COUNTY OF YORK
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

October 12, 2017

TO:

York County Board of Supervisors

FROM:

Neil A. Morgan, County Administrator

SUBJECT: Options Analysis for Regional Economic Development
The attached white paper and related documents have been prepared in response to concerns several of you have expressed regarding the long-term viability of the Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP) and, more generally, an interest in more broadly considering the proper role York County should play in Economic Development. The paper suggests several options, some of the pros and cons of each scenario, and recommends that
any decision to move in a different direction be done in an orderly manner consistent with
our budgeting process. Unless the Board of Supervisors prefers some other approach, it is
my plan to further develop these ideas and have a work session devoted to this topic this
winter.
History
The report explains why most knowledgeable observers believe a community like York
County should participate in some type of regional economic development marketing organization, separate from project-oriented economic development which is usually the
direct responsibility of the county and its Economic Development Authority (EDA). The
history of regional efforts on the Peninsula and within Hampton Roads is reviewed. The
two largest drivers of York's decision to form the GWP were dissatisfaction with the flow
of prospects from the Hampton Roads Economic Development Alliance (HREDA) over
many years, and the belief that Williamsburg's international name recognition would provide a substantial marketing advantage long missing from previous Peninsula and Hampton Roads programs.
The Problem
Now that the GWP has become operational, it has become clear that the funding available
to promote "Greater Williamsburg" is not now and is unlikely to ever reach a level that
can sustain success as an economic development product separate from a tourism product.
Beyond the question of whether "Greater Williamsburg" is actually a region, the population and business base limitations mean it will never be possible to fund an independent
marketing organization at the level required unless the three participating localities are
prepared to substantially increase funding or other localities join in the effort. To put this
point in perspective, several million dollars are spent marketing Greater Williamsburg for
tourism promotion each year, and many feel that is inadequate. In contrast, the entire
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budget, including staff and organizational maintenance costs for the GWP, is approximately $150,000 annually.
The second fundamental issue is how our economy actually works. With the exception of
tourism-oriented activity, the basic sector of our economy is largely tied to the rest of the
Virginia Peninsula to include the military bases, the federal laboratories, and industries
such as Newport News Shipbuilding, Canon Virginia, and many medium size manufacturers and providers of business services. At a minimum the Peninsula is a distinctive
subset of the Hampton Roads economy. York County, in particular, has economic inter ests linked to the lower Peninsula as much as or more so than to Williamsburg. It is hard
to explain the logic of the GWP as a regional economic entity in this context.
Is the premise that "Regional Economic Development Marketing is Vital" still accurate?
The importance of regional economic development branding and marketing is accepted as
a given by most professionals in the field. However, with changes in the economy and
the region, the criticality of such efforts is less clear to me than in earlier times, at least
for York County.
Generally, far fewer quality prospects are considering our region (certainly the Peninsula)
than in the 1970s and 1980s. It is unclear whether this trend is due to factors such as less
open land, changes in the international economy, and other external changes. However,
Hampton Roads localities have often understood the problem of declining quality prospects in terms of the various regional marketing agencies' inadequacies. Those inadequacies have been understood to include incorrect regional scale, a lack of private resources, poor performance by key personnel, poor strategy, or poor branding (i.e., "The
Virginia Peninsula" or "Hampton Roads").
When the Peninsula Alliance for Economic Development (PAED) was merged to form
HREDA, the arguments for doing so were the decline in prospects we experienced
through PAED possibly due to insufficient regional scale and poor branding (what is the
"Virginia Peninsula"?). It was hoped that the larger critical mass of HREDA would result
in a turn-around in quality prospects throughout Hampton Roads. Ten years later, the decision by York, James City County, and Williamsburg to form their own regional entity
was based on some of the same arguments. Specifically, we were getting no quality prospects, and Williamsburg was a more recognizable brand than "Hampton Roads" ever
would be, even with substantial marketing resources. Yet, there was a time in the 1970s
and 1980s when both the Peninsula and Southside Hampton Roads were perceived as
having a good flow of prospects despite these name recognition challenges.
Perhaps regional economic development marketing is not as critical as it once was. The
decline in prospects may be due to the changing nature of our economy more so than the
particular structure of the responsible agency. It is certainly true that many local economic development successes over the last two decades involved assisting the expansion of
existing businesses already in the community. Should our policy going forward be to put
our limited economic development resources into tangible projects rather than branding
and prospect development?
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Does York County need an economic development brand separate from the Williamsburg
brand that has been well established through tourism promotion? Even if the answer is
yes, it is not going to be achieved with the GWP spending a few thousand dollars annually for that purpose.
The Options
The attached paper goes into greater detail on the options. In summary form we believe
they include the following:
Support the status quo arrangement at least until the FY 2020 budget year, consistent with the original plan to give the GWP three operational years to demonstrate its viability.
2.

Substantially restructure the GWP to include some combination of additional local
government contributions, the recruitment of additional participating localities, and
perhaps the use of existing staff from the three localities to actually operate the
GWP.

3.

Withdraw from the GWP at the end of this budget year, give our partners ample
notice, and wait and see whether some other regional alternative emerges over
time.

4.

Rejoin HREDA as before or in some renegotiated arrangement to recognize the
Peninsula and/or Greater Williamsburg as an economic subset within Hampton
Roads.

5.

Actively work to create a Peninsula (including Gloucester) replacement entity,
likely with a greater project implementation as opposed to marketing focus.

I thank you for taking the time to consider this important question. Staff will continue to
develop these options, and we will confer with our local government partners and neighbors in anticipation of considering this matter further prior to the adoption of our FY 2019
budget.
NAM :mes
Attachments:
• Regional Economic Development Options Paper
• Virginia's Regional Economic Development Alliances and Partnerships
• Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP) Briefing, July 2017
• Economic Development Research Partners: "Organizing for Success - Regional
Economic Development"

October 6, 2017

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MARKETING OPTIONS ANALYSIS FOR
YORK COUNTY
Introduction:
The Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP) is a 501(c) 6 that was legally formed in 2016 to market the
municipalities of James City County, City of Williamsburg, and York County for new investment and job
growth. There is significant concern that the GWP may not be a fundable and/or an effective vehicle for
promoting regional economic development for York County. The fundability question is based on the
lack of sizeable businesses in the three communities that are inclined to financially support
organizations of this type. Without adequate private sector funding, the GWP may never be able to
achieve an effective marketing program. The effectiveness concern is also grounded in a lack of
business assets and economic development product existing in the region.
Attached to this report is a position paper written in 2015, which presents the "case" for forming this
new regional economic development marketing organization (GWP).
It is generally agreed by economic development practitioners, that regional economic development
organizations are more naturally suited to serve regional economies than individual cities, counties, or
states. A January 2017 article on Regional Economic Development, published by the International
Economic Development Council supporting this premise, is attached. Additionally, the typical regional
economic development organization usually has a private sector investment program and private sector
representatives on the Board of Directors. This structure builds support for economic development in
the region and leverages private sector assets. Another reason for employing the regional model is the
Virginia Economic Development Partnership's (VEDP) use of this structure for effective prospect
recruitment and handling. It is more impactful to market regional demographics, and assets when
presenting geographic options to companies considering Virginia as a location. This also allows the state
to use the regional group to quickly identify the best available sites and buildings, and organize time
effective tours. VEDP will work with individual localities that are not part of a regional organization, but
these interactions are generally limited to specialty sites and buildings, or other locality specific business
requirements.
This analysis offers several alternatives for addressing the issue "how do we most effectively organize
and participate in a regional economic development program?" One other option is not to participate in
any regional economic development marketing program, and utilize the annual funding ($62,956) to
augment the York County Office of Economic Development's budget, or add it to the General Fund for
other purposes. This option can be supported by the premise that York County's lack of economic
development product (office parks, industrial parks, large industrial buildings) and history of growing
through existing business expansion precludes the necessity of participating in a regional economic
development marketing organization. This premise is further bolstered by the fact that historically most
of York County's inward investment has come from companies expanding within the region. The
negatives associated with not participating in a regional group primarily fall into two categories; failure
to benefit from new inward investment that might be attracted by the regional group or via VEDP
referrals and not financially supporting the attraction of new investment in neighboring localities that
would benefit York County through an economic ripple effect.

