Statewide Survey

Introduction

In order to understand the issues affecting community and economic development in Louisiana, a statewide on-line opinion survey of local leaders was conducted.  The survey gathered opinions on community and economic development factors at the community, parish, regional and state levels.  Invitations went out to approximately 1,440 people the last few months of 2006, with 389 responding for a 27.1% response rate.  This is a very high response rate for surveys of this type. Care was taken to solicit survey responses in all eight LED geographic regions across the state. 

The views and opinions obtained in this survey constitute a statistically significant sampling of state-wide opinion. Thus, the data is an accurate gauge of the sentiments and opinions of development officials and community leaders in the state of Louisiana.

Consideration was given to communities that were significantly impacted by hurricanes Katrina and/or Rita, military base closure or downsizing, or other major event, in order to gain background information on the respondents and their situations.  A more detailed analysis of these sub-groups can be found later in this report.
· 29% reported their community had been severely or moderately damaged by hurricanes Katrina and Rita; 26% reported that their parish had been severely or moderately damaged.

· 12% reported that their parish had been impacted by military base closure, and 13% believed that it might be in the future.

All results of the survey can be found in the Appendix of this report.

Overview of the Survey Results

Questions were asked regarding the structure of development organizations to understand how participants perceive the ability to carry out economic and community development at the community and parish level.

· 80% of respondents reported that their community has an organization that performs economic development.  The percentages were similar at the parish level (82%) and regional level (81%).  According to respondents, 17% of communities and 11% of parishes do NOT have economic development organizations. 

· Most respondents (43%) consider their parish to be the major source of economic development services, followed by regional (29%) and community (28%). 

· 65% of respondents believe their community has been moderately to very successful in economic development; the numbers are similar for parish and region.

The majority of the survey focused on assessing the views of participants on community and economic development assets and liabilities in Louisiana at the community, parish, region and state levels. These factors were often rated differently at the community, parish or regional level as indicated below. 

· Community, parish and regional economic development factors that were rated by a relatively large number of respondents as ASSETS:

· Positive attitude toward development 

· Participation by citizens in community activities (at the community level)

· Availability/quality of higher education 

· Availability of high-speed internet service (at the community and parish levels)

· Proximity to interstate or major highway 

· Water transportation (at the parish and region levels)

· Quality of life factors including cost of living, recreational opportunities, arts and cultural opportunities, and historic preservation

· Availability of sites and buildings (at the parish level)

· Community, parish and regional economic development factors that were rated by a large relatively number of respondents as LIABILITIES:

· Planning/visioning factors such as unified vision for economic development, effective planning, effective implementation of plans, and ability to work together and avoid factionalism

· Quality of local government (at the parish and region levels)

· Labor availability and quality

· K-12 education

· Water and sewer infrastructure (at the parish and region levels)

· Availability of air service

· Public transportation

· Local business incentives

· Retail/shopping (at the parish and region levels)

· Availability of funding for economic development

· Where economic development factor ratings significantly diverge for communities, parishes and regions:

· Unified vision for economic development (more respondents rated this as an asset at the parish and region levels)

· Ability to work together (more respondents rated this as an asset at the parish and region levels)

· Quality of local government (more respondents rated this as an asset at the community level, and as a liability at the parish and region levels)

· Positive attitude toward development (more respondents rated this as an asset at the community level, and as a liability at the region level)

· Water and sewer infrastructure (more respondents rated this as a liability at the parish and regional levels)

· Business incentives (more respondents rated this as a liability at the parish level)

· Availability of sites and buildings (more respondents rated this as a liability at the region level)

· Community development functions reported most frequently by respondents to be performed at the  COMMUNITY level:

· Historic preservation

· Downtown redevelopment 

· Leadership development

· Workforce development/training

· Community assessments

· Community development functions reported most frequently by respondents to be performed at the PARISH level:

· Workforce development/training

· Community assessments

· Leadership development

· Small business start-up assistance

· Historic preservation

· Community development functions reported most frequently by respondents to NOT be performed at the COMMUNITY level:

· Neighborhood redevelopment

· Land-use planning

· Business retention and expansion

· Small business start-up assistance

· Housing improvement/affordability

· Community development functions reported most frequently by respondents to NOT be performed at the PARISH level:

· Land-use planning

· Downtown redevelopment (typically a community function)

· Neighborhood redevelopment (typically a community function)

· Housing improvement/affordability

· Historic preservation

Even though this survey focused on community and economic development at the community, parish, and regional levels, it is important to understand the statewide environment in which policy is being made and the respondent’s opinions on factors at the state level.

· STATE economic development factors that were rated by a relatively large number of respondents as ASSETS:

· Positive attitude toward development

· Higher education

· Water transportation

· Cost of living 

· Recreational and cultural opportunities

· STATE economic development factors that were rated by a relatively large number of respondents as LIABILITIES:

· Government factors including ethics, planning, implementation of plans and leadership

· Labor availability and quality

· K-12 education

· State image

· State taxes

Finally, the respondents were asked to express their opinion on how successful their communities and parishes have been in the OUTCOME and PROCESS of community development. Outcome means improvement of the community as a place to live, work and play, and making the community attractive for business investment. Process means citizens working together effectively, planning, visioning, prioritizing, etc. 

· A plurality of respondents reported that their community had been moderately successful in both the outcome and process of community development. However, less than 10 percent responded that their community had been very successful in the outcome or process of community development. 

· As with communities, a plurality of respondents (43%) reported that their parish had been moderately successful in the outcome of community development. Success of parishes in the process of community development was reported to be lower (32%). Again, less than 10 percent responded that their parish had been very successful in the outcome or process of community development. 

Observations and Recommendations from the Overview
1. The communities (17%) and parishes (11%) that reported not having any economic development organization should make it a priority to create one. Often economic development organizations serve as the focal point of planning, visioning and the design of programs to move the community forward. In addition, these communities and parishes are at a disadvantage in recruiting new businesses and retaining and expanding existing ones. 

2. Some economic and community development functions are most efficiently done at the regional level while others are best done at the parish or community level. For example, new business recruitment is usually more efficiently done at the regional level, while downtown redevelopment is usually done at the parish or community level.  A plurality (43%) of respondents reported that their parish was the major source of economic development services, while 29% answered that the region was the leader and 28% answered that the community was the leader in economic development. While the survey did not determine which community and economic development functions are carried out at which levels, this result does indicate that parishes are important leaders in economic development services. In most cases, it is preferable for parish or regional organizations to take the lead on most economic development services. Communities in the same parish that create their own full-service economic development organizations are duplicating efforts and diluting their strength.  It is encouraging to note that 81% of the respondents reported that their community and parish were covered by a regional economic development organization. 

3. Approximately one third of the respondents reported that their community, parish and region has not been successful in economic development. While the data are not sufficient to prove this, there is probably a strong correlation between perceived success and the community and economic assets and functions included in this survey. Improvement in the process of community and economic development and related assets will generally lead to improvement in outcomes.  As a start, all economic development organizations in Louisiana at every level should have a strategic plan in place with clearly stated goals and objectives so they can regularly review their progress and make adjustments as necessary. 

4. A variety of factors were rated highly as economic development assets.  Some are attitudinal (e.g. positive attitude toward development, citizen participation) and some are more tangible (e.g. quality of life factors, internet service and water transportation).  The top-rated liability factors involved visioning, planning, implementing and working together. These are core community development “process” factors, and these results indicate that communities, parishes and the state all need to work on improving community development process capacity. Education and training in this should be a priority. 

5. Among the community development factors reported as NOT being done at the community or parish levels, perhaps the most disturbing are business retention and expansion, new-business start-up assistance and land-use planning. The first two factors are absolute core economic development functions. Most jobs are created by retention and expansion and new business start-up, and these should be priorities for parish and community economic development organizations. The lack of a comprehensive land use plan and zoning regulations (certainly at the community level) can put an area at a disadvantage in recruiting new industry and retaining and expanding existing industry.  Without these, companies might be concerned about problems with incompatible surrounding land use now or in the future. 

6. Not surprisingly, positive attitude toward development, cost of living, water transportation and recreational and cultural opportunities were highly rated state assets. Respondents also believe higher education in the state is an asset. Factors most commonly cited as liabilities at the state level include government leadership, ethics and planning, labor, K-12 education and state image and taxes. These ratings by state residents would probably closely match the ratings of non-residents. In some corners, the stereotypical view of Louisiana as inefficiently governed ethically challenged and generally different from other states does prevail. Very often states and regions can most effectively counter these images by addressing them directly in marketing and public relations campaigns. For example, Buffalo New York advertises itself as the “home of snow-white winters.” Everybody knows it is cold in Buffalo, but “snow-white winters” evokes a less harsh image and might even appeal to winter sports enthusiasts. Louisiana should take a similar approach and address these images, whether real or perceived, head-on. 

7. A plurality of respondents reported that their communities and parishes have been “moderately successful” in economic development and in the outcome and process of community development. Only a small percentage responded “very successful” in these areas. However, the respondents believe that their communities and especially their parishes are less successful in the process of community development as opposed to the outcome. This agrees with the findings in (4) above where community development process factors were rated as liabilities. Again, education in the process of community development is called for. 

Analysis of Louisiana Community and Economic Development Survey Data by Sub-Groups
The survey of community and parish stakeholders in December 2006 for the “Comprehensive Strategy for Community Development in Louisiana” project yielded a tremendous amount of data on assets and liabilities, community development functions performed and community and economic development needs statewide. In the first part of this report, the survey results were aggregated for the entire sample size (over 1,400 invitations to take the on-line survey were extended via mail; 389 whole or partial responses were obtained – a 27.1% response rate; 277 responses were complete and usable and included in the survey analysis). 
This portion of the report analyzes the survey data disaggregated by agreed-upon sub-groups
:
1. Community population: small (0-4,999) vs. large (>5,000)

2. Communities and parishes significantly affected by military base closure/downsizing or not (Question 5: Has your parish been significantly impacted by a military base closure or downsizing, yes or no).
3. Communities and parishes storm-damaged or not (Question 3: How severe was the Katrina and/or Rita hurricane damage in your community (or parish, Question 4)? Two sub-groups were created: Storm Damaged (if the response was “moderate” or “heavy”) and Not Storm Damaged (if the response was “light” or “none”).

Two sections of the survey were analyzed by these sub-groups: economic development factors classified by respondents as assets, liabilities or neutrals (Questions 12, 16 and 20, from the community, parish or regional standpoint) and whether or not community development functions are performed in the community and/or parish (Questions 23-32). While the survey results are based on the knowledge and opinions of the survey respondents and may be subjective, the purpose of the survey was to collect information on the respondents’ attitudes as input into assessing state-wide community and economic development needs (as in a SWOT analysis). Furthermore, it is difficult to objectively measure the extent to which community development functions are really performed in a community or parish (all workforce programs, for example, are not the same). 
The results do vary by sub-group as discussed below and provide guidance for the completion of the Priority II work, and for state and local policy-makers. 
Summary of Observations & Recommendations

The following observation and recommendations come out of the detailed analysis of sub-groups from the statewide community development survey data.  The detailed analysis of the sub-groups can be found following this summary.  This sub-group analysis can help communities better prioritize community development activities related to particular assets and liabilities, keeping in mind the particular circumstances that will exist in each individual community.
Economic Development Factors
The factors rated as assets by small vs. large communities, military base closure/downsizing vs. those not affected and storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities (Tables 1.2, 2.2 and 3.2) represent strengths to build on. Correspondingly, the factors rated as liabilities represent weaknesses to address. However, the unique top-ten assets and liabilities for the three sub-groups deserve special attention by each sub-group, especially when this is reinforced by the relative factor rating differentials (Tables 1.3, 1.4, 2.3, 2.4, 3.3 and 3.4) as is often the case. The larger differences in asset and liability factor ratings for small vs. large communities and military base closure/downsizing affected vs. non-affected communities show that they have different strengths and weaknesses and need to concentrate on different economic development tools. This is not as much the case for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities. 

Community Size (Small v. Large)
· While large and small communities can build on the common top-rated assets, these results show that small communities can also build on their unique asset factors (e.g. historic preservation) and large communities can build on their unique asset factors (e.g. higher education). 

The four top-rated assets unique to small communities are:

· historic preservation; 

· availability of industrial sites and buildings; 

· crime rate; and 

· water and sewer infrastructure. 

The four top-rated assets unique to large communities are: 

· availability/quality of higher education; 

· availability of high speed internet service;

· retail/shopping available; and 
· arts and cultural opportunities. 

Communities/Parishes Affected by Military Base Closure/Downsizing
· Communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing should work on improving their infrastructure (water and sewer and availability of industrial sites and buildings), and improving the availability of local labor, community and economic development financing, and improving citizen participation and input. While the individual situation in each community and parish must be taken into account, these results are instructive.
Communities Affected by Storms
· The results of the survey indicate that both storm-affected and non-affected communities and parishes need to focus on similar economic development issues and tools. These findings also indicate that storm damaged communities and parishes believe they are in better shape regarding incentives and availability of financing. 

