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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of an economic development incentives survey undertaken as part of a
major Joint Legislative and Audit Review Commission (JLARC) funded project to evaluate the economic
impacts of economic development incentive programs offered by the Commonwealth of Virginia. The
survey was designed to provide information (both quantitative and qualitative) about the state’s economic
development incentive programs as a whole as well as program-specific information for incentives that are
part of a cyclical program review process, including those evaluated in a recent JLARC report on infrastructure
and regional development business incentives (JLARC 2020).

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The survey was conducted during the months of November and December of 2019. Survey contacts
were identified from a list of local economic development contacts published by the Virginia Economic
Development Partnership on their website. Only one contact was identified for each locality, usually the
most senior staff member (e.g., Economic Development Director). For smaller and rural communities,
the chief contact was sometimes a County or City Administrator. The survey was administered through
Qualtrics online software with mail, email, and phone contacts and follow-ups. Of the 133 localities (counties
and independent cities) that were contacted for the survey, 67 completed responses were received for a
response rate of 50.3%. Respondents were slightly more likely to be drawn from metropolitan counties than
nonmetropolitan counties. The response rate for metro counties was 56% versus 42% for nonmetro counties.
Rural counties with low urban populations were the least likely to respond. Respondents represented localities
that accounted for approximately 62% of Virginia’s population, including 64% of its metro population and
45% of its nonmetro population in 2010.

The survey’s main purpose was to provide localities an opportunity to provide input on their utilization
and assessments of state and local economic development incentives and identify ways that they could be
changed to assist firm attraction and expansion. The survey instrument (see Table 1 for a summary of the
topics and questions and Appendix A for a copy of the survey instrument) was designed to solicit information
about the various types of incentives available (e.g., grants, loans, tax credits, sales and use exemptions,
and other types of tax incentives) and more specific information about business and industrial parks and
enterprise zone programs. Some enterprise questions drew on a local enterprise zone survey for enterprise
zone administers developed by Wong (1999).

The questionnaire was also designed to partly align with a previous survey of Virginia firms (Rephann
2018), primarily those who had received one or more grant or tax-credit economic development incentives
during the period FY2010-FY2016. In particular, localities were asked to evaluate how much state and local
incentives influenced firm location and expansions decisions. They were also asked to assess the importance
of various firm locational and expansion factors, including traditional economic location influences such as
market accessibility, transportation access, labor availability, etc. on business decisions and to evaluate how
well the state performed along those dimensions.



Table 1: Local Economic Developers Survey Questions
Question area/questions
State economic development incentive usefulness and improvements
Ratings of usefulness of incentive programs
Priorities for state economic development incentives
Programmatic or procedural improvements needed
Other economic development incentives needed
State Economic Incentive Utilization in Local Development
Usage of state economic development incentives

Types of state economic development incentives used
Amount and number of state economic development incentives used
Role of state economic incentive in firm location/expansion decisions
Number of times firm location/expansion failed because of lack of incentives
Other types of economic development incentives needed
Rating of Virginia incentives compared to other states
Usage of local economic incentives
Offering of local economic incentives
Types of local economic incentives offered
Value and number of local economic incentive offered
Firm location factors
Importance of location factor for firm formation/location/expansion
Rating of how Virginia compares to other state on location factor
Ways that state could assist firm growth
Assessment of Supply and Demand for Business Ready Sites
Assessment of how much site inventory inhibits local development
Availability of business/industrial parks with at least 100 acres
Characteristics of business/industrial parks
Types of firms located in industrial parks (e.g. startups, relocations, expansions)
Characteristics of planned business/industrial parks
Recommendations regarding Virginia Business Ready Sites Program
Assessment of State and Local Enterprise Zone Programs
State designated enterprise zone presence
Reason(s) for not having state enterprise zone
Local enterprise zone presence
Local incentives and regulatory relief offered in enterprise zones
Effectiveness of enterprise zone program
Recommendations regarding State Enterprise Zone programs
Other
Locality
Level of involvement in business recruitment and expansion
Availability of local formal economic development strategic plan
Full Time Equivalent employees

In the report of results that follows, table numbers for each question tabulation correspond to the
numbering of the survey (i.e., Table A1 corresponds to question A1, Table A2 to question A2).



SURVEY RESULTS
STATE INCENTIVE AWARENESS AND IMPROVEMENTS

Local economic developers rated the usefulness of 33 economic development incentives. They included
17 grant programs, 12 tax credits, and 4 other economic incentive programs (see Table A1). These programs
were selected from a list of 79 incentives covered in a 2019 JLARC annual incentives report (JLARC 2019)
based on the relative size of direct expenditures or tax expenditures over the FY10-FY 18 period and wider
geographical eligibility, with smaller grant and tax credit programs such as the Green Job Creation Tax Credit
and geographically targeted customized grant programs such as the Advanced Shipbuilding Production
Facility Grant Program (Newport News) excluded. All non-discretionary sales and use tax exemptions were
also not included. Respondents were provided an opportunity to identify unlisted incentive programs for
evaluation.

Respondents rated program usefulness on a scale of 1 to 4 (4=Very useful, 1=Not useful at all). Ranked
by average rating, the lowest rated programs were generally tax credit programs. All but one of the top 10
rated programs (Worker Training/Worker Retraining tax credits) were grant programs. The Virginia Jobs
Investment Program was rated highest at 3.86 on a ten point scale followed by the Agriculture and Forestry
Industrial Development (AFID) program at 3.74. Rounding out the top 5 programs were the Commonwealth
Opportunity Fund (3.61), Virginia Business Ready Site Program (3.40), and the Job Creation Grant (3.38).
The lowest rated programs on this scale are the Coalfield Employment Enhancement Tax Credit (2.11),
Virginia Coal Production and Employment Incentive Tax Credit (2.17), Barge and Rail Usage Tax Credit
(2.40), Qualified Equity and Subordinated Debt Investment Tax Credit (2.48), and Recyclable Materials
Processing Equipment Tax Credit (2.54). Other programs identified as important by individual respondents
in open-ended comments were the Tobacco Region Opportunity Fund, Brownfield Remediation Grant, and
Industrial Revitalization Fund.

Some programs, such as the Department of Housing and Community Development’s Enterprise Zone
Jobs Creation Program (JCG) and Real Property Improvement Grants (RPIG), restrict incentive availability
to specific localities and/or zones. Respondents rated JCG 3.38 and RPIG 3.25 on the 4 point scale.
Not surprisingly, respondents in localities with state designated enterprise zones provided more positive
assessments than those without, rating JCG 3.79 and RPIG 3.71 on the scale, second and third highest among
surveyed economic development grants (only the Virginia Jobs Investment Program was rated higher at
3.86). Localities without EZs rated them 3.06 and 2.85 respectively, ranking 9th and 14th among state
economic development incentive grants. JCG was rated as more useful than RPIG by both groups, perhaps
reflecting the fact that adjacent localities would benefit from job creation close by.

Similarly the Virginia Coal Production and Employment Incentive Tax Credit and Coalfield Employment
Enhancement Tax credit were created to support the coal industry, which is located in the coalfield region.
Although these incentives were rated 2.17 (32nd) and 2.11 (33rd) respectively by all respondents, coalfield
region localities reported higher assessments, ranking both tax credits 3.5 on the 4 point scale. These ratings
placed the incentives in a 7th place tie with several other economic development incentive programs. Among
the programs that were still rated higher by Coalfield region representatives were the Virginia Jobs Investment
Program (4.00), Agriculture and Forestry Industrial Development Grant program (4.00), Virginia Business
Ready Site Program (3.75), and Worker Training Tax Credit/Worker Retraining Tax Credit (3.67). Thus,
some programs with foci other than coal mining including job training and infrastructure investment are still
considered slightly more useful policy tools than coal industry incentives.



Table A1. Usefulness to local economic development of each state economic incentive to locality

Usefulness of Program

Not
familiar Otherwise
Some- with the  cannot Average
State Incentive Not at all Not very what Very program assess Number Rating
VEDP grants
Commonwealth Opportunity Fund 4.6 3.0 16.7 69.7 6.1 0.0 66 3.61
Major Eligible Employer Grant 9.4 9.4 26.6 37.5 141 3.1 64 3.1
Virginia Business Ready Site Program 1.5 13.4 26.9 55.2 0.0 3.0 67 3.40
Virginia Economic Development Incentive Grant 6.3 6.3 32.8 39.1 10.9 4.7 64 3.24
Virginia Investment Partnership Grant 4.5 6.0 26.9 41.8 17.9 3.0 67 3.34
Virginia Jobs Investment Program 0.0 1.5 121 80.3 4.6 1.5 66 3.84
DHCD Grants
GO Virginia 7.5 11.9 40.3 38.8 0.0 1.5 67 3.12
Job Creation Grant 7.5 1.5 254 47.8 11.9 6.0 67 3.38
Real Property Improvement Grant 7.6 7.6 19.7 42.4 15.2 7.6 66 3.25
SBFA/SBSD Grants
Small Business Investment Grant Fund 6.0 4.5 29.9 23.8 29.9 6.0 67 3.12
Small Business Jobs Grant Fund Program 6.1 7.6 25.8 24.2 30.3 6.1 66 3.07
VDOT Grants
Economic Development Access Program 4.5 7.5 29.9 44.8 10.5 3.0 67 3.33
Transportation Partnership Opportunity Fund 4.6 6.1 19.7 31.8 31.8 6.1 66 3.27
VDACS Grant
Agriculture and Forestry Industries Development Grant 1.5 3.0 13.4 73.1 7.5 1.5 67 3.74
Center for Innovative Technology Grant
Commonwealth Research Commercialization Fund 6.0 11.9 20.9 23.9 31.3 6.0 67 3.00
Department Of Rail and Public Transport Grant
Rail Industrial Access Program 121 6.1 30.3 27.3 19.7 4.6 66 2.96
Port Authority of Virginia Grant
Port of Virginia Economic and Infrastructure Grant 12.1 9.1 242 349 15.2 4.6 66 3.02
Tax Credit Programs
Barge and Rail Usage Tax Credit 13.6 7.6 16.7 7.6 43.9 10.6 66 2.40
Coalfield Employment Enhancement Tax Credit 194 6.0 9.0 7.5 37.3 20.9 67 2.1
Farm Wineries and Vineyards Tax Credit 9.0 9.0 22.4 16.4 34.4 9.0 67 2.82
International Trade Facility Tax Credit 9.0 7.5 20.9 17.9 40.3 4.5 67 2.86
Major Eligible Employer Grant 10.5 3.0 26.9 32.8 22.4 4.5 67 3.12
Major Research and Development Tax Credit 10.6 1.5 25.8 22.7 33.3 6.1 66 3.00
Qualified Equity and Subordinated Debt Investment Tax
Credit 11.9 4.5 11.9 9.0 56.7 6.0 67 248
Recyclable Materials Processing Equipment Tax Credit 13.4 6.0 28.4 7.5 38.8 6.0 67 2.54
Research and Development Expenses Tax Credit 9.0 7.5 17.9 20.9 41.8 3.0 67 2.92
Virginia Coal Production and Employment Incentive Tax
Credit 22.4 3.0 6.0 11.9 40.3 16.4 67 217
Virginia Port Volume Increase Tax Credit 13.4 3.0 19.4 22.4 37.3 4.5 67 2.87
Worker Training Tax Credit/Worker Retraining Tax
Credit 7.5 6.0 20.9 40.3 254 0.0 67 3.26
Other Incentives
Data Centers Sales and Use Tax Exemption 6.1 9.1 18.2 34.9 21.2 10.6 66 3.20
CIT GAP (Growth Accelerator Program) Fund 4.6 10.6 242 19.7 33.3 7.6 66 3.00
Manufacturing Single Sales Factor Apportionment 7.6 9.1 13.6 121 50.0 7.6 66 2.71
Tourism Development Financing Program 6.1 6.1 28.8 39.4 13.6 6.1 66 3.26




Local developers were asked to identify the most important priority for state economic development
incentive programs (see Table A2). A majority of respondents indicated that job creation was most important,
with a plurality (35%) indicating that job creation across the state was most important followed by job creation
in distressed areas (18%). Workforce education and training (21%) was also rating highly. Creation of rapid
growth, high value firms (11%) and machinery and equipment investment (8%) were the next most common
answers. In open-ended answers, 5 respondents identified multiple priorities (3), affordable housing (1), and
fostering innovative businesses that pay high wages (1).

