Memphis Redbirds), and sponsorship strategy consulting. Master of
Professional Studies in Sports Industry Management from Georgetown University (2024);
BS from University of Memphis (2016).

My time in the Raleigh-Durham market with NC Courage and NCFC shaped the core
premise of this framework. Working on the property side — sponsorship activation,
grassroots marketing, community events, soccer clinics, game day operations — I saw the
gap between what clubs charged and what they could defend up close. Sponsors were
being pitched prices anchored in nothing. Clubs were leaving money on the table or
losing renewals because neither side had a credible number. The Triangle is a strong
soccer market, and even there the pricing conversation was mostly improvised.

I built this methodology because I could not find one that met two conditions at once:
defensible enough to cite in front of ownership, and accessible enough for a USL
Championship club to actually use.

Citation

This document and its framework are free to cite. When referenced in commercial
materials:

"Calibra Sports Methodology v1.0, Strata Model — USL Championship. Adel
Alammari, 2026. Retrieved from calibrasports.com."



Version history

This section tracks methodology changes — updates to the framework itself. Dataset
growth and coverage expansion are tracked separately on the Calibra Sports website
dataset page.

* v1.0 (current): Initial framework. Five-input model, release gate with four
confidence states, rules hierarchy for comparable selection and weighting. First-
principles calibration of market multipliers and category premiums pending dataset
maturity.

* vl.1 (planned, no fixed date): Recalibrate comparable adjustment ranges based on
expanded dataset. Formalize bundle adjustment (Part Six failure mode #5) as a sixth
input. Tighten category premium ranges where dataset permits.

* v2.0 (planned, no fixed date): Expand tier coverage. Reconsider "take the max"
rule pending sufficient validation data. Add brand-side valuation logic as a separate
companion framework.

No fixed timelines on v1.1 or v2.0 — methodology evolves with dataset and delivered-
engagement validation, not calendar.

Feedback and corrections

This methodology will get things wrong. When it does, I want to know. If you operate a
sponsorship program at a USL Championship club, a brand sponsoring one, or a sports
industry analyst with relevant data, I welcome pushback, correction, and additional
comparable data.

Contact: alammari32@icloud.com Website: calibrasports.com

Copyright 2026 Adel Alammari. Framework and methodology published for public
citation and non-commercial internal use. Commercial redistribution requires written
permission. Applying the framework to your own inventory is encouraged and does not
require permission.
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