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This document is the first of three deliverables that comprise the Biggins Lacy Shapiro & Co., (BLS & 
/ƻΦΣύ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀƳǇŀ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ό¢ŀƳǇŀ  
IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ 95/Ωǎύ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ Locational Assessment and Strategic Plan for Economic 
Growthfor Hillsborough County and the cities of Plant City, Tampa and Temple Terrace

Å This deliverablecomprises an introduction to the overall study, followed by our Location Assessment, which 
consists of:

A review of the current economic development climate and industry base in Tampa-Hillsborough County

A comparative analysis of how Tampa-Hillsborough County performs relative to other locations competing for 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǾǎΦ ƻǘƘŜǊ άŎŜƴǘŜǊ Ŏƛǘȅέ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 
Mecklenburg Co. in the Charlotte region, or Marion Co. in the Indianapolis metro area)

A synopsis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats ςŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀ  ŎŀƴŘƛŘ άǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎŀǊŘέ ƻŦ ¢ŀƳǇŀ-
IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƪŜȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜ-seeking industry, designed 
to identify barriers which might inhibit development efforts, and to determine positive attributes which can be 
leveraged in the marketplace

Å Subsequent deliverables, which build from the work herein, will include:

ï Industry Targeting Analysis:  This analysis will identify industry targets for THEDC to focus its marketing efforts over 
the next several years, based on the assets and challenges identified herein

ï Economic Development Strategies:  Recommended strategies for community and business climate improvements 
for which successful implementation will better position Tampa-Hillsborough County to capitalize on economic 
development opportunities

Å The entire study draws heavily on community input received by the consultant during four field visits during 
April-June 2010, as well as extensive quantitative/qualitative research and the consulting insights of BLS & Co.
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SECTION ONE:
STUDY INTRODUCTION
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Introduction

Å Scope

Å Context

Å Methodology

Å Participation Process

This study embodies Recommendation 1 of the 2010 ά9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ {ǘƛƳǳƭǳǎ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΦέ The 
introductory section outlines our engagement scope, context, goals and objectives; and the 
methodology and resources used to accomplish this task ςthe development and implementation of 
an Economic Development Strategic Plan for Hillsborough County.  It further identifies individuals and 
organizations whose input guided the development and delivery of the work
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Scope

Study Purpose:The assessment and strategic plan will evaluate the entire county (Tampa, Plant City, 
Temple Terrace and unincorporated portions of Hillsborough County)  to gauge its competitiveness 
and to help position the county for economic recovery

Background:
Å In 2009, the Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners created an Economic Stimulus Task 

Force (ESTF) to consider the many initiatives necessary to position Hillsborough County for the future 

Å The recommendations of the Task Force created a framework for action, both immediate and long term, to 
prepare and position Hillsborough County for economic recovery

Å Among the accepted recommendations was the need for (1) an updated Locational Assessment of Tampa-
IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ όнύ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
Locational Assessment to prepare and position the area for economic investment, job creation, attraction 
and retention in the industry sectors best suited for the area

Sponsors:Tampa Hillsborough EDC has been tasked by the governments to lead the study. The effort is 

funded by Hillsborough County, and the cities of Tampa, Plant City and Temple Terrace. The consulting firm 
Biggins Lacy Shapiro & Company is conducting the study

Steps:
Phase Description 

One: Project Launch and 
Baseline Inputs 

Develop consensus on project goals, identify key inputs and organize activity for the 
subsequent phases  

Two: Locational Assessment 
and Asset Mapping 

Define, benchmark  and position the Tampa-Hillsborough County economic 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘ ŀ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ  

Three: Strategic Plan 1. Identify target industries based on Phase Two inputs 
2. Develop business climate, marketing and incentives strategies 
3. Develop decision support for the resulting Strategic Plan and outline the way 

forward to active implementation  
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Context

A specific response to Recommendation 1, this effort also is occurring  in the context of the other 
ESTF recommendations, regional perspectives, and community development and planning 
considerations