Background:
York County was a member of the Hampton Roads Economic Development Alliance (HREDA) from 2005
to 2015. During that ten year period, the three GWP localities did not successfully land any prospects
generated by HREDA. In general, HREDA seemed to be biased toward the Southside communities, and
focused their marketing efforts on companies that weren't suited for the product available in the GWP
communities. In 2015, the York County, James City County and City of Williamsburg Economic
Development Authorities decided to form their own regional organization. This concept was taken to
the elected bodies in the three jurisdictions and approved under the same funding formula that had
been used for HREDA ($.95/per capita). The public funding formula for the GWP results in
approximately $150,000 annually from the three communities. The GWP is currently conducting a
private sector investment campaign with a goal of raising $50,000 for FY 2018. The GWP Board of
Directors feels the FY 18 budget of $200,000 is adequate to support the current program with a parttime Executive Director and Administrative Assistant. However, the goal is to ultimately reach a funding
level of approximately $300,000 in order to support a full-time Executive Director, Administrative
Assistant and a adequate marketing budget. The lack of large corporations in the GWP service area, or
other significant institutions with the inclination/resources to support an organization like the GWP may
preclude adequate funding from the private sector. There are also concerns that the GWP resource area
(labor shed, educational institutions, available product, etc.) may be inadequate to successfully attract
significant economic development investment. The GWP is the smallest regional economic
development organization officially recognized by the Virginia Economic Development Partnership. The
largest percentage of York County's population and business establishments' are located in the lower
county and the resulting business/social orientation is tilted toward Newport News and Hampton. This
Lower Peninsula bias makes it difficult to galvanize support for the GWP. One last matter regarding the
current GWP structure is the use of a consultant not based in the GWP service area, to serve as the
Executive Director. This decision was based on the consultant's long history of working in Virginia and
experience in successfully performing in an identical role for another regional group in Virginia. The skill
sets for this type of work are somewhat specialized and finding someone locally who could be effective
was unsuccessful.

Options:
1. Maintain current membership in the GWP:
The GWP offers the easiest path moving forward as it is the existing regional economic development
organization. There are synergies between the member localities and a relatively homogenous
population, with respect to several metrics (educational level, income level, tourism focus, quality- built
environment). This supports a stronger, more-defined marketing message. The "Williamsburg" name is
another advantage as it generally invokes a positive connotation, albeit mostly oriented toward tourism
and not business. The relatively small population of the region does limit the marketable resource base
and labor shed. However, nothing precludes the GWP from marketing assets and labor that are
adjacent geographically and very accessible. The GWP is recognized by the Virginia Economic
Development Partnership (VEDP) and prospect referrals are occurring.
The lack of private sector resources and the limited inventory of economic development product in the
GWP region are significant problems. More specifically, the paucity of large companies, that can afford

to financially support an organization like the GWP, is a real issue. The lack of economic development
product (large shovel-ready sites and large industrial/office buildings) is also a barrier to success,
regardless of how robust the marketing efforts are. Lastly, the lack of elected officials on the GWP
Board of Directors is an ongoing issue. This board structure undermines ownership of the organization
by the localities elected officials. The Hampton Roads Economic Development Alliance (HREDA) includes
elected officials on the board.
It is important to note that the GWP serves as the 501c6 for the Greater Williamsburg Business
Incubator (Launchpad). Launchpad is an LLC underneath the GWP and benefits from shared
administrative services, including a part-time administrative assistant. This relationship is reciprocal in
that the Launchpad provides office and meeting space for the GWP.
The GWP has requested a three-year trial period before drawing any definitive conclusions regarding its
success or failure. This is not an unreasonable evaluation period based on the development/maturity
time frame for organizations of this type. The three-year trial period would end July 1, 2019.

2. Request readmission to the Hampton Roads Economic Development Alliance (HREDA):
HREDA has gone through a significant reorganization since the GWP communities decided to withdraw
their membership. They have hired a new Executive Director, who previously led the Orlando regional
effort, and several other new senior-level staff members. The region does have a strong resource base
and is the defined Metropolitan Statistical Area for York County. If we were to rejoin, the required
funding level is still $.95/per capita, which is the same as the GWP. However, there is an active effort to
restructure the municipal funding formula. The larger localities are strongly suggesting that their
funding level be reduced and a minimum locality contribution of $50K be established. They are also
considering a tiered structure versus a per capita approach.
HREDA is a proven entity that has the resources to conduct an effective economic development
marketing program. However, the issues the led to the formation of the GWP remain unchanged.
Those issues are a bias towards the Southside because of funding, available product and the relative
abundance of port-related prospects. HREDA's marketing focus tends to be on port users, large
manufacturers, and large office users. None of these sectors are a good match for the GWP's available
product. HREDA's headquarters location in Norfolk also lends to the Southside bias and logistical
problems when showing prospects opportunities in York County.
There may be an opportunity to negotiate a new type of municipal membership with HREDA, if we were
to seriously consider rejoining. One thought would be to rejoin as a sub region with a lower funding
requirement and fewer benefits. We might even be able to continue a scaled down, parallel program
for the GWP as a HREDA sub region. Alternatively, we could simply rejoin under the old format as an
individual locality. There has been no attempt to determine whether or not HREDA is desirous of us
rejoining. However, it would logical to assume that the stronger the GWP is, the better negotiating
position we would have if we wanted to rejoin.
3. Form a new Peninsula and Gloucester County regional economic development marketing
organization:

In 2005, the Peninsula Alliance for Economic Development (PAED) was merged with HREDA. PAED had
operated for eight years representing the communities of Gloucester, Hampton, James City County,
Newport News, Poquoson, Williamsburg and York County. Prior to PAED there had been two other
entities representing Peninsula economic development that originated in 1945. PAED was adequately
funded by the public and private sectors and had a fairly successful track record of prospect recruitment.
The driving force for the merger was the prevalent opinion that a macro-regional approach would make
both sides of the water more competitive for inward investment on the world stage. Additionally, the
new combined organization would be much more cost effective. This fact was particularly attractive to
the private investors who were contributing to both organizations. HREDA certainly proved to be more
cost effective operationally, but the municipal dues structure did not change. After ten years of
participating in HREDA, none of the GWP localities landed an HREDA driven prospect and prospect visits
steadily declined. The GWP localities fared much better with respect to prospect leads and visits under
the PAED structure. Some of this was based on fewer municipalities competing for projects within the
region, and a marketing program better aligned with our assets.
A new Peninsula regional group would have a much larger, private sector base to draw on for funding
and more business assets to market than the GWP. Handling prospect visits is much easier within the
geographic area of the Peninsula and Gloucester. Generally speaking prospect targets are aligned on
the Peninsula and the area can be marketed in a cohesive manner. Lower York County businesses and
citizens are much more comfortable with networks found in Hampton and Newport News, than the
Williamsburg area and that would be helpful in reestablishing a Peninsula organization.
There has been no formal effort to determine if the other Peninsula localities, or Gloucester, are
interested in exploring the establishment of a new Peninsula organization. With the exception of
Gloucester, all of the Peninsula localities not in the GWP are still members of HREDA. Gloucester has
joined a new regional organization on the Middle Peninsula. If this option were pursued, there would
certainly be resistance from HREDA and political pressure exerted to maintain the current HREDA
membership. The most pressure would be placed to retain Hampton and Newport News.
4.

