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TOWARDS A GREATER NEW HAVEN

Interviews with Executives on the Challenges and Opportunities of Managing a
Business in the Greater New Haven Region

June 2007



ABOUT THIS REPORT

This project and report, completed on behalf of the Regional Growth Partnership [RGP]
as input to its revised Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy [CEDS],
represents a gathering of opinions about the local business climate from executives
managing businesses within the Greater New Haven region. The interviews were
conducted during May and June 2007 by David A Rackey, a retired partner of Hewitt
Associates working as a volunteer for RGP.

This project was designed to be qualitative, not quantitative and deep, not broad. More
specifically, it was designed to identify and understand the critical issues executives
consider when deciding whether or not to remain here, expand here or to leave this
region. It is not a statistical analysis, which would require a significantly larger universe
seeking responses to specific questions we know in advance.

The Companies and Executives Interviewed

The organizations interviewed for this report represent a selection of major and some
smaller employers, mostly in the for-profit world, with a bias towards firms that serve a
customer base beyond this region and are, therefore, free to move. Most of the
organizations that fit this category are in manufacturing. Most service companies located
here focus exclusively on a local market and are “captive” to the area. Also included
were three industry associations that understand their constituents needs well and have
extensive exposure to government through their lobbing efforts.

The people selected for the interviews were all senior level executives who play a major
role in determining where and how their companies will operate. Frequently they were
the sole or major owners of the business. A full list of the companies, organizations and
executives interviewed appears in the appendix of this report.

Study Limitations

The companies included here are the survivors. Missing from the sample are companies
that have moved away, or closed their doors because they couldn’t survive here. Also
excluded were executives from local companies whose headquarters are located outside
of this region. Many may have excellent data on the comparative qualities of this and
other locations. But we can infer from the data we do have why others have elected to
move.



The Interview Format

The interviews and questions asked were open ended so that executives had the
opportunity to identify and prioritize the issues they believe are of greatest importance to
them. The opening question was usually “What are the most serious problems and the
greatest advantages to operating your business in this area?” Each executive was
guaranteed anonymity in order to assure his or her willingness to be candid.

Each interview began with a broad discussion of the business and a general question
about the top three or four strengths and problems of managing in this region. These were
followed by more specific questions examining any key areas not addressed in the initial
discussion. In every interview all of the following areas were covered:

e Operating costs, including the cost of labor, plant and equipment, operating

expenses, regulatory compliance and taxes.

e Labor and the availability of both skilled and unskilled employees.

e Transportation, for both people and goods.

e Awvailability of supplies and suppliers.

» Utilities, including power, communications, water and sewer.

« Political and governmental climate, including taxes and regulatory issues.



WHAT WAS LEARNED
Perspectives on their perspectives

To interpret these results it is important to understand how executives, anywhere in
Connecticut, view business in general:

= Because Connecticut in inherently and unalterably an expensive place to live and
do business, it was an assumed condition and seldom discussed as “fixable”. It
would be fruitless to discuss, for example, the high cost of living and wages in
this area because it is beyond anyone’s power to change. But the cost of doing
business here underlies all decisions about operating in the region.

e Because of its competitive nature, managing a business anywhere is always a
struggle, even if it’s doing well. Developing, manufacturing, marketing and
selling a product or service which will meet the ever evolving competitive
requirements of the global marketplace, and that can be produced and sold for a
price that makes the endeavor profitable, is frequently more than many in this
high cost region can manage.

e Employers are cautious and selective about hiring employees. Running a business
requires recruiting, hiring, training, managing and retiring or terminating
employees who are constantly looking for better opportunities in the job market.
A great deal can be invested in employee training only to have them leave for
other employers, fail to work hard, or because they don’t have the required
education or ability. If an employee doesn’t work out it is difficult to terminate
them.

e For many companies, labor is the largest single cost element, and, if one is to
make a profit, labor costs must be carefully controlled. Employee benefits,
especially medical benefits, are rising faster than the cost of living, adding to the
woes of the businessperson who wants to provide a comprehensive benefit
package.

e Managers believe that employees often take advantage of unemployment
insurance and worker’s compensation to take a paid vacation on the boss. The
literature is replete with such stories.

e Every year the degree of governmental control of business is increasing, requiring
costly compliance. Additional employees must often be hired, at significant cost,
just to handle the deluge of forms and procedures needed to meet governmental
controls and to manage the actions needed to comply.

Thus, it is important to recognize that interviews of this nature tend to elicit more
complaints and problems than positive comments. Executives tend to take strengths for
granted and focus on problem issues which may have a solution.



KEY FINDINGS

Unless specifically noted, all of issues discussed below were identified as important by
all or a vast majority of the executives interviewed. For example, all of the executives
whose organizations had significant interaction with the State government identified the
state as a significant problem, and all who use a great deal of energy in their businesses
identified it as a significant cost problem. If only a few mentioned a problem which
would reasonably be encountered by other executives who did not mention it, that
problem was not mentioned in this document.

Most of the problems identified are cost related. Connecticut is among the most
expensive states in the country in which to live and to run a business. All of the major
cost components of managing a businesses, including taxes, labor, energy, the cost of
governmental regulation, and rent are more expensive here than in the vast majority of
other states.

e The most important issues faced by business operating in the RGP region are
common to all of Connecticut. No one identified the region as having
significantly more problems than other parts of the state.

« All of those executives interviewed who have substantial interaction with State
and local governments identified the state government, and to a lesser extent our
local town and city governments, as hostile to business and the single largest
correctable problem facing Connecticut businesses today. Whereas other states
seek to attract businesses and help them succeed, Connecticut places unnecessary
barriers in their way.

e Other states, recognizing that Connecticut is a difficult place to do business,
regularly target our companies with offers to help them move.

« None of the companies interviewed are here as a result of a recent comparative
study. Most companies interviewed have been here for many years, having started
when business conditions in the region were more favorable than they are today.
Many companies have left the region, and most of those whose businesses are not
focused on the local market remain here because it is difficult to move. Company
owners are established here and don’t wish to relocate their families, change their
suppliers and hire and train new employees. Few new companies, outside of those
in the biotech industry, select our region or state as a preferred location.

e Few publicly traded corporations are located in the region. Profit pressures from
shareholders are often too great to permit them to operate here over the long term.

» Both service and manufacturing companies differ widely from their peers in the
degree to which labor is a major component of total operating costs. Labor
intensive companies, especially those in “commodity” businesses, can’t survive
here.

e The cost of electric power in Connecticut is among the highest in the country. All
executives whose companies must use significant amounts of electricity identify
this as a major cost problem. This is particularly hurtful to manufacturing
companies that use lots of power. The high energy costs are attributed to poor
management by the state.



As national companies expand, they most commonly do so in other locations.
When they consolidate facilities they tend to close locations in Connecticut and
move production to other states or offshore.

Taxes in Connecticut are among the highest in the country. This fact is well
understood by all executives.

People with adequate incomes, particularly those with families, enjoy living in
Connecticut. There is a high quality of life. But outside of the state, Connecticut
has a neutral or negative image as a place to live. Potential executives or high paid
technical and professional employees who come to visit and stay are pleasantly
surprised by the quality of life.



THE ISSUES IN MORE DETAIL

State Government:

The state government, and to a lesser degree, city and town governments, were
universally identified as the largest unnecessary impediment to managing a successful
business in the region. While some complaining would be expected under the best of
circumstances, the consistency and the high emotion associated with the complaints
suggests that they are valid. More importantly, the most sophisticated executives, those
with the broadest knowledge of the state system, were its most assiduous critics. Here are
some of the comments:

Commonly used adjectives were “dysfunctional”, “hostile”, “disorganized”,
“obtrusive” and in some cases, “corrupt”. Two executives used precisely the same
phrase-- “They don’t get it”. One person volunteered what others are probably
thinking--that if they were to expand it wouldn’t be in Connecticut because the
state is punitive.

Worker’s Compensation laws were the most frequently mentioned problem
because of possible pending changes. For example, they do not sufficiently
protect employers from claims for injuries received off the job, and the system
encourages employees to take advantage of the system and malinger.

Every company that uses electricity in any significant quantity cites the costs as a
severe problem. It is no secret that electricity costs in Connecticut are among the
highest in the country, some say up to five times higher than some other states,
and the situation is attributed to mismanagement by the state.

All felt that one reason that state taxes are high is that the state government is
bloated. Because union rules make it virtually impossible for supervisors to fire
non-performing employees, the state simply hires more employees to do the work
and sidelines the incompetent.

Governmental budgets are not transparent and “are out of control”. Executives
feel that the state should be forced to use the same GAAP accounting standards
businesses must use.

Connecticut by many measures is the most highly taxed state in the country. One
business owner describes being immobilized by “Lilliputian taxes” meaning a
thousand little taxes. Most were astounded that the Governor, a Republican who
understands how our taxes stack up, could promote a ten percent increase in state
income taxes with no way to police property tax offsets.

Those with experience claim that the DEP is poorly managed and punitive. One
mentioned a situation in which a problem property was cleaned up and given a
clean bill of health for development only to have the DEP rescind it’s acceptance
after construction was started.

Two executives mentioned that the state Attorney General, Richard Blumenthal,
is abusing the power of his office and filing unnecessary lawsuits to call attention
to himself in preparation for a run for Governor. Many of the suits, they say, are
unfounded and lose in the courts. This is extremely expensive for the state and for
the people and organizations sued.