Table A2. What do you believe should be the most important priority for state economic
development incentive programs?

Priority for State Incentive Programs Number Percentage
Creation of rapid growth, high value firms 7 10.5
Job creation in all areas of Virginia 23 34.3
Job creation in distressed areas of Virginia 12 17.9
Machinery and equipment investment 5 7.5
Research and development investment 1 1.5
Worker education and training 14 20.9
Other 5 7.5
Total 67 100.0

Survey respondents made a number of recommendations for programmatic or procedural improvements
that would make existing economic incentive programs more effective at encouraging businesses to locate
or expand in Virginia (see Appendix B). They included improving program administration by reorganizing
programs, consolidating administration in one agency, decreasing response times, and making program
application and reporting easier (15 responses), focusing more program resources on rural or distressed
areas (9 responses), improving incentive design by changing thresholds, requirements, targeting, and other
program features (8 responses), providing better coordination and outreach with localities (5 responses),
offering more support for infrastructure and industrial parks (4), investing more funds in workforce training
programs (3 responses), and other answers (5 responses).

Respondents also suggested that the state could offer other types of economic programs for firm
attraction, expansion, and retention. They included workforce improvement and training initiatives and
programs (11 responses), new programs for infrastructure development (including telecommunications and
business site preparation) (11), small business and entrepreneurship programs and incentives (5), support for
existing business expansion and retention (5), high technology/R&D grants and loan programs (3), and other
programs (10).

STATE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVE UTILIZATION IN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT

Approximately 90% of responding localities indicated that they had assisted firms receive one or more
state economic development incentive in the last four state fiscal years (see Table B1). All of those respondents
indicated that they facilitated at least one grant, while approximately half reported that they helped firms
received a tax credit (See Table B2). Nearly 4 in 10 assisted firms obtain technical assistance or other
services. Other financial incentives facilitated included sales and use tax exemptions (13 responses), loans
(12), equity and near-equity investment (2), and other financial assistance (11). Other financial assistance
identified included employee training, assistance with employee recruitment, permitting assistance, office
space, and assistance with utility costs/relocation.



Table B1. Did your locality assist firms in receiving one or more state economic develop-
ment incentives over the SFY 2015-2019 period?

Response Number Percentage
Yes 60 89.6
No 6 9.0
Do not know 1 1.5

Table B2. What kind of state economic development incentive(s) over the SFY 2015-2019
period did your locality facilitate?*

Iltem Number Percentage
Grant 61 91.0
Tax credit 31 46.3
Loan 12 17.9
Equity and near-equity investment 2 3.0
Sales and use tax exemption 13 19.4
Technical assistance, mentorship, or other services 23 34.3
Other financial assistance 11 16.4

* More than one response permitted; 67 total respondents.

The average amount of state economic incentives received during the FY2015-FY2019 period by firms
per locality was reported to be almost $4.9 million; the average amount per business assisted during the time
period was $806,440. Localities reported that, on average, 41% of firms receiving state economic incentives
would have proceeded with the project as planned or with only a delay if the state economic development
incentive had not been offered (see Table BS). Twenty-one percent of projects would have proceeded on a
smaller scale. Approximately 38% would have either canceled the project (14%) or selected an out-of-state
location (24%).

Table B5. What would have happened to the firm plans if the state economic development
incentive(s) had not been available?

Effect of Incentive(s) on Project(s) Percentage
Proceeded with the project(s) as planned 28.3
Proceeded at a later date, but the scale of the project would have been the same 12.4
Proceed on a smaller scale 21.0
Canceled the project(s) 14.2
Proceeded at an out-of-state location 241
Total 100.0

Local developers generally were aware of only a few instances or less where a business chose not to
locate or expand in the state because of insufficient state incentive offers (see Table B6). Twenty respondents
(30%) did not have any knowledge of how state incentives influenced business decisions, while 5 (8%) knew
of no instances and 20 respondents (30%) knew of few instances where incentive availability had a negative
impact on firm location decisions. Three respondents (5%) indicated that they were aware of many instances
and 18 respondents (27%) knew of several cases.



Table B6. How many instances have you been aware of that a business chose not to
locate or expand in Virginia over the period SFY 2015-2019 because a state incentive was
either not available or the incentive offer was not large enough?*

Response Number Percentage
Many instances 3 4.6
Several instances 18 27.3
Few instances 20 30.3
No instances 5 7.6
Do not know 20 30.3
Total 66 100.0

Most localities (58%) believed that Virginia’s economic development incentives were less attractive than
states (see Table B7) while one quarter thought that Virginia’s incentives were about the same as other states.
Only one respondent indicated that Virginia’s incentives were better.

Table B7. Comparing the Virginia economic development incentive(s) to those offered
by other states would you say that:

Response Number Percentage
More attractive than other states 1 1.5
Similar to other states 17 254
Less attractive than other states 39 58.2
Don’t know 10 14.9
Total 67 100.0

LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVE UTILIZATION IN LOCAL ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT

The vast majority of localities offer local economic development incentives. All but three localities
(5%) indicated that they offered at least one local incentive (see Table C1). Most of the localities provide
grants and tax abatements (see Table C2). Slightly over half offer free or reduced cost land (57%) or free or
reduced cost water or sewer extensions (54%). Incentives many localities provided include low-cost loans
(46%), road improvements (34%), and subsidized building(s) (25%). Other incentives offered include permit
fee waivers (3), facade improvements (2), technical assistance (2), rental assistance or least-to-own buildings
(2), fast track permitting, brownfield assessments, workforce training, and synthetic tax increment financing.

Table C1. Does your locality offer economic incentives?

Response Number Percentage
Yes 64 95.5
No 3 4.5
Total 67 100.0




Table C2. Which of the following types of economic development incentives does your
locality offer?*

Type of Incentive Number Percentage
Grant 47 70.1
Tax abatement/rebates 47 70.1
Road improvements 23 34.3
Water or sewer extension 36 53.7
Workforce training assistance 29 43.3
Free land or land write down 38 56.7
Subsidized building(s) 17 254
Low-cost loan 31 46.3
Other 16 23.9

* More than one response permitted; 67 total respondents.

Sixty-two localities (92%) indicated (see Table C3) that they had provided local economic incentive(s)
to firms over the SFY2015-SFY2019 period. Localities reported that the average amount of local economic
incentives provided over the period was almost $13.6 million and that the average amount per business
was $967,930 (for localities reporting both spending and the number of businesses served). These figures
are higher than the estimated average state incentive spending and average state spending per business per
locality reported in the previous section over the same time period.

Table C3. Did your locality assist firms in receiving one or more local economic develop-
ment incentives over the SFY 2015-2019 period?

Response Number Percentage
Yes 62 92.5
No 5 7.5
Do not know 0 0.0
Total 67 100.0

FIRM LOCATION FACTORS

Local economic developers were asked to evaluate the importance of 29 firm location factors in firms’
decision to start, relocate, and expand in Virginia and the state’s comparative performance on each location
factor.  Eighty-eight percent of local economic developers indicated that state economic development
incentives were either “very important” (53%) or “important” (35%). Slightly fewer (85%) of respondents
rated local economic development incentives as either “very important” (43%) or “important” (42%).

Using a scale-weighted average rating for each location factor (see Table Dla), state economic
development incentives ranked 13th and 18th respectively among the 29 location factors surveyed. Workforce-
related factors were generally rated highest, including availability of skilled labor (1st), workforce training
programs (3rd), availability/quality of K-12 schools (5th), availability/quality of community colleges (6th),
and availability/quality of four-year colleges/universities (9th). Also receiving relatively high ratings (and
filling out the top ten) in terms of importance were telecommunications (2nd), proximity to markets (4th),
highway infrastructure (7th), quality of life (8th), and state regulatory environment (10th).



Table D1a. Importance of the following factors in firm decision to initiate the formation/

location/expansion

Location Factor

Not  Somewhat Very  Don’t
important important Important important know

Average

Number Rating

State and local policies

State corporate tax rate

State individual income tax rates

Local property tax rates

State regulatory environment

State economic development incentives
Local economic development incentives

Education and workforce

Availability of skilled labor

Availability of unskilled labor

Availability/quality of K-12 schools
Availability/quality of community colleges
Availability/quality of four-year colleges/universities
Workforce training programs

Infrastructure

Highway infrastructure

Mass transit infrastructure
Business or industrial parks
Special purpose infrastructure
Accessibility to major airport
Seaports, waterways and railways
Telecommunications

Business and residential costs
Land prices

Energy costs

Healthcare costs

Traffic and transit costs

Cost of living

Location

Owner’s place of residence or preference
Proximity to markets

Proximity to corporate partners

Proximity to other similar businesses
Quality of life

1.5 9.2 36.9 44.6 7.7
6.2 26.2 24.6 29.2 13.9
3.1 20.0 33.9 36.9 6.2
0.0 4.6 27.3 62.1 6.1
1.5 6.1 34.9 53.0 4.6
4.6 6.2 41.5 431 4.6
0.0 1.5 3.0 92.5 3.0
4.6 21.2 30.3 39.4 4.6
0.0 4.5 20.9 71.6 3.0
0.0 7.5 17.9 70.2 4.5
0.0 4.5 25.4 64.2 6.0
0.0 1.5 21.2 72.7 4.6
0.0 0.0 33.3 63.6 3.0
10.6 33.3 28.8 227 4.6
0.0 12.5 26.6 57.8 3.1
1.5 36.4 33.3 19.7 9.1
1.5 4.6 39.4 51.5 3.0
3.0 19.7 36.4 36.4 4.6
0.0 4.6 12.1 80.3 3.0
0.0 10.6 42.6 40.9 6.1
0.0 3.0 36.4 54.6 6.1
4.6 15.2 45.5 24.2 10.6
1.5 10.6 39.4 39.4 9.1
0.0 7.6 47.0 39.4 6.1
6.1 21.2 27.3 34.9 10.6
0.0 1.5 21.2 71.2 6.1
3.0 9.1 42.4 37.9 7.6
0.0 10.6 56.1 27.3 6.1
0.0 3.0 27.3 63.6 6.1

65
65
65
66
66
65

67
66
67
67
67
66

66
66
64
66
66
66
66

66
66
66
66
66

66
66
66
66
66

3.35
2.89
3.1
3.61
3.46
3.29

3.94
3.10
3.69
3.66
3.63
3.75

3.66
2.67
3.47
2.78
3.45
3.1
3.78

3.32
3.55
3.00
3.28
3.34

3.02
3.74
3.25
3.18
3.65

Local economic developers rated the state’s performance above average (2.5 on a 4-point scale) for all
but a handful of location factors (see Table D1b).



The state generally scored well on factors that local developers thought were most important to firm
location/growth decisions (see Figure D1). The most notable exception is telecommunications (rated slightly
below 2.5 in performance but ranked 2nd in importance as a firm location factor). Also, state economic
incentives, which were considered midway in importance relative to other location factors, was rated just 2.4
on the performance scale. Other factors that received below average performance ratings were considered
of less influential in location decisions. They included “mass transit infrastructure” (2.15) special purpose
infrastructure (2.21) and availability of unskilled labor (2.40).