Form a new Peninsula regional economic development umbrella organization including
Gloucester:

Over the past few months, the Economic Development Directors on the Peninsula have been meeting
with the Executive Director of the Virginia Peninsula Chamber of Commerce to develop project ideas for
a GO Virginia grant application. The group required some type of name and has dubbed itself the
Peninsula Economic Resource Team (PERT). This process has worked very well and has been expanded
to address issues like reviving and closing the Elite Airways transaction at the airport. There are multiple
benefits to this regional approach to economic development issues and projects beyond marketing for
new inward investment. This organization could be restructured to become a permanent fixture to
work on all types of economic development related activities. PERT could continue to exist to support
these activities and the existing organizations (GWP & HREDA) could continue to handle the regional
economic development marketing.
5.

Operate the GWP without a separately funded Executive Director:

The primary expense associated with the GWP is the salary and benefits associated with the Executive
Director position. If these costs were eliminated the remaining funds currently contributed by the
localities could be utilized almost in their entirety to support a modest marketing budget. This

leadership void could be filled by each of the participating localities by having their Economic
Development Director serve in this capacity for one year, rotating increments. Each of the GWP
communities has at least two professional positions in their economic development departments.
During the one year period an economic development director serves as the GWP leader, the number
two person would need to assume some of the number one person's responsibilities. This would be an
excellent learning experience for both individuals. The impacted economic development office could
also receive some additional administrative support during the one year period, if internal resources are
available.
Conclusions:
As noted in the introduction, there is a strong case for participating in some type of regional economic
development organization. Economies operate in a regional context and that seems to be the best way
to promote and grow them. If a locality wants to benefit from VEDP marketing initiatives, it almost must
participate in a regional group. York County's investment in the GWP is a relatively small amount of
money, which would be returned handsomely with any sort of substantial new private sector
investment. Conversely York County's lack of economic development product and corporate base to
offset the cost of this type marketing makes a case for not participating at all in this realm. If the
decision were made to invest in more significant economic development product (shell building, airport
property, etc.) then additional investment in a regional marketing entity would be more justified.
If we view this from the perspective of what is the most homogenous and effective region for York
County to participate in, then the answer would be the entire Peninsula, including Gloucester. This is
also the region that would work the best for achieving adequate private sector funding and support.
However, this structure would require adjusting the status quo for most of the Peninsula localities, and
that would take time and an expenditure of significant political capital. The recent development of the
PERT is a step in this direction, and long term could reasonably result in a new permanent regional
economic development organization. The concept expressed earlier in this document of the PERT
becoming a formal economic development umbrella organization would be the first step in this process.
The option of returning to HREDA may be a possible alternative; however, the structure and cost of this
option is unknown. Regardless of how this might be realized, the systemic issues involved in this option
regarding the Southside bias, and logistical problems, would not be resolved.
The rotating director option is creative and has the potential to keep a modest program in place within
current budget profiles. It is difficult to predict how this might impact any individual localities economic
development program when they are serving in the leadership role. One issue that might occur would
be impartiality and/or transparency concerns when one localities staff person is managing the program.
This could be overcome with strict adherence to agreed protocols, but it could be difficult to prevent
some negative outcomes, particularly if two of the communities were competing for the same project.
The GWP is funded through the end of the current fiscal year and, while it has not achieved adequate
private sector investment, it is a functioning regional economic development entity with full recognition
from VEDP. Leads are being generated, a marketing calendar is in place and there are active projects.
The fund raising process has been initiated and some success has been achieved.
Based on these conditions, the best way forward in the short term would be to allow the GWP to
progress for the rest of the fiscal year. Pulling out of this organization prior to the end of the fiscal year

