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Title: ENTERPRISE ZONES IN OREGON: A STRUCTURAL ANASIS

Enterprise zones are an economic development patiopted by many local
governments in Oregon and elsewhere. The managestnectures used to implement
enterprise zones are illustrative of operationalashgics of public-private partnerships
used for economic development purposes.

This study utilizes interviews of local economiczdlpment actors and
government document research to assess types\atsl ¢¢ partnership between each
city and its development non-profit. This qualitatanalysis is aimed at discovering
similarities and differences in how cities execem¢erprise zone management and how
these discoveries fit in the context of public adistration literature. Aspects of each
cities partnership are explored.

Most interview subjects agree on the importancentérprise zones and the use
of partnership to promote economic developmenthere are significant operational
differences among the cities which reveal a needrigoing assessment of management

structure and partnership roles.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Local Economic Development

In addition to the responsibilities of local goverents to provide for the
health and welfare of its citizens through pubdétesy, sanitation, and other
services, an expectation arose in the latter Hdtlietwentieth century that city
governments should attempt to facilitate employnggatvth and business health.
In fact, much effort on the part of local governriseimas been expended in pursuit
of economic development (Rubin, 1986; Green, 1996).

This pursuit entails at minimum some cooperatietwieen city officials
and businesses to identify needs and efficientjylément programs. Often such
partnerships do much more and have in many casdgeehinto regional public-
private organizations whose central purpose igtauit new business investment
and promote business expansion. These local dawelat organizations often
assist in implementing public economic policy.

A body of research has analyzed how local govemsnarrange for
economic development with partnerships (Agrand®8; Feiock, 2004).
Partnerships may take the form of regional coal#iof mixed public and private
partners, two-party agreements, or private corpmiatcontracted to administer
certain programs. Participants may include citesinties, chambers of commerce,
non-profit economic development corporations, agianal business marketing

organizations jointly sponsored by local government



Enterprise Zones

Local development organizations often implemerdssist in
implementing policies, including incentives, loamgrastructure investment, labor
development programs, etc. The present study exanthe implementation of a
policy used frequently across the United States@redjon, that of enterprise
zones.

Enterprise zones in Oregon are aimed at reducargb and expansion
costs to industries by exempting taxes in speggiographic areas targeted for the
promotion of traded-sector industry. State legislaempowers municipalities to
sponsor enterprise zones, establishes statutelintitaheir applicability, and
leaves day-to-day management decisions to the jcsdlictions.

Each jurisdiction has discretion as to how to adsten certain aspects of
the zone, most importantly handling initial ingesifrom potential business
applicants and guiding eligible businesses thratgtprocess. Who assumes that
role and how these duties are shared between puidiprivate partners is a central
question whose answer reflects both administratheepolitical aspects of the
partnership between the city and local developroegdnization.

An analysis of the differences among several ctasreveal functional
contrasts that will be useful to public administratinterested in improving local
partnerships whose aim is to promote economic deweént. It will furthermore
better flesh out themes from the literature regaygiartnership dynamics between

governmental and non-governmental agencies.



This qualitative study uses five Oregon citiesialsjects of an
examination of administrative approaches to enig@one management -
Medford, Salem, Eugene, Springfield, and Corvallisaddition to each being a
sponsoring jurisdiction of an Oregon urban entegrone, they all participate in
local development organizations to assist theinenac development efforts. The
five comprise the entirety of Oregon urban entsgrones outside the Portland

metropolitan area.

Research Purpose

This study will describe the implementation ofexptise zone policy in
these cities and how the local development orgéinizmand local governments
interact. Roles and perceptions of key playershelexamined. Similarities and
differences among the five subject cities will b@lered with the purpose of
discovering to what degree implementation structefiects theories presented in
the literature and whether intentionality on thet jpd local government plays a role

in management arrangements. Further researclggested.



CHAPTERII

LITERATURE REVIEW

Local Economic Development Research

Economic development strategies employed by looaégmments have been
the subject of a variety of research agendas. elbas be broadly classed into three
groups: studies of the effectiveness of local enuna@evelopment policies; studies
examining factors that give rise to particular logavernments’ array of local
economic development policies; and studies of regieconomic develop
partnerships as increasingly important factorsalicy adoption and
implementation (Hammer and Green, 1996; Olberd0g2).

While the first group, economic impact analysipresents a large portion of
policy analysis research, especially with regardrtterprise zones, it scarcely
addresses the management arrangements at questgonTine second group, which
includes investigations of why certain kinds ofestadopt certain policies, or what
factors influence policy implementation schemesnes a bit closer to the topic of
the current study and will be briefly addressednter to highlight the need for
further qualitative analysis.

Finally, studies of development partnerships, ddé of partnership in
general, will be more extensively discussed anthésranalyzed according to the
explanatory models employed in the literature. a&sessment of the applicability

of these models to the current study is taken ugetail in Chapter VI. Since the



purpose of the analysis at hand is to discover mgéu differences between
several cities’ implementation of enterprise zattesugh their relationships with
local development organizations, the hypothesen thos category of literature are
directly relevant and offer a foundation for thelysis which is lacking in other
literature. In particular, | review the framewortkggiested by Brinkerhoff (2002) in
her study of the dimensions of partnership asréirsgigplace for describing the

qualities of city — LDO relations.

Policy Arrays

Research analyzing the linkage between the arraglafies jurisdictions
adopt and how they organize growth promotion haekided factors such as the
number of economic development mechanisms citigdanand their associated
governmental forms (Feiock and Kim, 2000), and hatextent city size and
funding mechanisms influence where in governmestanchy coordination occurs
(Fleischmann and Green, 1991). These approacheagiantitative but fall short of
capturing the full measure of an administrativedre’s bearing on policy
implementation.

Certain independent variables used in these stadéekinary or
uncontroversial, for example whether or not a gigyp utilizes a certain economic
development tool or the amount of a certain busisedsidy. But frequently these
quantitative approaches ultimately rely either aqualitative assessment of an
organization’s structure (“partnership” versus fabbration”, for example) or they

may ignore subtle components affecting a varidblegxample whether an adopted



policy is supported by actual government resougEesck and Kim, 2000). Hall's
study of development agencies in Kentucky (20083deon funding amounts to
discern differences in the relative success oedifit agencies, but the research
findings and conclusions pointed toward the neecfideeper analysis of
management type, relations between economic daweliopprofessionals, and
other determinants of organizational capacity.

The literature on such functional characteristickoal and regional
development structures often utilizes survey ddaGuire (2000), Fleischmann
(1992) and Crowe (2007) all examine self-reportathdrom American
municipalities to discover differences and simtlas in how policies are adopted,
implemented and managed to promote economic davelop Rather than draw
conclusions from numerical analysis, these stuidiesulate or apply theories of
administration to explain variations in administratarrangements for growth
promotion.

One administrative arrangement, the frequency athvhas increased
dramatically over the past thirty years (Crowe, 208 the local development
organization (LDO). LDOs are widespread nationaty exist in each of the five
cities chosen for this study. In order to bettederstand the dynamics at play in
such partnerships, we can look both to the liteeatun partnerships generally and
that which addresses LDOs in particular. Theaimployed in these studies are

reviewed here.



Agency-centered analysis

One class of theories distinguishes between staldiactors, which are those
stemming from broad economic and political conteatsl agency factors, which
focus on the position and roles of professionalnisher, 1996). In the context of
administration of local growth promotion, the fomfsagency-centered analyses
has been the municipal economic development pi@atit. This could be an urban
planner, business assistance professional, or amngmployed in the executive or a
line department whose role is to develop businessty and employment
opportunities. This practitioner is typically redad as the embodiment of a city’s
growth promotion values and policies.

The past few decades of public administrationdii@ére has widely asserted
that public managers increasingly act less likeehucrats and departmental
functionaries and more like inter-agency and ifieisdictional coordinators
(Agranoff and McGuire, 1998). A shift has occurfesim strictly hierarchical
governmental execution of policy to more flexiblgeractive problem-solving and
innovation stemming from trends of reduction inéed government support,
increased diversity in policy creation, and thevgtoof reliance on non-
governmental partnerships. Often referred to asktew Public Management”
framework, this view sees public management thraugboperative lens (Lynn
1998; Bingham, 2005).

With regard to economic development practice, ttiesne has resulted in

analysis of the ways in which government practiienwork in diverse, non-linear



arrangements with a variety of public, private, aod-profit sector players to
promote job and income growth. Studies of regigmalernment, multi-jurisdiction
partnerships, collaboration and social networksa#ireelevant to describing the

nature and function of local economic developmeganizations.

Collaboration, Networks and Partnerships

The concept of collaboration is one that has rexemuch attention
(McGuire, 2006). It is often recognized as a pimeaoon integral to New Public
Management, one that requires innovative manageteembiques. In addition to
explanations for the emergence of the new publicagament roles for
practitioners, the increase in collaborative publEnagement is credited to
adjustments due to changing conditions in thisdiinfation age” and the need for
solving problems only recently expected of governtnsuch as health care,
poverty and natural disasters.

One shortcoming in theories of cooperation and d&gendence between
government and non-government agencies is the toeefine categories of co-
operation that are narrow enough to capture meéniolgaracteristics in methods
of policy implementation and broad enough to inelettiough cases to provide a
useful framework for further analysis.

In collaboration theory this challenge is exempltifibby McGuire (2000) and
his definition of collaboration as “a concept thascribes the process of facilitating
and operating multiorganizational arrangements@dving problems that cannot be

achieved, or achieved easily, by single organinatio This umbrella could



conceivably cover two-party agreements about rexaharing on the narrow
extreme and regional frameworks established by maisdictions to implement
collections of policies on the broad extreme ofgpectrum. To distinguish among
operational differences in local economic developnpartnerships, a finer
description is needed.