Table D1b. How Virginia compares on location factor to other states

Very Somewhat Very  Don't Average
Location Factor weak weak Strong strong know Number Rating
State and local policies
State corporate tax rate 0.0 17.2 50.0 14.1 18.8 64 2.96
State individual income tax rates 3.1 20.3 37.5 7.8 31.3 64 2.73
Local property tax rates 0.0 15.9 47.6 17.5 19.1 63 3.02
State regulatory environment 0.0 20.3 48.4 12.5 18.8 64 2.90
State economic development incentives 4.7 453 28.1 4.7 17.2 64 2.40
Local economic development incentives 6.4 30.2 28.6 111 23.8 63 2.58
Education and workforce
Availability of skilled labor 4.6 30.8 44.6 6.2 13.9 65 2.61
Availability of unskilled labor 6.2 36.9 30.8 3.1 231 65 2.40
Availability/quality of K-12 schools 1.5 20.0 40.0 26.2 12.3 65 3.04
Availability/quality of community colleges 3.1 21.9 34.4 28.1 12.5 64 3.00
Availability/quality of four-year colleges/universities 0.0 3.1 453 39.1 12.5 64 3.41
Workforce training programs 4.6 38.5 38.4 6.2 12.3 65 2.53
Infrastructure
Highway infrastructure 3.1 28.1 48.4 7.8 12.5 64 2.70
Mass transit infrastructure 12.7 41.3 20.6 1.6 23.8 63 215
Business or industrial parks 4.8 37.1 40.3 4.8 12.9 62 2.52
Special purpose infrastructure 7.8 39.1 18.8 1.6 32.8 64 2.21
Accessibility to major airport 3.1 24.6 46.2 15.4 10.8 65 2.83
Seaports, waterways and railways 1.5 7.7 431 33.9 13.9 65 3.27
Telecommunications 10.9 35.9 29.7 10.9 12.5 64 2.46
Business and residential costs
Land prices 4.8 12.7 55.6 7.9 19.1 63 2.82
Energy costs 3.1 17.2 51.6 10.9 17.2 64 2.85
Healthcare costs 1.6 191 46.0 3.2 30.2 63 2.73
Traffic and transit costs 3.2 28.6 44 .4 3.2 20.6 63 2.60
Cost of living 1.6 222 52.4 12.7 11.1 63 2.86
Location
Owner’s place of residence or preference 0.0 6.6 47.5 14.8 31.2 61 3.12
Proximity to markets 0.0 5.0 45.0 38.3 11.7 60 3.38
Proximity to corporate partners 0.0 16.4 55.7 13.1 14.8 61 2.96
Proximity to other similar businesses 0.0 19.7 50.8 11.5 18.0 61 2.90
Quality of life 0.0 6.5 41.9 40.3 11.3 62 3.38
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Figure D1. Importance of location factor versus Virginia performance on factor for local

economic developers
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Local economic developers were asked about the most important steps that the state could take to assist
business location and expansion. In open-ended comments, they offered substantial feedback (see Appendix
B). Eighteen local developers recommended programs or improvements in the area of infrastructure/industrial
park assistance. Twelve suggested program administration and delivery changes and 12 offered suggestions
in the area of workforce development and training. Other areas where comments were received included
program offerings/design (8 responses), taxes and regulations (4), program funding (3), and other (4).

ASSESSMENT OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND FOR BUSINESS READY SITES

Localities were asked to identify the importance of business parks in local economic development and
their present and planned inventory and usage (see Table E1). Local economic developers generally agree
that lack of available business park space inventory is a hindrance to local economic development efforts.
Over 3 in 5 (63%) indicated that it is a large constraint while another 23% considered it a “moderate”

constraint. Only 8 respondents (12%) found it to be a small constraint (9%) or not a constraint at all (3%).

11
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Table E1. How big of a constraint on local development is the lack of “shovel-ready” com-
mercial and industrial sites in your locality/region?*

Challenges Number  Percentage
A large constraint 41 63.1
A moderate constraint 15 23.1
A small constraint 6 9.2
Not a constraint at all 2 3.1
Not available/Don’t know 1 1.5
Total 65 100.0

Of the 67 survey respondents, 36% (24 respondents) indicated that they had business-ready/industrial
parks of at least 100 contiguous acres available in their localities (see Table E2). Twenty respondents (30%)
indicated that they had business/industrial parks of at least 100 contiguous acres in the pipeline. However,
only 12 of these 20 (18%) planned facilities are to be located in localities that do not already have such a
business ready site available. Thus, 54% of localities have either have larger business ready parks available
or plan to open one in the future.

The typical industrial park was opened in 2002, had an average size of 552 acres of which 205 acres were
occupied by businesses for an average absorption rate of 37%. Twenty-nine percent of the parks, 35% of the
acreage, and 23% of the employment were in public parks and the remainder in public or joint public-private
ventures. The average occupied portion of industrial parks had 2.72 employees per acre.

The 16 parks in the planning or construction stage that reported park total acreage encompass 4,239 acres
with an average park size of 265 acres. Fifty-eight percent of the reported park acreage was owned by private
entities. The average Virginia Business Ready Site Program readiness tier of the planned parks was 2.4 on a
5 tier scale (i.e., site under ownership but not zoned for industrial or commercial use and has minimal or no
infrastructure) and projected average opening date was 2021. For the four parks that reported development
costs and park acreage, cost per developed acre is estimated at $45,455.

Table E2. Does your locality offer any business/industrial parks at least 100 contiguous
acres?

Business Ready Planning or construction stage
Iltem Number Percentage Number Percentage
Yes 24 35.8 20 30.3
No 43 64.2 46 69.7
Total 67 100.0 66 100.0

A significant portion of industrial park occupants in existing large (100 acre plus) business ready parks
consists of relocating firms from within the locality and state rather than new or out-of-state firms (see Table
E4). Local economic developers estimated that 8% of firms were business startups, 40% were relocations
from within the locality, and 23% relocations from elsewhere in the state. Many of latter relocations may
have occurred for business expansion purposes. Also, park availability could have played a role in retaining
local and state firms that were considering sites elsewhere inside or outside the Commonwealth, although
this was not assessed. Only 29% of firms attracted were from relocations from outside the state or new
establishments to the state. Thus, a substantial portion of park absorption does not represent new job creation
for the state.



Table E4 What percentage of firms in large business-ready parks fall into the following
categories?

Category Percentage
Business startups 7.6
Relocation or expansion of existing business from within the locality 39.8
Relocation or expansion of existing business from elsewhere in the state 23.2
Relocation or new location of business operating outside of Virginia 29.4
Other 0.0
Total 100.0

Based on 18 responses

In ranking the importance of various economic development features (previous section, see Table D1),
local economic developers rated business or industrial park availability as 12th important as a business location
factor, lower than workforce and education quality and availability and some other types of infrastructure
(e.g., telecommunications, highway infrastructure) but higher than economic development incentives and tax
rates. However, they also rated Virginia’s performance on provision of business or industrial parks compared
to other states as 24th or 6th lowest among 29 surveyed factors (see Table D2). Thus, while other economic
development factors may be more important, Virginia is rated as performing relatively poorly with regard to
providing suitable business sites for business expansion and location.

ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND LOCAL ENTERPRISE ZONE PROGRAMS
Approximately 40% of respondents reported that they had designated state enterprise zone(s) (EZ(s))

within their localities (see Table F1). One additional respondent indicated that they did not have a state zone
but offered a local enterprise zone with local incentives.

Table F1. Does your locality have an enterprise zone?

State Enterprise Zone Local Enterprise Zone
Response Number  Percentage Number Percentage
Yes 27 40.3 28 41.8
No 40 59.7 39 58.2

Among the respondents who did not have state EZ programs, over half (53%) indicated that they were
not eligible for the program based on program criteria (see Table F1A). Twenty three percent indicated that
they would be eligible under the current guidelines but are not so designated because the state is not accepting
applications for new zones. Ten percent indicated that they have never applied but meet the program criteria.
Five percent indicated that they once had enterprise zones, but the zones had expired.
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Table F1A. Why does your locality not have a State designated enterprise zone?

Type of Incentive Number Percent
We have never applied for state designated enterprise zone designation but meet the program criteria 4 10.0
Our locality is not eligible for state enterprise zone designation 21 52.5

We have local designated enterprise zones that would potentially be eligible but the state is not

accepting applications for new zones 9 22.5
We had a state designated enterprise zone(s) but it/they expired 2 5.0
Other 2 5.0
Don’t know 5 12.5

* More than one response permitted; 40 total respondents.

Localities with EZ’s are expected to offer their own packages of incentives funded out of their budgets
that complement the state incentives offered in the EZ’s. Localities are not obligated by any legislation to
provide a specific set of incentives or budget a specific amount for incentives. Thus, local incentive offerings
can vary greatly amongst EZ’s. The most commonly offered incentives are expedited permit processing
and fee waivers followed by tax abatements, and reduction in regulations (see Table F3). A handful of
communities offer grants for real property investment or job creation, or workforce training, loan, and
technical assistance. Localities are also unrestricted in who they give local incentives; so they can be given
to any business, not just those that qualify for state incentives.

Table F3. What local incentives and regulatory relief are offered in enterprise zones?

Type of Incentive Number  Percent
Expedited permit processing and plan review 23 82.1
Fee waivers or rebates 23 82.1
Local job creation grants 13 46.4
Local real property investment grants 13 46.4
Real property tax abatement 18 64.3
Machinery and tools tax reduction 17 60.7
Workforce training 7 25.0
Utility connection fee waiver 10 35.7
Loan assistance 6 214
Technical assistance 10 35.7
Other 8 28.6

* More than one response permitted; 28 total respondents.

Local economic developers were asked to rate the effectiveness of enterprise zone programs in meeting
various economic and community development objectives in their jurisdictions. For those who reported
enterprise zones in their localities, they were rated most effective on average in improving the overall business
climate (see Table F4), creating new jobs, retaining and expanding existing businesses, and attracting firms
relocating to the zone. They were viewed as less effective in removing regulatory barriers, improving
infrastructure, and creating job opportunities for economically disadvantaged residents.



Table F4. Effectiveness of enterprise zone program in meeting the following objectives

Not an EZ Not Somewhat  Very Don’t
Objective Objective Effective  Effective Effective know Number
Retaining and expanding existing businesses 0.0 111 44 .4 44 .4 0.0 27
Promoting business startups 7.7 23.1 46.2 23.1 0.0 26
Attracting firms relocating to the zone 0.0 14.8 40.7 44.4 0.0 27
Creating new jobs 0.0 3.7 55.6 40.7 0.0 27
Creating job opportunities for economically disadvan-
taged residents 4.2 29.2 45.8 20.8 0.0 24
Community revitalization 3.9 26.9 30.8 38.5 0.0 26
Improving overall business climate 0.0 7.7 42.3 50.0 0.0 26
Removing regulatory barriers 14.8 44.4 22.2 18.5 0.0 27
Coordinating existing economic development 7.7 11.5 53.9 26.9 0.0 26
Improving infrastructure 7.4 33.3 37.0 18.5 3.7 27
Better public-private partnerships 3.7 7.4 55.6 29.6 3.7 27
Main street revitalization 21.7 13.0 39.1 26.1 0.0 23
Raising property values 4.0 20.0 40.0 32.0 4.0 25
Increasing local tax revenues 0.0 7.4 55.6 37.0 27.0 27
LOCALITY CHARACTERISTICS

Table G below describes the characteristics of survey respondents. All of the respondents reported that
they were either very involved (92%) or somewhat involved (8%) in business location and expansion within
their communities. Over 80% of localities indicated that they had a formal economic development strategic
plan, but only half of these reported that it was a published document that was available for dissemination.
Fifteen localities reported having one or fewer FTE equivalent employees working within local economic
development in their locality. A statistical correlation analysis indicated that FTE was highly correlated
(p=290) with locality population. However, the existence of a published economic development plan was not
associated with population size or level or rurality along an urban-rural continuum.

