I.
ASSIGNMENT
Resource Development Group (RDG) was retained by The Carolinas Gateway Partnership (CGP) for the following:

Conduct a series of interviews and focus group sessions with private sector leaders to determine the following:

· Depth of understanding and support for the CGP’s economic development agenda.

· Test funding potential for a new five-year cycle commencing in fy2005-06.  

· Identify principal sources of potential funding.

· Identify potential leadership for a funding campaign.

Define the elements of a possible funding campaign including strategy, timing and approach.

The results of this Assessment are summarized herein.

II.
METHODOLOGY
 

Resource Development Group experience – 

· Participation in formulation and budgetary funding of over seventy (70) economic and community development organizations throughout the country.  Collectively, these total more than $350 million in operating capital and include both chambers of commerce as well as separate economic development corporations;

· Familiarity with numerous economic and community development programs throughout the United States.

· Educational foundations and background with expertise in economic development and marketing.

Background information provided by the staff and board leadership of The Carolinas Gateway Partnership.

Individual interviews and focus group sessions with 59 strategically identified private sector leaders in Nash and Edgecombe Counties.  See Appendix C--Leadership Interviews.
The Assessment focused on:

· Leadership perceptions of the CGP’s past success and future potential.

· Identifying challenges that will need to be overcome for a new economic development funding initiative to be successful. 

· Identification of leadership for a funding effort.

· Testing the viability of a private sector funding campaign to raise sufficient funds for a multi-year budget.

III.
KEY FINDINGS

The Carolinas Gateway Partnership has built a strong track record of success since its inception in 1995, as evidenced by corporate expansions, relocations and investment throughout the region.  Even so, the regional economy and the environment for raising funds have both changed dramatically over that same time period.  These realities were evident throughout the Assessment interview process and are reflected in our findings, conclusions and recommendations, which are outlined below.  When reviewing this document, keep in mind that our goal is at least two-fold: to place the Nash/Edgecombe county region in the best position to fund critical economic development programs immediately, and build an even more comprehensive and responsive economic development delivery system for the future.

QUESTION #1

How involved have you been with the CGP?

The vast majority of those interviewed have had some participation as an investor over the CGP’s lifespan.  The interview pool in total represented 35% of the total private sector investment pool but over 65% of the total private sector investment that has flowed into the CGP over the past 5-year cycle.  RDG interviewed 14 CGP board members.

QUESTION #2

What are the major economic issues/challenges facing this area over the next 3 to 5 

years?

A number of challenges were suggested but clearly transitioning from a textile based 

economy and general workforce challenges are at the top of most lists.  Many cited the 

public school system as in need of repair, as well as a general feeling that our workforce 

may not be competitive for the types of industries being sought.  

Relevance to the CGP is a concern that the CGP target companies that “match up” with the 

skill sets offered by the local workforce.  In other words, not trying to be something we are 

not.

QUESTION #3

How do you think the CGP has performed?  What can they do better?  Are they 

focused on the right things? Are there areas they are not focusing on you feel they 

should?

100% of those interviewed feel the local economy is better today because of the CGP.  

Virtually everyone interviewed could cite at least one specific example of a successful 

relocation project handled by the CGP.  100% also believe the CGP should continue and 

enhance their efforts.  Within that context, the following were offered as constructive 

suggestions for the future:


Retention/expansion of existing industry


From an economic development perspective, the lack of an existing industry focus was cited as the number one void by interview participants.  Over 70% suggested the region needs a comprehensive, pro-active program focused on existing industry.  While many could cite specific instances where the CGP has assisted an existing company with incentives, no one was aware of any effort to pro-actively target and regularly meet with large employers.


Moreover, there is clear recognition that the CGP is the only entity with the credibility and expertise to effectively implement such an effort.  Many cited lack of confidence in the Chambers as well as recognition that the CGP is “the only two-county program that’s working”.