One concept employed to attain a finer level otdpson of multi-party
cooperation is that of social networks. In theteghof local government economic
development, social network theory has been usedptain how and why inter-
governmental partnerships form (Crowe, 2007).hls ¢xplanation, it is the
strength and density of ties between entities,resteed with their numerical extent,
which offers explanatory power. Crowe found thaigh level of cohesiveness and
ties that “bind” similar interest groups in contrasthose that “bridge” to more
disparate or administratively separated organinatie associated with a wider
variety of economic development strategies withaommunity.

A related finding is that looser ties among agesawolved in local
economic development are associated with industeaélopment and external firm
recruitment policies and tighter ties are correlatéh local self-development
projects. It has been noted elsewhere, howevat jttban be difficult to separate
the effects of network density from those of resedevels allocated to particular
policies and programs (Green and Haines, 2002).

Finally, a third method of characterization of joaffort is that of
partnerships. Brinkerhoff, in her 2002 analysigo¥ernment-nonprofit

partnerships, offers a framework defined by twoetisions — mutuality and
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organizational identity. These dimensions esthldisiseful scale along which a

partnership can be placed.

Mutuality is the roughly equal sharing of opportunitiestgage in activities
beneficial to each partner. This opportunity iirted both by an organization’s
ability to utilize its own particular capacitiescaresources, and also to defend its
particular advantages. Mutuality enables parttemteract with equal legitimacy.
It also implies that each partner is committechi partnership’s goals and accepts
close interdependence in the fulfillment of thosalg.

Organizational identityefers to the particular capacities and charaattesi of
an organization that are themselves desirable sefiilito the partnership. These
characteristics include the core values of themmgdion and the promise that those
values will endure as part of the organization. ohganization’s unique skills and
capabilities, such as its stakeholders or, in Hs= ©f cities, its legal authority,
contribute to the enduring identity.

The two dimensions of partnership are subjectiad, Gan defy measurement
(Brinkerhoff, 2002). But as a relative indicatédrcommitment, mutual respect, and
self-recognition of values and capacity, mutuadityl organizational identity have

application in analyzing relationships betweeresitand their LDO partners.

The Context of Inter-agency Cooperation

As inter-agency relations are increasingly relipdruto describe the activities
of local governments in economic development, tieeipusly highlighted

dichotomy between agency-centered analyses andigtaianalyses begins to
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weaken. That is, the context of management aietsvitself begins to include the
collaborations of government in addition to the @vidconomic and political
environment. Understanding partnership dynamies isontextual as
understanding how factors such as tax revenue, ddigovernment, or bureaucracy
size influence government actions.

In attempting to understand the practical dimersmilocal government
partnerships, those that affect their creation@metation, a line of research has
adopted the theory of transaction costs. Basdti@foase theorem transaction
cost analysis states that if costs are low, ratipagies will engage in bargaining to
reach an optimum efficiency. This theory was aradlly applied to the activities of
firms. In the case of interlocal relations, trasigan cost analysis includes factors
such as the costs of bargaining, information-gatigedividing benefits and
enforcing agreements.

Krueger and McGuire (2005) analyze variables swgctitees’ form of
government, geographical characteristics, and néakéors to establish which are
related to the likelihood that local governmentt wooperate with each other.
They find that more populous cities, with city mgaaform of government and
located in homogeneous market areas are more li@edyperience lower trans-
action costs in initiating cooperative efforts wither cities. While these findings
rely on a purely financial measure of partnershiget, and they are limited to
interactions between governments and not private@a, they outline a promising

approach to identifying functional aspects of caapen.
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Feiock et al., (2009) similarly develop this ideadsing on joint ventures for
economic development. The key perspective hetetscollaborations form not
simply when benefits of cooperation are possiblg nore precisely when the costs
of sharing information, unifying political interastvithin bargaining parties, and
dividing the gains can be overcome. This “insit&l collective action” is not a
specific kind of arrangement or rationale for caoation but rather any occasion in
which joint gains outweigh costs of initiating tbellaboration.

An interesting precedent to this recent work isrfl@iposa andndranovich
(1991), who look at a single city to identify bans and constraints to the capacity
to create a comprehensive economic developmentapldmssociated organization
for Lubbock, Texas. As background, the authorséireibroad national trends in
economic development policy in the last two decaddbe twentieth century that
parallel and complement the trends identified asynsors to New Public
Management and the rise of collaboration — a redmieh federal support for cities’
economic development and increased emphasis ohclooalination to better
compete for jobs and industry.

The authors find the attitudes of key players, dedgeing nominally identical
in their interest in job creation, diverged su#icily with regard to the advantages
of cooperation to undermine joint efforts. Thigatgence was exacerbated by the
formation of several organizations with similar si@s but who were competitive
for resources rather than cooperative. This rebezan be viewed as consistent
with a transaction cost approach, as Riposa idestfarriers to information-

sharing and failure to reach agreements on bergfdang as key to preventing
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successful cooperation. This research also hilgtslifjndings elsewhere
(Olberding, 2002b) that emphasize the interpersandicultural limitations on

initiating joint economic development programs.

Local Development Organizations

Clarke (1998) points out that the transaction apgghaaises questions of
government versus governance. Governance empblabeexpanding scope of
actors involved in local affairs and the capacitydovernment officials to solve
problems of transactions costs among diverse aciidie dual challenge of
reducing transaction costs to promote cooperatiahwill lead to economic growth
and managing the complex networks of local stalddrelleads to the use of
partnerships (Clarke, 1998).

This assertion mirrors research on the growth aadgbence of local and
regional organizations whose mission is to pronectanomic development
(Olberding, 2002a; McGuire, 2000). The extent aatlire of these organizations
has been researched (Rubin, 1986; Hall, 2008; Cr2@&/; Green, 2002). Local
Development Organizations (LDOs) may take variaums, though non-profit
corporations appear to most popular (Olberding 2200

One interesting study that does attempt to measuent of agency that is
primarily governmental versus predominantly shahedugh partnership is Blair’s
(2002) review of how state enterprise zone polieresimplemented by local
partnerships formed to promote economic developme&he focus here is on what

direct government action is involved in implemegtenterprise zone policy
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through partnerships and networks, and how thidampntation fits a “policy
tools” framework for understanding service delivery

While this study was not on a fine enough scalea& at the operations of
particular LDOs, the findings do, however, sheeéiiesting light on the range of
participation by private and public entities in iementing enterprise zone policy.
Some state’s index score reflected very little gorreent action; others showed
high direct government action, and other showedlante of the two.

The evolving context for local development parthess, the prevalence of
local development organizations, and the lack biuinderstanding of how these
actually function in policy implementation all poito a need for a more in-depth,
qualitative analysis. The research would bensgitnfan evaluation of specific
cases of LDO implementation of an economic devekapgrpolicy and review of

the literature’s relevance in these cases.
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CHAPTER IlI

ENTERPRISE ZONES

What is an Enterprise Zone?

An Enterprise Zone is geographic area targetethflitated business
expansion or establishment through some form ainfomal or regulatory incentive
provided by a state or local government. The fdeauch incentives was born in
England in the early 1980’s and found support enltmited States during the
Reagan administration, though federal legislati@s wot passed at this time. (The
Clinton Administration did create “Empowerment Zeh&994 which function
differently than enterprise zones in that qualifyareas were eligible for federal
grants as opposed to individual businesses quadjffor relief.) In the meantime,
however, interest moved to the state level, andd8)2, forty-three states had
adopted enterprise zone legislation over the pragddienty-five years (Blair,
2002).

Each state employs a unique array of incentivel agdax relief, job training
support, regulatory relief, or some combinatiorré¢loé The most popular
technique is sales, income and property tax exemgti In Oregon, only property

tax relief is available to firms who locate or erdan an enterprise zone.

Enterprise Zones in Oregon

Oregon’s program was begun in 1985 with legislatiat allowed for the
creation of up to thirty enterprise zones statewfdegon, 2006). An enterprise

zone can be either rural or urban, and may be speddy a city, county, port or
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tribe. Any traded-sector business, that is a lmssinvhose products and services
are consumed by other businesses as opposed taluraiconsumers, which re-
locates from a minimum distance from the zone tihiwithe boundaries of zone, or
an existing business that expands within the zigrigible for a 100% property
tax exemption for at least three years with antamithl two years possible at the
discretion of the sponsoring jurisdiction (OECDMDQ8). According to statute, at
least one permanent job must be created or attlgasty-five million dollars in

new capital expenditure must be made to qualify.

The specific exemptions, business qualificationgezformation
requirements, levels of local government flexilgibind rules pertaining to zone
termination and renewal have been amended atdteslsvel many times over the
twenty-four year history of the program, as haverall parameters of the program
such as number of zones (Oregon, 2006). The ingal&ation of the policy is a
combination of the prescriptive state requirememsodied in statute and certain
areas of latitude local governments have when apgplpr and renewing their
particular enterprise zones.

Enterprise zones were originally promoted as priipnarmeans to attract
outside industry, but over the years has begumighasize providing opportunities
for existing local business to reduce the cosixpbasion. Of the 133 projects
eligible for exemption in the 2007-2008 tax yearlyd36 were new to an enterprise
zone. In that same year the value of exemptedeprpotaled 1.4 billion dollars
which resulted in a property tax revenue loss tot&4.7 million dollars (Oregon,

2009).
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Local Government Roles in Enterprise Zone Managémen

Areas of local government latitude include the sind shape of an enterprise
zone, whether hospitality businesses will be inetijdvhether businesses will be
eligible for waivers of certain employment requikarts, whether businesses are
eligible for a two-year extension on the base tlyesg granted by the state, and
whether businesses who meet certain “public bérafteria will be granted full
exemption in contrast to those which do not. Exanop public benefit criteria are
locally defined sustainability measures, whethev eenployee benefits are better
than the local average, or business relocatioxpargsion which redevelops a
brownfield site.