Table G. Characteristics of survey respondents

How involved are you with business locations and expansions?
Very involved

Somewhat involved

Rarely involved

Never involved

Do not know

Total

Does locality have a formal economic development strategic plan?
Yes an internal document

Yes, a published document

No

Total

Number Percentage
61 92.4
5 7.6
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
66 100.0
26 39.4
28 42.4
12 18.2
66 100.0
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Table G. Characteristics of the Survey Respondents (continued)

Numbers Percentages

Number of FTE employees working in economic development?

0 3 4.5

1 12 17.9
2-3 19 28.4
4-5 22 32.8
More than 5 11 16.4
Total 67 100.0
Average 2.39

LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPER VIEWS VERSUS FIRMS

Several questions included in the survey were parallel with those asked in a survey of firms that applied
for or received economic development incentives (Rephann 2018). These questions were asked to compare
perceptions of local developers and firms regarding economic development incentive and other industrial
factor importance and Virginia’s relative performance and identify areas where gaps in perceptions exist.
A comparison of responses indicated that there were many areas of mutual agreement and some notable
differences.

In rating what they believed to be the most important economic development priority, firms and local
economic developer views largely aligned (see Table H1). Both rated job creation as the most important
consideration (52% of local economic developers and 53% of firms), with similar percentages indicating
that efforts should apply to all areas of Virginia (34% and 35% respectively) and targeted at distressed areas
(18% each). The same percentage (11%) also identified “creation of rapid growth, high value firms” as the
top priority. Local economic developers were much more likely to report workforce development as a top
priority (21%) compared to firms (10%). In contrast, firms were much more likely to cite “research and
development investment” (12%) compared to local developers (2%).

Table H1. What do you believe should be the most important priority for state economic
development incentive programs?

Local Developers Firms
Priority for State Incentive Programs Percentage Percentage
Creation of rapid growth, high value firms 10.5 11.5
Job creation in all areas of Virginia 34.3 35.0
Job creation in distressed areas of Virginia 17.9 18.0
Machinery and equipment investment 7.5 4.9
Research and development investment 1.5 12.0
Worker education and training 20.9 9.8
Other 7.5 8.7
Total 100.0 100.0

Local economic developers were slightly more likely than firms to attribute firm location and expansion
decisions to the availability of state economic development incentives (see Table H2). While similar
percentages of each indicated that projects would have proceeded as planned (28%) or proceeded at the same
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scale but delayed (12% local developers versus 11% firms), they differed in their of assessments of firm
likelihood of scaling back investment decisions or abandoning them altogether. Local developers were far
less likely to indicate that projects would have been reduced in scale (21% for the local developers versus
30% for firms) and much more likely to have been canceled or moved outside the state (38% versus 30%).

Table H2. What would have happened to firm plans if the state economic development
incentive(s) had not been available?

Local Developers Firms
Effect of Incentive(s) on Project(s) Percentage Percentage
Proceeded with the project(s) as planned 28.3 28.31
Proceeded at a later date, but the scale of the project would have been the same 12.4 11.45
Proceed on a smaller scale 21.0 30.12
Canceled the project(s) 14.2 20.48
Proceeded at an out-of-state location 241 9.64
Total 100.0 100.00

Table H3 compares local developer and firm assessment of the importance of various location factors
in location and expansion decisions (please note that the business/industrial site location factor was not
presented to firms in their questionnaire; thus only 28 location factors were surveyed). It shows a significant
amount of agreement in ranking. Both groups identified availability of skilled labor as high in importance
(1st for economic developers and 2nd for incentive applicants and awardees). Similarly telecommunications
(2nd and 3rd respectively), proximity to markets (4th and 6th respectively), quality of life (8th and Ist
respectively) and state regulatory environment (each rating 10th) appeared in each group’s “Top 10.”
However, they differed in some respects. Firms generally rated workforce and educational institutional
quality and availability of lower importance than local economic developers. Workforce training was rated
3rd by local developers but 21st by firms. Availability/quality of K-12 schools, community colleges, and
colleges and universities were ranked 5th, 6th, and 9th by developers but 18th, 20th, and 15th by firms. In
contrast, firms ranked economic incentives (state incentives were ranked 4th and local incentives 7th) and
costs (cost of living was ranked 8th and healthcare costs 9th) higher than economic developers. Economic
developers ranked state economic incentives 13th, local economic incentives 18th, cost of living 16th, and
healthcare costs 26th.

Table H3. Importance of location factors, local economic developers and incentive appli-
cants and awardees

Average Average
Rank Local economic developers Rating | Rank Incentive applicants and awardees Rating
1 Availability of skilled labor 3.94 1 Quality of life 3.61
2 Telecommunications 3.78 2 Availability of skilled labor 3.45
3 Workforce training programs 3.75 3  Telecommunications 3.23
4 Proximity to markets 3.74 4  State economic development incentives 3.22
5  Availability/quality of K-12 schools 3.69 5 Owner’s place of residence or preference 3.20
6  Availability/quality of community colleges  3.66 6  Proximity to markets 3.16
7 Highway infrastructure 3.66 7  Local economic development incentives 3.13
8 Quality of life 3.65 8 Costof living 3.10
Availability/quality of four-year colleges/
9  universities 3.63 9  Healthcare costs 3.05
10 State regulatory environment 3.61 10  State regulatory environment 3.04
11 Energy costs 3.55 11 Local property tax rates 3.03
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Table H3. Importance of location factors, local economic developers and incentive applicants and
awardees (continued)

Average Average

Rank Local economic developers Rating | Rank Incentive applicants and awardees Rating
12 Business or industrial parks 3.47 12 Land prices 3.03
13 State economic development incentives 3.46 13 Highway infrastructure 2.99
14 Accessibility to major airport 3.45 14  Energy costs 2.98
Availability/quality of four-year colleges/
15  State corporate tax rate 3.35 15 universities 2.93
16  Cost of living 3.34 16  Traffic and transit costs 2.89
17 Land prices 3.32 17 Proximity to corporate partners 2.85
18 Local economic development incentives 3.29 18  Availability/quality of K-12 schools 2.81
19  Traffic and transit costs 3.28 19  Availability of unskilled labor 2.79
20 Proximity to corporate partners 3.25 20  Availability/quality of community colleges 2.79
21 Proximity to other similar businesses 3.18 21 Workforce training programs 2.77
22 Local property tax rates 3.1 22  State corporate tax rate 2.76
23  Seaports, waterways and railways 3.1 23 Accessibility to major airport 2.71
24 Availability of unskilled labor 3.10 24  State individual income tax rates 2.69
25  Owner’s place of residence or preference  3.02 25  Proximity to other similar businesses 2.68
26 Healthcare costs 3.00 26  Seaports, waterways and railways 2.39
27  State individual income tax rates 2.89 27  Mass transit infrastructure 2.25
28 Special purpose infrastructure 2.78 28  Special purpose infrastructure 2.18
29 Mass transit infrastructure 2.67

Note: Business or industrial parks not included in firm survey

Assessments of relative strengths were also similar in many respects. Both groups rated availability/
quality of four-year colleges/universities 1st and quality of life 2nd as Virginia strengths relative to other
states. Other factors rated by both groups in the top 10 included proximity to markets (3rd by local developers
and 6th by firms), seaports, waterways, and railways (4th and 3rd) availability/quality of K-12 schools (6th
and 7th), and availability/quality of community colleges (8th and 5th).

Firm perceptions differed from local developers in some respects. Whereas local developers rated
telecommunications near the bottom in state performance (24th), firms rated it near the top (8th). Firms also
rated availability of skilled labor much higher (9th) than local developers (20th). Firms had more favorable
opinions of the state’s provision of economic development incentives, rating this feature 13th compared to
27th by local developers.

In sum, firms and local developers were often in agreement on location factors importance and Virginia’s
relative performance. However, local economic developers placed much more importance on workforce
quality, educational institutions, and telecommunications than firms. Local developers also rated Virginia’s
performance on workforce training and telecommunications quality below other factors. In contrast, firms
rated state and local incentives and costs as more important and rated Virginia’s performance on these features
as middling.
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Table H4. Rating of Virginia on factor, local economic developers and incentive applicants
and awardees

Average Average
Rank Local economic developers Rating | Rank Incentive applicants and awardees Rating
Availability/quality of four-year colleges/ Availability/quality of four-year colleges/
1 universities 3.41 1 universities 3.55
2 Quality of life 3.38 2 Quality of life 3.40
3 Proximity to markets 3.38 3 Seaports, waterways and railways 3.33
4  Seaports, waterways and railways 3.27 4 Owner’s place of residence or preference 3.26
5 Owner’s place of residence or preference 3.12 5  Availability/quality of community colleges 3.21
6 Availability/quality of K-12 schools 3.04 6  Proximity to markets 3.09
7 Local property tax rates 3.02 7  Availability/quality of K-12 schools 3.07
8 Availability/quality of community colleges 3.00 8 Telecommunications 3.00
9  Proximity to corporate partners 2.96 9 Availability of skilled labor 2.98
10 State corporate tax rate 2.96 10  Proximity to corporate partners 2.95
11 State regulatory environment 2.90 11 Availability of unskilled labor 2.87
12 Proximity to other similar businesses 2.90 12 Proximity to other similar businesses 2.87
13  Cost of living 2.86 13  State economic development incentives 2.86
14  Energy costs 2.85 14 Accessibility to major airport 2.84
15 Accessibility to major airport 2.83 15 Energy costs 2.83
16 Land prices 2.82 16  Cost of living 2.83
17  State individual income tax rates 2.73 17  Highway infrastructure 2.83
18 Healthcare costs 2.73 18  State regulatory environment 2.82
19  Highway infrastructure 2.70 19  Workforce training programs 2.73
20  Availability of skilled labor 2.61 20 State corporate tax rate 2.71
21  Traffic and transit costs 2.60 21 Land prices 2.71
22 Local economic development incentives 2.58 22  State individual income tax rates 2.64
23 Workforce training programs 2.53 23  Local property tax rates 2.62
24  Business or industrial parks 2.52 24 Traffic and transit costs 2.61
25 Telecommunications 2.46 25  Special purpose infrastructure 2.59
26  Availability of unskilled labor 2.40 26  Healthcare costs 2.57
27  State economic development incentives 2.40 27  Local economic development incentives 2.48
28 Special purpose infrastructure 2.21 28 Mass transit infrastructure 2.21
29 Mass transit infrastructure 215

Note: Business or industrial parks not included in firm survey
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

i Ry JL ARC

Weldon Cooper Center JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
JforPublic Service AND REVIEW COMMISSION

Center for Economic and Policy Studies

JLARC Evaluation of Economic Development Incen-
tives — Survey of Local Economic Developers

Title of the Study:
Survey of Local Economic Developers (Institutional Review Board Number UVA IRB-SBS#3126)

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) (http://jlarc.virginia.gov/)
is a non-partisan research and oversight agency that conducts independent research on
behalf of the Virginia General Assembly. During the 2016 General Assembly session, the
legislature directed JLARC to evaluate state economic development incentives on an on-
going basis. JLARC contracted with the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center
for Public Service to perform the evaluations.

Purpose of the Survey

This survey is being sent to local economic developers to obtain input on the value of
economic development incentives in influencing business decisions. Your responses will
contribute to the quality and usefulness of the evaluations and ultimately the findings and
recommendations included in JLARC reports.

Economic Development Incentives

For purposes of this survey, economic development incentives include grants; income

tax credits; sales and use tax exemptions; property tax abatements; other preferential tax
treatment; loans; early and seed-stage investments; and other forms of financial or in-kind
assistance.
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JLARC Economic DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

Confidentiality of Responses
Your responses are strictly confidential. Only the Weldon Cooper staff conducting the re-
search for the economic development incentive evaluations will have access to individual
survey responses. In JLARC reports, survey results will be summarized so that individual
responses cannot be identified.