ESTF Recommendations

1 Develop and implement a detailed Economic Development Strategic Plan in coordination with the Committee of 100 (now THEDC),Tampa 
Bay Partnership and GreaterTampa Chamber of Commerce with measurable objectives and accountability

2 .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tƭŀƴΧǊŜ-assess and revise, as required, the 
organizational framework of existing economic development entities to determine where efficiencies collaboration and cost savings may be 
realized

3 Approve the current funding levels for the nextfiscal year for outside economic development agencies /programs. The allocation of funds 
may be amended based upon the outcome of the Economic Development Strategic Plan as addressed

4 Review,amend and expand our job creation incentive programs to provide for greater flexibility and discretion to expand existing businesses, 
incentivize growth in target industries and forge strategic partnerships to leverage growth

5 Establishgenuine strategic partnerships and promote regional collaboration between government economic stakeholders and targeted 
industries

6 Review, streamlineand strengthen our land use, permitting and entitlement policies

7 Expand permit ready land and protect existing land inventory

8 External marketing to target industries

9 Support areferendum for multi-ƳƻŘŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƭƛǾŀōƭŜΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ 
ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǇƛŜŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅΦΧŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛth the 
ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜΣ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜΧǘƘŀǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ ƘŀƴŘ in hand

10 Adopt improvedprocurement/purchasing policies that support the hiring of Hillsborough County businesses in providing products and 
services to Hillsborough County

11 Form a Sustainability¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΧŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΧǘƻ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ 
ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǎȅƴŜǊƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜōǊŀƴŘƛƴƎΦ CƻŎǳǎΧƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎκǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳōǊaceΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΧ

12 Establish Hillsborough County asa model for smart growth committed to sustainability, affordable housing and transit oriented development

ÅEmbodies ESTF 

Recommendation 1 and 

with consideration to  

ESTF Recommendations 

2-12

ÅFocused on Hillsborough 

County and its 

municipalities and 

communities ςhowever 

also with a Tampa Bay 

Regional perspective

ÅScope is economic 

development strategy 

with consideration given 

to community 

development and land 

use /transportation 

ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΧōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŀ 

community development 

or master plan
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Methodology

In completing the study, our team employed the following four-part methodology. Parts One and Two 
are presented in this document

Part One: 
Baseline Inputs

Part Two:

Location 
Assessment 
and Asset 
Mapping

Part Three:

Industry 
Targeting

Part Four:

Recommended 
Strategic Plan

Å Part One ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ΨƛƴǘŀƪŜέ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ
ï A review of background reports and other documentation pertaining to Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ 

economic development, including its constituent jurisdictions as well as the larger Tampa region
ï Extensive on-site field reconnaissance including orientation tours throughout the county, and 

meetings with approximately 150 County employers, business / community / government / industry 
leaders and experts conducted during four separate visits to the Tampa region between April and 
June

ï A public input process, initiated with a public information / comment  session on April 14, 2010 and a 
web-based mechanism for updates and commentary during the course of the project

Å Based on the Part One intake, Part Two extracted and analyzed pertinent information to 
understand Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ-weaknesses-opportunities-threats 
versus comparable regions

ï Summarized as a SWOT analysis, examining  Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ  ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
development, mapping its assets for investment creation and attraction, and providing an accounting 
ƻŦ ŘŜŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜŀƪŜƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ Ƨƻō ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ
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Methodology

In completing the study, our team used the following four-part methodology. Parts Three and Four will 
be presented in subsequent project deliverables

Å Part Three will consist of the identification of targeted industries to cultivate, grow and 
attract, based on the methodologyoutlined below:

ï Review of current industry base, niche growth areas and aspirations

ï !ƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ άƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎǎŜǘǎέ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƎŀǇǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŘŜǘŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
industry investment

ï Short-listing of sectors and subsectors for detailed analysis

ï Priorities for investment, based on growth, cost-benefit, revenue potential, multiplier effects and 
other evaluation factors

Å Part Four consolidates learnings from previous tasks to inform the development of specific 
economic development strategies within a broad plan framework

× Regarding Naming Conventions: Throughout this document we use ά¢ŀƳǇŀέ or ά¢ŀƳǇŀ-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘέto describe the study area (Hillsborough 
County, the cities of Tampa, Plant City and Temple Terrace and the unincorporated areas of Hillsborough County).  We use ά¢ŀƳǇŀ a{!έ when 
describing the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the US OMB. We use ά¢ŀƳǇŀ wŜƎƛƻƴέ when 
describing the eight counties represented and marketed by the Tampa Bay Partnership.