Community Development Factors
Small communities and their parishes should strive to increase the availability and prevalence of all ten community development functions (listed below). To the contrary, many communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing or those that are storm damaged appear to have taken already taken steps to adopt the programs. Of course there are many communities and parishes – small or large, affected by military base closure/downsizing or not and storm damaged or not -- that have yet to adopt these community development functions (as shown by Tables 1.1, 2.1 and 3.1). Those that have not should be encouraged to do so.   Please see the section on Community Development Factors for full results.
	· Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses 

	· Workforce Development/Training 

	· Downtown Redevelopment 

	· Historic Preservation 

	· Neighborhood Redevelopment 

	· Leadership Development 

	· Small Business Start-Up Assistance

	· Business Retention & Expansion Assistance

	· Land Use Planning

	· Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance


Complete Results of Sub-Group Analysis

Economic Development Factors

Questions 12, 16 and 20 asked the respondents to rank 36 economic development factors (e.g. availability of labor) as an assets, liabilities or neutrals for their community, parish or region. Below are the survey results for the three sub-groups. 
Community Size

· Table 1.1 shows the percent or respondents rating the 36 economic development factors as assets or liabilities, sorted by community size (the percent rating each factor as neutral is not included in the table). Asset and liability ratings for many of the factors vary significantly by community size. 
	Table 1.1 Economic Development Factor Ratings by Community Size

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset Community             0-4,999
	% Rating Factor as Asset Community             >5,000
	% Rating Factor as Liability Community             0-4,999
	% Rating Factor as Liability Community             >5,000

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	32.8%
	41.7%
	42.2%
	29.8%

	2
	effective planning
	26.6%
	41.4%
	31.3%
	23.7%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	25.0%
	37.3%
	35.9%
	20.7%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	40.3%
	29.1%
	38.7%
	35.1%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	35.0%
	49.0%
	26.7%
	14.6%

	6
	quality of local government
	38.1%
	46.9%
	33.3%
	17.7%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	46.8%
	63.9%
	22.6%
	9.5%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	35.5%
	53.6%
	21.0%
	9.9%

	9
	availability of labor
	35.5%
	38.3%
	24.2%
	29.5%

	10
	quality of labor
	25.8%
	36.5%
	37.1%
	25.0%

	11
	work ethic
	36.1%
	46.0%
	29.5%
	21.3%

	12
	K-12 education
	39.7%
	38.7%
	31.7%
	24.7%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	37.1%
	66.7%
	17.7%
	7.3%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.8%
	39.3%
	26.6%
	20.7%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.8%
	40.3%
	10.9%
	16.8%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	40.6%
	59.1%
	34.4%
	6.7%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	63.5%
	79.5%
	15.9%
	6.8%

	18
	water transportation
	59.4%
	53.7%
	15.6%
	12.9%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	25.8%
	31.3%
	43.5%
	23.8%

	20
	public transportation
	7.8%
	15.1%
	65.6%
	55.5%

	21
	local taxes
	35.9%
	27.9%
	21.9%
	13.6%

	22
	local business incentives
	21.9%
	27.9%
	37.5%
	23.8%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	38.1%
	49.7%
	25.4%
	17.9%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	51.6%
	49.7%
	21.9%
	15.9%

	25
	availability of financing
	38.1%
	47.6%
	17.5%
	13.1%

	26
	cost of living
	56.3%
	55.8%
	14.1%
	8.8%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	59.4%
	68.3%
	14.1%
	10.3%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	31.3%
	54.5%
	26.6%
	13.1%

	29
	historic preservation
	53.1%
	49.0%
	12.5%
	9.4%

	30
	racial harmony
	40.6%
	29.7%
	32.8%
	23.0%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	41.9%
	14.1%
	21.6%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	20.3%
	55.0%
	40.6%
	17.4%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	51.6%
	54.7%
	7.8%
	15.3%

	34
	crime rate
	45.3%
	40.9%
	9.4%
	15.4%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	40.6%
	29.5%
	21.9%
	32.2%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	26.6%
	27.2%
	31.3%
	28.6%


Community Size: 0 to 4,999 (109 small community responses with 12 responses to the questions about assets & liabilities)

Community Size: 5,000 & over (225 5,000+ communities with 70 responses to the questions about assets & liabilities)

Table 1.2 sorts in descending order the asset factor ratings for small vs. large communities. Of the ten factors receiving the highest asset rating, large and small communities have six in common (marked in italics). 
The four top-rated assets unique to small communities are:

· historic preservation; 

· availability of industrial sites and buildings; 

· crime rate; and 

· water and sewer infrastructure. 

The four top-rated assets unique to large communities are: 

· availability/quality of higher education; 

· availability of high speed internet service;

· retail/shopping available; and 
· arts and cultural opportunities. 
While large and small communities can build on the common top-rated assets, these results show that small communities can also build on their unique asset factors (e.g. historic preservation) and large communities can build on their unique asset factors (e.g. higher education). 

Large communities had a slight propensity to rate more factors higher as assets than small communities. Eleven factors were rated by at least 50% of the large community respondents as assets, while seven factors were rated by at least 50% of small community respondents as assets. 
The second part of Table 1.2 sorts in descending order the liability factor ratings for small and large communities. Again, of the ten factors receiving the highest liability rating, large and small communities have six in common. 
The four top-rated liabilities unique to small communities are:

· retail/shopping available;

· effective implementation of planning; 
· availability of high speed internet service; and 
· quality of local government. 
The four top-rated liabilities unique to large communities are:

· walkability of community; 
· availability of labor;

· available funding for economic development; and 
· K-12 education. 
	Table 1.2 Assets Sorted in Descending Order for Small vs. Large Communities

	Question
Number
	Factor
	Asset
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	
	Question
Number
	Factor
	Asset
Community
Size
5,000 & over

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	63.5%
	
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	79.5%

	18
	water transportation
	59.4%
	
	27
	recreational opportunities
	68.3%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	59.4%
	
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	66.7%

	26
	cost of living
	56.3%
	
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	63.9%

	29
	historic preservation
	53.1%
	
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	59.1%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	51.6%
	
	26
	cost of living
	55.8%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	51.6%
	
	32
	retail/shopping available
	55.0%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	46.8%
	
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	54.7%

	34
	crime rate
	45.3%
	
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	54.5%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.8%
	
	18
	water transportation
	53.7%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.8%
	
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	53.6%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	40.6%
	
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	49.7%

	30
	racial harmony
	40.6%
	
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	49.7%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	40.6%
	
	5
	leadership in economic development
	49.0%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	40.3%
	
	29
	historic preservation
	49.0%

	12
	K-12 education
	39.7%
	
	25
	availability of financing
	47.6%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	
	6
	quality of local government
	46.9%

	6
	quality of local government
	38.1%
	
	11
	work ethic
	46.0%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	38.1%
	
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	41.9%

	25
	availability of financing
	38.1%
	
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	41.7%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	37.1%
	
	2
	effective planning
	41.4%

	11
	work ethic
	36.1%
	
	34
	crime rate
	40.9%

	21
	local taxes
	35.9%
	
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	40.3%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	35.5%
	
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	39.3%

	9
	availability of labor
	35.5%
	
	12
	K-12 education
	38.7%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	35.0%
	
	9
	availability of labor
	38.3%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	32.8%
	
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	37.3%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	31.3%
	
	10
	quality of labor
	36.5%

	2
	effective planning
	26.6%
	
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	31.3%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	26.6%
	
	30
	racial harmony
	29.7%

	10
	quality of labor
	25.8%
	
	35
	"walkability" of community
	29.5%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	25.8%
	
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	29.1%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	25.0%
	
	21
	local taxes
	27.9%

	22
	local business incentives
	21.9%
	
	22
	local business incentives
	27.9%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	20.3%
	
	36
	available funding for economic development
	27.2%

	20
	public transportation
	7.8%
	
	20
	public transportation
	15.1%


	Table 1.2 Liabilities Sorted in Descending Order for Small vs. Large Communities

	Question
Number
	Factor
	Liability
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	
	Question
Number
	Factor
	Liability
Community
Size
5,000 & over

	20
	public transportation
	65.6%
	
	20
	public transportation
	55.5%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	43.5%
	
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	35.1%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	42.2%
	
	35
	"walkability" of community
	32.2%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	40.6%
	
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	29.8%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	38.7%
	
	9
	availability of labor
	29.5%

	22
	local business incentives
	37.5%
	
	36
	available funding for economic development
	28.6%

	10
	quality of labor
	37.1%
	
	10
	quality of labor
	25.0%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	35.9%
	
	12
	K-12 education
	24.7%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	34.4%
	
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	23.8%

	6
	quality of local government
	33.3%
	
	22
	local business incentives
	23.8%

	30
	racial harmony
	32.8%
	
	2
	effective planning
	23.7%

	12
	K-12 education
	31.7%
	
	30
	racial harmony
	23.0%

	2
	effective planning
	31.3%
	
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	21.6%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	31.3%
	
	11
	work ethic
	21.3%

	11
	work ethic
	29.5%
	
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	20.7%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	26.7%
	
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	20.7%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	26.6%
	
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	17.9%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	26.6%
	
	6
	quality of local government
	17.7%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	25.4%
	
	32
	retail/shopping available
	17.4%

	9
	availability of labor
	24.2%
	
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	16.8%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	22.6%
	
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	15.9%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	21.9%
	
	34
	crime rate
	15.4%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	21.9%
	
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	15.3%

	21
	local taxes
	21.9%
	
	5
	leadership in economic development
	14.6%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	21.0%
	
	21
	local taxes
	13.6%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	17.7%
	
	25
	availability of financing
	13.1%

	25
	availability of financing
	17.5%
	
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	13.1%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	15.9%
	
	18
	water transportation
	12.9%

	18
	water transportation
	15.6%
	
	27
	recreational opportunities
	10.3%

	26
	cost of living
	14.1%
	
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	9.9%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	14.1%
	
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	9.5%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	14.1%
	
	29
	historic preservation
	9.4%

	29
	historic preservation
	12.5%
	
	26
	cost of living
	8.8%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	10.9%
	
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	7.3%

	34
	crime rate
	9.4%
	
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	6.8%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	7.8%
	
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	6.7%


Small communities had a higher propensity to rate factors as liabilities compared to large communities. Fourteen factors were rated as liabilities by at least 30% of the small community respondents, while only 3 factors were rated as liabilities by at least 30% of large community respondents. These findings show that small and large communities need to work on their common liabilities (e.g. availability of air passenger service and quality of labor); but that small communities have unique liabilities to work on (e.g. effective implementation of planning) as do large communities (e.g. available funding for economic development). 
Another way to contrast the asset and liability ratings by small vs. large communities is to look at the ratings differentials. Table 1.3 shows the difference between small and large communities re the percent of respondents classifying each factor as an asset. A relatively higher rating by small communities can be interpreted as a “stronger” asset in small communities vs. large ones, and vice versa if the asset rating is higher for large communities. 
Overall, Table 1.3 shows that fewer factors received higher ratings as assets by small communities compared to large ones. Twelve factors were rated higher as assets in small communities, while 24 factors were rated higher as assets in large communities. In addition, of the asset factors rated higher by small communities, only three have a difference of ten or more points over large communities (see top of Table 1.3). Of the asset factors rated higher by large communities, twelve have a difference of ten or more points over small communities (see bottom of Table 1.3). Some of these are physical assets such as availability/quality of higher education, arts and cultural opportunities, and availability of high speed internet. However, many of the factors more highly rated as assets by large communities are community and economic development “process” factors such as participation of citizens in community activities, effective planning, leadership and effective implementation of planning. 
	Table 1.3 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Asset: Difference by Community Size

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset Community             0-4,999
	% Rating Factor as Asset Community     >5,000
	Difference     Small - Large Community

	

	Factors rated higher as assets by small communities

	

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	40.3%
	29.1%
	11.2

	35
	"walkability" of community
	40.6%
	29.5%
	11.1

	30
	racial harmony
	40.6%
	29.7%
	10.9

	21
	local taxes
	35.9%
	27.9%
	8.0

	18
	water transportation
	59.4%
	53.7%
	5.7

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.8%
	39.3%
	4.5

	34
	crime rate
	45.3%
	40.9%
	4.4

	29
	historic preservation
	53.1%
	49.0%
	4.1

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.8%
	40.3%
	3.5

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	51.6%
	49.7%
	1.9

	12
	K-12 education
	39.7%
	38.7%
	1.0

	26
	cost of living
	56.3%
	55.8%
	0.5

	

	Factors rated higher as assets by large communities

	