Voluntary Survey

Your agency/organization’s participation in this survey is voluntary but your participa-
tion will help JLARC to provide a more representative picture of economic development
incentives in Virginia. The survey should take approximately 30 minutes to complete.

Benefits and Risks

There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this research study. The study may
help us understand the role of state economic development incentives in influencing busi-
ness decisions. There are no anticipated risks in this study.

State Fiscal Year (SFY)

Some questions in this survey ask about the SFY. A state fiscal year (SFY) ends on June
30 and starts on July 1 of the prior year. That is, SFY 16 began on 7/1/2015 and ended on
6/30/2016.

Survey Instrument Choices
This survey is provided using Qualtrics software. If you prefer to fill in a hardcopy version of the survey, you
can find a PDF to download at https://ceps.coopercenter.org/sites/ceps/files/2019-11/jlarc-econ-survey.pdf

Questions?

If you have questions about how the data will be used, please contact the principal in-
vestigator, William Shobe, Ph.D., at 434-982-5638 or shobe@virginia.edu. If you have
questions about filling out the survey or using the website, please contact Steve Kulp at
434-982-5638 or skulp@virginia.edu. To obtain more information about the study, ask
questions about research procedures, express concerns about your participation, or report
illness, injury or other problems, please contact Tonya R. Moore, Ph.D. at 434-924-5999
or IRBSBS@virginia.edu.
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CENTER FOR Economic AND PoLicy Stubies, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

A. STATE INCENTIVE AWARENESS AND IMPROVEMENTS

A.l1 Please provide your opinion on the usefulness to local economic development of each of
the following state economic incentives to your locality:

Not
familiar Otherwise
Not useful Not very Somewhat Very with the cannot as-
at all useful useful useful program sess

A.1.a. Virginia Economic Development Partnership Grants

Commonwealth Opportunity Fund 1 2 3 4 0 9
Major Eligible Employer Grant 1 2 3 4 0 9
Virginia Business Ready Site Program 1 2 3 4 0 9
Virginia Economic Development Incentive Grant 1 2 3 4 0 9
Virginia Investment Partnership Grant 1 2 3 4 0 9
Virginia Jobs Investment Program 1 2 3 4 0 9
A.1.b. Department of Housing and Community Development Grants

GO Virginia 1 2 3

Job Creation Grant 1 2 3

Real Property Improvement Grant 1 2 3

A.1.c. Small Business Financial Authority/Department of Small Business and Supplier Diversity Grants
Small Business Investment Grant Fund 1 2 3 4 0

Small Business Jobs Grant Fund Program 1 2 3 4 0

A.1.d. Virginia Department of Transportation Grants

Economic Development Access Program 1

Transportation Partnership Opportunity Fund 1

A.1.e. Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Service Grant

Agriculture and Forestry Industries Development 1 2 3 4 0 9
Grant

A.1.f. Center for Innovative Technology Grant

Commonwealth Research Commercialization Fund 1 2 3 4 0 9
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JLARC Economic DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

Question A.1. (continued)

Not
familiar Otherwise
Not useful Not very Somewhat Very withthe cannot
at all useful useful useful program assess

A.1.g. Department of Rail and Public Transport Grant
Rail Industrial Access Program 1 2 3 4 0 9

A.1.h Port Authority of Virginia Grant

Port of Virginia Economic and Infrastructure Grant 1 2 3 4 0 9

A.1.i Tax Credit Programs

Barge and Rail Usage Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Coalfield Employment Enhancement Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Farm Wineries and Vineyards Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
International Trade Facility Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Major Business Facility Job Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Major Research and Development Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Quallfled.Eqwty and Subordinated Debt Investment 1 2 3 4 0 9
Tax Credit

Recy_clable Materials Processing Equipment Tax 1 2 3 4 0 9
Credit

Research and Development Expenses Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Virginia Qoal Production and Employment Incentive 1 2 3 4 0 9
Tax Credit

Virginia Port Volume Increase Tax Credit 1 2 3 4 0 9
Work_er Training Tax Credit/Worker Retraining Tax 1 2 3 4 0 9
Credit

A.1.j. Other Incentives

Data Centers Sales and Use Tax Exemption 1 2 3 4 0 9
CIT GAP (Growth Accelerator Program) Fund 1 2 3 4 0 9
Manufacturing Single Sales Factor Apportionment 1 2 3 4 0 9
Tourism Development Financing Program 1 2 3 4 0 9
A.1.k. Other Sources

Other 1 (Please describe ) 1 2 3 4 0 9
Other 2 (Please describe ) 1 2 3 4 0 9
Other 3 (Please describe ) 1 2 3 4 0 9
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CENTER FOR Economic AND PoLicy Stubies, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

A.2 What do you believe should be the most important priority for state economic development
incentive programs? (Select one):

1. Creation of rapid growth, high value firms

2. Job creation in all areas of Virginia

3. Job creation in distressed areas of Virginia

4. Machinery and equipment investment

5. Research and development investment

6. Worker education and training

7. Other (please describe )

A.3 Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to
Virginia’s existing economic incentive programs to make them more effective at encouraging
business formation/location/expansion decisions?

A4 Are there any other types of economic development incentives that would provide a stron-
ger tool for attracting, retaining, and growing firms in your region? If so, please describe what
kinds of incentives would be effective. Please include any suggestions you have for how they
would be structured.
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JLARC Economic DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

B. STATE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVE UTILIZATION IN LO-
CAL DEVELOPMENT

B.1 Did your locality assist firms in receiving one or more state economic development incen-
tives over the State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2015-2019 period?

1. Yes
2. No
3. Do not know

B.2. What kind of state economic development incentive(s) over the State Fiscal Year (SFY)
2015-2019 period did your locality facilitate? [Check all that apply]

U Grant
U Tax credit
U Loan (e.g., Virginia Small Business Financing Authority Direct Loan
or Credit Enhancement Program Loan)
U Equity and near-equity investment
U Sales and use tax exemption
U Technical assistance, mentorship, or other services
U Other financial assistance (Please describe )

B.3 What was the approximate total value of the state economic development incentive(s) that
your locality facilitated over the period SFY 2015-2019?

$

B A4. Please indicate approximately how many businesses received state economic development
incentive(s) that your locality facilitated over the period SFY 2015-2019?
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CENTER FOR Economic AND PoLicy Stubies, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

B.5. What do you think would have happened to firm plans of starting up, expanding, or re-
locating within your locality if the state economic development incentives had not been avail-
able? Please estimate the percentage of total projects that would have fallen into the following
categories..

a. Firm would have proceeded with the project(s) as planned %
b. Firm would have proceeded at a later date,
but the scale of the project would have been the same %
c. Firm would have proceeded on a smaller scale %
d. Firm would have canceled the project(s) %
e. Firm would have proceeded at an out-of-state location %
Total 100 %

B.6. How many instances have you been aware of that a business chose not to locate or ex-
pand in Virginia over the period SFY 2015-2019 because a state incentive was either not avail-
able or the incentive offer was not large enough?

1. Many instances
2. Several instances
3. Few instances

4. No instances

5. Do not know

B.6.a. If there were instances, could you describe them briefly?

B.7 Comparing Virginia economic development incentive(s) to those offered by other states
would you say that:

1. Virginia economic development incentive(s) are more generous than other states
2. Virginia economic development incentive(s) are similar to other states

3. Virginia economic development incentive(s) are less generous than other states
4. Don’t know
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JLARC Economic DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

C. LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVE UTILIZATION IN
LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Local economic development incentives here refer to grants; tax abatements, or other preferential
treatment; loans,; and other forms of financial or in kind assistance offered by local governments such
as county, city, and township economic development authorities and other local government entities.

C.1 Does your locality offer economic incentives?

1. Yes
2. No

C.2. If so, which of the following types of local economic development incentives do you offer?
[Check all that apply]

Grant

Tax abatement

Road improvements

Water or sewer extension

Workforce training assistance

Free land or land write down

Subsidized building(s)

Low-cost loan

Other (Please describe )

o000 o0oo

C.3. Did your locality assist firms in receiving one or more local economic development incen-
tives over the State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2015-2019 period?

1. Yes
2. No
3. Don’t know

C.4 What was the approximate total value of the local economic development incentive(s) that
your locality facilitated over the period SFY 2015-2019?

$

C.5. Please indicate approximately how many businesses received local economic development
incentive(s) that your locality facilitated over the period SFY 2015-2019?
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CENTER FOR Economic AND PoLicy Stubies, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

D. FIRM LOCATION FACTORS

D1. Please indicate your responses concerning the IMPORTANCE of the following factors in

firm formation/location/expansion decisions.

Then rate how Virginia COMPARES to other states with respect to the factors considered in
firm formation/location/expansion decisions.

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

X

]
D.1.a. State and Local Policies 2l®e| = =l Bl x| 2 21 8
S|l € S |- 8| £ o | Z | 2| 2| ¢
BE|Z2E| € |2E|X 2| | 5| F|X
2818 8 (28/=|3|s|&|%=
IS c 1) > c
EIGE| E|TE5|8E 7 88

(%}
a. State corporate tax rate 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. State individual income tax rates 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Local property tax rates 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. State regulatory environment 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. State economic development incentives 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
f. Local economic development incentives 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 314 9

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

i | B = = 2| x (g 2| 2
D.1.b. Education and Workforce E| 8 £ £ _ €| 8 g T o o 5 5
B85l 3| £t |2 |2 |8S 5|5 |
2812|2128 2|z1E8/ 5| 2| %

[S
EIGE| B 5323 g8
a. Availability of skilled labor 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Availability of unskilled labor 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Availability/quality of K-12 schools 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Availability/quality of community colleges 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 31 4 9
e. Ava!Iablllltquuallty of four-year colleges/ 1 9 3 4 9 1 9 3 4 9

universities

f. Workforce training programs 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
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D.1. (continued)

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

| B - = 3| x |5 2| =z
D.1.c. Infrastructure |8 £ £ £l & S ki Y o E 5
sE|2c| £ |2E|X |22 §5|&|X
= 8_ 9 o o O o = [CIR) 8 (2] -
E|SE| 2785|5559 |55
lo=| = =lal>|» L]l a
a. Highway infrastructure 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 4 9
b. Mass transit infrastructure 1 2 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Business or industrial parks 1 2 3 9 1 314 9
d. Special purpose infrastructure (e.g., clean 1 > 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
rooms, wet labs)
e. Accessibility to major airport 1 1
f. Seaports, waterways, and railways 1 1
g. Te!ecommunlcatlons (including broadband) 1 > 3 4 9 1 P 3 4 9
infrastructure

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

. . . | = . - =] = X = 2
D.1.d. Business and Residential Costs E|® = = g 8 S T ol 5 5
BE|2t| € |2l 2|83® S| F| X

96| g5 o o O o ol © »
“E|SE| BV E 25155 5| | ;
=lo=| = | 8|32 |0 2|8
a. Land prices 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Energy costs 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Healthcare costs 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Traffic and transit costs 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Cost of living 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
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D.1. (continued)

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

D.1.e. Location *% E :Eu :Eu _ E § § E Y o g §

SIGE| ETEB|E7 7 5 3
a. Owner’s place of residence or preference 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Proximity to markets 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Proximity to corporate partners 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Proximity to other similar businesses 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Quality of life 1 2 3 4 9 1 213|419
f. Other (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9

IMPORTANCE in firm
decisions to initiate

formation/location/expansion

How Virginia COM-
PARES to other states

D.1.f. Other Factors E| £ £ £l S g ki Y o E 5
SE|2E| £ |2E|X | 2|39 S| &| X

o ® o o O o = o o O w -

“glsel 2172|255 5| 2%

=las| = =818 |» 2|8

a. Other 1 (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Other 2 (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 31 4 9
c. Other 3 (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Other 4 (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Other 5 (Please describe 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 314 9

D.2. What are the most important steps the Commonwealth of Virginia could take to assist

business location and expansion?
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E. ASSESSMENT OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND FOR BUSINESS READY SITES

E1. How big of a constraint on local economic development is the lack of “shovel-ready” (i.e.,
all zoning, infrastructure, and permits are in place and available for business development for
occupancy) commercial and industrial sites in your locality/region?