would damage our regional reputation and effectively terminate any chance of the GWP succeeding.
During this time frame, we can continue to support the PERT group and explore interest from the other
localities, including Gloucester, in expanding the role of PERT by adding a regional economic
development marketing component. If the PERT group is successful in landing a GO Virginia grant, it
would help validate the organization, and provide momentum for enlarging its responsibilities. In the
first quarter of 2018, an assessment of the GWP and PERT should be performed to determine if this
proposed transition still looks promising or another option should be considered. One of the options to
seriously consider is not participating in any regional economic development marketing organization.
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Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP)
Briefing
July 18, 2017
Introduction
The GWP, as a concept, has been discussed and developed over approximately two years. However,
it was not legally formed until June of 2016; slightly over one year ago. After forming, the work of
the GWP was conducted strictly by volunteers from the member localities' EDAs and economic
development directors. Two main tasks were accomplished: completion of a target sector analysis,
to focus marketing efforts on business clusters with the highest possibility of attraction success; and
completion of a website, for positioning the region and providing information to site consultants
and companies seeking to locate a business. An additional accomplishment was the establishment
of a managing/overseeing board of directors restricted to two representatives from each local EDA
and three local economic developers. Marketing efforts were mainly reactive, with some targeted
activities conducted by the local economic developers; who continued to also execute their main
functions of local economic development.
In October of 2016, the GWP contracted a part-time Executive Director with a two-fold mission
focus: 1) put together all the components of a regional economic development organization in
order to make it effective and sustainable; 2) seek opportunities in the "market" for potential
projects, even if all components and mechanisms of a full marketing program were not yet in place.
Over the course of the past nine months (FY2016/17), the GWP has made great strides in
governance, structure, resources, processes/procedures, awareness and perception in the market and
in opportunities for prospective projects considering the region. This briefing is intended to provide
more details into what the GWP has done, is doing and will be doing in the coming fiscal year.
Much has been accomplished but much is left to do!
Summary 10 /2016 to 7/15/17
Even with part-time management and administrative staff, volunteers, and limited budget, the GWP
has been functioning as a viable and recognized regional economic development organization in
Virginia (gained official status with the Virginia Economic Development Partnership as a regional
economic development organization). The following list provides a snapshot of activities and
accomplishments of the organization over the past nine months of the fiscal year.
• Increased board membership to include the three local Chief Administrative Officers and
the Chairman of Launchpad: Greater Williamsburg Business Incubator, to increase local
input and guidance and to better open lines of communication to local elected officials
• Transferred funds and accounts from York County to GWP to be our own financial
administrators and fiscal agent.
• Set up financial and accounting systems for management and due diligence in utilizing funds
for the GWP program. Late in the fiscal year we transferred to QuickBooks to improve
effectiveness and efficiency in managing and reporting our finances.
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• Developed and implemented numerous policies related to finances, conflicts of interest and
other "good governance" policies, as stewards of public funds used in our efforts.
• Tweaked/restructured our committees to better focus on needs and support of the GWP
operations and marketing.
• Incorporated Launchpad (Greater Williamsburg Business Incubator) legally under the GWP,
to improve oversight, and assigned the GWP Executive Director to the Launchpad board as
a non-voting member, to provide linkage between the two regional economic development
organizations.
• Developed and launched a private sector funding program to diversify funding sources for
the GWP, to improve sustainability of the organization, and to reduce the sole burden of
funding by the three-member localities.
• Recognized as the regional economic development organization for James City County, the
City of Williamsburg and York County by the Virginia Economic Development Partnership
(VEDP), making us able to be promoted through their national and international efforts.
• Hosted three separate delegations from the State: 1) the new CEO of VEDP, Stephen
Moret; 2) Vince Barnett, Senior 'VP and team to discuss regional assets and how VEDP
could assist with marketing our region; and 3) a delegation of new project managers for a
briefing of the GWP and each locality to generate more opportunities for the region.
• Attended SiteLink site consultants forum in Lynchburg. Continuing to follow-up with the
seven site consultants met to create leads and opportunities.
• Averaged two presentations/meetings per month with local and regional community groups
and boards to introduce the GWP and to develop mutually-productive relationships and
networks. A community launch event was held, where 88 public and private sector
representatives attended and learned about the GWP in general and, specifically, about our
target sectors and start of the private sector partner program.
• GWP was represented on the Virginia Economic Developers Association (VEDA) Regional
Economic Development Group, the VEDP Lead Handling Protocol Development
Taskforce, the GoVirginia Region Nine Board, and the VEDP Strategic Plan and Marketing
Plan Regional Taskforces.
• Highlighted in four articles in regional and local papers and publications
• Sponsored HRACRE website, to include a write-up, logo, and contact information to tap
into the super-regional real estate network.
• Sponsored the Virginia Chamber of Commerce Statewide event in Williamsburg.
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• Negotiated an advantageous price to secure "JobsEQ" data service. This subscription allows
both the GWP and localities access to current data and tools on workforce (quality and
quantity) and other data pertinent to proactively positioning the GWP and responding to
inquiries from the state, companies and consultants, in regards to project opportunities.
This acquisition improved the professionalism of the information provided to allies and
prospects as well as decreasing the response time.
• Engaged in an intense campaign to implement a meaningful and impactful social media
presence. An evaluation of statistics from the GWP Twitter and Faceboo/e accounts showed
they were essentially non-existent due to lack of posting, followers, following, and other
standard measures of value on social media. According to SproutSocial analytics, GW1'VA
has increased its followers 115.2% since the January 31 2017. The number of tweets issued
increased 532.6%, and the number of messages received increased 1,800%. Furthermore,
during this time period, organic impressions stood at 108,774 (as defined; the number of
times a user was "served" the GWP's Tweets in their timelines or search results on Twitter)
with 2,781 engagements (total number of times a user interacted with a Tweet). According to
Tweepsmap analytics, GWPVA has followers in 42 countries with the US, UK, Canada, and
India being the top four. Finally, according to Twitonomj analytics, the account's daily reach
as of July 13 is 399,444. Reach is the number of people who see your content as defined by
AdW/eek. The GWP Facebook account numbers have also greatly improved but more work
and focus on this outlet is planned for FY2017/18.
• In addition to organization building and developing a full-fledged marketing program, the
GW1 region has been considered as a potential location for 12 separate project
opportunities over the past nine months. As a point of reference, research by VEDP,
provided at the request of the GWP, indicated that, over a 10-year period (ending in
December 2015), the member localities within the region collectively were considered for
projects an average of 11 times each year. Following are summary statistics related to
project/prospect opportunities from October 1, 2016 to the date of this briefing.
+ 12 - Considerations of our Community/Region
+ 4 - Eliminated or Not Able to Meet Needs
+ 6— Active in Various Stages of Development
+ 2 - Pending Final Decision/Announcement
Sources

+
+
•:

+
+

8—VEDP
1 - Realtor
i - Consultant
I - College of William and Mary
1 - Direct
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Note: All localities within the GWP have or are being considered in the mix of project
opportunities. The needs of the company and the applicable assets of each locality are the
ultimate determinates for where a company will consider or will actually locate.
Going Forward: Marketing the Region (FY2017/18)
The marketing goals for the previous fiscal year were: to position our region through our website,
social media, PR and other methods; to begin developing a network of allies who served as lead
"multipliers" (consultants, community groups, economic development organizations, others); to
establish ourselves as a legitimate and viable regional economic development organization in the
eyes of the state, region and market; and, to identify and secure opportunities utilizing the network
of allies and begin direct outreach to companies. These efforts provided the results reported in this
briefing.
The coming fiscal year will include the launch of a fully-developed marketing calendar of activities.
The planned activities are intended to continue to cement relationships with our network allies and
to provide direct focus on prospecting within our target sectors identified in the target sector study.
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FY 2017/2018
Marketing Calendar
Month/Activity

Notes

July
)P Managers FAM
External/Allies

FAM tour of the (,WP by 8 Business Attraction Managers and staff from
YEW. They will visit 10 sites in the region and learn about the GWP
assets and research at W&M

'Lunch with selected industrial focused real estate brokers from greater
Allies

External; FIN

12-15; CAMX and
Marketing Mission;

Work show 2-3 days; visit up to S qualified and scheduled Site
External/Advanced Consultants after show
Components and
Materials; Allies

External; All
7-11; IAMC Richmond sectors/Allies
VEDP Managers'
External/Allies
Meeting

jlnternallAllies
External! Scctor,
Advanced
Components and
FABTECH,
ago and Marketing Materials (metal)/
Allies
ion
cr Luncheon

2124 Fancy Food
show S.F.

Visit by consultant specializing in recruitment of German "Mittlestand"
companies; evaluation of GWP for ability to successfully pursue this
group

Local (Richmond) host committee sponsorship; gets into four key events,
marketing/promotional info pre and during conference. Gold Standard
organization of large corporation real estate professionals
Presentation and snacks for monthly meeting of all project managers

Same as August but mainly for commercial brokers with some major
retail included
Key international event for those making and manipulating mainly metal
using advanced techniques; 2 days of qualified, prearranged and
scheduled meetings with up to 8 site consultants in Chicago.

Possible extra cost for lead sourcing for one on one meetings OR
'External; Sector
Food and Beverage participation fee with VEDP

Presentation and snacks for monthly meeting of all project managers

Managers'
Allies

Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP)
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FY 2017/2018
Marketing Calendar

onth/Activity

Notes

Craft Brewers External! Sector:
cc, Nashville Food and Beverage

domestic/international craft brewers meeting; NOTE: We may
te craft distillers meeting in Pittsburgh for this)

Presentation and snacks for monthly meeting of all project managers

Managers'
External/Allies

DP SectorProfessional and
RSA Conference plus ITechnical Services

IRES Conference (Cybersecurity) in San Francisco with VEDP; plus 2
days of scheduled appointments with companies/consultants

Focused FAM tour of 2-3 specific sites in JCC and YC; VEDP flies 24
site consultants from Atlanta on State plane to the CiWP, conduct a
FAM Tour for External/Allies/W. focused tour of 2-3 sites with working lunch to pitch (WP and localities;
Fly back later that day
DP
ints

Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP)
Briefing
July 18, 2017
c-Marketing
Online marketing outlets and activities are not a "one and done" endeavor. Websites and social
media efforts must be constantly monitored, tweaked, and updated with content and postings in
order to keep them valuable in market-positioning and in pursuing opportunities. In regards to
economic development, regions and localities are often vetted by site selection consultants and
companies without the website owners knowing. Regions and localities can be eliminated based on
the content, or lack thereof, on its website. In this fiscal year, the goals for our c-Marketing efforts
are to:
• Continue to build our social media metrics to gain wider exposure and positioning of the
region
• Add Linkedln social media program
• Continue our program of regular daily/weekly posting
• Build better results on our Facebook page through more postings, paid advertisements, and
promotion of page
• Implement a minor-cost weekly Twitter advertising effort targeted at selected geographic
territories, industry sectors (to match the GWP's target sectors), and professions (e.g. site
consultants).
• Tweak our web presence to improve content, reduce costs, and greatly improve data and
information available for those visiting our site to vet the GWP as a business location.