Part One: 
Baseline Inputs

Part Two:

Location 
Assessment 
and Asset 
Mapping

Part Three:

Industry 
Targeting

Part Four: 

Recommended 
Strategic Plan
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Contributors at both individual and group meetings are identified in the Appendix of this report. In 
addition to these interviews and roundtables, the consulting team also spent considerable time 
visiting the major economic development centers of Hillsborough County

Westshore

MacDill 
AFB

South 
Tampa

USF

New
Tampa

Plant
City

Temple 
Terrace

Port
E Tampa, Ybor 

City

Participation

Tampa

Brandon-Mid
County

Northwest

South County/South 
Shore

The project team spent nearly 
four weeks on the ground in 

Hillsborough County

Downtown
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SECTION TWO:
THE CURRENT SITUATION
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The Current Situation: Overview

Å Geographic Context

Å Economic Context: 
Impact of 
Recession and 
Economic Base

The following  baseline review of Tampa-Hillsborough provides an orientation for the overall 
ǎǘǳŘȅΧŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ

Å The area is exceptionally diverse relativeto its economic geography and each of the 
municipalities and localities have specific challenges and opportunities to realize 
future economic development potentialΧǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ 
overview to provide context for localized recommendations in subsequent stages of 
this study

Å Hillsborough County as well as the Tampa region have been hit hard by the 
economic downturn of the past few yearsΧǿŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ 
the local economy and trends, and  profile the baseline industries which drive the 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŜƴƎƛƴŜ
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GeographicContext
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Geographic Context: Regional

Hillsborough County is the largest and most populated county in the Tampa region, and home to the 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŎƛǘȅΦ  Lǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊΥ

Å More than 43% of the population and 39% of the land mass of the Tampa MSA 

Å From an even larger regional context, Hillsborough County comprises almost 29% of the population of the 
¢ŀƳǇŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΧ

Å ΧǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊǘ ōŜƭƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘƭȅƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ όtŀǎŎƻΣ aŀƴŀǘŜŜ ŀƴŘ tƻƭƪύ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ 
ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ

Å Each county in the Tampa region contributes its own mix to the regional economy as a whole

14

Location

POPULATION LAND

2000 2009 2014
% Region 

2000 

% Region  

2009

% Region  

2014

Area in Sq. 

Miles

% of 

Regionôs 

Land Mass

Hillsborough Co. 998,948 1,214,963 1,349,330 27.8% 28.6% 29.0% 1,266.3 16.5%

Pinellas Co. 921,482 928,947 945,041 25.7% 22.3% 20.3% 535.8 6.9%

Pasco Co. 344,765 468,624 542,730 9.6% 11.1% 11.7% 868.0 11.3%

Hernando Co. 130,802 172,507 197,650 3.6% 4.1% 4.2% 589.1 7.7%

Total Tampa MSA 2,395,997 2,785,041 3,034,751 66.8% 65.7% 65.2% 3,259.2 42.5%

Citrus Co. 118,085 144,268 160,517 3.3% 3.4% 3.5% 773.5 10.1%

Manatee Co. 264,002 323,995 361,143 7.4% 7.6% 7.8% 892.8 11.6%

Polk Co. 483,924 596,861 666,624 13.5% 14.0% 14.3% 2,010.2 26.2%

Sarasota Co. 325,957 388,633 428,088 9.1% 9.1% 9.2% 725.3 9.5%

Total Tampa Region 3,587,965 4,238,798 4,651,123 100% 100% 100% 7,661.0 100%

Source: Claritas, Inc. 2010, Florida Statistical Abstract

Table 1: Tampa Area Jurisdictions: Population and Land Area



Geographic Context: Hillsborough County

²Ƙŀǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜǎ ƻŦ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
development