	36
	available funding for economic development
	26.6%
	27.2%
	-0.6

	9
	availability of labor
	35.5%
	38.3%
	-2.8

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	41.9%
	-2.8

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	51.6%
	54.7%
	-3.1

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	25.8%
	31.3%
	-5.5

	22
	local business incentives
	21.9%
	27.9%
	-6.0

	20
	public transportation
	7.8%
	15.1%
	-7.3

	6
	quality of local government
	38.1%
	46.9%
	-8.8

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	32.8%
	41.7%
	-8.9

	27
	recreational opportunities
	59.4%
	68.3%
	-8.9

	25
	availability of financing
	38.1%
	47.6%
	-9.5

	11
	work ethic
	36.1%
	46.0%
	-9.9

	10
	quality of labor
	25.8%
	36.5%
	-10.7

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	38.1%
	49.7%
	-11.6

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	25.0%
	37.3%
	-12.3

	5
	leadership in economic development
	35.0%
	49.0%
	-14.0

	2
	effective planning
	26.6%
	41.4%
	-14.8

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	63.5%
	79.5%
	-16.0

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	46.8%
	63.9%
	-17.1

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	35.5%
	53.6%
	-18.1

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	40.6%
	59.1%
	-18.5

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	31.3%
	54.5%
	-23.2

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	37.1%
	66.7%
	-29.6

	32
	retail/shopping available
	20.3%
	55.0%
	-34.7


Table 1.4 shows that the majority of factors (30) received higher ratings as liabilities in small communities compared to large ones. Of the liability factors rated higher by small communities, there was a difference of 10 or more points over large communities for 14 factors (see top of Table 1.4). Of the liability factors rated higher by large communities, there was a difference of 10 or more points over small communities for only 1 factor (see bottom of Table 1.4). 
To a large extent, the asset and liability factor ratings are mirror images of one another --- if a high percentage of small community respondents rate a factor as an asset, it is likely that the percentage of small community respondents rating it as a liability will be low (unless the neutral rating is high as well for the factor). This is seen in the factors that received relatively high liability ratings in small communities compared to large communities. They include some of the same factors listed above that were more highly rated as assets by large communities. 
	Table 1.4 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Liability: Difference by Community Size

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Liability Community                      0-4,999
	% Rating Factor as Liability Community     >5,000
	Difference     Small - Large Community

	

	Factors rated higher as liabilities by small communities

	

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	34.4%
	6.7%
	27.7

	32
	retail/shopping available
	40.6%
	17.4%
	23.2

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	43.5%
	23.8%
	19.7

	6
	quality of local government
	33.3%
	17.7%
	15.6

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	35.9%
	20.7%
	15.2

	22
	local business incentives
	37.5%
	23.8%
	13.7

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	26.6%
	13.1%
	13.5

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	22.6%
	9.5%
	13.1

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	42.2%
	29.8%
	12.4

	5
	leadership in economic development
	26.7%
	14.6%
	12.1

	10
	quality of labor
	37.1%
	25.0%
	12.1

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	21.0%
	9.9%
	11.1

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	17.7%
	7.3%
	10.4

	20
	public transportation
	65.6%
	55.5%
	10.1

	30
	racial harmony
	32.8%
	23.0%
	9.8

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	15.9%
	6.8%
	9.1

	21
	local taxes
	21.9%
	13.6%
	8.3

	11
	work ethic
	29.5%
	21.3%
	8.2

	2
	effective planning
	31.3%
	23.7%
	7.6

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	25.4%
	17.9%
	7.5

	12
	K-12 education
	31.7%
	24.7%
	7.0

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	21.9%
	15.9%
	6.0

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	26.6%
	20.7%
	5.9

	26
	cost of living
	14.1%
	8.8%
	5.3

	25
	availability of financing
	17.5%
	13.1%
	4.4

	27
	recreational opportunities
	14.1%
	10.3%
	3.8

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	38.7%
	35.1%
	3.6

	29
	historic preservation
	12.5%
	9.4%
	3.1

	36
	available funding for economic development
	31.3%
	28.6%
	2.7

	18
	water transportation
	15.6%
	12.9%
	2.7

	

	Factors rated higher as liabilities by large communities

	

	9
	availability of labor
	24.2%
	29.5%
	-5.3

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	10.9%
	16.8%
	-5.9

	34
	crime rate
	9.4%
	15.4%
	-6.0

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	7.8%
	15.3%
	-7.5

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	14.1%
	21.6%
	-7.5

	35
	"walkability" of community
	21.9%
	32.2%
	-10.3


Community Size: 0 to 4,999 (109 small community responses with 12 responses to the questions about assets & liabilities)

Community Size: 5,000 & over (225 5,000+ communities with 70 responses to the questions about assets & liabilities)

Military Base Closure/Downsizing

Tables 2.1 through 2.4 contain the same type of sub-group data as above, only broken out by community or parish affected by military base closure/downsizing vs. not affected. Table 2.1 is an overview of the asset and liability factor ratings by military base affected or not. Following the same pattern of analysis for this sub-group as for community size, we can note the following differences.
Five of the top ten highest rated assets were common for affected vs. non-affected communities and parishes: recreational opportunities, cost of living, availability/quality of higher education, water transportation, and availability of industrial sites and buildings (Table 2.2 – marked in italics). The five top-rated assets unique to military affected communities are:

· arts and cultural opportunities; 
· retail/shopping availability;

· leadership;

· K-12 education; and 
· unified vision for economic development. 
	Table 2.1 Economic Development Factor Ratings by Military Base Affected

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset      Affected
	% Rating Factor    as Asset                    NOT Affected
	% Rating Factor     as Liability         Affected
	% Rating Factor         as Liability                 NOT Affected

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	52.6%
	36.7%
	15.8%
	36.7%

	2
	effective planning
	47.4%
	35.0%
	5.3%
	29.4%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	44.4%
	32.4%
	5.6%
	28.5%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	26.3%
	34.5%
	21.1%
	37.3%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	57.9%
	43.4%
	10.5%
	18.9%

	6
	quality of local government
	42.1%
	44.0%
	10.5%
	24.0%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	47.4%
	59.8%
	21.1%
	12.1%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	5.3%
	47.5%
	31.6%
	14.1%

	9
	availability of labor
	27.8%
	37.5%
	38.9%
	27.3%

	10
	quality of labor
	31.6%
	32.8%
	26.3%
	28.7%

	11
	work ethic
	38.9%
	43.2%
	22.2%
	22.7%

	12
	K-12 education
	57.9%
	36.7%
	15.8%
	27.7%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	68.4%
	55.1%
	10.5%
	11.4%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	42.1%
	43.3%
	31.6%
	21.9%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	42.1%
	44.6%
	15.8%
	13.0%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	47.4%
	53.1%
	5.3%
	16.9%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	11.8%
	73.1%
	5.9%
	11.4%

	18
	water transportation
	63.2%
	54.9%
	5.3%
	14.9%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	36.8%
	28.3%
	26.3%
	30.6%

	20
	public transportation
	22.2%
	11.4%
	44.4%
	60.6%

	21
	local taxes
	26.3%
	31.4%
	10.5%
	15.4%

	22
	local business incentives
	31.6%
	26.3%
	15.8%
	30.3%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	52.6%
	45.9%
	21.1%
	19.8%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	61.1%
	48.3%
	27.8%
	16.7%

	25
	availability of financing
	15.8%
	43.4%
	26.3%
	15.6%

	26
	cost of living
	73.7%
	55.4%
	10.5%
	9.7%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	84.2%
	63.6%
	5.3%
	12.7%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	64.8%
	43.9%
	5.3%
	19.1%

	29
	historic preservation
	42.1%
	50.8%
	5.3%
	11.9%

	30
	racial harmony
	36.8%
	31.3%
	5.3%
	28.4%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	44.4%
	39.0%
	16.7%
	19.8%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	63.2%
	41.8%
	10.5%
	27.1%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	42.1%
	56.7%
	36.8%
	9.0%

	34
	crime rate
	47.4%
	41.8%
	15.8%
	12.4%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	33.3%
	31.5%
	38.9%
	28.1%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	42.1%
	26.7%
	15.8%
	29.5%


Affected = community or parish has been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

NOT Affected = community or parish has been NOT been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

Regarding leadership and unified vision for economic development, one interpretation could be that the closure or downsizing or the military base has brought the community closer together; adversity could have inspired better leadership and cooperation in economic development. These two factors can be key assets communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing can build on. 

The five top-rated assets unique to communities not affected by military base closure/downsizing are:

· proximity to interstate; 
· positive attitude toward development;

· safety from natural disasters;

· availability of high-speed internet; and 
· historic preservation. 
Only three of the ten highest rated liabilities were common for affected vs. non-affected communities: public transportation, quality of labor, and availability of air service (second part of Table 2.2). The seven top-rated liabilities unique to military base affected communities and parishes are:

· availability of labor; 
· walkability of community; 
· safety from natural disasters; 
· participation by citizens in community activities; 
· water and sewer infrastructure; 
· availability of industrial sites and buildings; and 
· availability of financing. 
This finding indicates that communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing should work on improving their infrastructure (water and sewer and availability of industrial sites and buildings), and improving the availability of local labor, community and economic development financing, and improving citizen participation and input. While the individual situation in each community and parish must be taken into account, these results are instructive. 
The seven top-rated liabilities unique to non-affected communities and parishes are:

· ability to work together and avoid factionalism (which might have helped a given community or parish save its military base had it been threatened in the BRAC process); 
· unified vision for economic development; 
· local business incentives; 
· available funding for economic development;

· effective planning; 
· effective implementation of planning; and 
· racial harmony 
	Table 2.2 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Asset by Military Base Affected and NOT Affected: Sorted



	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset: Affected
	 
	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset:

NOT Affected

	27
	recreational opportunities
	84.2%
	 
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	73.1%

	26
	cost of living
	73.7%
	 
	27
	recreational opportunities
	63.6%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	68.4%
	 
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	59.8%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	64.8%
	 
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	56.7%

	18
	water transportation
	63.2%
	 
	26
	cost of living
	55.4%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	63.2%
	 
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	55.1%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	61.1%
	 
	18
	water transportation
	54.9%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	57.9%
	 
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	53.1%

	12
	K-12 education
	57.9%
	 
	29
	historic preservation
	50.8%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	52.6%
	 
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	48.3%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	52.6%
	 
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	47.5%

	2
	effective planning
	47.4%
	 
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	45.9%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	47.4%
	 
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	44.6%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	47.4%
	 
	6
	quality of local government
	44.0%

	34
	crime rate
	47.4%
	 
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	43.9%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	44.4%
	 
	5
	leadership in economic development
	43.4%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	44.4%
	 
	25
	availability of financing
	43.4%

	6
	quality of local government
	42.1%
	 
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.3%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	42.1%
	 
	11
	work ethic
	43.2%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	42.1%
	 
	32
	retail/shopping available
	41.8%

	29
	historic preservation
	42.1%
	 
	34
	crime rate
	41.8%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	42.1%
	 
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.0%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	42.1%
	 
	9
	availability of labor
	37.5%

	11
	work ethic
	38.9%
	 
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	36.7%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	36.8%
	 
	12
	K-12 education
	36.7%

	30
	racial harmony
	36.8%
	 
	2
	effective planning
	35.0%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	33.3%
	 
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	34.5%

	10
	quality of labor
	31.6%
	 
	10
	quality of labor
	32.8%

	22
	local business incentives
	31.6%
	 
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	32.4%

	9
	availability of labor
	27.8%
	 
	35
	"walkability" of community
	31.5%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	26.3%
	 
	21
	local taxes
	31.4%

	21
	local taxes
	26.3%
	 
	30
	racial harmony
	31.3%

	20
	public transportation
	22.2%
	 
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	28.3%

	25
	availability of financing
	15.8%
	 
	36
	available funding for economic development
	26.7%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	11.8%
	 
	22
	local business incentives
	26.3%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	5.3%
	 
	20
	public transportation
	11.4%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Affected = community or parish has been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

NOT Affected = community or parish has been NOT been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing


	Table 2.2 (Continued) Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Liability by Military Base Affected and NOT Affected: Sorted

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Liability: Affected
	
	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Liability:     NOT Affected

	20
	public transportation
	44.4%
	
	20
	public transportation
	60.6%

	9
	availability of labor
	38.9%
	
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	37.3%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	38.9%
	
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	36.7%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	36.8%
	
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	30.6%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	31.6%
	
	22
	local business incentives
	30.3%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	31.6%
	
	36
	available funding for economic development
	29.5%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	27.8%
	
	2
	effective planning
	29.4%

	10
	quality of labor
	26.3%
	
	10
	quality of labor
	28.7%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	26.3%
	