Additional Efforts
• With our local partners begin a visit campaign to existing industries in order to partner with
them on recruiting their supply chain companies to the region.
• Reach out to existing companies with foreign origins or headquarters to partner on
developing opportunities within those home countries. Based on history of relationships
and social media statistics, as well as foreign nature of existing companies, focus on the UK,
France, Germany, Canada, and Italy.
• Follow-up all opportunities to a definite conclusion of "yes" or "no."
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
RESEARCH PARTNERS
International Economic
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Development Council

Research highlights:
1. Advantages and challenges
associated with regional
economic development
organizations
2. Operational aspects
of regional economic
development
organizations, including
how they are governed,
how they are funded,
and what functions they
perform
3. The motivating factors
behind starting a regional
economic development
organization
4. Regional economic
development best
practices

go,,

Economic Development Research
Partners (EDRP) exists to create
cutting-edge practical research
useful to IEDC members and the
ED profession as a whole. The
International Economic Development
Council (IEDC) is committed
to remaining the world's most
comprehensive, up to date economic
development information resource.
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The International Economic Development Council
IEDC is the world's largest membership organization serving the economic development profession,
with 4,500 members and a network of over 25,000 economic development professionals and allies.
From public to private, rural to urban, and local to international, our members represent the entire
range of economic development experience. Through a range of services, including conferences,
training courses, webinars, publications, research and technical assistance efforts we strive to
provide cutting-edge knowledge to the economic development community and its stakeholders. For
more information about IEDC, visit www.iedconllne.org .
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Introduction
Regional approaches to economic development often afford greater economic
opportunity than jurisdictional self-sufficiency.' In recent years, regional
partnerships for economic development have increased in frequency as communities
across the country have sought to leverage leadership, influence, and funding to
attract new investment and stimulate job growth.
Regional economic development partnerships are a relatively recent
phenomenon. According to a 1997 study conducted by the University of Kentucky,
approximately 80 percent of regional partnerships for economic development were
created between 1980 and 1997; only 20 percent were formed in the 40 years prior
to 1980.2 Since the 1997 study, the number of regional partnerships has continued
to increase. Of the regional economic development organizations that are currently
members of the Economic Development Research Partners program of IEDC, more
than 50 percent have started within the last 20 years.
Per the 2015 IEDC annual survey on the state of economic development, 90
percent of respondents indicated that they "[had] entered into partnerships or
combined resources with other community stakeholders to enhance economic
development efforts" within the past year. 3 That figure is almost identical to the
2014 survey results, in which 89 percent of respondents indicated the same. 4

OECD (2013), "Rural-Urban Partnerships: An Integrated Approach to Economic Development," OECD
Publishing, pp. 22-23.
2 Julie C. Olberding, "The Formation, Structures and Processes, and the Performance of Regional
Partnerships for Economic Development in U.S. Metropolitan Areas," The University of Kentucky, 2000.
IEDC Annual Survey on the State of Economic Development, 2016.
4 IEDC Annual Survey on the State of Economic Development, 2015.
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The information presented in this paper is developed from a series of
interviews conducted by the International Economic Development Council (IEDC)
with representatives from regional economic development organizations across the
United States. The organizations interviewed for this paper are members of IEDC's
Economic Development Research Partners (EDRP) program, members of the
Accredited Economic Development Organization (AEDO) program, or members at
large of TED C. They demonstrate best practices in the field and are leading
examples of how effective and efficient regional economic development
organizations function.
Developed under the guidance of the EDRP program, the first section of this
paper provides a brief overview on the growth of regional economic development
organizations and the value they provide. Section two examines the advantages and
challenges associated with regional EDOs. The third section examines the
operational aspects of regional EDOs, including how they are governed, how they
are funded, and what functions they perform. Section four looks at the motivating
factors behind starting a regional EDO. Interspersed throughout the paper are case
studies and best practices for regional economic development.

An Overview of Regional Economic Development Organizations

In recent years, local economic development organizations have been faced
with an increasingly competitive professional landscape marked by pressures to
increase efficiency, demands for enhanced accountability from investors and
stakeholders, and expectations to gain leverage by creating economies of scale.
These factors, combined with increased pressures to accelerate the pace of economic
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growth, have encouraged regional cooperation among local EDOs through regional
partnerships and organizations.
The transition from casual partnerships to formal regional alignments with
other economic development organizations, chambers of commerce, workforce
investment boards, and related non-profits is a testament to two powerful elements
of regional EDOs' value proposition.
First, regional economic development organizations are more naturally suited
to serve regional economies than individual cities, counties, or states. Regions often
provide a better framework for addressing significant and far-reaching economic
development challenges and opportunities because their boundaries are typically
based on economic considerations, rather than geographic or political ones. Because
commuting patterns, supply chains, industry clusters, and labor markets spread
across regions, businesses typically think more about these than about
jurisdictional distinctions when determining where to locate.
Thus, it can be useful for communities to approach economic development
work in a similar vein. In many communities, regional EDOs provide this function.
They aggregate data on area employment, educational attainment, quality of life,
cost of living, and workforce availability and quality to market and promote the
region in a more efficient, effective, and compelling way.
As shown below, labor sheds and industry clusters transcend jurisdictional
boundaries, drawing from a region's cities and counties to fulfill the needs of
business and industry. By coordinating and aligning economic development efforts
from a regional framework, regional partnerships are able to effectively and
efficiently foster economic growth.
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Figure 1
Labor Shed of Greenville, South Carolina 5
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Figure 2
Medical-Sector Employment Shed of Minneapolis, Minnesota 6
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In many instances, regional EDOs also work with public, private, and
institutional leaders to improve the economic competitiveness of the communities
they serve. For example, the JAXUSA Partnership, which serves the seven-county
region of northeast Florida, engages in workforce development and education issues
because these topics transcend jurisdictional boundaries and have a significant
impact on the regional economy.
Recently, the JAXUSA Partnership joined forces with area educational
institutions and CareerSource Florida Northeast, the area's workforce development
organization, to increase the region's overall education attainment level. Known as
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"Earn Up," the initiative seeks to increase the number of adults with training
certificates or college degrees from 36 percent of the population to 60 percent by
2025. Cathy Chambers, senior vice president of strategy and business development
for the JAXUSA Partnership, says that her organization is leading the effort
because "the future economic health of the region is directly tied to our workforce
being able to meet the needs of our employers."
Second, regional economic development organizations enable communities to
leverage resources to achieve economies of scale. By pooling resources, regional
EDOs are better able to make more substantive progress on economic development
initiatives than individual localities could on their own.
For instance, Invest Buffalo Niagara, the regional economic development
organization representing the eight counties of Western New York, dedicates over
$350,000 every four years to conduct an exhaustive labor market assessment for the
region. The significant cost of this effort would preclude any individual community
in the region from conducting this level of research alone. However, by aggregating
funds, Invest Buffalo Niagara can afford to conduct this research and then share it
with the region's communities.
It is important to note that regional partnerships do not replace city or
county economic development organizations. Rather, they bring all players to the
table, combining assets, resources, data, and talents to identify opportunities for
business expansions and new investment. They aim to develop and sell a product
that aligns with the demands of the private sector.
Across the country, regional economic development organizations range in
size, budget, and scale. While there is no "one size fits all" approach to regional

economic development, successful organizations reflect the unique economic and
political environments of their regions and are stronger than isolated, purely local
efforts.