The impact of this, according to these managers, is that Connecticut’s job growth will
continue to stagnate and businesses and jobs will continue to move out of the state. As
existing businesses expand or consolidate, they will move operations to other areas.

Labor

There was a lack of consistency of opinion on the availability of labor. Some executives
have found it difficult to hire skilled factory workers. Others say that they are available
but require exceedingly high wages, and still others say that there is no effective way to
locate those who would like to find work.

Several commented that the vast majority of recent high school graduates lack both the
mathematical and communication foundation skills needed to train them for today’s high
tech service and manufacturing jobs. One mentioned that even recent engineering
graduates lacked what was once considered a basic level of expertise for engineering
students.

In some instances executives praised the work of local junior colleges and organizations
like CONNstep for helping to train employees for practical applications.

Transportation

Comments on transportation varied with the particular business needs of the company.
Those that rely regularly on trucks for both supplies and shipping product said that the
traffic bottlenecks on Connecticut’s | 95 cost them heavily in three ways; penalties and
lost business for late shipments to customers, overtime for drivers who can’t get to their
desired location in a reasonable period of time, and the need to maintain extra inventory
because they could not rely on “just in time” inventory management techniques.

Businesses that use airports regularly complain that there are too few flights from local
airports, particularly Tweed Airport in East Haven, to enable the region to expand its
national business base. They blame local politicians in East Haven, concerned solely with
votes from people living close to the airport, for stopping needed expansion.

For the lower level employees working in New Haven, and for the public coming into the
City for other reasons, inadequate bus and rail systems do not enable them to use public
transportation. This adds considerably to traffic congestion, and for lower paid
employees the high cost of fuel, and especially parking, is a substantial burden.

Several mentioned that better rail and highway transportation from and to the west,
particularly Fairfield County, could facilitate the location of businesses in this region. For
those living in the region and traveling from New Haven, there is insufficient parking at
Union Station. So they are forced to drive, further clogging | 95, and burning more gas
and creating more air pollution.



Energy

As mentioned previously, the price of electricity in Connecticut is among the highest in
the country, and for heavy users of power, especially in certain types of manufacturing,
prices are too high to sustain. Natural gas is also seen as relatively expensive. They
blame the state for mismanaging the generation and distribution systems. Energy prices
are a major issues with all companies that are significant power users.

The Impact of These Problems

While the issues described here impact different industries and companies in different
ways, it is obvious from the statistics that job growth in Connecticut and the New Haven
region is stagnant while the rest of the country continues to expand. Companies regularly
leave the state or choose to invest in expansion out of our region. Few come here.

The traditional “metal bending” manufacturing companies that are labor and energy
intensive suffer the most from the high operating costs. Companies that require bulky
production materials and whose final products are also bulky have problems with
transportation, while lighter manufacturing businesses, which are often more highly
technical, have less of a problem.

As mentioned earlier, manufacturing and other companies that have considered moving
but stayed in the state say they are reluctant to lay off long time employees, move their
own families, and start again in a new state. But larger corporations that already have
locations in other states and wish to consolidate them, a frequent occurrence among
larger publicly traded companies, almost always move out of Connecticut.

About Manufacturing In Connecticut

This industry segment is a far larger and more important portion of our economy than is
generally recognized. As one interviewee commented: “Manufacturing in Connecticut is
different, but it’s not dead”. By that he meant that some companies, using modern
management methods, can continue to thrive in Connecticut.

Manufacturing companies also have a larger economic impact on the state than their
numbers alone reflect since they buy and sell more products and services from and to
other Connecticut companies than the service sector. Perhaps more important, wages in
manufacturing are among the highest of any industry in Connecticut. They employ and
pay good wages to lower skilled employees who are least likely to be hired by the high
tech service sector and must otherwise rely on low paid service jobs. Thus, it is crucial
that manufacturing receive substantial support.



Companies in the biotech arena, and those hiring higher paid professional level
employees, have the fewest problems. Most of their employees can afford the expenses of
living in this area.

Other Service and Professional Business Categories

There is another category of employment that is significant but difficult to categorize or
quantify. They are the many small firms and employees located here that serve customers
and employers outside of the region. One example is a specialty insurance broker
employing five people, located in Madison, that serves architects and engineers from
New Jersey to Rhode Island. Closely related are the many employees who work out of
their homes, such as computer programmers, systems designers and sales people,
employed by organizations that are distant.

These employees and employers can locate almost anywhere in the northeast and are here
for one reason—it is a good place to live and raise a family. Infrastructure in terms of
better trains, highways, mail delivery serves and telecommunication facilities are their
largest problem and crucial to their survival.



STEPS TO IMPROVE THE BUSINESS CLIMATE

The selection of initiatives taken to improve the business climate in this region depends
in part on what RGP can reasonably expect to achieve with the limited resources at hand
and the financial and political limitations of the local and state governments to create
change. Determining what steps we take, of course, is the object of the CEDS project.
Here are some that executives have suggested RGP might consider:

e Most of the major economic problems facing corporations are statewide and a
small group from New Haven alone is not likely to have as large an impact as a
state wide group. RGP might consider joining or forming a state wide coalition
dedicated to developing a fairer balance of state regulatory and tax mandates that
affect business and employment. This should go beyond employer sponsored
initiatives and include organizations representing employee interests as well.
Most employers believe that a fair balance between employee and employer needs
can be achieved.

e Help existing businesses expand in Connecticut. Provide financial incentives to
help any company that is willing to move operations here.

e Advertise Connecticut, in the press and online, as a good place to live and locate a
business.

e Work to shrink the size and cost of Connecticut’s government and its inefficient
operation and the resulting high taxes that citizens and businesses must pay.

e Work with the state and local governments to improve their regulation process
and general interaction with business to eliminate the impression that Connecticut
and our towns are hostile to business.

e Encourage the state to take over local airports so they don’t remain hostage to
local politics.



APPENDIX
People and Companies Interviewed
Robert Alvine, Chairman and CEO, I-Ten Management Corp, Woodbridge
Patrick Andersen, Financial Center Manager, Citibank, New Haven
Samuel Bergami Jr., President and CEO, Alinabal Corporation, Milford
Robert Bettigole, Managing Partner, EIm Street Ventures, New Haven
Margaret Bauer, Gateway Community College, New Haven
Armand J. Cantafio, President, Northeast Electronics Corporation, Milford
Jerry Clupper, New Haven Manufacturers Association
Jack Crane, Growth Services Advisor, CONNstep
Howard Goldfarb, President, Leeds Himmel Industries, Woodbridge
Roger Joyce, Vice President Engineering, The Bilco Company, West Haven
Jeff Klaus, Market President, Bank of America, New Haven
John Lapides, President, United Aluminum Corp, North Haven
Michael Maloney, President, Maloney and Associates, Madison
Lawrence C. Moon, President and CEO, C. Cowles & Company, New Haven
Paul Pescatello, President and CEO, CURE, New Haven

Gordon Polley, Chairman and Michael Fare, EVP and CEO, Institute for Pharmaceutical
Discovery, Branford

David Rothberg, Chairman & CEO Laticrete International, Bethany

Marl Volchek, co-founder, Higher One, New Haven
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Indicator Tracking System

Measurement

This Quarter

Year-to-Date

Annual Goal

Number of New Companies

Number of Expansions

Number of Companies Lost

New Jobs Created

Jobs Retained

Capital Investment

Annual Increase in Grand List

New Tax Revenues Generated

Completion of Activities

South Central Connecticut Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
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New Economic Development Projects
Project Name of Firm Kind of Firm Date Square | Jobs
Location Established Footage
Projects Lost to the Region
Project Name of Firm Kind of Firm | Year of Closing | Square | Jobs
Location or Relocation | Footage

South Central Connecticut Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
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RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

October 4, 2006

1. Approve Minutes from August Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Update on Strategic Initiatives (Santy)
e EDD
e Smart Growth
e Affordable Housing

I11. Five Year CEDS Update

e Review EDA Requirements (Stein)

e Brainstorming (Silverstone)
e \What issues need to be included in the CEDS?

e How should this CEDS differ from the last in process and in content?
e How much will the consultant do? How much will we do?

e RFP (Stein)
» What should be in RFP?
e Set meeting date for Subcommittee to review RFP
= Set date for full committee to review and approve RFP
e How are we paying for consultant?

e Form RFP Subcommittee? (Stein)

1V. Set Date/Time for Future Meetings (Silverstone)

Always after board meeting?
Every month?

V. Adjourn — Approx. 10:30

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge

900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
October 4, 2006
@RGP

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Len Smart, Mikey Hirschoff, Peggy Brennan,
Peter Stein, Sean Moore, Bill Villano, Bob Santy, Shelly Saczynski, Chris Ehlert,
Thomas Marano, Barbara Pearce, David Rackey

David Silverstone called meeting to order.

1. Minutes from October 4 meeting approved.

2. Bob Santy gave updates on:

e EDD application — EDA has been unresponsive
e Smart Growth
e Affordable Housing

3. Discussion of Requirements of CEDS

Pete Stein presented the technical requirements for the CEDS as listed in the EDA
guidelines.

David Silverstone noted that we should add public outreach in the fall of *07 after a draft
document has been written.