Edgecombe County


43 of the interviewees reside in Nash County and 14 were from Edgecombe County (2 reside outside of the two county region).  100% of those interviewed from Nash County are strongly in favor of the Partnership.  Pockets of concern emanate from Edgecombe County.  There continues to be a perception that Nash benefits at the expense of Edgecombe County.  There is also some concern that the Partnership is not visible enough in Edgecombe County.



“We never see anybody from the Partnership over here.”

“I still worry that too much emphasis is placed on landing prospects in Nash County.”

“I spend way too much time telling people in Tarboro how much the Partnership has done for us.”


Communication


85% interviewed mentioned a general lack of communication from the CGP.  This manifested itself in a number of ways:



“I see announcements in the paper but it would be nice to know in advance”.

“They are good about inviting people to company announcements but as an investor, I would like to know before everyone else”.

“If you sit on the board, you are in the loop.  If not, you get most of what you hear from the paper”.

“They call us when they need something but other than that, we don’t hear too much”.

“The Partnership needs to toot its own horn”.


Board structure/involvement

A total of 14 board members were interviewed.  Specific suggestions relative to board operation and structure included general enhancement of board meeting content, more minority representation, and better quality information to board members.

“As a board member, I feel I should be trusted with more detailed information about prospects.”

“I understand the need to maintain confidentiality with prospect information but I think we could be a little more forthcoming with the board.”

“Other than the things I receive at board meetings, I don’t see a whole lot of information.”

“I am concerned about minority representation on the board.  I don’t want this to become an issue because it will divert attention from all of the good work we have done.”

“I would like to see the board be a little more inter-active.  I understand that the power is vested in the Executive Committee and don’t have a problem with that, but let’s get the board a little more involved.”

QUESTION #4

How should success for the CGP be measured?

Over 70% of those interviewed suggested that the CGP should create a better system of measurement and benchmarking.  Suggestions included traditional measurements such as job growth and economic investment, but also benchmarks that may be more reflective of larger community goals, such as unemployment rate (lower), average annual wage (higher), retail sales, housing starts, bank deposits, etc.  It was also suggested that activity could be benchmarked against larger goals, which could include a specific number of prospects, leads, benchmarked marketing surveys that measure perceptions of the area, etc..


“I feel good about the Partnership but really can’t put it into any context.”


“I see a lot of activity but don’t know if it is enough.”


“When I see that we had 10 prospects, I don’t know if that is good or bad because I 

don’t know if we wanted 5 or 50.”

QUESTION #5

How do you feel about your investment?  Would you consider an increase of 25%? More?

100% of those interviewed indicated they would be willing to consider another 5-year investment. Over 90% are willing to consider an increase in the 25% range.


“We can’t afford not to.”


“Continuing the Partnership isn’t a choice in my opinion.”

“We are swimming upstream in eastern North Carolina.  We need all of the help we can get.”

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS


1.
Establish New Initiative for Existing Industry

Establish a pro-active existing industry calling program focused on large employers and specific targeted industry groups.  This should be coordinated with the local Chambers and respective government entities, but housed and facilitated by the CGP. This will require additional staff and resources to implement.

2. Refine measurement system and establish specific goals for next five-year cycle.

Ideally, a system will be established prior to commencement of any funding effort to identify specific measurements for the next five-year cycle.  This could be a task force of the board that meets 2 or 3 times over the first 6 months of 2005, with the goal of recommending specific measurables before the 2005-06 fiscal year (and the first full term of the next cycle) commences.

ENHANCED COMMUNICATION


1.
Establish and implement an Investor Relations program.

A comprehensive communications plan for both the funding campaign and investors needs to be developed.  While the funding campaign will be focused on highlighting CGP successes and future plans, the on-going investor relations plan needs to focus on making investors “feel good” about their investment and build confidence in the CGP.  RDG’s “starting point” recommendations can be found at Appendix A: Investor Relations.

2. Enhance the “board experience”.

The CGP should consider ways to enhance the experience of being a CGP board member.  This includes better communication flow, as well more involvement in CGP operations.  One possible starting point could be a small working task force of the board that “brainstorms” various ways to improve the experience.  Specific recommendations could flow for possible implementation later in 2005.