Advantages of Regional Economic Development Organizations

Areas that implement regional strategies for economic development stand to
realize significant efficiencies. Regional frameworks increase coordination and
communication among jurisdictions and often reduce overlaps, duplication, and
competing efforts. Nevertheless, achieving regional efficiencies frequently requires
communities to look beyond ingrained sentiments of independence and crossjurisdictional competition. For regional partnerships to work best, political leaders,
business leaders, non-profit leaders, and economic development officials must trust
one another and buy into the process. This requires all parties to set aside
sentiments of "turfism" and begin thinking beyond individual mandates. 7
The process of engaging local partners is a gradual but imperative one
according to Tom Kucharski, president and CEO of Invest Buffalo Niagara. "A
tremendous amount of time and effort was spent in our regional communities
getting to know them," said Kucharski. "Municipalities used to sue each other for
stealing business; now there is occasional angst about not getting a project, but
others understand that they are still getting their fair share of prospects who are
interested. A trust factor has been built."
Similarly, in 2013, the economic development teams in St. Louis County and
the City of St. Louis decided to come together to form the St. Louis Economic

7

Managing EDOs Manual. International Economic Development Council, p. 113.
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Development Partnership "after it was found that the city and county were
competing against each other," says St. Louis Economic Development Partnership
President Rodney Crim. After a period of study, St. Louis officials determined that
because businesses were looking at regional information when determining where
to expand and relocate, the formation of a regional EDO would more effectively
meet the needs of businesses, demonstrate collaboration and highlight the benefits
of the overall region.

The Pooling of Marketing Resources
While there are many advantages associated with regional EDOs, perhaps
none is as significant as their ability to pool and leverage limited marketing
resources. By combining resources, regional EDOs can reach broader national and
global audiences than a local economic development organization can alone.
Furthermore, the pooling of resources invites collaboration among local EDOs,
helping to achieve marketing outcomes that paint a more complete picture of the
region.
Typically, major community assets and anchors such as airports, ports, rail
terminals, stadiums, and arts centers serve a broader area than the communities in
which they reside. Branding and marketing these assets collectively rather than
individually broadens the region's overall appeal, increasing the likelihood of being
noticed by national and international firms.
Participation from the private sector in regional economic development
efforts provides significant marketing benefits as well. Julie Engel, president and
CEO of the Greater Yuma Economic Development Corporation in Yuma, Arizona,
states that private-sector involvement has allowed her organization to market the

region in a more powerful way to outside companies. "The private sector has
insights about marketing that help us get our message heard," she says.
Furthermore, the private sector brings corporate expertise to the table by
offering marketing insights, in-kind assistance, and participation on committees
and boards of directors. In some cases, the private sector provides a significant
percentage of funding and support to regional organizations, which benefits the
public sector by reducing or replacing public funds for economic development
marketing (which is often grossly underfunded or non-existent at the local level).

Collective Advocacy and Alignment
Regional economic development organizations often are a more effective
vehicle for advocacy on issues of collective concern. While jurisdictions within a
region do not always agree on every issue, where consensus exists, they can use
their position to influence legislation at the state and federal level.
According to David Maahs, executive vice-president for economic
development at the Greater Des Moines Partnership, "we speak with one voice on
legislative issues at the federal and state levels." Every May, the Partnership takes
over 200 public and private leaders to Washington, D.C., to attend congressional
meetings on matters potentially affecting business interests within the
Partnership's jurisdiction.

Greater Capacity for Comprehensive Economic Development Services
Another advantage of regional partnerships is the increased scope of services
and assistance they are able to provide to companies. A regional approach to

economic development allows a wide range of sites, buildings, and
industrial/business parks across jurisdictions to become common inventory for the
region, which can be more effectively marketed to prospects. From the perspective
of businesses interested in expanding or locating in the regional economy, having a
one-stop-shop saves significant time in their decision process and provides peace of
mind in knowing that jurisdictional preferences and biases are largely removed
from the picture.
Investing companies and the consultants and advisors they hire to assist
them have become more and more demanding in their requests for economic and
community information in recent years. They also need the information in
increasingly shorter timeframes. It is now imperative for regions to pool and
maintain comprehensive economic, real estate, workforce and community data at
the regional level and be prepared to respond in minutes or hours, versus days or
weeks. Organizing and executing as a regional partnership greatly facilitates these
functions.
"Because the process of corporate site selection is one of elimination," said
Don Schjeldahl, principal at consultancy DSG Advisors, "successful regional
economic development organizations provide relevant and up-to-date regional
information at a moment's notice; the better the regional group, the faster the
process."
Communities that offer economic development services on a regional basis
stand a much better chance of being responsive to the needs of existing businesses
and new prospects in their decision-making processes.
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Challenges of Regional Economic Development Organizations

Demonstrating Value
Because regions are made up of many communities, regional economic
development organizations typically do not have public champions in the same way
that individual towns and cities do. Thus, regional economic development
organizations must prove their worth through continual, successful performance.
In communities where regional cooperation is not settled policy, local
jurisdictions are more apt to call their participation and investment in regional
economic development efforts into question. "Some politicians think we should keep
the money locally, with the perception that the regional organization isn't driving
traffic here," says Tom Rumora, director of economic development for Spotsylvania
County, a partner in the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance in Virginia. "They might
want to count the number of times businesses were brought to our county by the
FRA, but what they eventually come to understand is there is efficiency in creating
scale - and in any event, businesses might not look at local jurisdictions. They are
actually looking at larger trading regions."
At times, regional EDOs may find it challenging to demonstrate value to local
partners because their involvement in each economic development project changes
over time. In the early stages, regional economic development organizations control
the process. Branding, marketing, initial company inquiries, research, and
competitive cost analyses are all functions typically handled by regional
organizations. During the later stages of a project, the role of regional EDOs
changes from one of control to one of influence. Client visits, site decisions, incentive
packages, and project announcements are functions that may be handled by local
partners, with influence from regional organizations. As such, it is important for
11

regional EDOs to remind local partners of their involvement in the site selection
process. Provided below is a continuum that illustrates how a regional EDO's role
changes over time.
Figure 3
Regional Site Selection Continuum
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Most regional EDOs primarily serve as marketing entities, acting as a lead
generator, connector, ombudsman, and partner to local jurisdictions on individual
company projects to help them achieve their most competitive position to win. They
do not typically close deals; nor do they control zoning, permitting, or incentives.
Consequently, measuring the return on investment of regional economic
development organizations can be a challenge. One way to overcome this difficulty
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is for regional partnerships to regularly communicate the results they can measure
to local economic development organizations and elected officials.
For instance, the FRA recently commissioned an independent audit to help
determine the best ways to show its return on investment to its regional
constituents. These metrics are now communicated regularly through its website
and other written reports. Regional EDOs often rely on activity measurements,
which may include the number of leads generated, site tours given, or website
traffic driven to local economic development organizations.
In recent years, some regional economic development organizations have
expanded their metrics to add value in new ways. Greater MSP, the Minneapolis
Saint Paul Regional Economic Development Partnership, developed a "Regional
Indicators Dashboard" to establish a set of shared metrics that track the region's
change on critical economic, environmental, and social outcomes. To design the
regional dashboard, Greater MSP collaborated with business, government, nonprofit, civic, and philanthropic leaders to establish mutually agreed-upon economic
indicators that could be regularly tracked and reported. Since its launch in 2014,
the dashboard has been used to measure the region's progress across a range of
measures with the goal of maintaining and improving the region's economic
competitiveness. The diversity of the public and private partners involved in
maintaining and updating the dashboard demonstrates the ability of the region to
work together. 8 Some examples of the regional economic indicators tracked by
Greater MSP include:

Amy Liu and Rachel Barker. "To Drive the Economy, Minneapolis-St. Paul looks to the Dashboard." The
Brookings Institution. June 2015.