Karl Kilduff added that the outreach process will need to filter/distinguish between local
and regional issues so that only truly regional issues make it into the CEDS.

Mikey Hirschoff stressed that we need to do outreach to the business community.

Peggy Brennan pointed out that we need a plan for outreach to clarify who will be doing
what.

A discussion ensued about the political reality of having this CEDS approved following
the November 2007 election which could produce a new group of mayors and first
selectmen.

One opinion was to push up the timeline to get it approved before the election.

Other people felt we should push back the final deadline to give the new mayors and first
selectmen time to put their fingerprints on the document.



A discussion followed concerning how much the CEDS will cost.

Peter informed the group that the last CEDS cost RGP $100,000 and that other regions in
CT who have recently done them have spent around this much, give or take. It was noted
that our cost would likely be less this time, since much of the ground work has already
been done in our original CEDS. If this is just an update, it should cost less.

Potential funders for this CEDS include CERC (in-kind services), EDA and the
Community Foundation. RGP staff will provide an update on the status of these potential
funding sources at the next Strategic Planning Committee meeting.

Len Smart suggested using the scope of services from the original CEDS’s RFP as a basis
for an RFP for this update.

The committee requested that RGP staff take the last RFP and redline it with suggested
changes and email it out to the committee for review.

A discussion ensued about whether or not we need a consultant for this project and, if so,
what the division of work will be between RGP staff and the consultant.

Tom Marano felt strongly that a consultant was necessary to provide an unbiased vision
of the region that would bring credibility to the finished document. Bob and Len noted
that a consultant can bring knowledge of best practices from around the country to
incorporate into the CEDS.

Karl suggested that we may consider not using Mt. Auburn Associates again since they
have many preconceived notions about our region from past projects they have done for
us.

Tom pointed out that the fact that Mt. Auburn wrote the CEDS for several other regions
in CT is valuable and can help them put our region in context.

Mikey expressed her desire for an opportunity to comment on the content of the current
CEDS as we consider what to include in the updated version.

The committee decided to meet again in one month, on November 1, after the next RGP
full board meeting.

4. The meeting was adjourned at 10:46 am.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

November 1, 2006

1. Approve Minutes from October Meeting (Silverstone)

1. Update on Strateqgic Initiatives (Santy)
e EDD
e Smart Growth/Brownfields

I11. Five Year CEDS Update

e Critique current CEDS - product and process (Silverstone)
e Review and critique RFP (Silverstone)
e Due date for RFP — December 17 or 22? (Stein)

e Update on Funding for CEDS (Santy)

1VV. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)

e December 6, 2006 after RGP Board Meeting

V. Adjourn — Approx. 10:30

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
November 1, 2006
@RGP

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Len Smart, Mikey Hirschoff, Peggy Brennan,
Peter Stein, Bill Villano, Bob Santy, Shelly Saczynski, Thomas Marano, David Rackey

David Silverstone called meeting to order.

1. Minutes from October 4 meeting approved.

N

. Bob Santy gave updates on:

» EDD application — Bob spoke with Philadelphia office of EDA. They have taken no
action yet, but the two people we have been dealing with at EDA have now connected
about the EDD application.

e Smart Growth — The Governor recently issued Executive Order 15 creating a state
Office of Responsible Growth that will be concerned with many of the issues RGP
has been advocating for. 1000 Friends has been continuing work on its legislative
agenda.

3. Critique of Current CEDS

Mikey Hirschoff commented that the current CEDS is too big. You can’t see the strategy
in it. The consultant for this CEDS should produce a smaller document that is more
accessible in addition to the larger document that has all the technical requirements.

David Silverstone — We need to advertise to people that this document exists. We need
to think about who the audience is for the CEDS. This will shape the product we create.

Karl Kilduff — These answers will come out of the process.

Bill Villano asked who will use the CEDS and what can we do to get people to use it.
Karl suggested that if we can get some of the document’s provisions in the COG’s
regional plan, then we can leverage the COG’s power over land use decisions to put some

weight behind those provisions.

A discussion ensued over the intended purpose of the last CEDS and whether or not we
reached those goals.

Bob Santy explained that the CEDS qualified us for EDA funding and serves as a work
plan for the RGP staff. Unfortunately, the region never got excited about the CEDS.



David S. commented that we need broad engagement at the beginning of the process and
broad dissemination on the back end.

Mikey though that the old CEDS wasn’t focused enough on the individual municipalities
and how they fit into the region. The new CEDS needs to emphasize the distinctiveness
of each town.

Bob added that the old CEDS did not talk about regional cooperation as much as it should
have.

The question was asked whether we should ask for a marketing plan as part of the RFP.
Mikey asked whether it is marketing we’re looking for or buy-in.

David S. noted that producing a document is a very different skill from getting buy-in.
He thought we should be more focused on creating a document than on action.

Karl said that we need a smaller, take-away version of the CEDS that will be more
engaging for people.

Peggy said that the consultant needs to write a document that is accessible to many
different constituents.

The committee reached a consensus that the consultant should 1) write a document in a
readable fashion and 2) write an executive summary. A smaller marketing document
may be a good idea, but it will not be a part of this RFP.

Mikey suggested asking for a writing sample as part of the RFP.

David S. added that the criteria section should include language about readability and
accessibility.

4. Review and Critique of the RFP

The committee decided to set a due date for the RFP on December 22.

Mikey raised concern over the word “reorganizing” on page 3 of the RFP. She felt we
should have less inflammatory language about seeking recommendations for encouraging
regional cooperation.

Karl suggested that we could get more regional cooperation without legislative action.

Bob added that the document should include both legislative and non-legislative
recommendations.



David S. asked whether these recommendations should include far fetched suggestions or
only what we think can be done under existing law.

Karl suggested that the recommendations should be based on best-practices from other
regions.

David Rackey suggested that there should be some flexibility for the consultant in
determining how this process should work. Part of the RFP should ask the consultant for
suggestions for changing the process. There needs to be some back and forth between
RGP and the consultant to make it the best possible process.

The committee decided to add the following components to the RFP:

e It is important that the selection process should include meeting with the actual staff
members from the consultants who will be working on the project.

e The consultant should submit references.

e The RFP should include a section on why we should hire you/why you are better than
others.

Karl suggested asking for the consultants’ track record with CEDS as well as a list of
their current workload so that we could judge whether we would be getting high quality
attention and staff people.

David S. — add section that there will be interviews in January that all staff working on
the project will be required to attend.

Peggy — we should say explicitly that CERC is the other consultant. She recommended
that the pre-bid meeting be mandatory and included in the time frame section of the RFP.
She also asked whether this RFP was painting this project as a new CEDS or as an
update.

The committee discussed the language in the RFP about the cost and division of labor.
David Silverstone said we should ask for the cost to be broken down by task.

5. Funding

Bob reported that the CEDS should cost less than the $100,000 we were originally
discussing, probably in the $50,000-$70,000 range.

David S. suggested that we should include a budget range in the RFP, probably around
$50,000.

Bob reported that he met with Diane Wishnafski and Will Ginsberg to discuss funding for
RGP and the CEDS. Will suggested putting in an application to the Community



Foundation. This would follow their regular timeline — a pre-application in March with a
decision in October. This doesn’t match our timeline, so RGP would have to front the
money for the CEDS and hope that the Foundation chooses to fund us. Bob is also
meeting with Kim Healy from the NewAlliance Foundation to discuss funding.

The committee requested that Pete should revise the RFP and send it out early next week
to the committee with the changes shown in the document. Committee members should
then REPLY TO ALL with comments within 48 hours.

David S. suggested that at our next meeting, the committee should discuss the selection
criteria. Toward this end, the committee asked Pete to draft selection criteria and
recommendations for a selection process in time for the next committee meeting.

Bob brought up the need to add committee members to meet EDA guidelines for having a
broad enough CEDS committee. Examples included the need to add more people from
education and somebody from labor.

Peggy requested that Middlesex Community College be contacted.

Pete was asked to distribute the EDA committee structure requirements to the committee.

David S. commented that a few people from the committee should sit down with new
committee members to bring them up to speed when they join.

Len asked if we would entertain bids from consultants who only want to bid on a piece of
the RFP that they do particularly well.

David S. thought this was okay, as long as they realize that the committee’s inclination is
to go with a consultant who can do the whole thing.

It was suggested that we try to set such a consultant up with another firm who they could
partner with.

6. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 10:30am.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

December 6, 2006

1. Approve Minutes from October Meeting (Silverstone)

1. Five Year CEDS Update

e Introduce New Members (Santy)
e Review Pre-Bid Meeting (Stein)
e Discuss Interview/Bid/Selection Process (Santy)

I11. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)

e January 3, 2006 after RGP Board Meeting

1VV. Adjourn — Approx. 10:30

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
December 6, 2006
@RGP

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Len Smart, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Bob
Santy, Thomas Marano, David Rackey, Pete Stelma, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, Sean
Moore

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from November 1 meeting approved.

2. Bob Santy introduced new members of the committee — Jim Blake from Southern
Connecticut State University and Margaret Bauer from Gateway Community College.

The committee discussed what additional interest groups need to be represented in order
to meet EDA’s requirements for a CEDS committee. Staff indicated that the committee
should have someone from labor, Empower New Haven, a representative of the City of
New Haven, and one or two more people from the private sector. Staff was asked to
recruit people for these roles by the next committee meeting.