Enterprise zones can be jointly sponsored whengseghboundaries of the
zone overlap more than one political boundary. dbes zone, for example,
includes industrial land outside the city limits Imside the Urban Growth
Boundary, necessitating joint sponsorship with L&oenty. This requires county
government to pass a resolution affirming Eugemg&rest and sponsorship of the
zone (Special Districts, 2007).

Local governments also assign responsibility forezmanagement. A zone
manager must be identified and listed with theest&ome jurisdictions have more
than one manager, even for individual enterpriseego There is no prescription in
the statute that the zone manager need occupyaatigydar kind of office. This

gives localities discretion as to where they haus@agement services. Statute also
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does not list duties of the zone manager, othenpdy that zones shall be managed
in accordance with all relevant statutes (Oreg6092.

In addition, the marketing, communication and pssagg of applications is
handled by the particular local arrangement assatiaith each zone. County
assessors are responsible for issuing the exemgtidmeporting to the state on new
job data. The state reviews local government apgptins to establish and renew
enterprise zones, which have a life of ten yeard,@eates forms and provides
technical assistance. Today there are fifty-nimemprise zones in Oregon - forty-

eight rural zones and eleven urban (Oregon, 2003).



19

CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to analyze the dynamand structure of the
implementation of enterprise zones for five locavgrnments in Oregon. This
requires the discovery of information not availafieough documentation.
Interviews of three key players from each jurisdictwere conducted. Additional
contextual and historical information was soughotigh research of government
and organizational websites, public meeting recaadd enterprise zone-related

documents held by the State of Oregon.

Interviews

Thirteen interviews were conducted (Appendix Apr Each of the five
jurisdictions studied a representative from eactingde categories was contacted;
an employee of the local development organizaaamunicipal government
employee involved in management of the enterpase zand a private sector
member of the local development organization’s daddirectors. For Eugene
and Springfield, a total of four interviews werendacted; one each with a
municipal employee, one with the local developnwganization director, and one
with a private industry representative.

These recorded telephone interviews were designeticit information,

perceptions and attitudes about management ohteesziewee’s local enterprise
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zone and about local economic development actsvitiggeneral. An interview

guide with general questions was employed for @atelnview (Appendix B), but
the open-ended nature of certain questions anthdjodry in general resulted in

some variance in question phrasing and timing.

Interview recordings were maintained by the redearand re-played as
necessary to ensure accurate transcription. letemotes were cross-referenced
with each locality’s written and website informatito verify factual accuracy. Six
interviewees received follow-up email inquiriesrfrohe researcher to clarify issues
that the original interview did not address butethémerged over the course of

subsequent interviews and records research.

Documentation

Data on enterprise zones in Oregon in general 4sawéhese which were the
focus of this study was gathered with assistarm® the Business Incentives
Coordinator in the Oregon Economic and Communitydd@ment Department.
This information included spreadsheets with timedirmaps, and demographic
information about Oregon’s enterprise zones whidvided good quick reference
comparisons. The coordinator also provided me mifitrmation on Oregon’s
enterprise zone history.

Background information for each city’s processddopting and
implementing the enterprise zone was sought fan edyg by locating meeting
minutes, agendas and memoranda for city counatlssaanomic development

committees, when available. These documents vearelsed for mention of issues
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related to management of proposed enterprise zmr@®posed renewals of

existing zones.

Limitations

Information from the interviews is limited by thack of direct experience
among most interviewees both in the formative starje¢he local development
organization and when enterprise zone policy was ifnplemented. The
researcher assumes that these times were wheal detiisions about management
structure were made. Only five of the thirteenevewvolved during these periods.
In addition, interview responses are subject taltdias for those past events
discussed by interviewees. Participants also amsiguestions about their own
organizations which may have resulted in incomptetslanted responses.

Limitations in the historical documents researaheach city’s adoption of
enterprise zones stem from the circumscribed nafuagendas and minutes
documents which do not generally capture informddraefly mentioned issues. If
discussions among key players occurred outsidesttegnized framework and
formal proceedings of council and commission megstithey would not be
captured in the researched materials.

Additionally, finding all relevant documents wamgly not possible, as most
jurisdictions do not keep older written materiahtig and were unwilling, even for
a fee, to spend time sifting through archives. M/hiis anticipated that public

records law could have been invoked in order topedracquisition of relevant
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documents, the expense involved and the strengtifaymation gathered indicated
that such measures were not warranted.

Finally, the limited number of cases and intervi@weastrains conclusions
which can be drawn about city-LDO relationshipg@meral, whether in Oregon or

elsewhere.
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS

This chapter discusses the information gleaned flooument research and
the telephone interviews. First, results fromekamination of government
documents will be explained and placed in the cdragéthis paper’s purpose of
discovering to what extent enterprise zone impldaten schemes are
intentionally planned at the time of policy adoptioSecond, results from the
interviews pertaining to the character and functibthe LDOs in the subject city
and their relationship with the city will be repedt This includes LDO profiles,
history of formation, functional relations, and sifies of how the cities and LDOs
interact.

Finally, actual operations of zone managementheltlescribed along with
interviewee responses about their source of jabfaation as background to
discovering any differences in perceptions amoragegis.

Key findings are the extensive role of LDOs, impattfunctional differences
in board activity and agreements between parthiesciand perceptions of
closeness among LDO participants. The lack of egpglanning for zone
management at the political level during periodsmkrprise zone establishment is

also established.
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Enterprise Zone Management Planning

Findings from research of government documents ttetime of each city’s
initial adoption of enterprise zones are miniméhe complete absence of
references to administrative aspects of entergoses found in agendas, minutes
and committee meeting information leads to the anon that elected bodies were
not interested and engaged in decision-making dimutthe zones would be
managed.

It must be noted that acquisition of the desirecudeents proved much more
challenging than anticipated. Enterprise zone®waeopted over twenty years ago
in three of the five cities studied, and in somgesaagendas and minutes from
public meetings were simply not available.

In all, minutes and agenda packets from nine mgefirom the five cities
were reviewed for mention of aspects of the prog@seerprise zone related to its
implementation. In no case was zone managemertioned. No questions were
raised about roles of the parties with regard tol@mentation of the policy,
marketing, or contractual relationships betweerctties and local economic
development organizations. Supplemental documsuatsy as committee reports
and strategy documents similarly showed no suckiderations (Appendix C.)

Most of the comments found, whether by electectiif$, advisory
committees, or staff, related to the potential eroic impacts of the proposed
zone, features of the enterprise zone program asithe possible two-year local

extension on tax exemption, or the geographic baudesl of the proposed zone in
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each jurisdiction. For Corvallis - which had theshaccessible documents due the
recent adoption of its zone - much discussion cedten the proposed public
benefit criteria. While this is an area of locaaletion within the enterprise zone
program, it does not bear on how the zone is mahage

The lack of discussion among elected leaders apdrdpvel management as
part of the local enterprise zone management psogas confirmed through
information gleaned from this study’s interviews,veell. Most of the interview
subjects were not working in their current capasitvhen the zones were first
adopted and they had no second-hand knowledgecbfcanversations occurring.

The public manager interviewed from Corvallis, whdre enterprise zone
was adopted only one year ago, did mention thaianicipated in conversations
about who would be the zone manager, but he didewall that they were a
significant component of the decision-making preceghese conversations took
place among staff members themselves and did setaithe level of deliberation

at meetings of economic development advisory cotesstor elected officials.

Local Development Organizations

In addition to the similarities among the subjaties which recommended
them as suitable for the comparison which is thp@se of this research — presence
of urban enterprise zone, location near Inter§atities outside of the Portland
metro area — during the research it became appéuard key point of comparison
was the presence of a local development organizétibO) and its direct

involvement in implementation of the enterpriseeoif he kind of relationship
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between the public practitioner and the LDO, aredgktent of policy
implementation realized through that relationskip benchmark for assessing
dimensions of economic development management.ralagonships between the
LDO and the city’s economic development staff is ftamework in which the
current evaluation takes place. Therefore, inot@eneaningfully compare the

five cities we must describe their LDOs.

Commonalities among Subject L ocal Development Or ganizations

Several overall similarities are easy to identiBxcepting Corvallis, each city
has an LDO formed in the 1980’s, and all of theB®k are engaged in marketing,
business assistance and information sharing. @heleal with enterprise zones in
some capacity and cite the presence of the lobalnuzone as central feature of
their business recruitment and retention strategies

They all have boards of directors consisting of senix of business and
public agency and government representation, dradeaprivate non-profits. All
interviewees considered the relationship betweeemuonent, private industry and
the LDO to be a partnership of some descriptiontarize important to the
everyday functioning of economic development atiéigiin their area.

Underlying these general similarities are sevdratcsural and relationship
differences. The functional relationships andwtogis in each city vary and this is
reflected in both the interviewee’s answers and #is history of each LDO and its

relationship with city government. What followsatescriptions of each LDO and
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the characteristics that relate to how each funstia partnerships. These

descriptions are further summarized in Table 5.page 41.

L ocal Development Organization Profiles
SOUTHERN OREGON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT INCORPORATED

Southern Oregon Regional Development Incorporé&@REDI)
encompasses more function and activity than therdtitee LDOs researched.
Arising from a history of acting as a state andcefadly recognized Economic
Development District, SOREDI serves not only asrdggonal business marketing
support agency but also executes some planningidusahat elsewhere in Oregon
might be performed by a council of governmentswds founded in 1987 with
substantial support from neighboring jurisdicti@amsl several corporations,
particularly utilities.

SOREDI is governed to some extent by federal late &®w its managing
board is composed (it must be at least 51% pubkney represented). Board
activities are fairly high-level as the directodsstaff handle the operation of the
organization and have some discretion as to pyisgtting. According to
interviewees staff has the full trust of membérbeir offices are co-located with
four other economic development-related agenciate and local.