8
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• Yearly percentage change in jobs
• Average weekly wage
• Net migration of 25-34 year olds
• Percentage of high-school students graduating on time
• Percentage of population with a commute less than 30 minutes
• Energy costs
• Poverty rate

Regional Best Interest
Regional economic development organizations often interact with elected
officials at the state, county, and municipal levels. Maintaining a collaborative and
open dialogue with local leaders is a valuable way for regional EDOs to collect
information that can be used to inform their overarching objectives and strategies.
Over time, however, some localities may experience changes in leadership and/or
political leanings that are in contrast with the direction of the regional effort. When
these challenges occur, it is easy for regional EDOs to conclude that they have done
something wrong. In fact, however, these challenges are a normal part of any
regional economic development organization's operations.
According to Barry Matherly, president and CEO of the Greater Richmond
Partnership, "Trying to do things regionally, and trying to do things that bring the
most benefit to the most people in the region - sometimes those aren't exactly
aligned with each locality's goals." Despite the fact that local political shifts may put
jurisdictions at odds with regional efforts from time to time, regional EDOs must
stay focused on the goals of the larger region.
14

Perceived Loss of Control and Funding
Local economic development organizations frequently express concerns about
the formation of regional partnerships because they perceive them as competitors
for funding and control. As the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership was
forming in 2006, many of the local EDOs in the region were worried that private
sector financial support would be redirected from their organizations to the newly
created regional partnership. To alleviate concerns, the regional partnership
commissioned a study concluding that private sector funding was well below
average when compared to other regions. In the years since the 2006 study, private
sector contributions have steadily increased for both local economic development
organizations and the regional partnership, validating the conclusion that the
supply of private financial support was previously under capacity.

Operational Functions of Regional EDOs

Governance and Funding
Most regional economic development organizations are structured as publicprivate partnerships, meaning that interests of both the public and private sectors
are served. However, no two places are exactly the same; all regional organizations
are the product of collaboration, compromise, and negotiation over their budgets
and structures.
The governance structure of regional economic development organizations is
typically determined by negotiation and fairness. The private sector usually drives
the notion of organizing at the regional level to achieve scale and to be more
organized and efficient. It is common for funding from public sector partners to be
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determined according to the unit of government's population - for instance, a county
government that contributes $1 per capita to the regional EDO. When a region
reaches one million in population, a higher amount of $2 or $3 per capita may be
needed to make the regional organization's efforts more competitive.
It is considered a best practice to have public sector contributions matched
dollar for dollar with private sector contributions. This helps to ensure a balance of
public-private power in the governance structure. Board seats for public and
private officials are typically tied to some level of investment in the organization
(i.e., "pay to play").
The Fredericksburg Regional Alliance is set up this way. A 501(c)6
organization, the public and private sectors match funds in attempt to keep the
organization as balanced as possible. The 17-member board of directors is
comprised of investors from the region's top companies, in addition to
representatives from each of the county and city governments within the region.
The chairman must come from the private sector, which provides for flexibility to
respond to pertinent issues and greater insulation from political factors.
In a hybrid funding scheme, companies that contribute above a certain
threshold are guaranteed seats on the board, with a smaller number of seats
reserved for smaller investors to ensure they have a voice on the board. Sometimes
the small business seats are filled by elected representatives to give a balance
between the public and private sectors.
In the case of the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership, eleven counties
contribute to funding the Partnership with amounts proportional to their
population. In 2016, this amounted to approximately $0.40 per capita. The bylaws
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of the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership require the governing board to be
comprised of 29 members, a majority of whom must come from outside of the
population center of Fort Wayne. This helps to ensure that rural members of the
regional partnership maintain a strong voice at the table.
Approximately 50 percent of the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership's
funding comes from the private sector, 30 percent from foundations, and 20 percent
from the public sector. Correspondingly, the bylaws of the Partnership mandate
that a minimum of ten seats on the governing board be filled by representatives
from the business community, and no more than six seats be filled by elected
officials.

17

Figure 4

Governing Board
LEDO Council

(29 members)

(11 members)

Public
irt

Private 4Ii

Regional Opportunities Council
(ROC)

NIF Board

(131.

!ate
Second
Investors Member
fly)
County Class City

At Large
(Wto 10)

,,

*Obtaine d with permission from the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership
NOTE: Figure 4 illustrates the governing structure of the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership. The
LEDO Council refers to the "Local Economic Development Organization" Council, which is an advisory
group made up of economic development leaders from the eleven counties contained in the region. The NIF
Board refers to the "Northeast Indiana Fund," which is a 501(c)3 that strengthens the capacity and
economic competitiveness of the Northeast Indiana region through sustained leadership, collaboration,
transformative initiatives, and alignment of resources. NIF Board members are elected by the Northeast
Indiana Regional Partnership's Governing Board to serve three-year terms. The ROC, which refers to the
Regional Opportunities Council, is the investor board for the Northeast Regional Partnership, and is
comprised of more than 120 of the region's top business leaders. These leaders are from all different sectors
- business, government, higher-education, K-12 education, foundations, and non-profit.

Bylaws
How the bylaws of a regional economic development organization are written
is critically important for determining its future success. In some organizations,
bylaws are written as restrictive documents; in others, they are written as enabling
documents. In organizations where bylaws are restrictive in nature, regional
partnerships are often limited in their ability to best serve the needs of the region,
thus making it difficult for regional approaches to take hold and become settled
policy. In organizations with enabling bylaws, regional EDOs are able to more
easily adapt to changes as they arise. In other words, the fluidity inherent in
enabling bylaws fosters an environment in which regional economic development
efforts can more proactively address the needs of the jurisdictions they serve.

Starting a Regional Economic Development Organization

Before forming a regional economic development organization, a key question
should be answered: "Why should we approach economic development from a
regional perspective?" If circumstances and assets exist that would be better served
by an umbrella regional organization, then a regional approach is the best way to
proceed. However, politicians must allow it to be done correctly to see the
advantages in achieving sufficient scale.
If local politicians cannot get beyond the framework of jurisdictional
competition, a regional EDO may fail. Collaboration is learned, mature behavior,
while competition for resources is more natural. "Starting up a new regional EDO
is not for the meek and timid," says Rick Weddle, president and CEO of the
Hampton Roads Alliance in Hampton Roads, Virginia. "Often they get started

without fully working through the philosophical underpinnings of their mandate for
action. What is the mandate and upon what authority are they empowered to do
what they're doing? Oftentimes they get started without the full vetting that
mandates an understanding that it is going to be difficult."
In many communities, local EDOs first enter into regional partnerships as a
fee-for-service because they realize that a regional economic development
organization can perform a particular function more effectively or efficiently than
they can alone. This type of transactional relationship can be an important first
step in forming an effective regional organization, as it brings multiple players
together and facilitates collaboration. However, in order for regional EDOs to reach
their full potential, localities must begin to look beyond their own self-interest and
realize that regional policy benefits all involved parties. Only after this occurs do
regional approaches to economic development become settled policy.