3. At this point, Len Smart recused himself from the consultant selection process since
one of his clients may be bidding on the committee’s RFP. He left the meeting.

4. Bid Selection Process —
The committee discussed the proposed process for reviewing bids for the CEDS RFP and
selecting a winning bid.

David Silverstone raised the question whether we need a subcommittee or whether the
whole committee wants to be involved in discussing the proposals and paring down the
list.

Tom Marano thought that the full committee should be involved.

Karl Kilduff suggested that the full committee should pare down the list to a short list and
then a subcommittee should conduct the interviews and make a recommendation to the
full committee.

Mikey Hirschoff suggested the following course of events based on Karl’s suggestion:
Cancel Jan. 3 Committee meeting

Committee reviews proposals and shares comments via email by Jan. 5
Committee meets on Jan. 10 to discuss proposals and come up with short list



Weeks of Jan. 15 & 22 — Subcommittee conducts interviews of firms on short list and
makes recommendation to full committee
February 7 — Full committee makes final decision

The committee agreed on this plan.
The committee continued by discussing the proposed “score sheet”.
Mikey asked if the committee needs a score sheet.

David S. proposed that committee members fill out the score sheets at the Jan. 10
meeting.

Tom Marano suggested that we should have a quantitative method involved in the
process including a paper trail giving some indication of how the committee reached its
decision, even if this tool would not be the sole determinant.

Tom thought that there were too many categories on the score sheet and that several of
them should be combined. He also thought that:

= price should have more weight

e “clear plan” should be one factory, not four

e *“overall approach” should be taken out

e “experience” should be given more weight

e “plan for public outreach” is very important

Sean Moore suggested adding a category about the “implementability” of the CEDS
produced by the proposal.

Mikey said that we should have a measure of the proposal’s ability to help us establish a
vision and get buy-in through this process.

It was decided that references would be checked for the firms on the short list.

It was noted for the record that this score sheet will be a tool for evaluation, but will not
be a final determinant of outcome.

Mikey expressed her concern about having a numerical score sheet that is not done
scientifically. This could lead to outcomes we are not comfortable with. She suggested
considering a “Poor” “Good” “Excellent” rating system instead of numbers. She also
suggested removing price from the score sheet.

The question was asked if all categories should have equal weight.

Karl commented that the practicality of the plan is important.



The committee asked Pete Stein to narrow down the list of criteria to 4 — 6 items based on
this discussion and send it out to the committee via email. These 4 - 6 items should all be
of roughly equal importance and so receive equal weighting on the score sheet.

5. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 10:20am.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

January 10, 2007
@ Regional Water Authority

. Introductions of New and Continuing Committee Members (Silverstone)

I1. Approve Minutes from December Meeting (Silverstone)

111. Committee’s Role in Legislative Priorities (Santy)

1V. Review of Bids for CEDS RFP (Silverstone)

V. Next Steps in Selection Process (Silverstone)

VI. Adjourn
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Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
January 10, 2007
@Regional Water Authority

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Bob Santy, David
Rackey, Pete Stelma, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, Sean Moore, David Moakley, Peggy
Brennan, Althea Richardson, Mark Volcheck, Jack Crane, Bill Villano,

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from December 6 meeting approved.

2. Introductions — Members of the committee introduced themselves given the large
number of new members.

3. Legislative Priorities — Bob Santy reminded the committee that helping to formulate
the legislative priories of the RGP is one of the responsibilities of the Strategic Planning
Committee. Although this aspect of the committee’s work has not been made a priority
recently due to the effort needed for the CEDS, he will look to them in the future for
guidance.

4. Review of the Proposals Submitted in Response to the CEDS RFP —
The discussion of the bids proceeded in the following manner:

The committee went through each of the criteria listed on the Initial Screening Sheet that
had been distributed as an evaluation tool and, for each criterion, discussed the merits of
each proposal.

The criteria included:

Clear and Realistic Plan for CEDS
Creative Thinking/Best Practices
Plan for Public Outreach
Implementable/Will Secure Buy-In
Quality and Experience of Staff
Clear and Accessible Writing

After the discussion of each criterion, the chair took a straw poll of the committee to see
how members ranked each proposal on a scale of one to five on that measure. Based on
the straw poll, the committee reached consensus on a numerical score for each proposal.



Three firms were recommended to be interviewed by a subcommittee. The three firms
are Harrall-Michalowski, Garnet and Mt. Auburn.

5. Next Steps in Selection Process

The committee decided to appoint a subcommittee to interview the three firms and make
a recommendation to the full committee. The volunteers for the subcommittee included
Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Mark Volcheck and David Rackey. Bob Santy will also
serve on the committee.

The committee asked Pete Stein to draft a list of 8-10 questions that will be asked of all
of the consultants. Pete should circulate this list to the committee via email and
committee members should submit questions to Pete that they feel should be on the list.

Staff was asked to distribute the writing samples to the subcommittee members as soon as
possible for their review.

A few potential questions were suggested:

How many hours of your time do we get?

Which staff members will do which tasks?

If budgets were not an issue, how would you do the outreach? What interest groups do
you think are important to solicit input from?

Mikey H. asked Pete to prepare a grid comparing exactly what services and products each
proposal includes.

Staff was asked to prepare letters to DataCore, Holt, Wexler & Farnam and Interactive
Marketing & Research indicating that they have not been chosen.

It was decided that each member of the subcommittee will call several of the references
submitted by the three firms chosen for interviews prior to the interview date.

The committee charged the subcommittee with the task of interviewing the three firms,
and ranking them in order of their preference along with an explanation of the reasons for
this ranking.

The committee will meet again on February 7 to act on the subcommittee’s
recommendation.

6. The meeting was adjourned at 12:26pm.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

February 7, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from January Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. CEDS (Santy)

e Subcommittee’s Report
0 Present Recommendation
o Vote on Recommendation
e Next Steps
0 Meet with Garnet and CERC
o Contract
o March Agenda with Garnet and CERC

I11. Policy Priorities (Santy)
e Smart Growth
e Affordable Housing
= Brookings Initiative

1V. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)

e March 7, 2007 after RGP Board Meeting

V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
February 7, 2007
@RPG

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Bob Santy, David
Rackey, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, David Moakley, Carlah Esdaile-Bragg, Mark
Volcheck, Jack Crane, Bill Villano, Chrissy Bonano, Shelly Saczynski

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the January 10 meeting were approved.
2. CEDS

The Interview Subcommittee presented its report recommending the committee choose
Garnet Consulting/Cosgrove Development Services as the consultant for the CEDS
process pursuant to Garnet/Cosgrove’s original proposal as modified by their February 1
revised scope of work. The committee voted to approve this recommendation and
authorized RGP staff to contract with Garnet/Cosgrove for their services.

A discussion ensued about the consultant’s proposal to establish a separate Project
Coordinating Committee that would meet apart from and more often than the Strategic
Planning Committee. The chair noted that this committee represents a broad range of
interests who may all want to be present at each step of the process. Staff was asked to
speak with the consultant and flesh out the nature of this Project Coordinating Committee
and to bring an outline in March of this proposed committee’s role and make up.

3. Policy Issues

Bob Santy spoke about the legislative issues the RGP board discussed and voted on this
morning. These included proposals on Smart Growth, affordable housing and workforce
development.

Bob also discussed the Brookings Institute’s work on weak market cities and the
possibility of bringing in Brookings as part of the CEDS process. Staff was asked to
mention this to the consultant and to disseminate to the committee material relevant to
Brookings’ work. This topic should also be placed on next month’s committee meeting
agenda.



4. Next Meeting

The chair asked whether committee members wanted to continue meeting each month
right after the board meeting or whether a different time was preferable. The committee
seemed comfortable with this current timing of the meeting.

The date of the next committee meeting was set for Wednesday, March 7 immediately
following the RGP board meeting.

Peter Stein noted that work on the CEDS would start in earnest next month when the
consultant is present. He asked members of the committee to begin thinking about the
best way to organize public meetings in each town, including who should be invited.
Further, he mentioned that as part of the CEDS research effort, the committee will need
copies of all relevant development plans and related material from each town and other
important organizations.

5. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 10:13am.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

March 7, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from February Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. CEDS (Santy)

e Introductions
0 Leslie Cosgrove (Garnet/Cosgrove)
o Jeff Blodgett (CERC)
o Committee
e Overview of CEDS Process
0 Process, Components, Requirements (Cosgrove)
0 CERC’s Research (Blodgett)
e Public Outreach
0 How many meetings? Where?
Who should be there?
What questions should be asked?
Organization/Sectoral/lssue-Based Meetings
e What special groups should we reach out to?
Individual Interviews
e Who should be interviewed?

O OO

@]

111. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)

e April 11, 2007 after RGP Board Meeting

1V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
March 7, 2007
@RPG

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Bob Santy, David
Rackey, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, David Moakley, Carlah Esdaile-Bragg, Jack Crane,
Chris Reardon, Chrissy Bonanno, Shelly Saczynski, Barbara Pearce, Leonard Smart,
Peggy Brennan, Tom Marano, Leslie Cosgrove.

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the February 7 meeting were approved.