The executive director reports that SOREDI is fuhdg contributions from
local cities and counties as well as private duresfaes from business. They
receive no funds specifically allocated to managwegiford’s EZ, although the

executive director is the designated zone managehé Medford urban EZ, as
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well as two other regional rural EZ’s. There isexplicit contract for SOREDI
outlining duties of the zone manager.

SOREDI shares the role as initial contact for Eglipnts in Medford with
Medford’s economic development director. The reteghip between the city and
SOREDI is characterized as very tight by all iniewees. Although Medford’s is
one of the state’s most active zones accordingdceity’s economic development
staffer, the time consumed by SOREDI in administgthe zone is not substantial.
SOREDI participants do not aggressively advocateéonomic development
policies, according to the interviewees primariliedo the high level of agreement

among all parties on goals and priorities.

STRATEGIC ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

The enterprise zone manager for the City of Sakethe executive director of
Strategic Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOEEDCOR was founded
in 1983 by business interests, and at the timbeatloption of Salem’s enterprise
zone in 1987 was not yet sufficiently establishe@rovide management support to
the new enterprise zone program. Salem’s econdeavielopment officer was
originally designated as the zone manager, anglhiited to SEDCOR some years
later.

SEDCOR issues an annual submittal to the city miatj its proposed
economic development activities, one subset of wlizone management tasks
covered under a separate contract. Salem’s contyrievelopment director

reports that this submittal is reviewed by the eityl amended as needed.
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SEDCOR is also 40% funded by private business meshlgeto support its
marketing and business support services. SEDC@# iirst contact for
applicants to the enterprise zone, and the exexdtrector spends up to a quarter
of his time administering the zone and assistirgiegnts through the process.

SEDCOR'’s executive director characterized it asi@ public-private
partnership with a close relationship among pudatid private actors. The board of
directors consists of forty members, two of whoma lacal government employees
and three of whom are local elected officials. &owment representation on the
board is stipulated by the contract under which SBIR provides services to the
City of Salem.

Its advocacy role is limited, with SEDCOR staffgending to requests from
clients to speak on behalf of policies and issbatmay arise. The executive
director of SEDCOR is vocally supportive of Salemrgerprise zone, particularly

as the zone’s renewal application is due in 2009.

LANE METRO PARTNERSHIP
The cities of Eugene and Springfield share an L@ Lane Metro
Partnership. The Partnership was founded in 1285foa joint effort on the part of
the cities of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County.
The Partnership is not the enterprise managerudgege or Springfield. Its
role is facilitation and marketing for both new mess recruitment and existing
business retention. Its focus is firms in the ékhdector. It deals with enterprise

zone applicants only in so far as that is a majoemtive for moving to or
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expanding in Eugene-Springfield and therefore allbenefit the Partnership
promotes. If an applicant would like assistancéhhe enterprise zone process,
the Partnership will provide it without fee.

Interview respondents indicate that the relationgl@tween each city and the
Partnership is loose. Their work overlaps and dempnts each other to some
degree, and they may refer businesses or questiare another, but as far and
administering the enterprise zone there is littléual reliance. LMP does enter
into discussions with potential applicants and rsff third party consultation with
all three interview subjects considered usefuloime extent.

The Partnership’s Operating Board is composediofauily elected officials
of the highest local level, such as mayors and gotwmmissioners. Presidents of
local chambers of commerce and higher educaticsigeets also participate. The
organization’s executive director is a former etelodfficial (as have been both of
the previous two) and enjoys a high stature incdramunity. Local public
managers on the board are top-level administratonsanagers. There is three
staff. Over half the organizations funding is tihgh general contracts for services
with Eugene, Springfield and Lane County, with temainder from private

donations.

BENTON-CORVALLIS CHAMBER COALITION
The Benton-Corvallis Chamber Coalition (CBCC) is thost recently formed
of the four LDOs studied. In 2006 the CorvallifArChamber of Commerce and

the Corvallis-Benton Economic Development Partnereferged in order to
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broaden the reach of regional economic develop@a&ntties. A secondary
impetus for its formation was to achieve efficiescand overhead cost reductions.
The Economic Development Partnership had beeretfieral economic
development group focusing on business recruitmedttraded-sector industries,
but the CBCC board member interviewed reporteddbatto the small population
and geographic base of the area they were setviagrganization was starved for
personnel and financing through resource competitith the Chamber of
Commerce.

A public process to identify strategies to streegtiCorvallis’, and by
extension, Benton County’s economy called “Prospdiat Fits” under-girded the
merger. CBCC'’s economic development director dttiat over a dozen
organizations were in one way or another involveddaonomic development at the
time the public process was undertaken, and areagnet to merge many of them
under the CBCC umbrella was reached following thtgon that a unified regional
organization would be more effective.

The CBCC'’s economic director is the zone manageCtovallis and this
work is detailed under a discrete contract betwberCity and CBCC. The City of
Corvallis also contributes funds to the CBCC thitoaljocation of a portion of the
room tax revenue, though these funds are kept ahafrom private member’s
dues from the Chamber side of the organizatione dfiterprise zone management
role is in addition to the marketing, informatiomdabusiness support role the

CBCC plays.
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The economic director is the primary contact falegorise zone applicants.
Since the zone is less than a year old, there igstory of how applicants interact
with the CBCC versus the City of Corvallis. Theeurrently one applicant
pending on which the CBCC is taking the lead.

The economic director is also an advocate for pdito benefit economic
development and played a key role in assistingialdishment of the enterprise
zone. City staff stated “it was his baby”, though CBCC director also reported
the mayor played a prominent role in political speading. The city government
has no single staff member identified as a cordaotpresentative to the CBCC.
Internal conversations about the enterprise zonardzetween public works
officials and the city manager’s office without t68CC director in attendance.
No city staffers sit on the CBCC board, though dbiithe eighteen identified board
members are elected officials designated as “liss0The full board has yet to
meet.

Organization For mation

The timing of the formation for three of the foudOs, which is following the
economic downturn in the early-1980’s, is alsoéeping with the context of the
diminution of federal support to cities. All ofalinterviewees identified a mutually
recognized need for joint action and the abilitptovide a regional “one-stop
shop” to businesses as at least a major contribotioDO formation. Subjects
from Medford and Eugene mentioned the lagging tindoenomy at that time as

well.
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The cities did vary, however, in which parties pded key impetus for
establishing the LDO. In Eugene and Springfieldhjscts described the effort as
“joint” between local governments and businessDSER in Salem was primarily
initiated by the Chamber of Commerce, SOREDI in et by both local
governments and local utilities, and the CBCC im@bis was primarily business
but partly supported by a public planning process.

At the time of the Lane Metro Partnership’s fourgiboth Eugene and
Springfield had city staff whose function was eamnodevelopment, including
business assistance, administering loan programshe like. Salem also
employed an economic development director at the tis LDO was formed, who
then went to work as the first executive director$OREDI. Medford’s first
economic development officer was hired in 2000, @odvallis addresses local

economic development activities through a combamatif staff.

L ocal Development Organization Capacity
The four LDOs studied are similar in terms of s&fle with the number of
full-time staff ranging between three and six. Theations appear to be
commensurate with each organization’s scope ofiamiss
The largest organization is SOREDI in Medford. v8&g a region with a
population of approximately a quarter of a millip@ople, and undertaking the
widest range of economic development activitiegheffour LDOs, their staff is

approximately six full-time equivalents. Salemmgld&Eugene-Springfield’s LDOs
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have similar capacity, though the Lane Metro Pastmg’s three staff is two fewer
than SEDCOR’s and they are less active in genexalizisiness assistance.
Smallest is the CBCC in Corvallis, which has apprately two and a half
full-time equivalents. This is the youngest orgation serving the most lightly
populated region of the four. The contract for adstering the enterprise zone is
estimated at $2000 annually, and the economictdirés actively involved
currently in wide range of tasks from high-leveyanizational planning to brochure

design.

City —LDO Relationship

Per ceptions of Closeness

The five local government managers work in collations across the public-
private boundary to achieve economic developmealsgthough to differing
degrees. Given the number of functions LDOs fulilcomplementing or
amplifying the economic development efforts of nuijpalities, the level of
cooperation between city staff and the LDO is afeajyure of staffers’ tendency to
work outside bureaucratic confines. Since LDOg$qgoer multiple roles in local
and regional development including working withezptise zone applicants and
utilizing government participation in board leadeps the opportunity-seeking
government manager will by necessity interact whin LDO.

Excepting Eugene-Springfield, where the level otunality between city staff
and LDO staff was not cited as particularly impottall of the interview subjects

identified their relationships as either close enyclose to exploring opportunities
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for economic development. When asked about theedegf agreement and overlap
between public and private players on matters af-ggnd priority-setting, all
subjects characterized it as high. Conflicts Wienéed to issues of process or
practicality attributed to the incompatible natoferivate for-profit pursuits versus
government functioning. In Eugene and Corvallisntion was made by both
public and private interviewees that the citizeasya whole was divided about
whether enterprise zones were a worthwhile policytdcal government, and thus
there was some hesitation for interviewees to salyany public-private tensions
were purely procedural.

In Medford, the LDO director likened the relatiorshetween LDO and city
staff to “two peas in a pod”, and the city staftafled relationships between the
government and LDO participants “tight-knit”. SOBHSs the zone manager for
Medford, but this was of little concern for theyc#taffer so long as both parties
cooperated in implementing the policy and solvingieems that might arise.

The city’s economic development director is a menmdbehe LDO board and
interacts with the SOREDI director on following ergrise zone applicant leads and
information exchange about fully utilizing the zondedford’s staffer, however,

did have a sense of ownership for leads that wewjghnd or establish a business in
the city’s enterprise zone as opposed to the dthmavhich SOREDI acts as
manager. He stated that business locating inityisschighest priority, followed by
locating in the neighboring counties, then soutt@ragon, and finally Oregon. He

emphasized the global competition for industry. dibed’s staffer indicated he is
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active in exploiting opportunities afforded to has part of the regional LDO and
that his job is “all about relationships”.