Å Hillsborough County comprises unincorporated areas and the following  municipal jurisdictions:

ï City of Tampa

ï City of Plant City

ï City of Temple Terrace

Å Each community in Hillsborough County possesses specific characteristics and attributes with varying 
opportunities and challenges for economic growth. These are described on the following pages
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Geographic Context: City of Tampa

Å Home toTampa InternationalAirport and the Port of Tampa,  the City of Tamparepresents the gateway to the 
entire region. This gateway will be reinforced by the anticipated arrival of the western terminus of the 
planned new High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail line that will connect Tampa with Orlando and Miami

Å Tampa consists of numerous and distinct submarkets and neighborhoods.  Significant economic development 
nodes include:

Å Downtown Tampa and adjacent Tampa HeightsΥ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ōŀƴƪƛƴƎΣ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ  
cultural and entertainment center; the University of Tampa is adjacent to downtown

ÅWestshore: adjacent to TIA, Westshore is the largest office submarket in Florida and 
comprises the visual gateway to the region for air travelers

Å North Tampa: mixed residential, retail, industrial and office corridor extending north and  
including the University of South Florida 

Å YborCity: landmark historic and entertainment district east of Downtown
Å Port of Tampa: bulk commodity port adjacent to Downtown and East Tampa
Å EastTampa: residential and industrial corridor along I-4
Å South Tampa: variousresidential communities and small commercial nodes
Å MacDill AFBΥ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƻǊΦ 

Occupies the southern end of the Tampa peninsula
Å Northeast  (New)Tampa: annexed areas along the I-75 corridor, includes newer 

residential/mixed use  communities and suburban office parks
Å Several designated CRAs and Enterprise Zones include: Drew Park, East Tampa, 

Channelside and Central Park, among others

Å Key industry sectors include: banking and financial services (shared service/customer service/middle 
office/technology centers of increasing complexity), professional service firms, port-related activities, retail-
commerce, healthcare, and life sciences

¢ŀƳǇŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǎŜŀǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  ¢ŀƳǇŀΩǎ нллу ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ 
almost 350,000, 15% above the 2000 Census.  Over the same period Hillsborough County grew by 
ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нн҈Φ   ¢ŀƳǇŀ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ мтф ǎǉΦ ƳƛƭŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜŀ
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Plant City, in easternmost Hillsborough County, features a small town atmosphere (the annual 
Strawberry Festival is a regional highlight) and an agricultural and industrial culture distinctive from 
the more urbanized areas of the County.  In many ways it shares qualities with the nearby city of 
Lakeland and Polk County

Å The 2008 estimated population was almost 35,000.  Since 2000 the residential base has grown by 16%.  Almost 
8,000 approved housing units are still on the books, promising significant additional growth once the economy 
recovers.  Future economic development  will be driven in part by newly rezoned land (industrial and 
ǿŀǊŜƘƻǳǎƛƴƎύ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ŜƴŘΣ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tƻƭƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƭƛƴŜΦ ²ƛǘƘƛƴ tƭŀƴǘ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ 
assets for the County at large:
ï DRIs for light industrial and distribution uses

ï Thriving winter crops, particularly strawberry production and related agribusinesses

ï A County court complex under construction that should enhance a historic and well maintained traditional town center

ï Multiple venues for softball, baseball, soccer and sports-oriented tourism

Å The primary industry focus is light industrial / distribution; agriculture and 
food processing

Key employers include Plasti-Pak (plastic bottle mfg), Gordon Food Service and 
Toufayan Bakeries

Plant City economic developers would like to encourage the growth of additional 
agribusinesses (perhaps nutraceuticals), and make the city a destination for 
amateur sports tournaments (similar to those in Polk and Orange counties)

Southwest of Plant City is the 880 acre Sydney Mine, a former phosphate mine 
proposed for redevelopment as a renewable energy showcase with, it is claimed, 
the potential to create 600 new jobs