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	28.5%

	25
	availability of financing
	26.3%
	
	30
	racial harmony
	28.4%

	11
	work ethic
	22.2%
	
	35
	"walkability" of community
	28.1%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	21.1%
	
	12
	K-12 education
	27.7%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	21.1%
	
	9
	availability of labor
	27.3%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	21.1%
	
	32
	retail/shopping available
	27.1%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	16.7%
	
	6
	quality of local government
	24.0%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	15.8%
	
	11
	work ethic
	22.7%

	12
	K-12 education
	15.8%
	
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	21.9%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	15.8%
	
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	19.8%

	22
	local business incentives
	15.8%
	
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	19.8%

	34
	crime rate
	15.8%
	
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	19.1%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	15.8%
	
	5
	leadership in economic development
	18.9%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	10.5%
	
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	16.9%

	6
	quality of local government
	10.5%
	
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	16.7%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	10.5%
	
	25
	availability of financing
	15.6%

	21
	local taxes
	10.5%
	
	21
	local taxes
	15.4%

	26
	cost of living
	10.5%
	
	18
	water transportation
	14.9%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	10.5%
	
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	14.1%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	5.9%
	
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	13.0%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	5.6%
	
	27
	recreational opportunities
	12.7%

	2
	effective planning
	5.3%
	
	34
	crime rate
	12.4%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	5.3%
	
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	12.1%

	18
	water transportation
	5.3%
	
	29
	historic preservation
	11.9%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	5.3%
	
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	11.4%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	5.3%
	
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	11.4%

	29
	historic preservation
	5.3%
	
	26
	cost of living
	9.7%

	30
	racial harmony
	5.3%
	
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	9.0%


Table 2.3 (asset factor rating differential) shows that 21 factors were rated relatively higher as assets by affected communities and parishes, and 15 factors were rated relatively higher as assets by non-affected communities and parishes. Affected communities rated 13 factors higher as assets by 10 points or more compared to non-affected communities (top of Table 2.3). Among them are available funding for economic development, unified vision for economic development and leadership development. As noted above, the shock of closure/downsizing of a military base could have encouraged a community or parish to improve its leadership and vision for economic development, and these factors are assets for affected communities and parishes to build on. The military base event might have also made affected communities and parishes eligible for more economic development grant and loan programs Non-affected communities rated only 5 factors higher as assets by 10 or more points (bottom of Table 2.3). 
	Table 2.3 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Asset: 
Difference, Affected by Military Base Closure? Downsizing or Not, Community  or Parish

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset:      Affected
	% Rating Factor as Asset:         NOT Affected
	Difference     Affected -    NOT Affected

	 

 

	Factors rated higher as assets by affected communities and parishes



	 

 

	32
	retail/shopping available
	63.2%
	41.8%
	21.4

	12
	K-12 education
	57.9%
	36.7%
	21.2

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	64.8%
	43.9%
	20.9

	27
	recreational opportunities
	84.2%
	63.6%
	20.6

	26
	cost of living
	73.7%
	55.4%
	18.3

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	52.6%
	36.7%
	15.9

	36
	available funding for economic development
	42.1%
	26.7%
	15.4

	5
	leadership in economic development
	57.9%
	43.4%
	14.5

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	68.4%
	55.1%
	13.3

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	61.1%
	48.3%
	12.8

	2
	effective planning
	47.4%
	35.0%
	12.4

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	44.4%
	32.4%
	12.0

	20
	public transportation
	22.2%
	11.4%
	10.8

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	36.8%
	28.3%
	8.5

	18
	water transportation
	63.2%
	54.9%
	8.3

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	52.6%
	45.9%
	6.7

	34
	crime rate
	47.4%
	41.8%
	5.6

	30
	racial harmony
	36.8%
	31.3%
	5.5

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	44.4%
	39.0%
	5.4

	22
	local business incentives
	31.6%
	26.3%
	5.3

	35
	"walkability" of community
	33.3%
	31.5%
	1.8

	 

 

	Factors rated higher as assets by NOT affected communities and parishes



	 

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	42.1%
	43.3%
	-1.2

	10
	quality of labor
	31.6%
	32.8%
	-1.2

	6
	quality of local government
	42.1%
	44.0%
	-1.9

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	42.1%
	44.6%
	-2.5

	11
	work ethic
	38.9%
	43.2%
	-4.3

	21
	local taxes
	26.3%
	31.4%
	-5.1

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	47.4%
	53.1%
	-5.7

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	26.3%
	34.5%
	-8.2

	29
	historic preservation
	42.1%
	50.8%
	-8.7

	9
	availability of labor
	27.8%
	37.5%
	-9.7

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	47.4%
	59.8%
	-12.4

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	42.1%
	56.7%
	-14.6

	25
	availability of financing
	15.8%
	43.4%
	-27.6

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	5.3%
	47.5%
	-42.2

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	11.8%
	73.1%
	-61.3


Affected = community or parish has been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

NOT Affected = community or parish has been NOT been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

Table 2.4 (liability factor rating differential) shows that 12 factors were rated relatively higher as liabilities by affected communities and parishes, and 24 factors were rated relatively higher as liabilities by non-affected communities and parishes. This is somewhat counter-intuitive. One might expect communities and parishes that experienced a military base closure or downsizing to judge themselves more harshly. However, these BRAC decision process is supposed to be based on national military needs, not local economic development needs. Furthermore, the shock of the closure or downsizing might have lead communities and parishes to evaluate themselves more closely and realize that they have more assets than they thought. 
	Table 2.4 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Liability:
Difference, Affected by Military Base Closure/Downsizing or Not, Community or Parish

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Liability:     Affected
	% Rating Factor as Liability:     NOT Affected
	Difference     Affected -          NOT Affected

	

	Factors rated higher as liabilities by affected communities and parishes

	

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	36.8%
	9.0%
	27.8

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	31.6%
	14.1%
	17.5

	9
	availability of labor
	38.9%
	27.3%
	11.6

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	27.8%
	16.7%
	11.1

	35
	"walkability" of community
	38.9%
	28.1%
	10.8

	25
	availability of financing
	26.3%
	15.6%
	10.7

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	31.6%
	21.9%
	9.7

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	21.1%
	12.1%
	9.0

	34
	crime rate
	15.8%
	12.4%
	3.4

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	15.8%
	13.0%
	2.8

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	21.1%
	19.8%
	1.3

	26
	cost of living
	10.5%
	9.7%
	0.8

	 

	 

Factors rated higher as liabilities by NOT affected communities or parishes

	 

	11
	work ethic
	22.2%
	22.7%
	-0.5

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	10.5%
	11.4%
	-0.9

	10
	quality of labor
	26.3%
	28.7%
	-2.4

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	16.7%
	19.8%
	-3.1

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	26.3%
	30.6%
	-4.3

	21
	local taxes
	10.5%
	15.4%
	-4.9

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	5.9%
	11.4%
	-5.5

	29
	historic preservation
	5.3%
	11.9%
	-6.6

	27
	recreational opportunities
	5.3%
	12.7%
	-7.4

	5
	leadership in economic development
	10.5%
	18.9%
	-8.4

	18
	water transportation
	5.3%
	14.9%
	-9.6

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	5.3%
	16.9%
	-11.6

	12
	K-12 education
	15.8%
	27.7%
	-11.9

	6
	quality of local government
	10.5%
	24.0%
	-13.5

	36
	available funding for economic development
	15.8%
	29.5%
	-13.7

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	5.3%
	19.1%
	-13.8

	22
	local business incentives
	15.8%
	30.3%
	-14.5

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	21.1%
	37.3%
	-16.2

	20
	public transportation
	44.4%
	60.6%
	-16.2

	32
	retail/shopping available
	10.5%
	27.1%
	-16.6

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	15.8%
	36.7%
	-20.9

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	5.6%
	28.5%
	-22.9

	30
	racial harmony
	5.3%
	28.4%
	-23.1

	2
	effective planning
	5.3%
	29.4%
	-24.1


Affected = community or parish has been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

NOT Affected = community or parish has been NOT been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

Communities and parishes affected by military base closure/down-sizing rated six factors higher as liabilities by ten points or more compared to non-affected areas: safety from natural disasters, participation by citizens in community activities, availability of labor, availability of sites and buildings, “walkability” of community, and availability of financing. These results indicate that communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing need to work on the economic development process factor of citizen participation in community activities. While affected communities rate unified vision for economic development and leadership development relatively higher as assets than do large communities, apparently the citizen participation in these activities is not as broad-based as it could be. Affected communities also need to work on the availability of labor, industrial sites and buildings and financing. 

Storm Damage

Tables 3.1 through 3.4 contain sub-group data broken out by community and parish storm damage. Table 3.1 is an overview of the asset and liability factor ratings by storm damage. There are fewer differences between the storm damaged and non-storm damaged communities and parishes compared to the community size and military base affected sub-groups. 
Nine of the top ten highest rated assets were common for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities and parishes (Table 3.2 – marked in italics). The only top-ten asset unique to storm damaged communities and parishes is:

· retail/shopping available. 
The top-ten asset unique to non-storm damaged communities and parishes, not surprisingly, is:

· safety from natural disasters.
Like the similarity in asset ratings, seven of the top ten highest rated liabilities were common for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities and parishes (marked in italics, second part of Table 3.2): public transportation, ability to work together and avoid factionalism, unified vision for economic development, “walkability” of community, available funding for economic development, quality of labor, K-12 education and effective planning. 
The three top-rated liabilities unique to storm damaged communities and parishes are:

· availability of passenger air service; 
· availability of labor; and 
· effective implementation of planning. 
The fact that the storm damaged communities rated availability of labor higher as a liability may reflect the increased demand for labor due to rebuilding efforts. The higher liability rating for effective implementation of planning by storm damaged communities may reflect frustration with the slow pace of storm recovery in some areas. 

The 3 top-rated liabilities unique to non-storm damaged communities and parishes are:

· local business incentives;

· racial harmony; and 
· effective planning. 
	Table 3.1 Economic Development Factor Ratings by Storm Damage

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset Moderate or Heavy Storm Damage
	% Rating Factor as Asset Light or No Storm Damage
	% Rating Factor as Liability Moderate or Heavy Storm Damage
	% Rating Factor as Liability Light or No Storm Damage

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	37.5%
	39.7%
	35.9%
	32.5%

	2
	effective planning
	38.5%
	36.4%
	24.6%
	26.5%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	38.1%
	31.8%
	28.6%
	23.8%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	32.3%
	32.4%
	27.7%
	39.9%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	46.9%
	44.2%
	15.6%
	19.0%

	6
	quality of local government
	47.6%
	42.9%
	15.9%
	25.2%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	60.0%
	58.3%
	7.7%
	16.0%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	46.2%
	49.3%
	6.2%
	16.2%

	9
	availability of labor
	31.3%
	40.1%
	34.4%
	25.2%

	10
	quality of labor
	29.2%
	35.2%
	29.2%
	28.3%

	11
	work ethic
	39.1%
	44.9%
	23.4%
	23.8%

	12
	K-12 education
	33.8%
	41.2%
	26.2%
	27.0%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	55.4%
	59.2%
	12.3%
	9.5%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.1%
	39.6%
	23.1%
	22.1%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.1%
	40.5%
	7.7%
	18.2%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	52.3%
	54.1%
	12.3%
	16.2%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	68.3%
	77.4%
	15.9%
	6.8%

	18
	water transportation
	57.8%
	54.4%
	15.6%
	12.9%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	34.9%
	27.4%
	39.7%
	25.3%

	20
	public transportation
	11.1%
	13.6%
	61.9%
	57.1%

	21
	local taxes
	23.4%
	33.3%
	12.5%
	17.7%

	22
	local business incentives
	23.4%
	27.2%
	20.3%
	31.3%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	42.2%
	47.9%
	18.8%
	20.8%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	50.8%
	50.0%
	20.6%
	16.4%

	25
	availability of financing
	49.2%
	42.8%
	6.3%
	17.9%

	26
	cost of living
	53.1%
	57.1%
	14.1%
	8.8%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	64.5%
	66.0%
	12.9%
	10.9%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	50.8%
	45.9%
	14.3%
	18.5%

	29
	historic preservation
	51.6%
	49.7%
	10.9%
	10.1%

	30
	racial harmony
	39.1%
	30.4%
	15.6%
	30.4%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	41.9%
	20.3%
	18.9%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	53.8%
	40.5%
	23.1%
	25.0%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	47.7%
	56.4%
	20.0%
	10.1%

	34
	crime rate
	42.2%
	42.3%
	10.9%
	14.8%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	31.3%
	33.6%
	26.6%
	30.2%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	25.0%
	27.9%
	28.1%
	29.9%


	Table 3.2 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Asset by Storm Affected and NOT Affected: Sorted

	Question
Number
	Factor
	Asset
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	
	Question
Number
	Factor
	Asset
Community
Size
5,000 & over