2. Bob Santy announced that he would be leaving RGP in early April to become the new
president of CERC.

3. Because of inclement weather, many scheduled attendees arrived late.

While waiting for people to arrive, members of the committee began discussing the
public outreach effort.

Staff reviewed the handouts relating to the outreach effort.

A discussion ensued about what the committee hopes to accomplish through the outreach
effort. Members of the committee felt it was premature to talk about the concrete details
about where and when to have the public meetings until they had fleshed out what the
committee is trying to accomplish by doing this and what sort of information the
committee is looking to collect.

After more people arrived, the committee continued with the scheduled agenda. Leslie
Cosgrove, one of the consultants for the CEDS process, made a presentation giving an
overview of the CEDS process.

Jeff Blodgett then gave an overview of the data analysis that CERC will be preparing for
the CEDS effort. He plans to have a draft report for the April 11 Strategic Planning
Committee meeting.

David Silverstone asked Jeff to please submit a draft to staff a week before for
distribution to the committee so the committee can have time to review it so they can
react on April 11.

David Silverstone also asked staff to prepare an outreach plan including such information
as what the point of the outreach is and what the committee hopes to find out, as well as



concrete details of the outreach meetings. Staff was asked to distribute this plan via
email to give the committee time to review it prior to the next committee meeting.

4. The date for the next meeting was set for April 11 at 9am.

5. The meeting was adjourned at 11:07am.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

April 11, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from March Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. CERC Data Analysis (Blodgett)

111. Outreach Plan (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)

e Public Meetings

e Issued-Based Meetings
e Individual Meetings

e Business Survey

1V. Regional Economic Development Agenda (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)
e Conceptual Planning

V. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e May 2, 2007 after RGP Board Meeting

VI. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
April 11, 2007
@RPG

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, David Rackey,
Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, David Moakley, Jack Crane, Shelly Saczynski, Tom
Cariglio, Leonard Smart, Peggy Brennan, Leslie Cosgrove, Mark Waterhouse, Mark
Volchek, Sean Moore, Jeff Blodgett.

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the March 7 meeting were approved.

2. Jeff Blodgett made a presentation of the initial economic data CERC has compiled for
the CEDS. Members of the committee had a number of questions and concerns about the
data.

David Silverstone expressed concern about much of the data begin from 2004. He also
wanted to see more details, especially regarding the manufacturing and the finance and
insurance industries.

Karl Kilduff asked if CERC has data about venture capital funding for the state or region.

Mark Volchek responded that there is actually a great deal of venture capital in
Connecticut. The problem is that it is being invested outside of Connecticut. A big
challenge is to figure out how to keep it in the state.

David Rackey commented that we need to ask how do we keep jobs in the region.

Margaret Bauer shared her concern that the spatial distribution of jobs is very important.
This would indicate what kind of transportation system the region needs to help get
residents to their jobs. The dispersal of jobs throughout the region has made it difficult
for many New Haven residents to get to jobs in outlying areas.

Jeff B. cautioned that the region won’t be healthy without a healthy city at its core.

David S. asked the committee to consider what parts of this data presentation should be
brought to the outreach meetings and shared with the public.

Several requests were made to Jeff for further detail and clarification of the data. Jeff and
his staff will prepare additional material that looks at many of these areas of concern in
greater depth.



3. Outreach Plan
The committee turned its attention to discussing the outreach plan.

David Silverstone began by noting the importance of committee members being present
at the outreach meetings to represent the committee and the region. RGP staff and the
consultants should not be the only representatives of the committee at these events. He
suggested that each member of the committee should attend 3 — 4 meetings. Committee
members agreed. Staff and the consultants will solicit preferred dates and locations from
committee members and draw up a list of who will attend which meetings.

Len Smart expressed concern that the committee members should be more involved in
planning the details of the outreach.

It was decided that a subcommittee consisting of Jack Crane, Len Smart and Karl Kilduff
will meet within two weeks to work on the details of the public outreach plan and report
back to the committee at its meeting on May 2.

David Rackey noted that before each outreach meeting, the RGP team going to that town
will need to read up on that town’s economic development plans and other relevant
background information.

At the next meeting, the committee will focus on designing the issue-based outreach
meetings. In addition, David Silverstone asked David Rackey to start compiling a list of
businesses to be interviewed.

Mikey Hirschoff noted that the individuals interviewed need to cover a range of
businesspeople, including entrepreneurs who have recently begun start-ups.

4. Regional Economic Development Agenda

Leslie asked the committee to share their thoughts regarding the Regional Economic
Development Agenda. Given the late hour, the chair asked the committee to share these
thoughts with Leslie via email and suggested that we have a lengthier discussion at next
month’s meeting.

5. The next meeting is set for May 2 at 9:30 a.m.

6. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

May 2, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from April Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Regional Economic Development Agenda (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)
e Conceptual Planning

111. Outreach Plan (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)

e Report of Public Meetings Subcommittee
e Issued-Based Meetings

e Individual Meetings

e Business Survey

1V. Approve Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e June 6, 2007 at 9:30am

V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
May 2, 2007
@RGP

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Carlah Esdaile-
Bragg, David Rackey, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, Shelly Saczynski, Tom Cariglio,
Leonard Smart, Peggy Brennan, Leslie Cosgrove, Mark Waterhouse, Sean Moore, John
Crawford.

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the April 11 meeting were approved.
2. The chair introduced John Crawford, the interim director of RGP.

3. Leslie Cosgrove led a discussion of the Regional Economic Development Agenda,
asking people what they wanted from it. Concerns included: creating jobs, attracting
EDA dollars, addressing northern part of region, what value RGP brings to towns, more
inclusive document, better publicizing work of committee, need limited set of priorities,
action plan that will get people excited, attention to individual towns, good jobs, more
information about benefits of Empowerment Zone, role of higher education in
contributing to region’s economy, creating a usable and implementable product, how to
create a diverse economy — not just retail and 55+ housing, bringing more people to the
table, getting towns to think of themselves as part of the whole, focusing on business and
what we can do to get businesses to move here, learning best practices from elsewhere in
country.

4. Report of Public Outreach Subcommittee

Peter Stein and Leslie Cosgrove reported on the work of the subcommittee. The
subcommittee met and worked out many of the details for the upcoming North Branford
meeting. The subcommittee will meet once more before the North Branford meeting.

5. Issue-Based Meetings

The committee reviewed the list of potential issued-based meetings. A suggestion was
made to add plastics and metals and young professionals. Several members asked why

the unions were included in the healthcare industry group.

It was noted that we need to explore how to attract more venture capital to the region and
how to keep that which is in Connecticut here.



Sean Moore noted that we need to plan for development along the new rail line from New
Haven to Springfield.

David Silverstone asked how we include the non-profit community in this outreach since
non-profits are such a major part of the economy in New Haven.

David Rackey asked how we account for people who telecommute or do consulting.

6. The next meeting is set for June 6 at 9:15am.

7. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

June 6, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from May Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Outreach Plan (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)

e Update on Public Outreach Meetings
e Issued-Based Meetings

e Update on Individual Meetings

e Business Survey

111, Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e July 11, 2007
e O:15am
e Place: COG office — North Haven (tentative place)

1V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
June 6, 2007
@RGP

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Tom Ficklin,
David Rackey, Jim Blake, Margaret Bauer, Tom Cariglio, Leonard Smart, Peggy
Brennan, Leslie Cosgrove, Mark Waterhouse, Chris Reardon, Chrissy Bonanno, David
Moakley, Jack Crane, Mark Volchek, Reggie Solomon, Chris Lewine.

David Silverstone called meeting to order.

1. Minutes from the May 2 meeting were approved.

2. Public Outreach Meetings

Public outreach meetings have taken place in five towns to date. Leslie Cosgrove, Mark
Waterhouse and David Silverstone shared some thoughts and reactions to those meetings.

3. Business Interviews

David Rackey gave a report on the individual business interviews he has been
performing. He asked for the committee’s help identifying additional businesses to
interview.

One member of the committee noted that the pressures on small, privately held
companies are much different from the pressures on publicly traded companies.

4. lIssue-Based Meetings

The committee reviewed and commented on the list of proposed issue-based meetings for
the CEDS process.

David Rackey cited the need to look at companies being spun off from local universities.
The committee should talk with the Yale Office of Cooperative Research and the UConn
technology transfer office.

Chris Reardon suggested adding a meeting for “customer service” industries that would
include food, retail and call centers.

Jim Blake asked whether the higher education meeting would focus on universities as a
growth industry themselves or on whether universities are meeting the workforce needs
of the region.



Mikey Hirschoff noted that the agriculture meeting should also include nurseries and
restaurants that buy locally (e.g. Claire’s, Zinc).

Mikey also suggested that the Arts Council meeting was too limited; it should include the
broader creative industries.

Chrissy Bonanno noted that the film industry is beginning to boom in the region but that
there is not currently enough infrastructure to support it.

Mark Volcheck suggested adding a financial services meeting.

David Moakley commented that the Central Labor Council board was having its last
meeting for the summer on July 9 and that we should try to use that as the CEDS
meeting.

Mikey suggested adding tourism to the list.

Chris Reardon noted that all of these groups are both producers and consumers.

Margaret Bauer suggested using the New Haven Manufacturers Association monthly
meeting as the CEDS forum.