FUNDING CAMPAIGN

1. Initiate a funding campaign for a new five-year cycle with an overall goal of generating $2.5 million in private sector revenue. 

This represents an overall increase of 25% from actual funds received during the last five-year cycle.  We believe this is aggressive, but attainable.  The goal should be positioned as a “minimum need”. Any additional funds (above $2.5 million) could be targeted for additional incentives.  The goal is predicated on healthy increases (25% or more) from the current top 10 investors, and also assumes continued expansion of the investor base.  Our specific campaign timeline is included as Appendix B: Campaign Timeline

2.
Sponsorship/packaging opportunities should be considered at various funding levels to enhance funding opportunities

A number of suggestions were offered during the interviews for various approaches to packaging and benefits for CGP investors.  These should be reviewed with CGP staff and board leadership to determine what can work in the overall scheme of CGP service delivery without compromising the integrity of the economic development process.  Specific examples include sponsorship of the annual meeting and other events, possible committee involvement, website exposure, written collateral sponsorships, etc.

Eventually, this review could lead to the establishment of funding “packages” that include certain benefits for specific levels of investment.  RDG will make specific recommendations regarding packaging of benefits to the CGP as we transition to a funding campaign.

3. Consider increasing the minimum threshold for automatic inclusion on the executive committee and board.

The levels for automatic inclusion on the board and executive committee of the Partnership have been static at $10,000 and $20,000 per year since the CGP’s inception.  Increasing these levels by 25% to $12,500 and $25,000 would net additional revenue from those interested in maintaining their positions. 

APPENDIX A:

INVESTOR RELATIONS

Investor relations is a key component of any multi-year funding strategy.  Treating key investors special is crucial to maintaining and enhancing a strong base.  It will also have a direct impact on the programs’ attrition rate.  Listed below are just a few components of an investor relation’s strategy that can be efficiently implemented.

1. A quarterly newsletter to be sent to our target audience and all investors/partners, so as to regularly convey to them positive information about the initiative and its programs.  

2. An annual report should be provided to investors.  Included should be specific information concerning program activities and success as they relate to the original goals and objectives.

3. Regular updates on the organizations web site should be developed and maintained.  Investors will be able to get the “inside scoop” on current projects of the CGP.

4. A systemized approach to phone contact between key CGP staff and board members, and investor companies. 

5.
Regular, systematic written communication to all investor companies in the form of letters from leadership, executive staff, etc. conveying recent news, accomplishments and projects.

6.  Formatted e-mail updates on a regular, systematic basis.

APPENDIX B:

CAMPAIGN TIMELINE
Carolinas Gateway Partnership

January 1, 2005 through July 31, 2005

Phase I

January 1 to January 31

· Refine program details

· Develop benchmark system

· Complete prospect screening and rating

· Initiate brochure development
Phase II

February 1 to June 30

· Produce campaign materials

· Initiate investor relations

· Commence broad-based solicitation; 300 calls approx.

· Kick-off?


Phase IV

July 1 to July 31
· Follow up and closure

· Close out function?

· Records hand-off



APPENDIX c:

LEADERSHIP INTERVIEWS
RDG Assessment Interviews by Company

Carolinas Gateway Partnership





Investors Individually Interviewed











Name
Company
County
Board Member
Interviewed By







Phil Ahlschlager
Cox Communications (Greenville)
Formerly Nash
No
Dave Church

Dick Barnhardt
Retired
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Cherry Bass
Tarboro-Edgecombe Chamber
Edgecombe
Yes
Rob Radcliff

Bill Batchelor
Retired (former Ry Mt City Manager)
Nash
Yes
Dave Church

Tom Betts
Chairman, Carolinas Gateway Partnership
Nash
Yes
Rob and Steve

Bill Boddie
Boddie-Noell Enterprises
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Mayo Boddie
Boddie-Noell Enterprises
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Nick Boddie
Boddie-Noell Enterprises
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Joe Brewer III
Brewer Paint & Wallpaper Co.
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Vinson Bridgers
Coastal Plain Properties
Edgecombe
No
Steve Lynn