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	63.5%
	
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	79.5%

	18
	water transportation
	59.4%
	
	27
	recreational opportunities
	68.3%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	59.4%
	
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	66.7%

	26
	cost of living
	56.3%
	
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	63.9%

	29
	historic preservation
	53.1%
	
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	59.1%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	51.6%
	
	26
	cost of living
	55.8%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	51.6%
	
	32
	retail/shopping available
	55.0%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	46.8%
	
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	54.7%

	34
	crime rate
	45.3%
	
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	54.5%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.8%
	
	18
	water transportation
	53.7%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.8%
	
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	53.6%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	40.6%
	
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	49.7%

	30
	racial harmony
	40.6%
	
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	49.7%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	40.6%
	
	5
	leadership in economic development
	49.0%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	40.3%
	
	29
	historic preservation
	49.0%

	12
	K-12 education
	39.7%
	
	25
	availability of financing
	47.6%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	
	6
	quality of local government
	46.9%

	6
	quality of local government
	38.1%
	
	11
	work ethic
	46.0%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	38.1%
	
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	41.9%

	25
	availability of financing
	38.1%
	
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	41.7%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	37.1%
	
	2
	effective planning
	41.4%

	11
	work ethic
	36.1%
	
	34
	crime rate
	40.9%

	21
	local taxes
	35.9%
	
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	40.3%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	35.5%
	
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	39.3%

	9
	availability of labor
	35.5%
	
	12
	K-12 education
	38.7%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	35.0%
	
	9
	availability of labor
	38.3%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	32.8%
	
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	37.3%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	31.3%
	
	10
	quality of labor
	36.5%

	2
	effective planning
	26.6%
	
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	31.3%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	26.6%
	
	30
	racial harmony
	29.7%

	10
	quality of labor
	25.8%
	
	35
	"walkability" of community
	29.5%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	25.8%
	
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	29.1%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	25.0%
	
	21
	local taxes
	27.9%

	22
	local business incentives
	21.9%
	
	22
	local business incentives
	27.9%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	20.3%
	
	36
	available funding for economic development
	27.2%

	20
	public transportation
	7.8%
	
	20
	public transportation
	15.1%


	Table 3.2 (Continued) Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Liability by Storm Affected and NOT Affected: Sorted

	Question
Number
	Factor
	Liability
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	
	Question
Number
	Factor
	Liability
Community
Size
5,000 & over

	20
	public transportation
	65.6%
	
	20
	public transportation
	55.5%

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	43.5%
	
	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	35.1%

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	42.2%
	
	35
	"walkability" of community
	32.2%

	32
	retail/shopping available
	40.6%
	
	1
	unified vision for economic development
	29.8%

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	38.7%
	
	9
	availability of labor
	29.5%

	22
	local business incentives
	37.5%
	
	36
	available funding for economic development
	28.6%

	10
	quality of labor
	37.1%
	
	10
	quality of labor
	25.0%

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	35.9%
	
	12
	K-12 education
	24.7%

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	34.4%
	
	19
	availability of air passenger service
	23.8%

	6
	quality of local government
	33.3%
	
	22
	local business incentives
	23.8%

	30
	racial harmony
	32.8%
	
	2
	effective planning
	23.7%

	12
	K-12 education
	31.7%
	
	30
	racial harmony
	23.0%

	2
	effective planning
	31.3%
	
	31
	appearance of community/parish
	21.6%

	36
	available funding for economic development
	31.3%
	
	11
	work ethic
	21.3%

	11
	work ethic
	29.5%
	
	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	20.7%

	5
	leadership in economic development
	26.7%
	
	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	20.7%

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	26.6%
	
	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	17.9%

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	26.6%
	
	6
	quality of local government
	17.7%

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	25.4%
	
	32
	retail/shopping available
	17.4%

	9
	availability of labor
	24.2%
	
	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	16.8%

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	22.6%
	
	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	15.9%

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	21.9%
	
	34
	crime rate
	15.4%

	35
	"walkability" of community
	21.9%
	
	33
	safety from natural disasters
	15.3%

	21
	local taxes
	21.9%
	
	5
	leadership in economic development
	14.6%

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	21.0%
	
	21
	local taxes
	13.6%

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	17.7%
	
	25
	availability of financing
	13.1%

	25
	availability of financing
	17.5%
	
	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	13.1%

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	15.9%
	
	18
	water transportation
	12.9%

	18
	water transportation
	15.6%
	
	27
	recreational opportunities
	10.3%

	26
	cost of living
	14.1%
	
	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	9.9%

	27
	recreational opportunities
	14.1%
	
	7
	positive attitude toward development
	9.5%

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	14.1%
	
	29
	historic preservation
	9.4%

	29
	historic preservation
	12.5%
	
	26
	cost of living
	8.8%

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	10.9%
	
	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	7.3%

	34
	crime rate
	9.4%
	
	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	6.8%

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	7.8%
	
	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	6.7%


Reflecting the similarity of the top ten factor ratings, the differentials in asset and liability factor ratings are also lower for the storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged sub-group. Table 3.3 (asset factor rating differential) shows that 15 factors were rated relatively higher as assets by storm damaged communities and parishes, and 21 factors were rated relatively higher as assets by non-storm damaged communities and parishes. Only one factor had an asset rating differential of 10 or more (top of Table 3.3): retail/shopping was more highly rated by storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities and parishes. 
	Table 3.3 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Asset:
Difference by Storm Damage or Not, Community or Parish

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Asset: Damaged
	% Rating Factor as Asset:  NOT Damaged
	Difference     Damaged -    NOT Damaged

	 

 

	Factors rated higher as assets by storm damaged communities and parishes



	 

 

	32
	retail/shopping available
	53.8%
	40.5%
	13.3

	30
	racial harmony
	39.1%
	30.4%
	8.7

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	34.9%
	27.4%
	7.5

	25
	availability of financing
	49.2%
	42.8%
	6.4

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	38.1%
	31.8%
	6.3

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	50.8%
	45.9%
	4.9

	6
	quality of local government
	47.6%
	42.9%
	4.7

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	43.1%
	39.6%
	3.5

	18
	water transportation
	57.8%
	54.4%
	3.4

	5
	leadership in economic development
	46.9%
	44.2%
	2.7

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	43.1%
	40.5%
	2.6

	2
	effective planning
	38.5%
	36.4%
	2.1

	29
	historic preservation
	51.6%
	49.7%
	1.9

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	60.0%
	58.3%
	1.7

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	50.8%
	50.0%
	0.8

	 

 

	Factors rated higher as assets by NON-storm damaged communities and parishes



	 

 

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	32.3%
	32.4%
	-0.1

	34
	crime rate
	42.2%
	42.3%
	-0.1

	27
	recreational opportunities
	64.5%
	66.0%
	-1.5

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	52.3%
	54.1%
	-1.8

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	37.5%
	39.7%
	-2.2

	35
	"walkability" of community
	31.3%
	33.6%
	-2.3

	20
	public transportation
	11.1%
	13.6%
	-2.5

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	39.1%
	41.9%
	-2.8

	36
	available funding for economic development
	25.0%
	27.9%
	-2.9

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	46.2%
	49.3%
	-3.1

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	55.4%
	59.2%
	-3.8

	22
	local business incentives
	23.4%
	27.2%
	-3.8

	26
	cost of living
	53.1%
	57.1%
	-4

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	42.2%
	47.9%
	-5.7

	11
	work ethic
	39.1%
	44.9%
	-5.8

	10
	quality of labor
	29.2%
	35.2%
	-6

	12
	K-12 education
	33.8%
	41.2%
	-7.4

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	47.7%
	56.4%
	-8.7

	9
	availability of labor
	31.3%
	40.1%
	-8.8

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	68.3%
	77.4%
	-9.1

	21
	local taxes
	23.4%
	33.3%
	-9.9


Storm Damaged = community or parish sustained moderate or heavy storm damage

NOT Storm Damaged = community or parish sustained light or no storm damage

Affected = community or parish has been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

NOT Affected = community or parish has been NOT been significantly affected by military base closure or downsizing

Table 3.4 (liability factor rating differential) shows that 16 factors were rated relatively higher as liabilities by storm damaged communities and parishes, and 20 factors were rated relatively higher as liabilities by non-storm damaged communities and parishes. Storm damaged communities and parishes rated only one factor higher as a liability by 10 points or more compared to non-storm damaged communities and parishes: availability of air passenger service (top of Table 3.4). Non-storm damaged communities and parishes rated six factors relatively higher as liabilities by 10 points or more compared to non-storm damaged communities and parishes (bottom of Table 3.4): racial harmony, ability to work together and avoid factionalism, availability of financing, local business incentives, electricity cost and service, and participation by citizens in community activities. 
	Table 3.4 Percent of Respondents Rating Factor as Liability:
Difference by Storm Damage or Not, Community and Parish

	Question
Number
	Factor
	% Rating Factor as Liability:     Damaged
	% Rating Factor as Liability:         NOT Damaged
	Difference     Damaged -          NOT Damaged

	

	Factors rated higher as liabilities by storm damaged communities and parishes

	

	19
	availability of air passenger service
	39.7%
	25.3%
	14.4

	33
	safety from natural disasters
	20.0%
	10.1%
	9.9

	9
	availability of labor
	34.4%
	25.2%
	9.2

	17
	proximity to interstate or major state highway
	15.9%
	6.8%
	9.1

	26
	cost of living
	14.1%
	8.8%
	5.3

	20
	public transportation
	61.9%
	57.1%
	4.8

	3
	effective implementation of our planning
	28.6%
	23.8%
	4.8

	24
	availability of industrial sites & buildings
	20.6%
	16.4%
	4.2

	1
	unified vision for economic development
	35.9%
	32.5%
	3.4

	13
	availability/quality of higher education
	12.3%
	9.5%
	2.8

	18
	water transportation
	15.6%
	12.9%
	2.7

	27
	recreational opportunities
	12.9%
	10.9%
	2

	31
	appearance of community/parish
	20.3%
	18.9%
	1.4

	14
	water & sewer infrastructure
	23.1%
	22.1%
	1

	10
	quality of labor
	29.2%
	28.3%
	0.9

	29
	historic preservation
	10.9%
	10.1%
	0.8

	

	Factors rated higher as liabilities by NON-storm damaged communities and parishes

	

	11
	work ethic
	23.4%
	23.8%
	-0.4

	12
	K-12 education
	26.2%
	27.0%
	-0.8

	36
	available funding for economic development
	28.1%
	29.9%
	-1.8

	32
	retail/shopping available
	23.1%
	25.0%
	-1.9

	2
	effective planning
	24.6%
	26.5%
	-1.9

	23
	downtown redevelopment (Main Street program)
	18.8%
	20.8%
	-2

	5
	leadership in economic development
	15.6%
	19.0%
	-3.4

	35
	"walkability" of community
	26.6%
	30.2%
	-3.6

	34
	crime rate
	10.9%
	14.8%
	-3.9

	16
	availability of high speed internet service
	12.3%
	16.2%
	-3.9

	28
	arts and cultural opportunities
	14.3%
	18.5%
	-4.2

	21
	local taxes
	12.5%
	17.7%
	-5.2

	7
	positive attitude toward development
	7.7%
	16.0%
	-8.3

	6
	quality of local government
	15.9%
	25.2%
	-9.3

	8
	participation by citizens in community activities
	6.2%
	16.2%
	-10

	15
	electricity (cost & service)
	7.7%
	18.2%
	-10.5

	22
	local business incentives
	20.3%
	31.3%
	-11

	25
	availability of financing
	6.3%
	17.9%
	-11.6

	4
	ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	27.7%
	39.9%
	-12.2

	30
	racial harmony
	15.6%
	30.4%
	-14.8


Storm Damaged = community or parish sustained moderate or heavy storm damage

NOT Storm Damaged = community or parish sustained light or no storm damage

There is not enough information in the survey to say with any degree of certainty why these six factors were rated relatively higher as liabilities (by 10 points or more) by non-storm damaged communities and parishes. One can speculate that, like military base closure/downsizing, storm damage is a traumatic experience for communities. Shocks such as this often serve to bring the communities closer together. Hence, racial harmony, the ability to work together and avoid factionalism and participation by citizens in community activities might be perceived as lesser liabilities by storm damaged communities and parishes. Also like the analysis for communities affected by military base closure/downsizing, storm damaged communities and parishes qualify for special incentives and financing programs, and therefore might view these factors as lesser liabilities. 
What are the policy implications of the similarity in asset and liability factor ratings for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities and parishes? The results indicate that both types of communities and parishes need to focus on similar economic development issues and tools. The relatively low liability ratings by storm damaged communities and parishes for the six factors above indicate that they do not need to concentrate as much on the community and economic development process factors of working together effectively, and citizen participation in community activities. Instead, they need to concentrate on the factors in the upper half of Table 3.4. These findings also indicate that storm damaged communities and parishes believe they are in better shape regarding incentives and availability of financing. 
Summary: Unique Economic Development Strengths to Build on and Weaknesses to Address
To reiterate, the factors rated as assets by small vs. large communities, military base closure/downsizing vs. those not affected and storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities (Tables 1.2, 2.2 and 3.2) represent strengths to build on. Correspondingly, the factors rated as liabilities represent weaknesses to address. However, the unique top-ten assets and liabilities for the three sub-groups (in bullet points above) deserve special attention by each sub-group, especially when this is reinforced by the relative factor rating differentials (Tables 1.3, 1.4, 2.3, 2.4, 3.3 and 3.4) as is often the case. The larger differences in asset and liability factor ratings for small vs. large communities and military base closure/downsizing affected vs. non-affected communities show that they have different strengths and weaknesses and need to concentrate on different economic development tools. This is not as much the case for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities. 
Community Development Functions

Questions 23 through 32 asked the respondents whether ten community development functions (e.g. workforce development) are performed at the community level and also at the parish level (function is done, is not done, or I don’t know). The survey did not determine the geographical coverage of the programs. Hence, if a respondent answered “function is done” to, for example, “workforce development/training – parish” it could not be determined from the survey whether the workforce development program covers only the unincorporated parish area, or includes the communities within the parish. Likewise, if a respondent answered “function is done” to “workforce development/training – community” it could not be determined whether it also covers the unincorporated areas of the parish. The geographical coverage would probably depend on who sponsored the program -- community or parish government. In some cases even if a community development function was sponsored only by a community or parish government, there would be mutual benefit across jurisdictions. For example, a workforce development program sponsored by a community government would benefit the parish as well. 