Len Smart noted that the brownfields initiatives from the last CEDS were very important
and that brownfields need to be somewhere in the new CEDS.
5. Business Survey

The chair suggested tabling the business survey until after the issue-based meetings to see
if the survey is really necessary.

Chrissy suggested sending out the survey via email to those who attended the outreach
meetings.

6. The next meeting was set for July 11 at 9:15am at the COG office, 127 Washington
Avenue in North Haven.

7. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

July 11, 2007
@ RGP

1. Approve Minutes from June Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Public Outreach (Waterhouse/Cosgrove)

e Town Outreach Meetings — Update and Discussion of Preliminary Findings
e Issued-Based Meetings - Update
e Business Interviews — Discussion of Draft Report

111. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e August 1 or September 5?

IV. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
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RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
July 11, 2007
@Council of Governments

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Tom Ficklin, Jim
Blake, Tom Cariglio, Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Chris Reardon, Chrissy Bonanno,
David Moakley, Jack Crane, Mark Volchek, Reggie Solomon, Tom Marano, Deborah
Nason.

David Silverstone called meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the June 6 meeting were approved.
2. Public Outreach Meetings

Leslie Cosgrove reported that public outreach meetings have taken place in nine towns to
date with several more planned. She gave a summary of the most frequent strengths,
weaknesses and issues of concern that people have mentioned at these meetings.

Peter Stein emphasized that affordable housing and transportation have been the top
issues in nearly every town.

3. Issue-Based Meetings

Peter reported that he and David Silverstone met with the board of the Central Labor
Council on Monday night for the first of the issue-based meetings. Committee member
David Moakley was also present as a board member of the Central Labor Council. David
and Peter both felt that very valuable ideas were shared at this meeting. The CLC was
very interested in the CEDS process and invited the committee to return at a larger
meeting of the CLC in the fall.

Peter also reported that the Tourism/Hospitality/Food/Retail sector meeting would be
held Thursday morning, June 19 at the Clarion Hotel on Whitney Avenue in Hamden. It
IS being organized by the Greater New Haven Conventions and Visitors Bureau.

4. Business Interviews Report

The committee discussed David Rackey’s draft report on the business interviews that he
has performed.

David S. emphasized that the views expressed in the report were important for the
perceptions business leaders hold about the business climate in the region, rather than
being statements of fact.



Mikey stated that it is unclear whether the issues emphasized in the report were
representative of the majority of the people interviewed or whether some of the issues
were simply things heard from one or two people.

Others on the committee asked whether the questions had been standardized across the
interviewees.

In response to Mikey’s question, one person asked if the issues presented in the report
could be weighted based on how many people were concerned with them.

Jack Crane noted that for certain areas that the committee finds important, we can go
back and find data to see if the data supports or refutes the anecdotal evidence suggested
in the report.

The committee agreed that it wants to ask David Rackey for more clarification at the next
committee meeting and ask him to address these issues in the next draft of the report.

Tom Marano suggested that we really need to ask business people why they are located
here, why they stay and what we can do to help them stay and grow. He felt that we need
to address issues that are not statewide issues.

Chrissy Bonanno stated that she thought the region can and should address statewide
issues.

Several members of the committee cited the significant marketing efforts of the state of
Ohio as a model the region might look to change perceptions of the region and to attract
businesses.

Tom M. added that we should focus on growing businesses already here rather than
putting our resources into attracting companies from elsewhere.

Reggie Solomon asked if we have tried pushing outsourcing as a strategy for attracting
new businesses, i.e. we will help your business be as efficient as possible if you come to
our region.

Jack Crane responded that a small amount of this has been tried in the manufacturing
sector.

Tom M. suggested that we need to invited the new DECD commissioner to the region.

Another member suggested inviting Rob Simmons, the new state business advocate, at
the same time.



Many members agree that the region needs to do a better job marketing the region’s
strengths and that we need regional marketing material.

Tom M. said that Northeast Utilities does have some positive marketing material for
Connecticut.

Chrissy noted that if we have the commissioner come, we need to have some asks. We
also need to ask her for real incentives that we can offer businesses beyond the usual tax
breaks.

One committee member asked if there is research on whether regional marketing efforts
actually generate new business and whether it is worth our money. The committee
agreed that this was important and suggested that we should find some research on this
question. One model to look to is the Columbus Ohio marketing effort.

The committee asked staff to give David Rackey the comments noted above and to ask
him for a revision of his report based on them.

5. The next meeting was set for September 12 9:00am at the COG office, 127
Washington Avenue in North Haven.

6. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

September 12, 2007
9:00am
@ Council of Governments
127 Washington Avenue, North Haven

1. Approve Minutes from July Meeting (Silverstone)

11. Public Outreach (Rackey)

e Business Interviews — Discussion of Draft Report

111. CERC Data (Stein)
e Review CERC report
« Discuss changes, additions, extrapolations needed
e Discuss what more is needed from CERC

IVV. Regional Projects (Silverstone)
« Discuss method of soliciting and evaluating regional projects

V. Update on Future CEDS Meetings (Stein)
e Issued-Based Meetings

V1. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Wednesday, October 3, 9am at RGP, 900 Chapel Street

V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
September 12, 2007
@Council of Governments

Present: David Silverstone, Karl Kilduff, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Tom Ficklin, Jim
Blake, Tom Cariglio, Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Chris Reardon, Mark Volchek,
Reggie Solomon, David Rackey, Margaret Bauer, Sean Moore and Mark Waterhouse.
David Silverstone called the meeting to order.

1. Minutes from the July 11 meeting were approved.

2. Public Outreach — Business Interviews

David Rackey presented his report summarizing the findings and methodology of his
business interviews.

Among the findings, he found that other states, such as Ohio, Michigan and Florida, send
letters to Connecticut companies trying to lure them to their state.

David Silverstone noted the importance of understanding that this report reflected
business leaders’ perceptions, not necessarily an absolute reality.

Len Smart asked how this report would be included in the CEDS. Would it be an
appendix?

David R. mentioned that interviewees did mention cost of living as an obstacle to doing
business in CT.

Interviewees reported that regulations, per se, are not a large problem for business. It’s
the process of getting approval and the people in the government being slow that is the
problem.

Mikey suggested that if we could improve that process in the state, that might give us a
competitive advantage over other states.

Mark Waterhouse suggested sending a copy of this report to the new DECD
commissioner.

David S. suggested that DECD needs to advocate with other state agencies to speed up
their processes in order to facilitate economic development.



Karl Kilduff raised a concern that the report is not specific enough to learn what actually
needs to be changed. He also suggested that some of the government processes that seem
to slow things down are actually unavoidable or necessary or required by federal
regulations. He thought that many of the comments in the report were too broad and that
the report focused too much on manufacturing without looking at what business models
do work here.

David S. reminded the group that this report is just one piece of the larger effort to gather
information for the CEDS.

Karl also noted that the report does not deal much with the high-end businesses that
Connecticut is supposed to be good for. Perhaps the businesses being wooed to other
states are better suited for those states. He noted that the report needs to be translated
into actionable steps for the CEDS.

3. CERC Report

The committee discussed the latest draft of the economic data prepared for the CEDS by
CERC.

Mikey pointed out that the venture capital statistic on p.25 is misleading. She looked up
the source and found that the ranking is really for secondary cities.

David S. was concerned that a lot of the data is dated 2004 and the new CEDS will be
published in 2008. Is there anything that can be done to use more current data?

Sean Moore asked if we can ask CERC to say what these data mean for the future (2010,
2020, etc.). He also noted that the report does not include transportation data, including
such information as the timing of trains.

David S. suggested that projecting forward may be out of the scope of service but asking
for an analysis of trends would be appropriate.

Leslie pointed out that the “Opportunities” on p.3 are really just the current conditions.
She asked what the opportunities actually are.

Relatedly, Sean asked whether healthcare and education are about to max out as
opportunities for growth.

Chris Reardon said that the Department of Labor has projections for employment by
industry until 2012.

Chris noted the need for demographic information on immigration into the region. She
noted that without the immigrants currently here, the population would be a good deal
lower. Immigration has a big impact on workforce development. We need to ask what



the implications of immigration are. She also suggested trying to get a breakdown of
Hispanic immigration by country.

Karl asked if there is a metric measuring whether the region is, overall, gaining wealth or
losing wealth, i.e. is the overall economic impact of businesses moving into the region
greater or smaller than the overall economic impact of businesses moving out of the
region? Perhaps this is called Gross Regional Product?
Leslie noted that we need a slide about the arts industry.

David S. asked if CERC can develop a methodology to project what the impact is if a
particular business leaves.

Mark Waterhouse answered that the IMPLAN model that CERC used to make these
charts should be able to do that.

Margaret asked what the “30 minutes” in the chart on page 5 includes.

Peter asked what the “Chemical Manufacturing” category on p.29 includes. Which
industries and companies? Does this include pharmaceuticals?

Page 29 needs a better explanation of the shift-share slides. Also, better analysis is
needed for the top 5 industries — what does this mean for the future?

Committee members were asked to submit additional comments to Peter Stein by Sept.
17.

Mikey reiterated that the age of the data is a problem.

David S. added that there have been some significant changes since 2004 such as Bayer
and Stop & Shop. This needs to be added in the anecdotal portion of the new CEDS.

4. Regional Projects

The committee discussed the merits of prioritizing regional projects vs. a more inclusive
listing of regional projects. It was pointed out that prioritizing the list is an EDA

requirement.