Beginning a Rural Regional Economic Development Organization

Over the past two decades, increased global competition has had adverse
effects on the three sectors upon which much of rural America depends agriculture, manufacturing, and mining. With six in ten rural areas lagging behind
the national average in terms of job growth, many rural communities and rural
economic development organizations are wondering how to reignite and sustain
their economies. 9

Jason R. Henderson. "Globalization Forces Rural America to Blaze New Trail." Center for the study of
Rural America, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City. 2004.
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Figure 5
U.S. Employment, Metro and Non-metro Areas, 2007-2015 (quarterly) 10
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Notes: Data are seasonally adjusted. Shaded area indicates recession period.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) data.

In 2006, nine largely rural counties in northeast Indiana were experiencing
negative economic trends. From 1994 to 2006, the per capita personal income
among these counties decreased from 92.9 percent to 78.2 percent of the national
average. With a median county population of approximately 70,000, these counties
sought to improve their economic horizon by coming together to form a regional
EDO. Led by 30 investors from both the public and private sectors, the Northeast
Indiana Regional Partnership began in 2006, and used the aggregated funds to
aggressively market the region to outside investors. By 2014, the region was
experiencing its fifth consecutive year of growing regional per capita personal
income.

10 http://www.ers.usda. gov/topics/rura1 economy popu1ationIemp1oyment.educationIruralemployment-andunemployment/
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Figure 6
Annual Per Capita Personal Income in Northeast Indiana
as a Percentage of the U.S. Per Capita Personal Income
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A first step rural communities can take is to begin thinking from a regional
perspective. Because "turfism" is sometimes more pronounced in rural areas,
focusing on collaborative efforts among communities and employers is particularly
important." Rural communities benefit from the fact that because people often
already know each other, they are more inclined to meet and talk. In urban areas,
anonymity, along with an increased number of players, makes regional economic
development efforts more difficult to facilitate.

11 "loT, Robotics, Automation, 3D Printing: Advancing Tomorrow's Manufacturing Industry Today" IEDC
Webinar. October 26, 2016.
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The second step rural communities can take is to define a regional economic
niche. Rather than looking to neighbors for inspiration, rural regions must
determine their own economic assets and then seek corresponding market
opportunities. Since rural regions stand to benefit from trading beyond their
borders, the incorporation of exports into economic strategies is also beneficial.
Third, rural communities can dedicate additional resources to foster
entrepreneurship, because growing employment from within has proven more
sustainable than attracting business from the outside.
By putting the focus on local companies, local employment, and local wealth,
regional EDOs can diversify their efforts away from the boom and bust cycle created
by industrial recruitment and departure. 12 Finally, it is worth noting that small
towns and communities can benefit from regional cooperation and partnerships,
regardless of prior exposure or familiarity. 13 Regional strategies can arise gradually
and increase in scope over time. The key is to begin with a scope and pace that is
agreeable to all involved stakeholders.

12 Pearl Kaplan. "Rural Regional Alliances - Coming Together to Solve Common Problems." Economic
Development America. Summer, 2004.
13 Pearl Kaplan. "Rural Regional Alliances - Coming Together to Solve Common Problems." Economic
Development America. Summer, 2004.
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Conclusions
Regional approaches to economic development are becoming more and more
prevalent as localities across the country face increased competition, demands for
greater efficiency, and pressure to accelerate the pace of economic growth within
their communities. The main conclusions from this paper are discussed below.

Regional EDOs are Best-Suited to Serve Regions
Because regions are based on economic considerations rather than political or
geographic ones, regional economic development organizations are more naturally
positioned to serve businesses than individual cities, counties, or states. Adopting
regional approaches to economic development often makes additional capacity,
services, and assistance available to companies.

Regional Efforts Produce Benefits
Regional EDOs often result in increased efficiency, communication, and
coordination. They can reduce overlaps and duplication and produce economies of
scale. The pooling of resources allows regional economic development organizations
to leverage funds for collective objectives such as marketing, branding, and
research.

Good Governance and Funding Structures Produce a Sound Foundation
Because no two regions are the same, governance structures for regional
economic development organizations vary from place to place. Regardless, regional
EDOs should aspire to governance and funding structures with the following traits:
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Enabling bylaws that create an environment in which economic development
efforts can more proactively address the needs of the jurisdictions they serve.
. Fairness in "pay to play" funding arrangements.
. Public sector contributions matched dollar for dollar with private sector
contributions.

Building Strong Local Relationships is Crucial to Success
Regional economic development organizations work best when strong
relationships are developed and maintained with local partners and stakeholders.
For a regional approach to economic development to become settled policy, trusting
relationships must exist between local and regional partners. By actively and
routinely engaging with local entities, regional EDOs can create open dialogues that
reinforce regional thinking.
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Further Reading

The complexity and evolution of regional action is constantly changing and
practices are constantly improving. This paper is a "starter kit" for economic
development practitioners' and stakeholders' understanding of regional economic
development organizations. Provided below is a list of additional resources on
regional economic development that the reader may find useful.

Alan Ehrenhalt, Cooperate or Die. Governing Magazine. September, 1995.
Doug Henton, John Melville, Kim Walesh, Chi Nguyen, and John Parr, Regional

Stewardship: A Commitment to Place. Alliance for Regional Stewardship.
October 2000.
Doug Henton, John Melville, and John Parr, Regional Stewardship and

Collaborative Government: Implementation that Produces Results.
Alliance for Regional Stewardship. March 2006.
J.B Wogan, Can Cities and Rural Counties Come Together? Governing Magazine.
April, 2014.
Julie Cencula Olberding, Diving Into the "Third Waves" of Regional Governance

And Economic Development Strategies: A Study of Regional Partnerships for
Economic Development in U.S. Metropolitan Areas. Economic Development
Quarterly, Vol. 16 No. 3, August 2002, pp. 251-272.
Mark Drabensott, Rethinking Federal Policy for Regional Economic Development.
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Economic Review. First Quarter 2006.
Michael E. Porter, Clusters and the New Economics of Competition. Harvard
Business Review. November-December 1998 Issue.
Michael Porter, Location, Competition, and Economic Development: Local

Clusters in a Global Economy. Economic Development Quarterly. Vol. 14
no. 1, February, 2000, pp. 15-34.
Pete Carlson, Robert Holm, and Ray Uhalde, Building Regional Partnerships for

Economic Growth and Opportunity, Jobs for the Future. February, 2011.
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Featured Economic Development Organizations

Fredericksburg Regional Alliance
http://fredregion.com/
Greater Des Moines Partnership
https://www.desmoinesmetro.com/
Greater MSP
https://www.greatermsp.org/
Greater Richmond Partnership
http://www.grpva.com!
Hampton Roads Economic Development Alliance
http://www.hreda.com/
Invest Buffalo Niagara
http://www.buffaloniagara.org/home.aspx
JAXUSA Partnership
http://jaxusa.org/
Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership
http://neindiana.com/
Spotsylvania County Economic Development Department
http://www.spotsylvania.org/
St. Louis Economic Development Partnership
https://www.stlpartnership.com/