Because of these issues regarding the coverage and benefit of a community development program, the responses for “is done” and “is not done” for community and parish were added together. For example, in Table CD 1.1, 43.4% of the respondents answered “is done” for assessment of strengths and weaknesses at the community level, and 72.5% answered “is done” at the parish level. The total is 116. A higher number is an indication that the program is more prevalent or available for both the community and parish – either the percent reporting that the program is done at the community or parish level is high, or both are high. 
The results for Questions 23 through 32 broken out by the three sub-groups show substantial differences in the community development functions performed by small vs. large, military base affected communities and parishes and storm damaged communities and parishes. 

Community Size

Almost 30 percent (29.6) of the survey respondents are from smaller communities (<5,000). Table CD 1.1 is an overview of the percent of respondents indicating which community development functions are performed or not performed at the community or parish level for small vs. large communities. For most of the community development functions, if the percent of small community respondents indicating “is done” is less than the percent of large community respondents indicating “is done,” then the percent of small community respondents indicating “is not done” is greater than the percent of the large community respondents indicating “is not done.” This would generally be the case since the responses “is done” and “is not done” for the community development functions are generally mirror images of each other. However, when the percent indicating “is done” and “is not done” are close together and/or there is a relatively large percent of respondents answering “I don’t know” then this inverse relationship does not necessarily hold. 
This is the case for a few of the lines in Table CD 1.1 and in corresponding Table CD 2.1 (military base closing/downsizing affected communities and parishes) and CD  3.1 (storm damaged communities and parishes). 
	Table CD 1.1 Community Development Functions (Questions 23-32) By Community Size

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function
	IS DONE
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	IS DONE
Community
Size
5,000 & over
	NOT DONE
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	NOT DONE
Community
Size
5,000 & over

	23.1
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Community
	43.4%
	64.2%
	35.8%
	17.5%

	23.2
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Parish
	72.5%
	55.8%
	13.7%
	18.3%

	 
	  Total
	116
	120
	50
	36

	24.1
	Workforce Development/Training - Community
	51.0%
	73.0%
	33.3%
	18.2%

	24.2
	Workforce Development/Training - Parish
	61.8%
	72.8%
	23.6%
	11.2%

	 
	  Total
	113
	146
	57
	29

	25.1
	Downtown Redevelopment - Community
	50.0%
	39.8%
	41.3%
	33.3%

	25.2
	Downtown Redevelopment - Parish
	52.2%
	35.5%
	39.1%
	38.3%

	 
	  Total
	102
	75
	80
	72

	26.1
	Historic Preservation - Community
	55.4%
	82.5%
	33.9%
	10.5%

	26.2
	Historic Preservation - Parish
	62.7%
	53.0%
	17.6%
	24.3%

	 
	  Total
	118
	136
	52
	35

	27.1
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Community
	20.0%
	44.5%
	60.0%
	29.9%

	27.2
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Parish
	32.0%
	26.7%
	32.0%
	27.5%

	 
	  Total
	52
	71
	92
	57

	28.1
	Leadership Development - Community
	43.6%
	78.6%
	47.3%
	13.1%

	28.2
	Leadership Development - Parish
	50.0%
	61.9%
	38.5%
	18.3%

	 
	  Total
	94
	141
	86
	31

	29.1
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Community
	34.6%
	70.9%
	48.1%
	14.9%

	29.2
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Parish
	37.7%
	67.8%
	26.4%
	10.7%

	 
	  Total
	72
	139
	75
	26

	30.1
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Community
	25.5%
	56.8%
	49.0%
	18.0%

	30.2
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Parish
	35.2%
	50.4%
	25.9%
	17.6%

	 
	  Total
	61
	107
	75
	36

	31.1
	Land Use Planning - Community
	35.3%
	52.5%
	43.1%
	24.8%

	31.2
	Land Use Planning - Parish
	35.8%
	39.5%
	37.7%
	37.9%

	 
	  Total
	71
	92
	81
	63

	32.1
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Community
	38.6%
	46.8%
	33.3%
	23.0%

	32.2
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Parish
	45.1%
	40.2%
	25.5%
	21.3%

	 
	  Total
	84
	87
	59
	44


Since this mirror image relationship generally exists between “is done” and “is not done,” it is redundant to report the difference by community size for both. And, since it is desirable that all these community development functions be performed, it is more informative to report which functions are not done by community size (and for military base closing/downsizing affected and storm damaged). 
As Table CD 1.2 shows, all of the community development functions are more commonly not performed in small communities and their parishes compared to large communities and their parishes (as measured by the combined or total score). For nine of the functions, the differential is ten points or more. Clearly, these community development functions are less prevalent in more rural areas in Louisiana. 
	Table CD 1.2 Community Development Functions Combined NOT Done: Difference by Community Size

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function: Combined Community and Parish
	Is NOT Done
Community
Size
0 to 4,999
	Is NOT Done
Community
Size
5,000 & over
	Difference Small - Large  Communities

	 

	Functions (combined) NOT performed more by in small communities and/or their parishes

	 

	28
	Leadership Development
	86
	31
	54

	29
	Small   Business Start-Up Assistance
	75
	26
	49

	30
	Business Retention and Expansion Assistance
	75
	36
	39

	27
	Neighborhood Redevelopment
	92
	57
	35

	24
	Workforce Development/Training
	57
	29
	28

	31
	Land Use Planning
	81
	63
	18

	26
	Historic Preservation
	52
	35
	17

	32
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance
	59
	44
	15

	23
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses
	50
	36
	14

	25
	Downtown Redevelopment
	80
	72
	9


Military Base Closure/Downsizing

As noted in the overview of the survey results, 12 percent of all the survey respondents indicated that their parish had been significantly impacted by a military base closure or downsizing. However, because respondents that answered the survey from the regional standpoint are excluded from the military base and storm damage sub-groups, the sample size for this analysis is different (see footnote 1). For the military base sub-group analysis, 9.5 percent of the respondents indicated their parish had been significantly impacted by a military base closure or downsizing. 
Table CD 2.1 is an overview of the percent of respondents indicating which community development functions are performed or not performed at the community or parish level for military base closure/downsizing communities and parishes vs. non-affected communities and parishes. 
	Table CD 2.1 Community Development Functions (Questions 23-32) 

By Military Base Affected

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function
	IS Done
Affected by
Base Closing
	IS Done
NOT Affected by
Base Closing
	NOT Done
Affected by
Base Closing
	NOT Done
NOT Affected by
Base Closing

	23.1
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Community
	63.2%
	57.6%
	21.1%
	23.4%

	23.2
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Parish
	35.3%
	62.0%
	29.4%
	16.9%

	 
	  Total
	99
	120
	51
	40

	24.1
	Workforce Development/Training - Community
	72.2%
	66.9%
	22.2%
	22.3%

	24.2
	Workforce Development/Training - Parish
	50.0%
	71.1%
	25.0%
	14.5%

	 
	  Total
	122
	138
	47
	37

	25.1
	Downtown Redevelopment - Community
	50.0%
	40.8%
	25.0%
	38.4%

	25.2
	Downtown Redevelopment - Parish
	43.8%
	39.2%
	37.5%
	40.0%

	 
	  Total
	94
	80
	63
	78

	26.1
	Historic Preservation - Community
	88.2%
	73.1%
	5.9%
	18.6%

	26.2
	Historic Preservation - Parish
	58.8%
	54.7%
	11.8%
	24.8%

	 
	  Total
	147
	128
	18
	43

	27.1
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Community
	42.9%
	37.8%
	21.4%
	40.9%

	27.2
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Parish
	29.4%
	27.0%
	5.9%
	33.3%

	 
	  Total
	72
	65
	27
	74

	28.1
	Leadership Development - Community
	78.9%
	68.3%
	5.3%
	24.6%

	28.2
	Leadership Development - Parish
	50.0%
	58.4%
	12.5%
	26.8%

	 
	  Total
	129
	127
	18
	51

	29.1
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Community
	61.1%
	61.9%
	11.1%
	25.6%

	29.2
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Parish
	50.0%
	58.3%
	12.5%
	16.7%

	 
	  Total
	111
	120
	24
	42

	30.1
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Community
	52.9%
	49.1%
	5.9%
	28.3%

	30.2
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Parish
	25.0%
	47.0%
	18.8%
	20.8%

	 
	  Total
	78
	96
	25
	49

	31.1
	Land Use Planning - Community
	61.1%
	46.6%
	11.1%
	32.9%

	31.2
	Land Use Planning - Parish
	43.8%
	36.7%
	18.8%
	40.8%

	 
	  Total
	105
	83
	30
	74

	32.1
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Community
	47.1%
	42.3%
	17.6%
	28.2%

	32.2
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Parish
	33.3%
	42.2%
	16.7%
	23.8%

	 
	  Total
	80
	85
	34
	52


As Table CD 2.2 shows, for military base closure/downsizing affected communities and parishes, only two functions are more commonly not performed (according to the combined or total score): workforce development/training and assessment of strengths and weaknesses (both have a differential of ten points). All of the remaining eight functions are not performed as commonly in communities and parishes not affected by military base closing/downsizing. One interpretation of this finding is that as a result of base closure/downsizing, affected communities and parishes have instituted these community development functions to aid in recovery. Availability of external funding as a result of the military base closure/downsizing may be a facilitating factor in adopting these community development functions.
	Table CD 2.2 Community Development Functions NOT Done: Difference by Community Military Base Affected

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function
	NOT Done
Affected
	NOT Done
NOT Affected
	Difference Affected - NOT Affected

	 

	Functions (combined) NOT performed more by affected communities and parishes

	 

	24
	Workforce Development/Training
	47
	37
	10

	23
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses
	51
	40
	10

	 

	Functions (combined) NOT performed more by NON-affected communities and parishes

	 

	25
	Downtown Redevelopment
	63
	78
	-16

	32
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance
	34
	52
	-18

	29
	Small  Business Start-Up Assistance
	24
	42
	-19

	30
	Business Retention and Expansion Assistance
	25
	49
	-24

	26
	Historic Preservation
	18
	43
	-26

	28
	Leadership Development
	18
	51
	-34

	31
	Land Use Planning
	30
	74
	-44

	27
	Neighborhood Redevelopment
	27
	74
	-47


Storm Damage

For the storm damage sub-group analysis, 38.9 percent of the respondents indicated that their community or parish sustained moderate or heavy storm damage (again, excluding the respondents that answered the survey from the regional standpoint). Table CD 3.1 is an overview of the percent of respondents indicating which community development functions are performed or not performed at the community or parish level for storm damaged vs. non-storm damaged communities and parishes. 
	Table CD 3.1 Community Development Functions (Questions 23-32) By Storm Damage

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function
	IS Done Moderate or Heavy Storm Damage
	IS Done Light or No Storm Damage
	NOT Done Moderate or Heavy Storm Damage
	NOT Done Light or No
Storm
Damage

	23.1
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Community
	63.0%
	55.6%
	16.4%
	26.5%

	23.2
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses - Parish
	60.0%
	61.4%
	11.4%
	20.8%