The committee decided to use the questionnaire Peter had developed with a few changes
noted by the committee members.

Mark Waterhouse suggested adding the number of jobs retained.



Chris R. suggested having an information session for people interested in submitting
regional projects.

Staff was asked to make a cover letter from David S., including the relevant EDA
regulations, that will accompany the application. Staff should also compile and circulate
among the committee a proposed list of recipients for the application.

5. The next meeting was set for October 3 at 9:00am at the RGP office, 900 Chapel
Street, 10™ Floor, New Haven.

6. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

October 3, 2007
9:00am
@ RGP Office
900 Chapel Street, 10" Floor, New Haven

1. Approve Minutes from September Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Regional Goals and Strategies (Stein)

e Preliminary discussion about regional goals and strategies. Discussion will focus
on 2002 CEDS Goals/Strategies/Actions.

111. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Wednesday, November 7, 9am at RGP, 900 Chapel Street

1V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
October 3, 2007
@ RGP, 900 Chapel Street

Present: David Silverstone, Peggy Brennan, Jim Blake, David Moakley, David Rackey,
Jack Crane, Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Margaret Bauer, Mark Waterhouse, Mikey
Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Sean Moore, Shelly Saczynski, Reggie Solomon, Tom Cariglio,
Tom Marano, Tom Ficklin, Deborah Nason.

David Silverstone called the meeting to order.
1. Minutes from the September 12 meeting were approved.

2. Outreach Update

Peter gave an update on the progress of the issue-based meetings. Five of them took
place since the last committee meeting and the last several will take place in October.

3. Regional Projects

Peter circulated a proposed mailing list of recipients for the regional projects
applications. Committee members were asked to add names of people they thought
should receive the information. A comment was made noting that all of the mayors
should receive the mailing in addition to the town economic development officials. It
was also suggested that RGP should put regional marketing into the CEDS as a project.

4. David Silverstone gave an update on the status of RGP’s reorganization.

5. Regional Goals and Strategies

The committee discussed the goals and strategies from the 2002 CEDS.

Mark Waterhouse introduced the 2002 Vision Statement and CEDS Goals. Members of
the committee should give him and Leslie suggestions for a vision statement that they
will weave together. This statement also needs to mention a timeframe. Twenty years is

a common timeframe.

Tom Marano — Can vision statement include a regional branding effort? We need to sell
a product.

Jack Crane — we should be distinguishing between what we can influence and what we
can impact.



David Rackey — We need to dredge through CERC data for info about what kind of jobs
we have and what kind of jobs will be here in future.

Mikey — Goal 4 from 2002 CEDS (Teamwork) isn’t really a goal — it is supportive of a
goal.

Peggy & Mikey — New goals should come out of what we’ve heard in information
gathering process.

Mikey — 2002 Goals were too broad.

The group agreed that we will have 4-7 goals and define them based on what comes out
of the public outreach results.

2002 CEDS Goals, Strategies and Actions Steps:

5 Goals, 23 Strategies, 70 Action Steps (37 of which were #1 priorities)

David S. — There were too many.

Mark W. — Performance measures were not useful.

Shelly — Groups listed never carried out action steps.

Tom M. — This is because the teamwork goal never happened. RGP never became an
effective convener.

Peggy — You can have a long list of strategies and action steps, but you need to make

priorities each year.

Mark W. — South Carolina plan Mark just did for 4 county area has 3 goals and 17 action
steps.

Mikey — It is hard for RGP to be assigning responsibility to other groups. RGP needs to
be responsible party.

Mark W. — You can get groups to volunteer to take on projects.

David S. — All action steps need to have a quantifiable measure. The committee agreed
with this.

Mark W. — We need measures of accomplishment/impact, not measures of activity.



Tom M. — Some things, e.g. a regional market effort, is somewhat less quantifiable.

David S. — Ideally we would measure impacts, but not always possible. So sometimes it
will be measuring activity.

Comments — We need to determine goals before action steps. The goals need to be
realistic.

The group discussed the nomenclature of the goals section and agreed on:

Vision Statement
Goals

Strategies

Action Steps

Mark W. — We need a Mission Statement for RGP stating what we want to do. Vision
Statement states what we want to be.

It was suggested that we agree on a vision statement for the CEDS at next month’s
meeting.

Jack Crane asked staff to summarize recurring themes from the outreach meetings for the
next committee meeting.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

November 7, 2007
9:00am
@ RGP Office
900 Chapel Street, 10" Floor, New Haven

1. Approve Minutes from October Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Report on CERC Meeting (Stein)

I11. Regional Goals (Cosgrove/\Waterhouse)
e Review and discuss CEDS Outreach findings
e Develop Regional Goals
e Define Timeframes

1V. Vision Statement (Cosgrove/Waterhouse)
e Gather input for vision statement.

V. Discussion of Next Steps and Timeframe (Silverstone)

VI. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Wednesday, December 5, 9am at RGP, 900 Chapel Street

VII. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
November 7, 2007
@ RGP, 900 Chapel Street

Present: David Silverstone, Jim Blake, Chrissy Bonanno, David Rackey, Jack Crane, Karl
Kilduff, Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Margaret Bauer, Chris LaConte, Mark
Waterhouse, Mikey Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Reggie Solomon, Tom Cariglio, Tom Marano,
Tom Ficklin, Deborah Nason.

David Silverstone called the meeting to order.
1. Minutes — October 3, 2007

Leslie Cosgrove noted that the nomenclature the committee agreed on in October for the
CEDS goals section was:

Vision Statement
Goals

Obijectives
Action Steps

With this change, the minutes from the October 3 committee meeting were approved.
2. CERC Update

Peter reported that he, Mark Waterhouse, Leslie Cosgrove and David Rackey met with
Jeff Blodgett and Alissa DeJonge from CERC. They shared with the people from CERC
all of the committee’s concerns and requests for further detail. The CERC people were
very accommodating and are working on our requests.

3. Regional Goals and Vision Statement

David Silverstone gave an update about the status of RGP’s reorganization. He stressed
that the work of this committee is for the region and needs to be completed regardless of
RGP’s standing as an organization. Discussion ensued about how the committee’s work
would be impacted by RGP.

Mark and Leslie led a discussion to solicit ideas for the regional vision statement for the
CEDS. The committee brainstormed for descriptors of how we would like our region to
be described in the future. Ideas included:



Vibrant economy, highly paid jobs, variety of residents, cost competitive, high quality
workforce, highly productive, region that knows how to do renewable energy, good
transportation, center for innovation, quality of life — diverse opportunities for living
arrangements, working & learning, multi-generational, pride of being here, change
perception to being: welcoming to business, good place to start and grow a business.

Discussion then turned to formulating a set of regional goals based on the findings of the
public outreach process and David Rackey’s business interview report. Peter began by
explaining the handout summarizing the findings of the outreach process.

Ideas for regional goals included:

Arts — need to continue building infrastructure
Capitalizing on Clusters

Retention and Expansion

Transportation — integrated and excellent
Ease cost of doing business

One member commented that we need a bus trip for elected officials to see what other
communities do for economic development.

Tom Marano commented that utilities should not be talked about just in negative terms,
i.e. high rates, but should be advertised as an asset. Not every place has the utility
infrastructure that most of Connecticut has. This is a big selling point for us. That
infrastructure is a must have for businesses.

Peter proposed the following set of regional goals and suggested that everything that the
committee may want to include as an objective can be fit into one of these categories:

Transportation
Regionalism

Land Use

Workforce

Cluster Development

The committee felt comfortable using this formulation as the basis for developing the
objectives and actions steps. Staff/consultants were asked to add some adjectives giving
a clearer idea of what specifically we mean by these terms (e.g. transportation should be
excellent and integrated).

Mark and Leslie will prepare a draft of the objectives, based on these goals. They will be
emailed out to the committee by November 29 for discussion at the next committee
meeting.

4. Future dates



The committee reviewed dates for future committee meetings. Mark and Leslie were
unsure is the April 2 date worked for them. They pointed out that February 6 is Ash
Wednesday. Staff will work with them to fix the schedule.

Tom Marano announced that Northeast Utilities would by hosting a half-day session with
Steve Grady from EDA on December 17 at 8am.

5. The next meeting was set for Wednesday, December 5 at 9am at the RGP office.

6. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

December 5, 2007
9:00am
@ RGP Office
900 Chapel Street, 10" Floor, New Haven

1. Approve Minutes from November Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Vision Statement (Cosgrove/\Waterhouse)
« Review and discuss draft vision statement

I11. Regional Goals (Cosgrove/Waterhouse)
e Review regional goal statements

1V. Regional Objectives (Cosgrove/\Waterhouse)
e Review and discuss proposed regional objectives
e Define Timeframes

V. 2008 Schedule (Stein)

V1. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Friday, January 18, 9am at RGP, 900 Chapel Street

VII. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
December 5, 2007
@ RGP, 900 Chapel Street

Present: David Silverstone, Peggy Brennan, Chrissy Bonanno, Chris LaConte, David
Rackey, Karl Kilduff, Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Mark Waterhouse, Mikey
Hirschoff, Peter Stein, Sean Moore, Deborah Nason.

David Silverstone called the meeting to order.
1. Minutes

The minutes from the November 7, 2007 meeting were approved unanimously.