The interviewees in Salem expressed less closdmatsthe city’s director of
urban development characterized public and prikB® participants as “members
of the same team”. When asked about whether &lglésto innovate be creative in
exploring new means to improve job growth in Saldra,city staffer replied that
time in which to do that was the largest constrdint that the presence of
SEDCOR does offer opportunities to build relatiapsh He also mentioned his
ongoing work to clarify and refine the work agreensebetween his office and
SEDCOR to enable him to focus on economic developmaetivities the city does
well. He explained that the city has realizedan clo infrastructure planning more
effectively on its own than in coordination with BEOR.

Salem’s staffer also pointed out that it is thel gd@very employee in the
department to be as innovative as possible witbistraints, and that government
economic policy implementation does take placeidetsf activities associated
with SEDCOR to a higher degree today than in thst. pa

Eugene and Springfield were the two cities withltdveest apparent reliance
on, and interaction with, the LDO. Eugene’s entegzone manager is an
employee of the community development departmetit@mdles the majority of
administrative tasks related to the zone. The lfBxdEugene, the Lane Metro
Partnership, is primarily involved with busineskbmmation and marketing, though
it does offer guidance and a point of contact fasibesses that prefer working with

a non-governmental entity during the enterpriseezapplication process. Both
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Eugene’s staffer and the Lane Metro Partnershijpéctbr identified the capacity to
have confidential, private dealings with an appiicas a benefit of having an LDO,
though for most cases the city staffer is the ncaimact for Eugene’s enterprise
zone applicants.

As is Eugene, Springfield’s economic developmemiadstrator is the
enterprise zone manager, and reliance on LMP’saiigpas assistant to zone
applicants is also modest. Springfield’s staffethis only interview subject who
was working in a similar capacity when the stateegarise zone legislation was
created in 1985. His interview answers expressik@ipowerment to deal in any
way appropriate with zone applicants and implieat thhile the LMP was a useful
resource, only in the infrequent case that an epptiwanted to deal with a non-
governmental agency would he not be involved iliytia

It should be noted that while interaction betweahlig actors and private
participants within the framework of an LDO is aneasure of non-bureaucratic
functioning, where the city relies less on the LIbOundary-jumping practices by
the public manager are of course still possiblee Zone managers in Eugene and
Springfield described substantial independent dgtin working with applicants,
though to what extent this departs from the traddi functional duties of an
economic development manager were not exploreaisrstudy.

The board member of the Metro Partnership interggkVor the study expressed
pride in the organization’s ability to serve bathigdictions and act as a neutral third

party to businesses. He did state a desire ftiesdan the cities to better understand
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the mechanics of site selection from a businesbcamp's perspective. Also implied
was frustration that staffers sometimes did nghoad in a timely manner.

The local government role in enterprise zone adstriation is less well-formed in
Corvallis than the other four cities. The cityfbtaterview subject was the public
works director who has been a key staffer for adstiation of the enterprise zone
because the zone is focused on (though does nioisesaly contain) city-owned land
adjacent to the airport for which public works nasponsibility. At least two other city
employees are directly involved as well — the ailgnager and the community
development director. Since the economic direstéhe CBCC is the zone manager
and is only now dealing with the first applicaigte is no history of relationship-
building or coordinated action for implementatidrtte enterprise zone.

Corvallis contracts with CBCC to manage the zomu tee contract is simple and
minimally funded. City staff indicated that it Wile competitively offered at the end of
its current term. The public works director indahthat it was conceivable that the
city would take enterprise zone management in-houtiee event the Chamber
Coalition or another organization did not requestiatract for zone management. The
LDO director did mention that from his perspectiverould be beneficial to have
closer CBCC - city ties, for example CBCC represton at staff meetings regarding

policy and implementation.

Functional Partnerships

During the course of the interviews subjects usedaords “team”,

“collaboration”, and “partnership” to describe tigtationships they’ve constructed in
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pursuit of economic development. There was nacatehn that interview subjects
attempted to distinguish between these terms ytlgisought to express the idea of
different parties working together to achieve tame goals.

The mechanics of the various cities’ arrangemeititts MDO'’s, particularly with
regard to management of enterprise zones, refetisl differences in the degree to
which cities and LDOs work together that are ngteeed by the use of these terms.
While participants in regional non-profits may peEwe themselves as working in
collaboration or partnership with each other, ther@n observable variation in levels of

closeness among the subject jurisdictions.

Boards of Directors

One indication of closeness is local governmentaggntation on the LDO’s
board of directors and the activity of the boa#dl of the organizations do have public
official representation, but there are differeniceshich public positions are
represented and what kind of board guides the LDO.

In Medford, for example, the board consists of tiyesne members, six of whom
are public officials. This includes three electdficial from the region, and three
economic development managers from neighborind pmeernments. The economic
development director for the City of Medford sitsthe board. The board meets
monthly and has active subcommittees.

The board of directors for SEDCOR in Salem is deely members. There is an
executive committee of seven members, one of wisaitmel city manager for Salem.

Of the remaining thirty-six members, two are mayad two are county com-
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missioners. No economic development staff fromlaogl government sits on the
board. The executive committee meets monthly,enthié full board meets quarterly.

Corvallis’ CBCC consists of seventeen members,dfwohom are local elected
officials. This board has not yet met, but themttis that they will convene annually.
Lane Metro Partnership’s board has twenty-eight bes) six of whom are local
elected officials and four of whom are city or couadministrators. LMP’s board
meets quarterly with attendance by public repregmmets depending on issues before
the board. No economic development managers gaatecin either CBCC's or LMP’s
board.

Both SOREDI's and LMP’s board have higher percesesanf public
representation than either SEDCOR or the CBCCSRQREDI's public manager
involvement includes the economic development thregs opposed to the city
manager for Medford. In Salem, Eugene and Speidjfthe highest-level public
managers are involved and in Corvallis, no publémagers are involved.

Salem and Eugene-Springfield are of comparabl®nadipopulation both have
the largest boards, followed by Medford and CorsallThere is no apparent relation,
however, to size of region or LDO and level of palohanager participation on the
board. These differences may better reflect pifiicate “closeness” than

organization size.

I nter-agency agreements
A perhaps more direct indication of closenessésatpreement under which the

LDO executes its enterprise zone-related activitielse presence or absence of a
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written contract, for example, may exemplify levetdrust, communication and
expectation between two parties. How an agreetetmieen parties is arrived at may
also signal whether active participants in a pasime are the same actors who execute
formalities.

Beginning again with Medford, there is no sepacateract or agreement
between the City of Medford and SOREDI to admimithe enterprise zone.

SOREDI’s director is the zone manager and is thresponsible for completing
application materials and submission requirementlé county assessor and the state,
but there is no formal description of how SOREDIl wiarket the zone or assist
applicants.

In Salem, SEDCOR does work under a contract frarcity, and aspects of
enterprise zone management are called out spélifiCEhis contract is annually
renewed and is continually refined for clarity. CBEOR gives the city a submittal each
year in which its economic development activitiasoehalf of Salem are proposed, and
city staff work with SEDCOR to amend the submittamutual satisfaction.

CBCC works under contract from the City of Conalbut as indicated above,
this is nascent. The contract simply stipulates@BCC will act as zone manager,
facilitate committee meetings to review zone pemiance, report annually on the zone,
provide a web site on which zone information cambiined, and utilize the zone as a

marketing tool.



Medford

Salem

Eugene

Springfield

Corvallis

Medford

Salem

Eugene

Springfield

Corvallis

LDO
Founded

1987

1983

1985

1985

2006

Board
M eeting
Frequency

monthly

quarterly

quarterly

quarterly

not yet
regular -
intent is
annual

Zone

Founded

1997

1988

1987, 2005

1989

2008

Emergence
of LDO

government,
utility
initiated
Chamber
initiated

government
initiated

government
initiated

Chamber,
Development
groups,

Zone
Manager

SOREDI

SEDCOR

city

city

CBCC

EZ

separate

contract

no

yes

no

no

yes

LDO Function

multiple, incl.
planning
services

marketing,
business
info./support

marketing,
business
info./support

marketing,
business
info./support

marketing,
business
assistance

Gover nment
agreement

general services
agreement

general services
agreement

general services
agreement

general services
agreement

multiple service
contracts,
annual

Table5.1 Characteristics of Local Development Organizations

Applicant
Dealings

1st contact
shared city -
LDO

1st contact
shared city -
LDO

city often 1st
contact, LDO
assist

city often 1st
contact, LDO
assist

one applicant so
far, LDO lead

City funding of
LDO

annual general
payment

annual general
payment

annual general
payment

annual general
payment

EZ contract
payment, room
tax

Zone Management Operations

42

Board
Representation

econ.
development
staffer

city manager

mayor, city
manager

mayor, city
manager

city councilor

While the state statutes are silent on what cartetproper management of an

enterprise zone, over the course of the interviepwieture emerged of what minimum



43

level of involvement is required. In fact, oncleality adopts a zone there is only a
relatively constrained arena in which managementake place.

This seems to be primarily due to the state-locatture of the program.
Because the state provides a near-complete frarkdamothe “what”, “when”, “how”
and “why” of enterprise zones, localities’ discoetis limited to the “where” and a
finite set of customizable criteria for level oktexemption. Once these parameters are
in place, the daily implementation is largely a t@abf completing forms and filing.
Typical steps include:

1) A business applicant contacts the zone manager

2) The applicant and manager review the businesssmad eligibility for
exemption

3) Requisite forms are completed and filed with theezeponsor jurisdiction,
county assessor, and the state office of econoavieldpment

4) Once the business has fulfilled its plan, by esthbiig operations or by
expanding a minimum amount, the county issues thpgpty tax exemption
on applicable land and capital

5) The zone manager follows up for three to five yéarsonfirm ongoing
eligibility and conformance with any local beneditteria

There is, however, an important realm of interactigth business applicants
that falls outside these routine administrativesteBefore becoming an applicant,
a business must first learn about the existentieeoénterprise zone, become
familiar with its components, determine whetheritieentive fits with their plan,
and place the zone program in the wider contelda#l attributes that make a

given city attractive. The importance of thesgstand the effectiveness with
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which a local representative can execute them wagioned by every interview
subject.