	 
	  Total
	123
	117
	28
	47

	24.1
	Workforce Development/Training - Community
	39.0%
	65.8%
	25.4%
	20.5%

	24.2
	Workforce Development/Training - Parish
	70.8%
	68.5%
	13.9%
	15.7%

	 
	  Total
	110
	134
	39
	36

	25.1
	Downtown Redevelopment - Community
	47.7%
	39.3%
	30.8%
	39.3%

	25.2
	Downtown Redevelopment - Parish
	42.2%
	39.3%
	37.5%
	39.3%

	 
	  Total
	90
	79
	68
	79

	26.1
	Historic Preservation - Community
	76.3%
	74.0%
	13.2%
	19.5%

	26.2
	Historic Preservation - Parish
	58.0%
	54.6%
	15.9%
	26.8%

	 
	  Total
	134
	129
	29
	46

	27.1
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Community
	39.1%
	36.6%
	36.2%
	39.8%

	27.2
	Neighborhood Redevelopment - Parish
	32.9%
	25.0%
	22.9%
	33.0%

	 
	  Total
	72
	62
	59
	73

	28.1
	Leadership Development - Community
	69.7%
	68.5%
	18.4%
	25.0%

	28.2
	Leadership Development - Parish
	59.7%
	57.5%
	19.4%
	27.4%

	 
	  Total
	129
	126
	38
	52

	29.1
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Community
	65.3%
	58.5%
	24.0%
	23.7%

	29.2
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance - Parish
	62.9%
	55.8%
	14.3%
	16.3%

	 
	  Total
	128
	114
	38
	40

	30.1
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Community
	50.0%
	47.4%
	21.6%
	29.3%

	30.2
	Business Retention & Expansion Assistance - Parish
	50.0%
	43.0%
	18.1%
	21.5%

	 
	  Total
	100
	90
	40
	51

	31.1
	Land Use Planning - Community
	49.3%
	47.1%
	26.0%
	31.9%

	31.2
	Land Use Planning - Parish
	45.8%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	41.0%

	 
	  Total
	95
	80
	59
	73

	32.1
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Community
	43.8%
	44.7%
	23.3%
	27.6%

	32.2
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance - Parish
	41.7%
	41.5%
	25.0%
	20.8%

	 
	  Total
	86
	86
	48
	48


As Table CD 3.2 shows, for storm damaged communities and parishes, again only two functions are more commonly not performed (according to the combined or total score): workforce development/training and housing improvement/affordability assistance, but the differences are insignificant. All of the remaining eight functions are not performed as commonly in communities and parishes not storm damaged. As in the case of military base affected communities, one interpretation of this finding is that after storm damage, communities and parishes have instituted community development functions to aid in recovery. Again, availability of external funding may be a factor in adopting these community development functions. 
	Table CD 3.2 Community Development Functions Combined NOT Done: Difference by Storm Damage

	Question
Number
	Community Development Function
	NOT Done Moderate or Heavy Storm Damage
	NOT Done Light or No
Storm
Damage
	Difference Damaged - NOT Damaged

	 

	Functions (combined) NOT performed more by storm damaged communities and parishes

	 

	24
	Workforce Development/Training
	39
	36
	3

	32
	Housing Improvement/Affordability Assistance
	48
	48
	0

	 

	Functions (combined) NOT performed more by NON-storm damaged communities and parishes

	 

	29
	Small Business Start-Up Assistance
	38
	40
	-2

	25
	Downtown Redevelopment
	68
	79
	-10

	30
	Business Retention and Expansion Assistance
	40
	51
	-11

	31
	Land Use Planning
	59
	73
	-14

	27
	Neighborhood Redevelopment
	59
	73
	-14

	28
	Leadership Development
	38
	52
	-15

	26
	Historic Preservation
	29
	46
	-17

	23
	Assessment of Strengths & Weaknesses
	28
	47
	-20


Summary of Community Development Functions by Sub-Group

Small communities and their parishes should strive to increase the availability and prevalence of all ten community development functions. To the contrary, many communities and parishes affected by military base closure/downsizing or those that are storm damaged appear to have taken already taken steps to adopt the programs. Of course there are many communities and parishes – small or large, affected by military base closure/downsizing or not and storm damaged or not -- that have yet to adopt these community development functions (as shown by Tables 1.1, 2.1 and 3.1). Those that have not should be encouraged to do so. 

The community development modules being developed in Phase II should be of particular value to the communities and parishes that have not adopted them. Even if a community or parish has adopted any or all of the programs, they should carefully review the modules to ensure that their programs are adequate and improve them where deficiencies exist. 
Appendix – Survey Results
Opinion Survey of Statewide Stakeholders on

 Community & Economic Development in State of Louisiana

Complete Survey Results

Questions 1 and 2 asked the respondents which community and parish they live in. 

Questions 3 through 10 asked for information concerning storm damage, base closure or downsizing, and the respondents’ economic development organizations. 

Question 3:
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Question 5:
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Question 6:  
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Question 7:
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Question 8:
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Question 9:
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Question 10:

[image: image9.emf]Which do you consider to be the primary 

or major source of economic development 

services serving your community?

28%

43%

29%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Community

Parish

Regional
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Questions 11 through 22 asked the respondents to rate how successful their community, parish or region has been in economic development over the past 5 – 10 years, and rate a series of factors as assets or liabilities. Depending on how respondents answered Question 10 (Do you consider your community, parish or region to be the primary source of economic development services?), they were directed to questions pertaining to the community, parish or region. Hence, the number of respondents for these questions is lower than the total number of respondents for the survey. 

Question 11:
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Total Respondents: 77

13.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant ASSETS to Community & Economic Development to your COMMUNITY.

	Results:  (72 Responses)

	1.  Transportation and infrastructure present is seen very positively as assets for the community

	2.  Overall, a community that has an institution of higher education and/or workforce training views this as a strong asset.

	3.  Having available land and buildings both for business and personal use is seen as an asset at the community level.

	4.  Quality of life assets were mentioned frequently - cost of living, recreation, location, housing, culture/arts, healthcare, public education, small town feel, and "the people."

	5.  Community leadership (including ED leadership), elected leadership, chamber of commerce, cooperation, teamwork, and vision were mentioned frequently as assets.


14.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant LIABILITIES to community and economic development in your COMMUNITY.

	Results: (72 Responses)

	1.  Problems with Elected Officials - such as corruption - things being very political - state level affecting local perception

	2.  Problems with Public Education System

	3.  Workforce issues - availability, quality, work ethic or initiative to get new skills

	4.  Lack of Vision/Planning

	5.  Lack of Cooperation


Question 15:
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Total Respondents:  120

Question 17:  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant ASSETS to Community & Economic Development to your PARISH.

	Results:  (111 Responses)

	1.  Transportation and infrastructure present is seen very positively as assets for the community

	2.  At the parish level, higher education, workforce training and public education system is seen as an asset.

	3.  Having available land and buildings both for business and personal use is seen as an asset at the parish level.

	4.  Quality of life assets were mentioned frequently - cost of living, recreation, location, housing, culture/arts, healthcare, public education, small town feel, and "the people."

	5.  Community leadership (including ED leadership), elected leadership, chamber of commerce, cooperation, teamwork, and vision were mentioned frequently as assets.


Question 18.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant LIABILITIES to community and economic development in your PARISH.

	Results (109 Responses)

	1.  Problems with Elected Officials - such as corruption - things being very political - state level affecting local perception

	2.  Problems with Public Education System

	3.  Workforce issues - availability, quality, work ethic or initiative to get new skills

	4.  Infrastructure and Transportation

	5.  Lack of Vision, Planning, & Leadership


Question 19:
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21.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant ASSETS to Community & Economic Development to your REGION.
	Results:  (70 Responses)

	1.  Transportation/Infrastructure Assets

	2. Location/Natural resources

	3.  Available land & buildings

	4.  Quality of Life

	5.  Public Schools


22.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant LIABILITIES to community and economic development in your REGION.

	Results:  (69 Responses)

	1.  Poor Public Education System

	2.  Transportation and Infrastructure Issues

	3.  Problems with Workforce - education level, aging, shortage, etc.

	4.  Lack of Available Buildings & Sites

	5.  Poor leadership - trust issues, corruption/ethics perception, vision/planning


Questions 12, 16 and 20

Respondents were asked to rate a series of factors as assets or liabilities for community and economic development (again, depending on how they answered question 10 on the community, parish or region being the leader in economic development services, they were directed to question 12, 16 or 20).  The results of these factor ratings are given in the tables below. 
Comparison of ECONOMIC Development Factor Ratings    (Questions 12, 16 and 20)

	 
	ASSET
	LIABILITY

	Factor
	Community
	Parish
	Region
	Community
	Parish
	Region

	Unified vision for economic development
	34%
	41%
	45%
	34%
	34%
	32%

	Effective planning
	36%
	37%
	31%
	29%
	28%
	31%

	Effective implementation of our plans
	30%
	34%
	28%
	29%
	25%
	33%

	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	27%
	37%
	39%
	32%
	39%
	33%

	Leadership in economic development
	38%
	47%
	44%
	18%
	19%
	20%

	Quality of local government
	55%
	36%
	35%
	15%
	28%
	27%

	Positive attitude toward development
	65%
	53%
	50%
	6%
	18%
	26%

	Participation by citizens in community activities
	51%
	48%
	45%
	10%
	17%
	21%

	Availability of labor
	36%
	38%
	25%
	30%
	26%
	39%

	Quality of labor
	30%
	36%
	30%
	29%
	28%
	34%

	Work ethic
	40%
	46%
	46%
	24%
	24%
	17%

	K-12 education
	34%
	42%
	31%
	27%
	30%
	41%

	Availability/quality of higher education
	67%
	52%
	61%
	8%
	13%
	14%

	Water and sewer infrastructure
	49%
	38%
	33%
	13%
	29%
	27%

	Electricity (cost and service)
	42%
	40%
	42%
	13%
	16%
	24%

	Availability of high-speed internet service
	57%
	51%
	44%
	9%
	16%
	21%

	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	80%
	72%
	64%
	9%
	11%
	12%

	Water transportation
	46%
	59%
	55%
	17%
	12%
	14%

	Availability of air passenger service
	17%
	38%
	35%
	37%
	24%
	27%

	Public Transportation
	9%
	18%
	10%
	56%
	57%
	52%

	Local taxes
	29%
	33%
	30%
	14%
	17%
	20%

	Local business incentives
	22%
	28%
	23%
	30%
	27%
	40%

	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)
	48%
	43%
	44%
	18%
	22%
	26%

	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	41%
	56%
	41%
	19%
	17%
	27%

	Availability of financing
	45%
	45%
	35%
	12%
	14%
	19%

	Cost of living
	51%
	60%
	58%
	7%
	12%
	11%

	Recreational opportunities
	67%
	62%
	58%
	12%
	11%
	9%

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	53%
	43%
	41%
	15%
	18%
	25%

	Historic preservation
	53%
	48%
	47%
	9%
	12%
	15%

	Racial harmony
	31%
	34%
	31%
	22%
	28%
	23%

	Appearance of community/parish
	49%
	36%
	36%
	23%
	18%
	19%

	Retail/shopping available
	44%
	45%
	41%
	20%
	27%
	27%

	Safety from natural disasters
	61%
	50%
	51%
	7%
	16%
	19%

	Crime rate
	39%
	41%
	41%
	17%
	12%
	19%

	“Walkability” of Community
	37%
	29%
	29%
	24%
	34%
	34%

	Availability of funding for economic development
	27%
	26%
	16%
	28%
	31%
	42%


· Green Highlighted cells indicate highly ranked assets (more than 50% of respondents rate the factor an asset) 

· Orange highlighted cells indicate highly ranked liabilities (more than 25% of respondents rate the factor a liability)

                   Highly Ranked Assets

        (Questions 12, 16 and 20)

	Factor
	Community
	Parish
	Region

	Quality of local government
	55%
	36%
	35%

	Positive attitude toward development
	65%
	53%
	50%

	Participation by citizens in community activities
	51%
	48%
	45%

	Availability/quality of higher education
	67%
	52%
	61%

	Availability of high-speed internet service
	57%
	51%
	44%

	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	80%
	72%
	64%

	Water transportation
	46%
	59%
	55%

	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	41%
	56%
	41%

	Cost of living
	51%
	60%
	58%

	Recreational opportunities
	67%
	62%
	58%

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	53%
	43%
	41%

	Historic preservation
	53%
	48%
	47%

	Safety from natural disasters
	61%
	50%
	51%


*Highly ranked means more than 50% of respondents rate the factor as an asset

Highly Ranked Liabilities

(Questions 12, 16 and 20)
	 