2. Vision Statement

Two members of the committee had taken the initiative to submit revised versions of the
mission statement. The committee adopted Deborah Nason’s version, with a few minor
changes. The mission statement as adopted reads:

“The South Central Connecticut Region of 2028 will pride itself on being a global center
of innovation with successful businesses, a competitive, welcoming and business-friendly
environment, and an excellent standard of living for all. Its residents will constitute a
high quality, adaptable and productive workforce.”

3. Regional Goals

The committee discussed the proposed regional goals, fine-tuned the wording and placed
them in an order. The new order is:

1. Regional Marketing and Communications

2. Transportation

3. Business Development

4. Workforce and Housing

5. Land Use Planning, Policies and Regulations

4. Regional Objectives

The committee went through each of the proposed regional objectives. Some were
approved outright, many were altered and some were combined with others or deleted



altogether. The new list of proposed goals and objective based on this discussion is as
follows:

Goal 1: Regional Marketing and Communications

Obijective 1: Develop a Marketing and Communications Strategy by 20XX and ensure its ongoing
implementation.

Objective 2: Create a Economic Development Education and Team-Building Program by 20XX
and operate it on a continuing basis.

Objective 3: Establish a multi-year funding commitment to support implementation of the Goals
and Objectives of this Strategic Plan.

Goal 2: Transportation

Objective 1: Expand air service at Tweed-New Haven Airport resulting in X departing flights per
day to X destinations by 20XX.

Obijective 2: Obtain feeder barge service for the Port of New Haven delivering X containers per
year by 20XX.

Obijective 3: Objective about rail service

Obijective 4: Increase effectiveness and ridership of the region’s bus service by X% by 20XX.

Goal 3: Business Development

Objective 1: Develop an effective business assistance strategy and implementation program by
20XX to help existing businesses grow or remain in the region.

Objective 2: On a continuing basis, identify and assist prospective companies and entrepreneurs
in emerging business sectors to start and grow new business ventures in the region.

Goal 4: Workforce and Housing

Objective 1: Increase annual funding for Incumbent Worker Training in the region by $X by
20XX.

Objective 2: Create and implement a “Education to Work” program by 20XX.

Objective 3: Assist the region’s Community Colleges in improving and establishing effective
linkages between the region’s educational programs, businesses and workers.

Obijective 4: Improve the amount and diversity of workforce housing by creating and operating an
educational and policy development program for the region’s communities clearly demonstrating
the importance of adequate housing to the region’s economy.

Goal 5: Land Use Planning, Policies and Regulations

Objective 1: Continue and increase the use of the RGP Brownfields Program and expand into a
Predevelopment Fund for challenged properties resulting in properties receiving financial
assistance by 20XX.

Objective 2: On an ongoing basis, assist the region’s communities in adopting and implementing
policies and programs that address growth management issues such as transit-oriented
development, infrastructure-oriented development, Smart Growth and related topics.

CERC Update

For the next meeting, the consultants/staff will develop proposed action steps for each
objective.



Finally, the committee approved an appropriate timeframe structure for the objectives.
The categories approved, as proposed by Leslie Cosgrove, were 1-2 years, 3-4 years, 5+
years and continuing.

5. The next meeting was set for Friday, January 11 at 9am at the COG office.

6. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

January 11, 2007
9:00am
@ COG Office
127 Washington Avenue, 4™ Floor, North Haven

1. Approve Minutes from December Meeting (Silverstone)

I1. Regional Goals/Objectives/Actions Steps (Cosgrove/\Waterhouse)
e Review and discuss Actions Steps

I11. CERC Economic Data (Stein)
e Approve CERC Economic Data Report

1V. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Wednesday, February 6, 9:00am at COG, 127 Washington Avenue, North Haven

V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



RGP

Strateqic Planning Committee

Minutes
January 11, 2008
@ COG, 127 Washington Ave., North Haven

Present: David Silverstone, Peggy Brennan, David Moakley, David Rackey, Jack Crane,
Leonard Smart, Leslie Cosgrove, Margaret Bauer, Mark Waterhouse, Mikey Hirschoff,
Peter Stein, Shelly Saczynski, Reggie Solomon, Tom Cariglio, Tom Marano, Tom
Ficklin, Deborah Nason and Robert Fort (Workforce Alliance).

David Silverstone called the meeting to order.
1. CERC Economic Data

The committee approved the new expanded draft of CERC’s economic background data
for the CEDS.

2. Regional Goals/Objectives/Actions Steps

The committee had a detailed discussion of the proposed regional goals, objectives and
actions steps. The committee went through all 15 proposed objectives individually and
made numerous changes, additions and deletions.

The major changes included:

e The phrase “assistance to businesses in complying with local and state
regulations, and other programs and services that reduce the cost and improve the
ease of operating businesses in the region.” was deleted from the goal statement
for Goal 1 (Regional Marketing and Communications). It was felt that this was
really part of Goal 3 (Business Assistance Program).

e Goal 1 Objective 3 (Funding) — Since this objective really covers all of the other
objectives, the committee had a lengthy discussion of where exactly it should go.
It was decided to make it its own separate Goal 6.

e Committee members felt it was important for the transportation objectives to
specifically mention “intermodal” transportation.

e The New Haven-Hartford-Springfield commuter line was designated objective 3.
Metro North/Shoreline East was split off as a separate objective 4. Bus service
was designated as objective 5. The committee decided to add an objective
regarding highways as objective 6 under transportation.

e Goal 3 Objective 1 (Business Assistance Strategy) — The committee wanted to see
more detail about what the program would actually include when executed.



e Goal 4 Objective 1 (Incumbent Worker Training) — Committee members felt that
the background section should specifically articulate that this issue is being
singled out because it was the top workforce development issue heard in the
outreach process.

e Goal 4 Objective 2 (Pre-K through Lifework) — Committee members were not
quite sure what this objective was trying to accomplish and thought that it was
much too vague. After much discussion of how it might be focused, it was
decided to table this objective.

e Goal 4 Objective 3 (Community Colleges) — This objective also seemed a bit
vague. It was noted that staff and consultants had not been given much guidance
on developing this objective since the original proposal had focused solely on
Gateway Community College’s Center for a Sustainable Future. It was decided to
narrow this objective to focus on supporting Gateway’s program and one key
workforce program from Middlesex Community College.

3. The minutes from December’s meeting will be reviewed and approved at the next
meeting.

4. The next meeting was set for Wednesday, February 6 at 9am at the COG office. The
committee agreed that members should be prepared for a 3-hour meeting to review and

approve a full draft of the CEDS so that the public comment period can begin afterwards.

5. Meeting adjourned.



RGP

Strategic Planning Committee

February 6, 2008
9:00am
@ COG Office
127 Washington Avenue, 4™ Floor, North Haven

1. Approve Minutes from December & January Meetings (Silverstone)

Il._Regional Projects (Silverstone)
e Review criteria to prioritize projects.
e Review staff's evaluation and approve projects.

111. CEDS Draft (Silverstone)
 Review and finalize full CEDS draft.

1V. 30-Day Comment Period/Outreach Meetings (Silverstone/Stein)
e Discuss strategy for gathering feedback.

1V. Set Date/Time for Next Meeting (Silverstone)
e Wednesday, March 12, 9:00am at RGP.

V. Adjourn

South Central Connecticut Economic Development Corporation
Bethany  Branford ¢ East Haven « Guilford « Hamden ¢ Madison « Meriden ¢ Milford
New Haven « North Branford ¢ North Haven « Orange « Wallingford « West Haven « Woodbridge
900 Chapel Street, New Haven, CT 06510
203-821-3682, 203-821-3683 (fax)



Appendices

Page A6

List of CEDS Meetings

Strategic Planning
Committee
- January 10, 2007
- February 7, 2007
« March 7, 2007
- April 11, 2007
- May 2, 2007
-« June 6, 2007
- July 11, 2007
- September 12, 2007
- October 3, 2007
« November 7, 2007
< December 5, 2007
-« January 11, 2008
- February 6, 2008

Other Public Sector Meetings or Public/Private
Sector Meetings

- SCRCOG - January 23, 2008

- REDFO - May 25, 2007
December 14, 2007

- RGP BOD - November 27, 2007

- RLC -« November 28, 2007

South Central Connecticut Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
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Appendix D

Public Outreach Process:
Minutes & Publicity

South Central Connecticut Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
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Page A8

Community Public Outreach Forums

- Bethany
Branford
East Haven
« Guilford

- Hamden

« Madison

« Meriden

- Milford

< New Haven
« North Branford
e Orange

- Wallingford
- Woodbridge

- May 31, 2007

May 16, 2007
June 21, 2007
July 12, 2007
May 29, 2007
June 26, 2007
June 4, 2007
June 18, 2007
June 12, 2007
May 16, 2007
July 23, 2007
June 4, 2007
October 16, 2007

Sector &

Issue-Based Meetings

Agriculture
Biosciences
Labor
Chambers of
Commerce
Creative Industries
Higher Education
Manufacturing
Sustainability
Tourism/Hospitality
Workforce

September 20, 2007
October 29, 2007
July 9, 2007
September 7, 2007

October 29, 2007
September 24, 2007
September 18, 2007
September 21, 2007
July 19, 2007
September 12, 2007

South Central Connecticut Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
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