A large constraint

A moderate constraint

A small constraint

Not a constraint at all
Not available/Don’t know

Nk =

E2. Does your locality offer any business/industrial parks with at least 100 contiguous acres
that are business ready?

1. Yes
2. No

E.2.a.. If you answered “Yes”, please provide the following: name of park, year of establish-
ment, amount of total developed acreage, amount of developed acreage occupied, ownership
(public, public/private, private), number of firms/organizations, total employment at firms, . If
none, please state “none.”

QQ)@Q@ .\\() 5 X
©) .2 @
v Q\) \\\\ Y & NN
N A2 @ &L .Q\ R S & PN
% © & EN
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S T® e O N N SNP
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E3. How many firms/organizations have located in business-ready business/industrial parks of
at least 100 contiguous acres in size in your locality over the period SFY 2015-2019?

E4. Approximately what percentage of the firms referenced in question E3 would you estimate
fall into the following business origin categories?

a. Business startups %
b. Relocation or expansion of existing business from within the locality %
c. Relocation or expansion of existing business from elsewhere in the state %
d. Relocation or new location of business operating outside of Virginia %
e. Other (please describe ) I %

Total 100 %

E5. Does your locality have any new business or industrial park(s) of at least 100 contiguous
developable acres in the planning or construction stages?

1. Yes
2. No
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JLARC Economic DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

E.5.a. If you answered “Yes”, please list each site, and their approximate characteristics
(name, locality located, expected year of full business readiness, current level of readiness as
indicated by Virginia Business Ready Site Program scale, and total estimated development
costs and ownership (public, public/private, private). The business readiness scale is the same
as the Virginia Business Site Readiness Program (1=raw land with interested seller; 2=site
controlled and marketed for development, 3=zoned industrial/commercial, due diligence com-
pleted; 4=certified as “infrastructure ready”; 5="Shovel Ready” -- permits in place.).

2 .
D

s s 2 5,

o Q" XE

3 % Q¢ e N <8
Ny _@f&oqe(‘ & & & RS &
0\ Q
Q? © o © o®

E.6. Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to
Virginia’s business site development programs that would make them more effective?
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F. ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND LOCAL ENTERPRISE ZONE PROGRAMS
F.1 Does your locality have a STATE designated enterprise zone(s)?

1. Yes
2. No

F.1.a. If [No], why not? [Check all that apply]
U We have never applied for state designated enterprise zone designation
but meet the program criteria.
U Our locality(ies) are not eligible for state enterprise zone designation.
U We applied for state designated enterprise zone designation but were

unsuccessful (identify zones that applied and years )

U We have local designated enterprise zones that would potentially be eligible
for state designation but the state is not accepting applications for new state
enterprise zones (list zones that would potentially be

eligible )
U We had a state designated enterprise zone(s) but it/they expired (list zones that
expired )
U Other (please describe )
U Don’t know

F.2 Does your locality have a LOCAL enterprise zone program(s)?

1. Yes (Please describe )
2. No

F.3 What local incentives and regulatory relief are offered in your enterprise zones? (Check
all that apply)

U Expedited permit processing and plan review

U Fee waivers or rebates

U Local job creation grants

U Local real property investment grants

U Real property tax abatement

U Machinery and tools tax reduction

U Workforce training

U Utility connection fee waiver

O Loan assistance

U Technical assistance (e.g., technology, design, marketing, other)
O Other (please describe )
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FA4. Please rate the effectiveness of your enterprise zone program in meeting the following
objectives:

Not
an EZ Not Somewhat Very Don’t
Objective Effective Effective Effective  Know

a. Retaining and expanding existing busi-

nesses ! 2 3 4 9
b. Promoting business startups 1 2 3 4 9
c. Attracting firms relocating to the zone 1 2 3 4 9
d. Creating new jobs 1 2 3 4 9
e. Creating job opportunities for economically- 1 2 3 4 9
disadvantaged residents
f. Community revitalization 1 2 3 4 9
g. Improving overall business climate 1 2 3 4 9
h. Removing regulatory barriers 1 2 3 4 9
ir.n:::ordinating existing economic develop- 1 2 3 4 9
j- Improving infrastructure 1 2 3 4 9
k. Better public-private partnerships 1 2 3 4 9
I. Main street revitalization 1 2 3 4 9
m. Raising property values 1 2 3 4 9
n. Increasing local tax revenues 1 2 3 4 9
o. Other (please describe ) 1 2 3 4 9

F.5. Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to
the state enterprise zone programs (Jobs Creation Grant, Real Property Improvement Pro-
gram) to make them more effective?
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G. OTHER

G.1 Please name the city or county for which your economic development office works.

G.2. How involved are you with businesses that are considering locating and expanding in
your locality?

1. Very involved

2. Somewhat involved
3. Rarely involved

4. Never involved

5. Do not know

G.3. Does your locality have a formal economic development strategic plan?

1. Yes, an internal document
2. Yes, a published document
3. No

G 4. How many full-time equivalent employees does your locality have working in the area of
local economic development?

G.5. Do you have any additional comments about Virginia’s or your locality’s economic devel-
opment incentive programs?
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Thank you for taking the time to complete the questionnaire!
Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated

If you prefer to send us your responses on this worksheet , please
mail to:

Center for Economic Policy Studies
University of Virginia
P.O. Box 400206
Charlottesville, VA 22904-4206

Or: Scan this completed form, and email it to us at
sck7x@yvirginia.edu



APPENDIX B. SURVEY COMMENTS

A3 Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to Vir-
ginia’s existing economic incentive programs to make them more effective at encouraging business
formation/location/expansion decisions?

Program Administration and Complexity

Streamline/lessen the reporting requirements across all programs.

The Enterprise Zone program should be managed by VEDP and not DHCD.

Takes too long to get approvals/offers for companies.

Enterprise Zones may be better placed under VEDP.

Allow grant to go to existing companies expansions without the eligibility criteria of out of state competition.
A job is a job whether by a new company or an existing company.

Stop trying to guard the money and use incentives to help companies grow.

The TDFP program is a nightmare to apply for and creates an ongoing administrative headache.

Streamline them. One application. One point of contact (a navigator, if you will). It’s too confusing for some
of us that do this for a living. Imagine how hard it would be to figure out for those that don’t. Simplify the

labyrinth.

Better aligning the State incentives, especially if there are multiple like an AFID and COF, with the locality
so that the terms and report information and dates are similar.

The COF offer takes tooooo long to receive. There should be a preliminary letter for serious clients. The letter
can be footnoted that it is not a binding offer and what has to be met in order to receive the offer.

Response time from VEDP needs to improve. Constant turnover at VEDP is problematic.
Moving faster would be helpful and all agencies talking would help us appear less disjointed

We routinely hear from companies that the administrative burden in relation to Virginia’s two Enterprise
Zone grant programs, RPIG and JCG, is daunting and should be simplified.

A lot of the programs are so time consuming (i.e., the Enterprise Program) that a lot of investors and busi-
nesses do not take advantage of it. However, we do need to be able to offer it as an incentive and we do have

investors that use it.

Consolidate programs -- too many agencies and bureaucracy -- several ineffective and underutilized pro-
grams. Simplify access and eligibility to programs.
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One location online that details ALL available programs and grant opportunities such that one does not have
to navigate multiple agency sites for information. The current method of listing programs is confusing and
lacks information regarding “layering” of awards.

Rural/Distressed Areas

The current programs appear to support business growth in the larger more populated areas of the state.
Efforts to be made on a sliding scale of incentives to provide higher levels in areas that are more distressed.

Revenue and employment thresholds too high for small business dominated rural communities.

Because the new job and/or new capital investments threshold are so high for so many state programs like
COF, we have little hope of benefiting from those. I think it’s good that there is a distressed category where
the thresholds tend to be lower. But the distressed criteria do not fully capture community distresses. For
example, they tend to be based on unemployment, per capita income and poverty level. Therefore they over-
look and punish counties where local wages are very low (4th lowest in state) and very high percentages of
people commute out to work (70% for us), and/or must work multiple jobs to make ends meet. The PCI mea-
sure automatically means that any locality with a residential college is going to look distressed (thus while
Virginia Tech students tend to have a lot of disposable income, on paper they make Montgomery County
incomes look low).

Small localities lack the expertise and resources to develop competitive grants.
More funding to rural areas.

Lower some of the capex and job creation numbers for small localities. Designate an enterprise zone to all
localities and structure incentives on a sliding scale based on locality distress.

Rural or underserved areas have a difficult time competing for new projects because of economic factors
stacked against them. Incentives that help lessen the impacts of those factors would be greatly beneficial.
Especially for those “middle class” localities. We often are viewed too rich to be poor but we are too poor to
be rich.

Rural development training for community leaders.

Rural localities need more assistance for infrastructure build out for a client. Most cannot afford to build utili-
ties prior to a client and most of the grants available are expected to be “given” to the client.

Incentive Design Issues

Regarding the Tobacco Region Opportunity Fund (TROF), as previously mentioned, it is too bad that they
have essentially turned the grant program into a loan program for local governments. As noted earlier, the
machinations of having to repay the “grant” through future tax revenue generated by the project is pretty
daunting.”

Some of the cash grant programs should be scaled to a company’s size. I.e. an investment of $1 million and 5
jobs for a company of less than 50 employees should be looked comparable to a $5 million investment and 50
jobs for a company of 250 employees. Most of the big cash projects can only benefit the very large companies
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whereas most communities are built by companies of less than 25 employees.
Create different levels of incentives throughout more of the programs.
The threshold for the Commonwealth Op. Fund is too high.

Capital investment requirements are not practical for IT firms. Rather than purchasing servers, many of these
businesses choose to contract with cloud providers. I worked with a new business that met the job creation
requirements laid out in the COF grant, but it could not meet the capital investment requirement because it
was leasing space in the cloud rather than investing in servers. A claw back is likely facing this business. |
suggest this be considered for a change.

Most of the grants are given after the jobs and investment are created. I believe we lose clients to other states
that put cash up front. I understand this is risky but it can be secured with a letter of credit.

Most important: The AFID grant performance requirement is a 3-legged stool that includes capital invest-
ment, job creation and VA-grown materials purchases. Inability to meet any one of them jeopardizes incen-
tives, causing claw backs. Not meeting capital investments thresholds, or not meeting them as quickly as
hoped, should not weigh as heavily as the other two, and claw backs should reflect that crucial difference
where the locality suffers, but not the Commonwealth..

Support for smaller business development, especially given the site limitations in VA.

Communication/Local Coordination

Better communication about the programs, i.e. expected timelines, know limitations. Communication
between the entity, the state and the locality seems to lessen as you proceed through the process.

Ensure that the local economic development professional is the lead partner on all existing and potential
business incentive programs.

The tax credits are always presented but coordination and administration is through the Department of Taxa-
tion that does not have a direct working relationship with localities and regions that I am aware of. Busi-
nesses are bureaucracy-averse. It would be very helpful if the Department of Taxation could represent their
tax credit programs and foster working relationships with economic developers at the local and regional
levels, assuming that the relationship exists with VEDP.

More engagement with local counties to understand their unique properties, providing more efficiency in
connecting external investors to local areas.

It would be nice if each locality had a single point of contact with the VEDP.
Infrastructure/Industrial Parks

VA Business Ready Site Program -- $$ available to localities for infrastructure. Perhaps a program for shared
funding. Similar to SHELL building initiative. Better education on what is available.