This category of operation might be characterizedharketing or business
relations and is made up of tasks that could Hdléa by the zone manager, by a
locality’s business recruitment agency, or botinc&in Medford, Salem, and
Corvallis the enterprise zone manager is the &s@mber of the local
development organization, this was cited by thas@igpants as an advantage to
communicating the aspects of the enterprise zopetential applicants in a
comprehensive and streamlined way.

The zone managers in each Eugene and Springfiafdmed that their
inability to speak with full confidentiality and edor to private interests could be a
limitation though was not considered a major haaglicParticipants recognized
that in order to determine eligibility and explather potential sources of
assistance from a city’s economic development efftonfidential business plans
and operations may need to be revealed. The amy@id a business in dealing
with a non-governmental agency was noted by Med&Sa@donomic development
officer and Salem’s LDO executive as well.

The Lane Metro Partnership’s director and board berboth stated that the
Partnership’s role as neutral party, locus of infation and ability to maintain
privacy was a matter of pride and importance. Tty further commented that
because their interest was in business developioetite region, it did not matter
whether an applicant located in Eugene or Spritdjfees long as they located in the

region.
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This point was echoed by both the city staffer aB® director in Medford as
well. While the city’s economic development managas an active participant
and sometimes first contact with applicants, trespnce of SOREDI as a non-
public broker was cited as an advantage. FurthernifoMedford could not be the
site for a new or expanding business, it still tesatisfaction for the manager if it
occurred in Jackson County or Oregon, as econoeavieldpment was a regional
pursuit.

One interview question asked subjects what arraegeother than a city-
LDO partnership might be possible or advantageo@nterprise zone management
or local economic development efforts. All statiedt if the LDO didn’t exist a
similar organization would have to be created. Uitilay of LDOs for previously-
mentioned reasons — central information sourcej4{harty status, regional
approach — was mentioned by all respondents aratjadked that the advantages of
such an organization warranted its existence. e€stbjn Corvallis and Eugene did
see potential for improvement in existing city-LD&ations, however, specifically
with regard to the LDO'’s ability to participate policy discussions as a recognized,
fully-engaged partner to city policy-makers.

In Corvallis the LDO director wishes for more exdsm linkages between the
CBCC and the city in policy-making and implemerdati Since the board is not
yet fully-functioning, this may yet come about, tath city and LDO interviewees
expressed need for further coordination and devedop of an office that could

handle business inquiries.
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Eugene’s city staffer noted that he has had feddivtam businesses that they
would prefer not to work with city government besawf perceptions of anti-
growth attitude from city government. He stateat tht least one business has even
foregone tax abatement under the enterprise zagggm because of reticence in
dealing with the city. This staffer imagined tifahe Lane Metro Partnership were
more invested with integral tools for regional depenent an advantage could be
realized both in dealing with businesses and warkith elected leaders who
might otherwise be unpersuaded by staff membeesgmtations on matters of local

economic development policy.

Participant Job Satisfaction

The final question in each interview asked subjeéctsdentify what gives
them satisfaction in their role as participantaedl economic development. The
purpose of this open-ended question was to deternfirparticipants showed
variation in their overall values and perceptions.

Responses to this question across subjects wekengty uniform. Every
single participant identified job creation as a ke&yurce of satisfaction. Most
further commented on the benefits that accrue tizeas, either directly or
indirectly, from job creation and industry growtbuch as financial ability of
workers to feed families and health insurance péms®ciated with employment.

Medford’s economic development staffer mentionedttipg food on the

table”, Eugene’s talked about “increasing wagebéskey to improving the quality



47

of life”, and Salem’s LDO board member said thabremmic development helps
make the community a “great place to live, work atad/”.

A few responses focused on satisfaction from firfil the administrative
goals of their pursuit. Salem’s LDO director sthdt creating jobs is the point of
enterprise zone legislation, and that was satigffgnmeet. Corvallis’ public works
director stated that “maintaining a reasonable strilal base” met his goals and
gave him satisfaction. SOREDI's board member dhat being a part of an
organization that “makes the region better” sassfiim.

To some degree all expressed pride and interesbath big-picture
community improvement and making chances for peisgrowth among citizens
through job creation. Respondents seemed earndspassionate that their roles

were instrumental in promoting the public good.
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings in the cordgégtie academic literature
and the intentionality of zone management impleatén. Following the themes
in Chapter II, findings will be analyzed accordiiogagency-centered analysis,
partnerships, contextual analysis, and studiedDdd+. The theory of transaction
costs will also be applied. Finally, the intentaity of enterprise zone management
will be analyzed.

Of the approaches used in the literature to exganmnerships, Brinkerhoff's
notion of the two-dimensional scale of mutualitglasrganizational identity is most
useful here. Agency-centered analysis and cordéanalysis provide little
explanatory power for the cases in this study, gicine transaction costs approach
as a complement to contextual analysis does peadaihleast one partnership in
this study.

Substantial functional differences between partripssemerged in the
findings and the following discussion characterittexse differences and speculates
on how they might affect the implementation of gmtise zones. No conclusions
can be drawn about a partnership’s characteriatidthe performance of a zone on
the basis of information in this study, but thedtimnal and political factors which
influence partnership characteristics appear tortes that, if recognized, can be

compensated for in improving implementation of gmiee zones.
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Research Results in the Context of the Literature

Agency-centered analysis

The thrust of agency-centered analysis in the comtfdocal economic
development has been the kinds of activities uaert by public managers in
pursuit of public goals for job growth and busindsselopment. One focus of this
analysis has a dichotomy between the manager a&smguoent functionary on the
one hand, and as innovative coordinator on therothkis study does little to
highlight such a dichotomy, and insofar as actieitypublic agents in management
of enterprise zones occurs in the context of @atiips with business applicants
and LDOs neither “bureaucratic” nor “inventive” wdwdescribe their activity. The
evidence from enterprise zone management in citi€gegon points to the more
mundane, responsible arena of government emplegremg the public through
promotion of private aims.

As a measure of non-bureaucratic functioning, tivelvement of managers
in this study in the operations of LDOs and thairtigipants displays a range of
involvement. Medford’s manager appears to be hotive at the decision-making
level of the board of directors and in the realnméérpersonal relationships with
staff of the LDO. At the opposite end of the rangegene’s manager appears
largely uninvolved with the LDO and even consideseatside the normal function
of the LDO. Interview responses indicate thatlibik of activity among city staff

subjects strikes a balance between the need teseqirthe jurisdiction in dealings
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with the LDO, a drive to fulfill economic developmtegoals laid out by both the
city and LDO, or a combination thereof.

Evidence from Salem, for example, points to the rmomity development
director withdrawing from interdependence on thelLID the area of infrastructure
planning to facilitate economic development, yegaing recognition that the LDO
plays other important roles and ongoing refinenagmnt clarification of each party’s
duties is critical. He was also clear that whilEDE£OR takes the lead on enterprise
zone administration, when it comes to the moretipalidecision for the locally
optional two-year tax exemption extension, the sibff's evaluation is the sole
determinant.

In Corvallis managers appreciate both the commitraed potential of the
Chamber Coalition, yet continue to reserve judgnoenivhat degree of
participation with the CBCC best serves public goaCity staff’'s own internal
hierarchy and lack of identified economic developtraficer, at least for purposes
of the enterprise zone, further complicates evaoaif manager agency.

It should be pointed out that the policy framewoflenterprise zone
administration is likely an inadequate one in whicheveal agency dynamics.
Because state statutes are fairly prescriptiveleane only a limited level of
discretion to the localities, and because at sooi@ ppplicants are either eligible
for exemptions or not, public managers’ potentlihnovation might be better
observed in the sum of their relationships with L @rivate interests and their

supervisors rather than just LDOs themselves.
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This study furthers reveals a distinction betwdwsé upper-level managers
that operate as board members of a collaboratfeet ¢fhe LDOs) and those
managers whose role is more directly involved iliggamplementation. Agency-
centered analysis has not recognized the signdeafwhichagents anavhich set
of activities are at questions at the finer-graileae| of program administration.
The public mangers at issue here, city economieldpment staffers, may have the
potential to play a more coordinating role like #gtaffer in Medford, but if one
considers the LDO the arena in which relationshipeling and innovation occur,
agency-centered analysis is overly-broad in itgtifieation of public managers as
a class.

It should be noted that given the small numberases in this study and the
varying level of experience of the participants,coosistent relationship between
the job title of the city staffer and their effext the city-LDOrelationship can be
established. Other considerations, such as thageas work style, level of
empowerment by superiors, or familiarity with lopéyers could be factors in the

extent of direct linkages both with the LDO andibhass applicants.

Partner ships
Evidence from this study shows that enterprise znapagement in the
subject cities depends on a two-party partnershi-€ity and the local
development organization. The characterizatiogaah party may include some
variation depending on one’s viewpoint, but thetpanship model is easily suffices

to capture the relevant dynamics. Theories frositerature on collaboration and
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networks are less applicable, and though LDOs sbon$imultiple stakeholders, the
need to incorporate factors such as diversity, wai@ more common in the
network and collaboration literature, are not regdito explain partnership
dynamics.

In identifying three parties to interview, this dyts design intended to
capture a potential range of stakeholder interesghly corresponding to
“government”, “private”, and “agent” (the entermgrizone manager). What
emerged was less a multi-party effort than cootnebetween the city, which in
every case is the sponsor of the enterprise zonkthee LDO, which generally acts
as the neutral contact to an applicant business.