	LIABILITY

	Factor
	Community
	Parish
	Region

	Unified vision for economic development
	34%
	34%
	32%

	Effective planning
	29%
	28%
	31%

	Effective implementation of our plans
	29%
	25%
	33%

	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	32%
	39%
	33%

	Availability of labor
	30%
	26%
	39%

	Quality of labor
	29%
	28%
	34%

	Work ethic
	24%
	24%
	17%

	K-12 education
	27%
	30%
	41%

	Availability of air passenger service
	37%
	24%
	27%

	Public Transportation
	56%
	57%
	52%

	Local taxes
	14%
	17%
	20%

	Local business incentives
	30%
	27%
	40%

	“Walkability” of Community
	24%
	34%
	34%


*Highly ranked means more than 25% of respondents rate the factor as a liability

	Community
	Parish
	Region

	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway

	Availability/quality of higher education
	Recreational opportunities
	Availability/quality of higher education

	Recreational opportunities
	Cost of living
	Recreational opportunities

	Positive attitude toward development
	Water transportation
	Cost of living

	Safety from natural disasters
	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	Water transportation

	Availability of high-speed internet service
	Positive attitude toward development
	Safety from natural disasters

	Quality of local government
	Availability/quality of higher education
	Positive attitude toward development

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	Availability of high-speed internet service
	Historic preservation

	Historic preservation
	Safety from natural disasters
	Work ethic

	Participation by citizens in community activities
	Participation by citizens in community activities
	Participation by citizens in community activities

	Cost of living
	Historic preservation
	Unified vision for economic development

	Water and sewer infrastructure
	Leadership in economic development
	Availability of high-speed internet service

	Appearance of community/parish
	Work ethic
	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)

	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)
	Availability of financing
	Leadership in economic development

	Water transportation
	Retail/shopping available
	Electricity (cost and service)

	Availability of financing
	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)
	Arts and cultural opportunities

	Retail/shopping available
	Arts and cultural opportunities
	Retail/shopping available

	Electricity (cost and service)
	K-12 education
	Availability of industrial sites and buildings

	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	Unified vision for economic development
	Crime rate

	Work ethic
	Crime rate
	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism

	Crime rate
	Electricity (cost and service)
	Appearance of community/parish

	Leadership in economic development
	Availability of labor
	Quality of local government

	“Walkability” of Community
	Water and sewer infrastructure
	Availability of financing

	Effective planning
	Availability of air passenger service
	Availability of air passenger service

	Availability of labor
	Effective planning
	Water and sewer infrastructure

	Unified vision for economic development
	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	Effective planning

	K-12 education
	Quality of local government
	K-12 education

	Racial harmony
	Quality of labor
	Racial harmony

	Effective implementation of our plans
	Appearance of community/parish
	Quality of labor

	Quality of labor
	Effective implementation of our plans
	Local taxes

	Local taxes
	Racial harmony
	“Walkability” of Community

	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	Local taxes
	Effective implementation of our plans

	Availability of funding for economic dev.
	“Walkability” of Community
	Availability of labor

	Local business incentives
	Local business incentives
	Local business incentives

	Availability of air passenger service
	Availability of funding for economic dev
	Availability of funding for economic dev

	Public Transportation
	Public Transportation
	Public Transportation


	Community
	Parish
	Region

	Public Transportation
	Public Transportation
	Public Transportation

	Availability of air passenger service
	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	Availability of funding for economic dev.

	Unified vision for economic development
	Unified vision for economic development
	K-12 education

	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism
	“Walkability” of Community
	Local business incentives

	Availability of labor
	Availability of funding for economic dev.
	Availability of labor

	Local business incentives
	K-12 education
	Quality of labor

	Effective planning
	Water and sewer infrastructure
	“Walkability” of Community

	Quality of labor
	Quality of local government
	Ability to work together and avoid factionalism

	Effective implementation of our plans
	Effective planning
	Effective implementation of our plans

	Availability of funding for economic dev.
	Racial harmony
	Unified vision for economic development

	K-12 education
	Quality of labor
	Effective planning

	Work ethic
	Retail/shopping available
	Retail/shopping available

	“Walkability” of Community
	Local business incentives
	Availability of industrial sites and buildings

	Appearance of community/parish
	Availability of labor
	Quality of local government

	Racial harmony
	Effective implementation of our plans
	Availability of air passenger service

	Retail/shopping available
	Work ethic
	Water and sewer infrastructure

	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	Availability of air passenger service
	Positive attitude toward development

	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)
	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)
	Downtown redevelopment (Main St. Program)

	Leadership in economic development
	Leadership in economic development
	Arts and cultural opportunities

	Water transportation
	Positive attitude toward development
	Electricity (cost and service)

	Crime rate
	Arts and cultural opportunities
	Racial harmony

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	Appearance of community/parish
	Participation by citizens in community activities

	Quality of local government
	Participation by citizens in community activities
	Availability of high-speed internet service

	Local taxes
	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	Leadership in economic development

	Electricity (cost and service)
	Local taxes
	Local taxes

	Water and sewer infrastructure
	Safety from natural disasters
	Safety from natural disasters

	Recreational opportunities
	Availability of high-speed internet service
	Crime rate

	Availability of financing
	Electricity (cost and service)
	Appearance of community/parish

	Participation by citizens in community activities
	Availability of financing
	Availability of financing

	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	Availability/quality of higher education
	Work ethic

	Historic preservation
	Cost of living
	Historic preservation

	Availability of high-speed internet service
	Water transportation
	Availability/quality of higher education

	Availability/quality of higher education
	Historic preservation
	Water transportation

	Cost of living
	Crime rate
	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway

	Safety from natural disasters
	Proximity to Interstate or major state highway
	Cost of living

	Positive attitude toward development
	Recreational opportunities
	Recreational opportunities


For questions 23 through 32, respondents were asked to indicate whether a series of community development functions were performed in their community and/or parish.  The results are shown in the graphs below.

Question 23:
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Question 24:
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Question 25:
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Question 26
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Question 27:
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Question 28:



Question 29:




Question 30:




Question 31:
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Question 32:




The tables below contain a summary of the results from questions 23 – 32. They sort the most common and least common community development functions performed by communities and parishes. As expected, the “do perform” and the “don’t perform” tables are mainly mirror images of each other. There are a few factors that may appear high on both the “do” list and “don’t” list for communities or parishes. This indicates that there is almost an even split for “do” and “don’t” for that factor. 

Top Community Development Functions Performed

Ranked Highest Number Reporting Performed

to Lowest Number Reporting Performed

(Questions 23-32)

	Community
	Parish

	26. Historic preservation 
	24. Workforce development/training

	25. Downtown redevelopment 
	23. Assessment of strengths & weaknesses for community and economic development

	28. Leadership development 
	28. Leadership development

	24. Workforce development/training 
	29. Small business start-up assistance 

	23. Assessment of strengths & weaknesses for community and economic development 
	26. Historic preservation

	29. Small business start-up assistance
	30. Business retention and expansion assistance

	31. Land-use planning
	32. Housing improvement/affordability assistance

	30. Business retention and expansion assistance
	25. Downtown redevelopment

	32. Housing improvement/affordability assistance
	31. Land-use planning 

	27. Neighborhood redevelopment
	27. Neighborhood redevelopment 


Community Development Functions NOT Performed

Ranked Highest Number Reporting NOT Performed to Lowest Number Reporting NOT Performed

(Questions 23-32)

	Community
	Parish

	27. Neighborhood redevelopment 
	31. Land-use planning 

	31. Land-use planning
	25. Downtown redevelopment 

	30. Business retention and expansion assistance
	27. Neighborhood redevelopment 

	28. Leadership development
	28. Leadership development 

	29. Small business start-up assistance
	32. Housing improvement/affordability assistance 

	32. Housing improvement/affordability assistance
	26. Historic preservation 

	25. Downtown redevelopment
	30. Business retention and expansion assistance

	23. Assessment of strengths & weaknesses for community and economic development 
	29. Small business start-up assistance

	24. Workforce development/training 
	23. Assessment of strengths & weaknesses for community and economic development 

	26. Historic preservation
	24. Workforce development/training 


Questions 33-36 asked respondents to rate how successful their communities and parishes have been in the OUTCOME and PROCESS of community development. Outcome means improvement of the community as a place to live, work and play; making the community attractive for business investment.  Process means citizens working together effectively, planning, visioning, prioritizing, etc. 

Question 33:











Total Respondents:  276
Question 34:


Total Respondents: 276

Question 35:


Total Respondents: 273

Question 36:


Total Respondents: 276

Question 37 asked respondents to rate factors as community and economic development assets or liabilities at the STATE level. The tables below display the results of this state level rating. 

Comparison of STATE Community and 

Economic Development Factor Ratings

(Questions 37)

	
	Asset
	Liability

	Positive attitude toward development
	64%
	9%

	Ethics in government
	20%
	41%

	Effective planning
	26%
	27%

	Effective implementation of plans
	18%
	31%

	Effective marketing program
	32%
	23%

	Elected leadership
	24%
	36%

	Availability of labor
	30%
	30%

	Quality of labor
	23%
	33%

	K-12 education
	17%
	44%

	Availability/quality of higher education
	62%
	6%

	Interstates and highways
	44%
	17%

	Water transportation
	63%
	4%

	Availability of air passenger service
	43%
	17%

	Image of State
	8%
	61%

	State business taxes
	15%
	44%

	State business incentives
	30%
	20%

	Availability of industrial sites and buildings
	39%
	14%

	Availability of financing
	29%
	14%

	Cost of living
	54%
	7%

	Recreational opportunities
	71%
	6%

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	56%
	9%

	Racial harmony
	21%
	29%

	Historic Preservation
	51%
	6%

	Availability of funding for economic development
	26%
	22%


· Green Highlighted cells indicate highly ranked assets (more than 50% of respondents
 rate the factor an asset) 

· Orange highlighted cells indicate highly ranked liabilities (more than 25% of respondents rate
 the factor a liability)

Highly Ranked STATE Assets

(Questions 37)

	Factors
	Asset

	Positive attitude toward development
	64%

	Availability/quality of higher education
	62%

	Water transportation
	63%

	Cost of living
	54%

	Recreational opportunities
	71%

	Arts and cultural opportunities
	56%

	Historic Preservation
	51%


*Highly ranked means more than 50% of respondents rate the factor as an asset

Highly Ranked STATE Liabilities

(Questions 37)
	Factors
	Liability

	Ethics in government
	41%

	Effective planning
	27%

	Effective implementation of plans
	31%

	Elected leadership
	36%

	Availability of labor
	30%

	Quality of labor
	33%

	K-12 education
	44%

	Image of State
	61%

	State business taxes
	44%

	Racial harmony
	29%


Question 38.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant ASSETS to Community & Economic Development at the STATE level.

	Results:  (192 Responses)

	1.  Incentives

	2.  Transportation/Infrastructure/Land & Buildings

	3.  Quality of Life:  Food/Arts & Culture/Cost of Living/Recreation

	4.  Leadership - State/Governor/LED/Community/Commitment to ED & Funding

	5.  Location, Climate & Natural Resources - esp. the Mississippi River


Question 39.  Please list up to five factors that you consider to be the most significant LIABILITIES to Community & Economic Development at the STATE level.

	Results: (188 Responses)

	1.  Public Education in LA 

	2.  Real or Perceived Problem with Ethics, Corruption, and Mismanagement in State and Local Elected Officials/Government

	3.  Real or Perceived Issue with Image of State internally and externally – issues that divide state into N & S

	4.  Transportation and Infrastructure System is seen as in need of repair and/or expansion to accommodate growth and/or ED

	5.  Business Climate with Taxes, Incentives, Entrepreneurial and Small Business Development is seen as needing improvement.


Total Respondents Related to Community:  249





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  223





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  233





Total Respondents Related to Community:  244





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  200





Total Respondents Related to Community:  257





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  215





Total Respondents Related to Community:  258





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  220





Total Respondents Related to Community:  253





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  231





Total Respondents Related to Community:  260





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  225





Total Respondents Related to Community:  254





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  233





Total Respondents Related to Community:  247





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  233





Total Respondents Related to Community:  250





Total Respondents Related to Parish:  229





Total Respondents Related to Community:  254








� The survey responses used to create the sub-groups are different. The survey employed branching logic based on Question 10: “Which do you consider to be the primary or major source of economic development services for your community: regional, parish or community?” Depending on how they answered Question 10, respondents were asked to complete the remainder of the survey from the community, parish or regional standpoint. All usable responses were used to create the community population sub-group. For the military base and storm-damaged subgroups, the responses to Questions 12 and 16 (rate the economic development factors as assets or liabilities from the community (Q12) and parish (Q16) standpoint) were combined. Therefore, respondents who answered the survey questions from the regional standpoint were not included in constructing sub-groups 2 and 3. Because regions are larger, military base closure and storm-damage effects vary considerably within a given region. 
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