More shell buildings and graded land
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I understand the reason for sites over 100 acres but for smaller, rural localities, most of our sites are roughly
20 acres. Honestly, I’d just like more education on what programs are available so we can promote them.

Aid in the expansion of utilities. We are often limited by the availability of natural gas or other public utilities.
Education/Training

Stop giving money to corporate businesses and start investing in the people of the Commonwealth of Virginia
through workforce training. If you provide a ready to go workforce for the businesses, the businesses will

not need corporate handouts.

An incentive program to encourage and help offset the costs of apprenticeships in businesses whose skilled
employees are near retirement and are having trouble filling critical positions.

Reinstating the VJIP Retraining Fund. This retraining fund allows localities to retain industry as moderniza-
tion occurs.

Other

Until incentives are eliminated all over the US it really is the cost to do business. VA has a good model
compared to some other states that look at return on investment models of 10-20 years. We typically look at
5 years at the most. (Amazon maybe an exception) The State has also implemented significant changes to
the performance agreements where monies are not distributed until these corporations meet their investment
criteria set forth in these agreements which is important. Claw backs are hard to get back!

We have had success in utilizing numerous programs and have worked well with VEDP staff.

The realization that local governments are heavily dependent upon M&T taxes is critical.

Developing a system where initial competitiveness exists while M&T is still available or replaced by another
equal revenue stream to localities is critical.

Look at the needs businesses are having in investing in growth. There’s a need for capital - to buy machines
and add jobs to meet demands in hi-growth, hi-tech fields (in manufacturing).

A4 Are there any other types of economic development incentives that would provide a stronger tool
for attracting, retaining, and growing firms in your region? If so, please describe what kinds of incen-
tives would be effective. Please include any suggestions you have for how they would be structured.
Workforce/Training

Workforce training, workforce training, workforce training.

Take all the Enterprise Zone funding and transfer into workforce training.

The Commonwealth could offer much greater direct dollar investments into worker training programs (i.e.,

through the HR Workforce Council, VIIP, etc.), to be able to offer a more attractive incentive - upfront -- to
prospective firms wanting to relocate or expand. These could fund skills certifications offered by community
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colleges, OJT, pre-approved private training facilities - however the skills can be legitimately built.

I think putting money into workforce training and site readiness is critical. VA has started this process but
more money needs to be available to move sites from a Tier 1 or Tier 2 to a Tier 3 or Tier 4. This includes
the need for matching grants for infrastructure that are more robust.

More funds and flexibility for job training and workforce preparation.

Prioritizing education, workforce development and infrastructure.

Incentivize for up-skill and workforce training. Compensation for training collaboration with educational
institutions and potential employers. Incentives to firms that offer living wages and family benefits.

Talent recruitment funding... matching programs for regions.

Work force development programs need to be funded to assure a pipeline of qualified workers is available to
existing or new businesses.

Continuation and strengthening of VIIP and any other workforce training and retraining is imperative.

I would like to see what could be titled a “Community Career Counselor” placed in High Schools and in local
Community Colleges who would act to match people with particular skills sets to career openings/interests
within businesses in need of a skilled employees. The counselor would work with local businesses to help
develop a curriculum specific to the employer, the employer would receive a grant to offset an apprenticeship
program at their facility. The apprentice could change employers to better suite their personal interest and
skill capability as needed. This program would offer a pathway to an “associates degree” (and higher degrees)
in conjunction with community college course work giving these skills equal prestige with traditional college
degrees helping to change the culture toward skilled “vocational” trade careers as equal alternatives to pure
academics.

Infrastructure/Industrial Parks

Grants for site readiness.

We would like to see a version of the Business Ready Sites Program that is relevant to space constrained
urban areas. “Mega sites” need not require 100+ acres if their facilities are vertical and geared toward office
use.

Funding for site development only if revenue sharing if present.

We often utilize incentives that help us expand road networks to meet the demands of future business, incen-
tives to help with further road and infrastructure would be helpful.

Assistance with infrastructure development.

More funding to grade land in all areas of VA.
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Site development. There are few tier 4 sites in VA, yet it costs too much for smaller EDOs to develop our
properties.

The work being done to assess and develop sites in VA is impressive and I believe the reports will stand as
a great tool for development at a local level. However, most clients are looking for existing buildings. Shell
buildings are expensive and risky. Most loan organizations will not use economic development facilities as
collateral due to the risk. Therefore funding a shell building is difficult. It would benefit all communities if
they had access to grants or other assistance to build shell buildings. If the GOVA regions dedicated $5-7 mil-
lion to a revolving fund then two communities at a time could provide a 1:1 match and build shell buildings.
As those are sold the money is returned to the GOVA fund for the next community in the region to obtain.
There are many details to work out but this is a foundation for a tool to attract clients, especially in rural areas
where funding is not as readily available for economic development.

We are a small agricultural county. We have very limited broadband access and businesses will not locate
here, and remoter workers cannot work from home. We need Broadband.

State infrastructure development programs for transportation, broadband, utilities, and waste disposal.
Small Business/Entrepreneurship

The Commonwealth needs to strengthen its incentives and grant offerings for small businesses and for loca-
tion and expansion project that fall under the standard Commonwealth Opportunity Fund (COF) require-
ments of $5 M capital investment and 50 jobs paying a locality’s prevailing average wage. The small busi-
ness grant programs at the Department of Small Business & Supplier Diversity are very much needed, but
they are under-resourced and not promoted really much at all, which is the same as not having the programs.
Most localities serve local businesses comprising less than fifty employees. We need Commonwealth-level
tools to work with these companies, too.

Need incentives for small shops to expand and hire. Right now State grants are geared mostly to larger com-
panies. We in small Towns/Counties need help with the smaller companies. All the attention is on the big
scores such as Amazon. This biases State efforts to the large MSAs. We, in the small communities, under-
capitalized, are left to fend for ourselves.

It would be very helpful to have funds or programs that can help growth-oriented companies in rural com-
munities (less than 20,000 people?) and small towns. For example, small but growing businesses can benefit
from a few hours of access to key experts in Social Media, GIS, Strategic Management, and HR. We tested
this out in an economic gardening pilot project ourselves. We are continuing it on a tiny scale, but not able
to meet some of key needs.

We need some type of angel investor funding. Funding that will help startups.

Innovation and entrepreneurship incentives.

Smaller business programs | Grants to support smaller business.
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Business Expansion and Retention

Support for job retention. We compete to keep firms in our region just as we compete to lure others away.
Only one of these is easily incentivized and that does nothing for those that have invested already. Additional
support for expansion activities. It’s lower hanging fruit with more immediate outcomes. Deep roots should
be encouraged for investment over decades, not months and years.

Most incentives are based on large employers/investment. Focusing some state grants on existing companies
expanding that may not meet some of those thresholds.

The COF program, as well as other state programs, are becoming too difficult to work through for a company.
I am working on a local expansion that will more than likely not qualify for TROF or COF simply because
the company will not release their financial information as it is proprietary. 36 jobs, almost $9M in invest-
ment, they are a subsidiary of a company that generates over $100B in revenue and they will not qualify for
state incentives.

Lower the bar for rural counties to access discretionary state funding for attracting/retaining firms.

We need incentives to offer existing companies interested in expanding available to them without punishment
if they do not meet the criteria 100%. Companies should be held accountable; however, the terms of the
grants should be better suited if they cannot meet job creation numbers or capital investment amounts. Pro-
rated grants would be more helpful to companies looking to expand. Most of our growth has come within
the County and we need to help those businesses. Otherwise they become stagnate and potentially close
operations.

High Technology/R&D

In my region, higher cash grants for VJIP for software development, cybersecurity, and autonomous vehicles.
Over 50 jobs, provide minimum of $3,000 for companies paying 125% to 150% of median wage.

R&D grants.

Low interest loan programs for high tech companies to locate or retain jobs in rural areas.

Other

Option to use a portion (1/16%) of the state sales tax to create special tax districts (and improvements therein)
to incentivize new commercial/retail development in high demand commercial corridors. Could include a
sunset period of 10+/- years. Allow localities the option of using the tax generated (a portion) within a defined

area to encourage new development and generate greater future revenues.

Programs aimed to assist small cities, not necessarily economically disadvantaged, but needing business
revenue to provide quality schools and services.

Reiterate that state and local matching tax incentives on investment, equipment, and real estate on a 3 year
sliding percentage scale.

Incentives that make towns grow - schools -- housing -- transportation and available commercial space.
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None other than add more enterprise zones to rural areas.

1) Affordable housing. 2) More affordable housing.

Rural areas need different incentive packages. Structural deals need different methods.
North Carolina has a Building Reuse Grant that should be replicated in Virginia.

Incentivizing citizens to move to SWVA or Southern VA through stipends, paying of student loans, tax
breaks, etc.

We continue to promote increased funding for VEZ, VIIP, R&D tax credits, COF.

D.2 What are the most important steps the Commonwealth of Virginia could take to assist business
location and expansion?

Infrastructure/Industrial Parks

Site readiness not only in geographic center that always win, but site readiness in areas that are currently
viewed as below average.

More robust site readiness assistance to local governments with publicly-held land for business development
is very important, especially those with 25-100 acre sites available.

Invest in site readiness (includes infrastructure) and transportation improvements across the state.

Address special infrastructure needs such as broadband. Help access leads on an international basis.

Assist with site development.

Assist rural communities with better internet connectivity and out/inbound transportation opportunities.
Prepared sites and shell building programs. Talent development and attraction programs.

Help localities with infrastructure funding for expansions and improvements to older water/sewer/roads.
Provide more assistance in business/industrial park creations through the sites program. If we clearly don’t
have enough shovel ready sites, then provide more incentives to create those sites to be ready for expanding
and incoming businesses.

VEDP needs to use its power as an EDA to invest in sites and accept a percentage of revenues as they are
sold or leased. Only the Commonwealth has the resource to help local government develop major sites for
business investment. Under this scenario, large parks available for hosting major investment can be made
shovel ready (Tier 4). Strict criteria for investment can be established, such as acreage (1000), proximity to

interstate interchange (1 mile or less), some available infrastructure near the site; and, the VEDP gets a return
on investment to help provide funds for future project sites.

46



Reducing the time that it takes VDOT to review, act and review any type of road plan. VDOT has always been
a headache when it comes to quick turnaround times for economic development projects.

Improve infrastructure (roads).

Broadband -- 10 yr. plan is far too slow . . . Improvement in highway arteries -- widen major feed thorough-
fares from business hubs (clusters) to 4 lane or interstate connections . . . waste disposal.

[P]repare land.

Help with local and regional infrastructure expansion including I81.
Support funds to develop land and buildings.

Infrastructure development.

Infrastructure.

Program Administration and Delivery

Get business friendly. Take care of your existing businesses. Take a hard look at your state level ED organi-
zations. Get politics out of your state wide ED organizations.

Empower flexibility at the local levels. Stop messing around with the regional organizations - they just get in
the way. Support locals that know the businesses and their needs best.

Funding for product (building, land, infrastructure) improvement.

1. Bring State information locally to explain what the incentives are. I have to beg and plead for officials
to come here. 2. Every State Recruiter should have a good working knowledge of what separates various
regions of the State from others, down to the County level. Is this occurring?

Letting the localities in sooner on a project. Examining localities that aren’t in a regional group as well as
an option for some of these projects. Right now if a locality isn’t in a region they aren’t seeing the regional

projects coming in, even if they would be a fit for the project.

My experience is limited to my time in SWVa and I don’t think we have received the concentrated efforts that
other areas of the state have.

Create a “’Go To™” point of contact who can assist with interaction needed from Company to State and Local
Governments from initial inquiry down to “Grand Opening.”

Continue to support local government ED offices who are not part of a regional group.