While there may be validity in the identificatiohtbe three or more
participant roles in local economic developmenivétgt such as elected officials as
policy adopters, private interests as policy chamgi non-profit board members as
engines of implementation, etc., no more than tewdigs are needed to fully
capture enterprise zone activity. A diversity pfroon and interest, as represented
by the various members of an LDO board of diregtlaisexample, cannot be
expressed through the execution of enterprise zoBesn in the more fluid arena
of marketing and applicant interpersonal relatiavisgre affinity and trust between
localities and business applicants are built, fkierdity of the LDO is embodied by
one individual.

Brinkerhoff's conception of partnerships as a camabon of mutuality and
organizational identity fits well with the resutifthis study. With regard to

mutuality, it is important to recognize that thencept includes not just equal
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sharing and commitment to the same goal, but algoahrestraint and respect of
each organization’s mission and particular strenginterdependence is balanced
with symmetric recognition of each partner’s rohel @apabilities.

For applying this concept to enterprise zone mamage, two questions could
be posed — “Does each partner depend on the atipdayt a role in recruiting,
guiding and securing tax exemptions for businegdiagmts through the enterprise
zone process?”, and “Does each partner recogrezetkter organization’s
objectives and capacities as unique in the patipE?s

Organizational identity means the maintenance adehvalues which are core
to the organization as well as continuing recognibf those capacities which stem
from values and capacities particular to the orzion. These capacities may be
related to the structure of the organization itsgith as the ability of a consensus-
driven nonprofit to represent multiple stakeholdersfrom its role, history or
position in a community.

In assessing how this dimension applies to city-4itnerships engaged in
enterprise zone administration, we can ask “Doeh eaganization have an
enduring set of values and capacities which, wioenbined with the partner,
enable firms to learn about and take advantagleeoémterprise zone?”

Figure 6.1 depicts the combination of these twoedligions when applied to
each of the four city-LDO partnerships. The airntoishow only relative
positioning and not scale. The dimensions of nlitjuand organizational identity
are applied to each partnership, not each parfileerefore subtle differences in

partner’s relative values are not expressed. iued illustrates the effect of
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analyzing partnerships according to Brinkerhoffanfiework in order to more

concretely highlight differences discovered amangjects in this study.

Mutuality

Low High

High Salem Medford

Eugene-Springfield

Organizational _
| dentity Corvallis

Low

Figure 6.1 Enterprise Zone Partnerships, (adagtech Brinkerhoff 2002)

Medford’s city-LDO partnership is located in thepep right, reflecting its
city-LDO interdependence, mutual recognition offepartner’s role, strong sense
of pride in interviewee’s own organization expresbg each party, and the
indicated high level of mutual commitment to ecomdevelopment goals.
Salem’s position reflects subject’s expressionlightly lower levels of
interdependence, which reduces the degree of niiytu@lrganization identity as
exemplified by the city staffer’'s responses abegbgnizing the city’s ability to
plan infrastructure, and SEDCOR’s director’s dgswh of the LDO'’s role and

history, is high.
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Corvallis is placed in lower in both dimensionghisTpartnership is new and
has yet to establish either significant levels otumality or organizational identity.
Organizational identity does not appear particylargh, as values of each
organization relative to the enterprise zone atensdl-articulated. The city
administration seems approving of the enterprisezbut does not reflect “pride of
ownership”. The CBCC director is cognizant of tiganization’s potential, but
lack discrete capacity at this point which woulseahe level of organization
identity. Mutuality is low based on the lack ofdsnce of interdependence and
uncertainty about how to share capacity to prorttotezone.

Eugene and Springfield are classed together asréfititt relatively high
organizational identity and low mutuality with thane Metro Partnership. Each
city is a discrete entity which has an agreemetit WMP to provide certain
services which are to each partner’'s advantagedduabt imply a large degree of
shared interaction or integration. The LMP is egeghwith each city to provide
guidance at the board level, but there is no ewidé¢hat an explicit understanding
of each party’s contribution to the partnership basn reached (or is desired).
Organizational identity is relatively high for eagartner, as the values and
capacities of each is noted by all three of therinewees.

While Eugene and Springfield occupy the same loodt the grid, they seem
to do so for politically different reasons. Whilet the focus of this study,
interviewee answers seemed to indicate that Eugasenot a close partner in

regional development because elected leaders dlidave widely shared interest in
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a commitment to joint regional efforts at businesguitment and expansion. Itis
simply not a local priority in the same way itsMedford, for example.

In Springfield it is a priority, but local official including the economic
development staffer, fulfill that goal not by mdudly engaging in the regional
LDO, but by more energetically pursuing an indememnaourse. For each city the
LDO serves an important and valued role, but tls&rdit organizational identities
of Eugene and Springfield prevent a partnership imgmutuality.

Brinkerhoff's use of mutuality and organizationaéntity as key factors also
seems to capture change over time as cities andsldb(t in their roles and
responsibilities. Information from this study seeto indicate that constant
negotiation takes place between the cities and L&fsthat the partnerships do
not remain static for any length of time. Intewisesponses indicate that in Salem,
for example, the relationship might have been mauéual several years ago when
the city relied on SEDCOR more heavily than todayifidustrial location
planning, or that Medford might have been lesseclasor to the year 2000 when
the city lacked a dedicated economic developmaerfiiestto act as close

representative to the LDO.

Contextual Analysis
These shifting relationships also reflect to soregrde the wider context of
economic development policy, but less so than coudd analysis in the literature
might indicate. This analysis has emphasized natiand regional economic

trends, such as here the decline of the timbersimguvhich helped prompt regions
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to form LDOs in the first place. And the citiestims study do conform to the
narrative of LDO formation found across the coumtsystemming from lack of
federal support and increasing recognition of tiaatages of cooperation among
localities. But while context is helpful in studg the formation of LDOs and
perhaps their original intent, after twenty yedusythave in a sense created their
own context and reason for being which was coniistexpressed by subjects
during this study.

The regional approach to economic development wa®tsally praised by
subjects in all five cities and was typically exgged when subjects were asked
about their organization’s history of participationthe LDO. Often cited was the
ability of business applicants to have a centrat@® of information and guidance
while evaluating the region for investment locatidrhis was valued particularly in
Medford and Salem, but also clearly seen as a lhéméie other cities.

In addition to this practical efficiency, subjesimoke of the LDOs role as
“face” or “front door” of a region as key to atttang and retaining business. One
subject even called the LDO the “front man”. Témbodiment of the regional
economic character in the LDO appears to be a dprent of the LDO'’s
maturation over time and increasing role as defofievhat economic development
means for a given locale. Though only subtly esped by participants, this need
to characterize each region’s economic personality some way the new context
in which the city-LDO partnership operates.

This does not imply that broad economic trendsomgér impact regions, or

that participants are less sensitive to statewrdeational conditions. Rather, based
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on comments from participants in this study, eagian and the LDO which is the
shorthand identity of the region’s economy, cordihudefines for itself the context
in which it operates.

In Medford, the closely shared goals and valugbetity and SOREDI and
high-level of activity of their enterprise zone &@th the result of their relationship
but also the cause. The community of Medford h@dsgrowth as a prime goal
and it is this reason they are seeing some suc&sgparticipants also implied that
SOREDI is simply the result of that prioritizatiand their partnership work meets
the local need. The context of their pursuit exéffiore less the general need to
perform in the national context of industrial dehent competition, but to follow
the local trajectory.

This is true also where the local trajectory islsmgular. In Eugene
participants pointed to the lack of emphasis omenuc development and by
implication the more fragmented approach among lda@ners. While certainly
interviewees were very cognizant of the current lodustrial demand and impact
on local manufacturers, their work as regionalneet in implementing enterprise
zones is more directly characterized not by a seheesponding to broader
conditions but to working in the local milieu ofdse ties and modest
interdependence.

It should be noted that this milieu is largely ditozal one, shaped perhaps by
a long tradition of inter-city competition for enaglers and a general sense of
bickering neighbors between the political leadgrsifieach city. The LMP is

politicized as well, by the make-up of its board @s history of hiring former
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elected leaders as executive director. Thesdgadlfactors may impede higher
levels of mutuality among partners, both becauséwio cities may be at odds in
the partnership and because the LDO may not have/tierewithal to overcome

these barriers.

Transaction Costs

These barriers can be placed in the literaturesudision of the transaction
cost approach to analyzing local economic developmeactice. The costs of
sharing information, unifying interests among tlaeties, and dividing the gains in
the Lane Metro region may simply be too great kovafor more coordinated
efforts. When costs are high and benefits are joint action is less likely.

The LDO cannot efficiently reduce transaction céstsach Eugene and
Springfield at the same time because their intezasis in terms of staff time and
resources would go up, and in any case each jatisdidoes not appear willing to
incur higher costs in order to more effectively lempent its own enterprise zone if
it means strengthening the LDO which may not leaditect benefits for either
particular city. Other LDOs in the study serve etiran one enterprise zone, but
not more than one urban enterprise zone each spahiy cities traditionally
viewed as competitors.

The transaction cost lens focuses equally welherother cities in this study.
In Corvallis the costs and benefits are still beiighed. The transaction costs of
communication appear high due the city’s lack aftdized economic

representative, and gains for joint action are gestremote due the enterprise
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zone’s novelty and early shortage of interest. ddmract for services between the
city and the Chamber Coalition remains minimalreesé factors are weighed.

In Medford and Salem communication seemed openirakt&dford the
apparent direct communication between the econdevelopment director and
SOREDI staff minimizes information costs. The Haseare tangible and
substantial in Medford as well. Salem’s enterprisee has been in existence over
twenty years, so benefits are likewise recognizadrgy the parties. Salem'’s staffer
did indicate that certain aspects of economic agwakent planning such as
infrastructure investment are being taken ovemhigycity. This may reflect a re-
balancing of the costs of internal city developmesttvities with more localized
benefits.