Steve Butcher
Residence Inn
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Phil Carlton
Carlton & Associates, Attorneys
Edgecombe
No
Steve Lynn

Norman Chambliss III
Chambliss & Rabil
Nash
Yes
Steve Lynn

Bill Clark, IV
Clark Industries
Edgecombe
No
Rob Radcliff

Mike Colo
Poyner & Spruill, Attorneys
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

David Combs
Century 21 - The Combs Company
Nash
No
Dave Church

Jim Dickens
Jim Dickens Business Forms
Nash
Yes
Steve Lynn

Vince Durham
Battle, Winslow, Scott & Wiley, Attys.
Nash
No
Dave Church

Randy Evans
Benchmark Management Group
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Kirby Everette
E. B. Grain Company
Nash
No
Dave Church

John Ferebee
Ferebee Properties
Nash
No
Dave Church

Russ Gall
Hospira (formerly Abbott Laboratories)
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Verna Gessaman
RBC Centura
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Chancey Hill
GMAC/Boone, Hill, Allen & Ricks
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Rusty Holderness
Holderness & Associates
Edgecombe
Yes
Rob Radcliff

Greg Hutchins
Carolina Relocation Group
Nash
No
Dave Church

Russell Jackson
Southern ank
Nash
Yes
Steve Lynn

Sam Johnson
Poyner & Spruill, Attorneys
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Bill Kincheloe
Wildwood Lamps; Bulluck Furniture
Nash
No
Dave Church

Charlie Lane
Poyner & Spruill, Attorneys
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Ike Lewis
IKEX, Inc.
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Bob Mauldin
Former Chairman, CGP
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Bob McDuffie
Edgecombe-Martin EMC
Edgecombe
No
Rob Radcliff

Frank Meadows
Poyner & Spruill, Attorneys
Nash
No
Dave Church

Bob Miller
Boice-Willis Clinic
Nash
Yes
Rob Radcliff

Tem Myers
Wachovia
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Joe Nelson
Davenport Motors
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

Jim Rabil
Chambliss & Rabil
Nash
No
Steve Lynn

George Ritchie
BB&T
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Chuck Robbins
Carolina Office Equipment Co. 
Nash
No
Rob Radcliff

Don Rupprecht
Keihin Carolina Systems Technology
Edgecombe
No
Steve Lynn

Eddie Stocks
Edgecombe-Martin EMC
Edgecombe
No
Rob Radcliff

Dick Tharrington
First Carolina Management
Nash
Yes
Rob Radcliff

Rick Toomey
Nash Health Care Systems
Nash
Yes
Rob Radcliff

Todd Tucker
Progress Energy
Wake
No
Rob Radcliff

Janet Watson
Coldwell Banker - Watson Properties
Nash
No
Dave Church

Billy Wooten
Kanban
Edgecombe
No
Steve Lynn







Carolinas Gateway Partnership




Investors Participating in Focus Groups









Name
Company
County
Board Member






Eddie Baysden
Rocky Mount Area Chamber of Commerce
Nash
Yes

Creighton Brinson
Taylor, Brinson & DeLoatch, Attorneys
Edgecombe
No

Polly Cooper
Tim Oakley Associates, Architects
Nash
No

Mahlon DeLoatch
Taylor, Brinson & DeLoatch, Attorneys
Edgecombe
No

Dr. Kathy Johnson
Nash Community College
Nash
Yes

Bobby Joyner
Appian Consulting Engineers
Nash
No

Winston Lea
Action Temporaries, Inc.
Nash
No

Dennis Marsh
Sprint
Edgecombe
Yes

Bernice Pitt
State Farm Insurance
Edgecombe
No

Joe Pitt
Ace/Marrow-Pitt Hardware
Edgecombe
No

Ken Ripley
Spring Hope Enterprise
Nash
Yes

Tom Stevens
Headmaster, Rocky Mount Academy
Nash
No

McLain Wallace
Battle, Winslow, Scott & Wiley, Attorneys
Nash
No
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