Open lines of communication between the state and localities.
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Perhaps to explore the idea of creating a variety of strategies formed by the unique conditions and assets of
regions across the state. . ..To consider two equal VEDP offices; one in Richmond, one in Roanoke, to better
understand and promote the unique opportunities the western half of the state has to offer businesses. To hire
staff at VEDP with proven experience in economic development at the local level.

Generate more leads for local and regional economic development organizations.

More knowledge of communities and offerings in areas outside of the golden triangle. More VEDP trips to
these communities to be aware of the sites and benefits. Willingness of VEDP to discuss with prospects the
benefits of doing business in these communities rather than just accepting the prospects stated preference (i.e.
must have interstate vs 4-lane highway, must be in NOVA, etc.)

Follow-up, ID needs, . . . Relationship building and care.

Workforce Development/Training

Align workforce development training to help businesses succeed.

Virginia should implement training programs for blue collar to white collar. Large warehousing is in some
ways a replacement for manufacturing. Assist localities in development of sites.

... make resources available for workforce training.
[Invest in] viable workforce training solutions that are creative to fit individual companies quickly.

Create and maintain skilled workforce programs. Make workforce assistance options very clear, very acces-
sible, and very easy.

[P]repare workforce.

Workforce creation incentives.

Workforce development. Immigration programs.

Improvements in k-12 education -- lengthen school year

Support workforce programs -- VEDP doing great.

Focus on workforce training and push community colleges to provide better training.
Effective workforce development.

Program Offerings/Design

Offer incentives and assistance not for just the large companies but the smaller ones as well. These smaller
companies can lead to bigger expansions but they aren’t able to get as much assistance as the big “wins.”

Focus on rural Virginia more.
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Unique incentives for rural market.

Target more technology, shared services and other non-manufacturing businesses. Establish an Urban Eco-
nomic Development Strategy to focus on fiscally stressed urban communities. This could include urban
redevelopment opportunities.

Increase marketing budget in US and abroad. Start offering commercialization grants to high grow companies.

1. cost reductions -- rebates. 2. support services (workforce, international, etc.). 3. generate leads through
marketing.

Continue to support Quality of Life projects Keep incentives in place and research new options.
[E]ffective targeting.

Tax/Regulations

Do not increase regulations, hourly wage or tinker with right to work!

Maintain low tax burden. Maintain limited regulatory environment.

Relax burdensome environmental requirements and responsiveness (lack thereof) by state agencies.
Realistic requirements on DEQ/wetland permitting.

Program Funding

Adequately fund the incentive programs currently in place.

Alocal ED sales tax similar to Texas would help.

[P]rovide funding to carrot regions to work together toward solutions and share revenue.

Other

Promote the quality of life benefits of rural communities.

1) Affordable housing 2) More affordable housing.

[A]vailable health care.

Housing.

E.6 Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to Vir-
ginia’s business site development programs that would make them more effective?

Program Eligibility Parameters (e.g., Park size, area distress)

Allow for smaller parcels to be considered for the program.
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A more concentrated effort and incentive package for SWVa or areas that are more distressed.
Site development program should include a “25 acre or more” component.

For rural localities, in particularly small rural localities, offer grant programs, incentives, and technical exper-
tise to attract small businesses (less than 25 employees). Recognize that a new business that can employ just
5 people is relatively huge for small, rural localities especially in light of the continuing population decline
of rural Virginia and rural America. And these businesses do not require large sites.

More $ for rural counties.
As previously noted, we would like to see a version of the Business Ready Sites Program that is relevant to
space constrained urban areas. “Mega sites” need not require 100+ acres if their facilities are vertical and

geared toward office use. Additional brownfields development funds would be helpful as well.

Insure broadband access to all key sites; assist smaller communities with upgrading sites to shovel-ready.
Offer grants for smaller lots, too.

Not encourage shovel ready sites over less developed sites.
Critical to drill down to lower acreage sites such as 25 acres or even 15-20 acre sites!

Include professional services as a target industry. Our park is zoned commercial, but not industrial, so it does
not qualify.

There needs to be a program to work with single-locality-owned or privately-owned sites that has the resourc-
es similar to what Go Virginia offers for regional site development projects. The Business Ready Sites
Program is great for due diligence and evaluating the state of readiness of all sites. It is the up-front site
development costs of grading and utilities that Virginia could benefit from having Commonwealth-level
funding availability.

Go Virginia is not friendly to site development. VA has the resources to assist localities in site development
from roads, utilities, and grading.

Program Funding
Once VEDP Site Characterization program is finished, please adequately fund a program to invest in high-
scoring sites. Put less emphasis on 100+ acre sites. 25 acre sites in a smaller city are very important AND

viable.

Yes, more funding as small grants of 50K-100K are not enough to even do the necessary studies to move
these properties forward.

Aid with hard costs would be appreciated or grants with extending utilities. Buying down or sharing in engi-
neering costs would be nice, too. Any support is welcome.

Mainly to provide funds to help develop the rest of our business park sites into shovel ready.



Funding

Increased funding to the program to help assist localities in creating those sites.

Grant availability

Additional funding/match with localities to bring up to tier 4’s.

Yes, make it a grant, not a loan. Have it negotiable to complete the job, not just piecemeal. Or, forego this
and create an investment program for Virginia where it becomes part owner and enjoys the profits of land
sales and leases.

Yes, we submitted an application . . . for a grant and after expending public funds, VEDP informed us that the
grant . .. was to become a loan between the state, the locality and private property owner. We were awarded
[a grant] but the property owner has not taken any action to help prepare the site towards a Tier 3 due to the
grant vs. loan change.

Other

We understand CoStar is the most-used database of available site information by VEDP, but our experience
suggests that the information is not always accurate, up-to-date or comprehensive. Recommend using mul-
tiple databases to ensure better accuracy.

I don’t particularly care for the program. I think it is important for VEDP to use its operational intelligence
and expertise to explain to local governing bodies WHY sites and buildings are important but the Com-
monwealth shouldn’t be putting its financial resources into development. Put the money into primary and
secondary roads or CTE programs instead

No. We don’t really rely on the site development programs at this time.

The engineers seem surprised when I ask for grant identification to pursue once deficiencies in infrastructure
are identified. Provide help with fixing things, not just identify problems.

A notification piece to the system letting the economic developer know by e-mail when it’s time to review
properties instead of having to login and check them.

The current site characterization process has been fantastic, because it includes public and private sector
property.

We are currently working with VEDP.
Provide more direct contact between VEDP and [Locality].
The site readiness program has been valuable.

The last few years has shown great improvement in the assistance from the state. Continue site readiness
program - loan pool for investment to prepare sites.
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VEDP does a good job. Small and rural localities lack the fiscal resources to meet some of the site and infra-
structure readiness.

[S]tandardize reporting information required and reporting date . . . dates should be on a calendar year basis
by quarters.

F.5 Are there any programmatic or procedural improvements that you think could be made to the
state enterprise zone programs (Jobs Creation Grant, Real Property Improvement Program) to make
them more effective?

Increase Zones/Funding

Allow more rural localities to participate.

Additional zones should be made available.

I think Virginia should designate the entire Commonwealth as an Enterprise Zone and consider abolishing
most of its other programs. Grants for jobs and real estate improvements are two of the most useful incen-
tives with an easily quantified ROI. They are equitable and universal. Regardless, if you are going to have
Enterprise Zones at all - the incentives should be FULLY funded. Pro rating incentives based on the number
of applicants/amount of money appropriated is disingenuous.

Give them to all localities (on a sliding scale based on need)

Well, re-open applications for others and fully fund. Without a State Enterprise Zone--and we didn’t get a
single Opportunity Zone, despite our application and all 3 of our Census tracts being eligible. I assume our
lack of interstate, rail, port, university, natural gas, and population density worked against us, but it’s also the
reason we need help.

Don’t restrict them to severely undeserved areas...all of Virginia should be an Enterprise zone.

Lower the threshold for qualification, and fully fund the program.

Just keeping them well funded is important. RPIG is nowhere near 100% of eligibility when Job Grants are
paid out first. I hope we can fund the program well enough to eliminate the necessary proration of RPIG in
the future.

Increased funding so pro-ration of RPIG is alleviated.

Change Program Parameters

Make for job retention not just creation.

The thresholds are too high for smaller investors or businesses to qualify on the real property grant. A $100k
investment in SWVa is different that a $100k investment in an other areas of the state.
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Job thresholds too high to benefit any small business development.

The # of jobs it requires is hard to meet for small startups with little full time people.

Simplify Application/Reporting

Simplify Jobs and Investments reporting forms and make them online capable.

Reports to localities (or press releases) broadcasting STATE total incentives given would be useful information.

The process is more detailed than some investors want to get involved in. A less complicated process, appli-
cation would be great.

Make the application way less cumbersome.
Simplify the application process.

Other

Broadband availability. Site development grants.
Road show for incentives around job creation.

The Town would be able to answer better on that question -- they manage the E-zone. We have a tech zone
in the county that I manage, though.

Eliminate all EZ grants and place the funding into workforce development.

G.5 Do you have any additional comments about Virginia’s or your locality’s economic development
programs?

Incentives mitigate costs for businesses to locate and operate in certain locations when compared to other
locations (other states and countries). It is okay to assess the effectiveness and cost efficiencies of incentives
WITHIN Virginia, but it must be assessed from the standpoint of how our incentives availability and resource
levels compare to other states that we compete for economic development opportunities. If Virginia is com-
peting and winning projects and is doing so efficiently compared to other states, then that is a fair assessment
of the use of incentives. The question of internalizing the use of incentives within Virginia as a single state
misses the relevance of what we are doing.

Workforce is main issue. We need ability to retain college and community college students. the other issues
is class A office space for companies to expand.

Cash is king - especially cash that can be used to offset initial costs of relocation or expansion. After the

initial capital outlays and hiring, expenses should be offset by revenues (otherwise there is no point in being
in business).
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We need to have a more cohesive operation. I feel like we are hundreds - some of which are swimming in the
right direction. VEDA and VEDP work well on professional development, we need to illustrate our value to
citizens and legislators alike. Economic development is important work but incentives are but one piece. For
some projects, though, they can be deal-makers or deal-breakers.

While not a state objective, our local office works with tourism, retail, and restaurant businesses as well as
business services. We do not have available industrial land in the City, so would like programs focused on
business/professional services sector.

I have seen only one company tour here from outside the area looking at the area for investment, led by State
officials. All other efforts were driven locally. This is over a period of 14 months in a supposedly booming
economy.

Grow existing business has been our most successful strategy.

Think of practical ways to help rural communities and small towns--including competitive funding that
rewards capable and creative economic development work with small, traded businesses.

However the oversight can be designed, the programs or a program needs to be flexible enough to win a deal,
not just hit the end of the established criteria...we need to start digging deep to bring in the major projects like
we did with Amazon--Great job, Stephen! What that showed was that Virginia can be creative and come up

with what mattered to the prospect, not just tell them we have done all that is possible with existing programs.

[Our County] is located in an economically distressed area. We need more funding for current companies to
expand and we need assistance with attracting new businesses.

Focus on affordable housing as a primary factor in economic growth.
We need more help and support to get companies to locate in areas outside of the golden triangle.
Virginia’s export promotion program is excellent but did not receive a mention.

The cash and technical assistance provided under VALET, STEP and Regional Program has been very helpful
in spurring exports.

I feel it would be beneficial to have more flexibility with funding economic initiatives for small localities with
limited staff and $.

Programs should be scaled to the needs and abilities of the locality -- design programs around the communi-
ties with like needs.

Rural areas need additional support in a tier approach for incentives.
Virginia needs to look at neighboring states budget on marketing and incentives. We are weak comparatively.

Our local incentive programs were just codified in June 2019.



Working on drafting local incentives now.
1. We need bigger pots of cash incentives.
2. Better response times from state agencies.

3. Relaxation of burdensome environmental hurdles.

Many of our local incentives are performance-based and moderate based on actual performance.
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