A point of emphasis in the literature on transactost analysis of local
government cooperation for economic developmergdsgnition of shared
benefits. As mentioned previously, many interviesv&lentified the region as the
most logical unit of development activity becauseremmic benefits are shared
regionally, and this is consistent with economialgsis of the impacts of an
increase in traded-sector employment. One coraiusom this study is that an
acknowledgement of the economic shared benefitco@berative efforts is not

sufficient to overcome minor administrative and coumication barriers.

The Prominence of L ocal Development Organizations
The literature points out that LDO’s form where rgthgains are to be had by

minimizing these barriers, but that their formatraises questions of governance
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and participant roles. This study strengthensrdahat LDOs emerged at an
increasing rate from the late 1970’s into the ehithe twentieth century and that
many are non-profits comprised of public and pevaartners. That there is no one
right way to compose such organizations is evideémsen from this small

sampling of Oregon local development organizations.

The four LDOs in this study provide insight intetaffects subtle governance
differences may have on partner relations. Medéagdvernance is unique of the
four in that the city’s economic development dicedits on the board and
maintains a close relationship with the LDO stdffo other city official from
Medford participates at the board level. Thisambination with frequent board
meetings and subcommittee meetings appears tg#tenrelationships and
provide for responsive problem-solving.

The boards of directors for the other cities seeimet higher-level decision
makers with limited involvement. They pass budgetgiew staff, etc., but do not
seem to be knowledgeable or involved in the implaaiéon of programs and
policy. This is of course not a limitation in illsdut speaks to the potential for
closeness in developing implementation schemesribaimize benefits.

The board room may be one arena where the traosauists of
communication are apparent. While this study sugspbe idea that the formation
of LDOs serves to reduce intergovernmental andipydoivate transaction costs for
development programs, the structure of the LDOfites a bearing on those costs.

Board dynamics and perceptions among interviewagsast this.
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As previously described, a study of implementabbenterprise zones must
occur in the context of local development orgamizes and their relationships to
cities. That the LDOs are an inescapable realithis study supports the notion
that local and regional economic development haegigt in their absence. This
begins to address the question of how intentidrairmplementation structure of

enterprise zones is for the subject cities.

The Intentionality of Enterprise Zone Management

The examination of local government documents feveadeliberation about
the management structure of policy implementatimoreg elected officials. This
would imply they were either uninformed or uncomezt. The latter case is more
likely, as city government relationships with LD@dhbeen well established in each
jurisdiction prior to enterprise zone adoptionwés likely taken for granted that
for those cities where the LDO was the propose@ znanager that was the
appropriate organization to assume those dutissagiin Eugene and Springfield
where the proposal that city development staff @mkeone manager duties was met
with no comment.

It is interesting to note that in the early yearken enterprise zones were
more forcefully touted as a means to recruit bissiae than retain existing ones,
meeting minutes did not reflect official’s inter@sthow the zone would be
marketed or promoted. It could be town leadersevadien excited to adopt a
business incentive and hoped it would functionrasvth promotion by its mere

existence. Interview respondents however emphasieg dealing with applicants
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Is a significant opportunity to distinguish onaisigdiction, and that interaction is
where local development professionals can mak&exeince.

Alternatively, it could be that conversations abtin efficacy of the programs
themselves was the most interesting issue for leaalers, as this topic does arise
in several of the meeting minutes surveyed inghigly. Policy implementation is
perhaps less controversial and headline-grabbisictiie policy rationale itself for a
wide variety of public policy questions. Certaithe efficacy and justice of
enterprise zones remains contentious in Eugen€andillis as reported by
respondents. Since each city has a council — nearfiagn of government, issues
such as zone management and city representattbe tdO may typically escape
review at the elected level.

Any intentionality was therefore expressed at thaiaistrative level. This
was implied but not confirmed by interview respomdeas none had direct
recollection of ever having been involved in mamaget structure decisions. It
appears there is less to be gained by examinisgagpect of zone management
planning than by evaluating the roles and efficalcthe local development
organization. Enterprise zone management is moptioated, but its importance to
local governments makes its handling a good bendhofehow local partners

interact to achieve shared goals.

Conclusion
Enterprise zones are a valued economic developimeinamong the five

cities investigated. Every study participant fabkst the presence of a zone in their
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array of policy tools is at least important, andriany cases crucial, to the ongoing
success of their regional efforts to promote jabngh. How these zones are
managed is not, however, a pressing issue at fitecgldevel.

What does emerge as a pressing issue, one thavieeed implicitly by
administrative decisions in support of the city-LP&ationship, is that relations
with business applicants is that area of zone implaation where effective,
seamless management is most important.

The partnership between the municipal governmettlaa local development
organization is the area of policy implementatidmeve both public and private
actors focus their energy. In order to attract sungbort businesses, participants in
LDOs first aim to provide a centralized, respongivganization that facilitates
information-sharing and presents and cohesive n&tafoagencies all similarly
interested in recruiting and retaining industryoe the level of mutuality and
organization identity bear on the provision of thetwork?

While this study did not measure performance oheddhe city’s enterprise
zones, it is interesting to note that Medford’selepment officer claimed their
zone is the most active in the state. Does tlatteréo the level of mutuality of that
city’s partnership? Since applicant relationssrerucial, one would additionally
wonder if the lack of interdependence in Eugene@prihgfield leads to
fragmented communication between applicants, eig¢gls manager, and the LDO.
The few cases don’t support a conclusion, but i bethat levels of mutuality and
organizational identity constitute a ranking of thest applicant-friendly

jurisdictions.
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This ranking includes many historical and operatisabtleties for each
region that reflect functional differences in citipO arrangements such as board
participation and funding sources, as well as beoadntextual factors such as
political competition.

Future studies might take a similar sample of masinips and evaluate
whether the administrative and functional differesicn LDO governance
discovered here have real bearing on local polexygomance. A closer look at
organizational histories of LDOs would make forimteresting contribution to the
study of management change over time and also affeseful perspective on what
factors might influence local government participatievels in partnerships and
regional non-profits.

The primary value of this analysis lies not indesclusions about the
operational contrasts between cities’ economic kbgwveent arrangements. For that
to have meaning we would need to establish a norenat quantifiable valuation
anchored in judgments about which kind of managensdrest. More illuminating
to the student of public management is the prevalgpposition that the central
implementation role of the LDO is appropriate, dmat public manager
involvement in LDO governance, regardless of igjfrency or level of
participation, could remain unexamined in lightloé strong emphasis local
governments place on job creation.

This study points to the dominance of LDOs in laadnomic policy
implementation and the range of relationships fpbsseven in similar cities

implementing virtually identical policies. LDO sy, city capacity and local



66

politics all play a role in these differences. Anmaprosperous future may await the
city that can partner with an LDO under terms dediby effective sharing and

capacity-building rather than according to politicanstraints.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Subjects

Medford
Economic Development Officer, Deputy City Manadeity of Medford
President, Board of Directors, Southern Oregon étejiDevelopment Incorporated

Executive Director, Southern Oregon Regional Dgwelent Incorporated

Salem

Director, Community Development Department, CitySalem
President, Strategic Economic Development Corpamati

Chair, Board of Directors, Strategic Economic Depehent Corporation
Eugene - Springfield

Senior Business Loan Analyst, City of Eugene

Executive Director, Lane Metro Partnership

Community Development Manager, City of Springfield

President, Board of Directors, Lane Metro Partnigrsh

Corvallis

Director of Public Works, City of Corvallis

Economic Development Director, Corvallis-Benton @ib&r Coalition

Member, Board of Directors, Corvallis-Benton ChamBealition
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APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW GUIDE

1) The structure of zone management
What is your organization’s role in the enterprzmne?
How did this role come about?
Did the organization have a key motivator/origiot
What are the other options for how zone managemeantanged?
How would you describe the relationship betweenfagrmartners (“loose”, “tight”,

“friendly”,” respectful”)?

2) The functioning of zone management

As a business goes through the enterprise zonegspwho might they work with
other than you/your organization?

Who do you interact with to achieve goals of theeZzo

Do organization members advocate for economic dgveént policies?

What part of your task is working with partnersstive unanticipated problems?
To what extent is marketing your primary goal?

Would you characterize your work as collaborative?

What are the advantages/disadvantages of the cuareangement?

What gives you satisfaction?

3) How management of the zone relates to other ecandevielopment activities of

the organization.

How important is the enterprise zone to economielbgment in your area?
Do the sponsoring jurisdictions show consistergnest in the zone?

What is the source of your financial support?
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APPENDIX C
PUBLIC DOCUMENT REFERENCES

City of Medford

Council Minutes, April 3, 1997
“SOREDI Report” REMI NorthwestJanuary 30, 2009

City of Salem
Council Minutes, November 2, 1987
City of Eugene
Council Minutes, September 8, 1986
Lane County Board of Commissioners Resolutionsijl&p 1999, July 9, 1997

Public Benefit Criteria, West Eugene Enterprise&€®005

City of Springfield
Council Minutes, July 11, 1988
Council Minutes, September 12, 1988
Council Resolution, August 19, 1988
City Corvallis

“Prosperity That Fits”, October, 2006
Corvallis-Benton Economic Vitality Partnership

City Council Agenda and Minutes, March 10, 2008
City Council Agenda and Minutes, February 11, 2008
State of Oregon

“Statutory Tax Incentives in an Oregon Enterpdsae”, July 2008
Oregon Economic and Community Development Depattme

“A Report on Economic Progress”, 1989
Oregon Economic Development Department



APPENDIX D

DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION WEBSITES

Southern Oregon Regional Economic Development parated

http://www.soredi.org/

Strategic Economic Development Corporation

http://www.sedcor.com/

Lane Metro Partnership
http://lanemetro.com/
Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition

http://www.cbchambercoalition.com/
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