Å Local officials are closely watching plans that may place a high speed rail 
station at Polk Parkway, near the Hillsborough County line

Geographic Context: City of Plant City
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Temple Terrace is a largely built-out, suburban city of approximately 25,000 residents next to the 
University of South Florida. Between 2000 and 2008, the population has increased by almost 18%. 
Temple Terrace is the smallest municipality in Hillsborough County at 7 square miles

Å Temple Terrace is a traditional, diverse and desirable residential community proximate to most County 
employment nodes and transportation corridors

Å The adjacent University of South Florida has pulled Temple Terrace into its economic orbit (an estimated 20% 
of residents are affiliated with USF in one way or another)

Å Fletcher Avenue is the major gateway to USF from I-тр ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊΤ ǘƘŜ 
Fowler Avenue corridor, another important gateway, passes east-west through the center of town

Å Approximately 50 acres of vacant land remains in the Tampa Telecom Park.  The City has plans to annex land 
adjacent to Tampa Executive Airport to support further commercial/office development.  However, access to 
the airport is problematic ςan extension of Sligh Avenue will be required

Geographic Context: City of Temple Terrace

Å A new downtown redevelopment plan is expected 
to provide an enhanced sense of place for the town 
center.  The first phase (from Chicago to Bullard) is 
scheduled for completion by 2013.  A 
άaŜŘƛǘŜǊǊŀƴŜŀƴ ǘƘŜƳŜέ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ 
at key portals to the city
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IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳƴƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻǾŜǊ фнт ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ƳƛƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ 
estimated population of more than 800,000 in 2008

Å These communities embrace a huge cross-section of geography, demographics and economy, ranging from  
suburban to agricultural, from class A office campuses to industrial port and mining activities and across 
many diverse income and ethnic communities

Geographic Context: Unincorporated Communities

Å ²ŜΩǾŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƻǳǊ 
sectors which share some 
similarities

Å Northwest:Lutz, Keystone, Citrus 
Park, Town-N-Country, 
Carrollwood and USF

Å Northeast: parts of New Tampa, 
Knights/Antioch, Thonotosassa

Å Mid- and East: Brandon, Seffner, 
East Lake, Palm River, Valrico and 
East Hillsborough

Å South County: Gibsonton, 
Riverview, Bloomingdale, Lithia, 
Summerfield, Apollo Beach, Sun 
City Center, Ruskin and 
Balm/Wimauma
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Profile of Unincorporated Hillsborough County

Geographic Context: Unincorporated Communities

Sector Communities Characteristics
RepresentativeEconomic
Development Attributes

Northwest Lutz, Keystone, Citrus Park, Town-N-
Country, Carrollwood and University

Primarily lower density and established 
residentialwith limited available land 
for new growth; the pattern transitions 
to the urban and (potential) 
redevelopment areas surrounding the 
USF campus and the campus itself

USF campus,surrounding 
neighborhoods and redevelopment 
areas (including the University Mall) and 
the terminus of the first leg of a 
proposed light rail system are the 
primary economic development assets.  
{ǘΦ WƻǎŜǇƘΩǎ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ςNorth opened a 
new campus in Lutz in 2009

Northeast Parts of New Tampa, Knights/Antioch,                        
Thonotosassa

Aprime suburban residential, retail and 
office campus location

Acenter of the financial services cluster 
for Tampa.  Contains important, 
County-owned 57 acre development 
site at I-75 and Fowler

Mid- and East Brandon, Seffner, East Lake, Palm River, 
Valrico and East Hillsborough

I-4 Corridor; diverse land uses include 
industrial  and suburban business 
campuses, bedroom suburbs and rural 
communities

Diverse industrybase ranging from 
Citicorp and JPMC campuses to Coca 
Cola Enterprises and light 
industrial/distribution businesses; focal 
point for land use policy debate that has 
focused on the I-4 Corridor

South County/
South Shore

Gibsonton, Riverview, Bloomingdale, 
Lithia, Summerfield, Apollo Beach, Sun 
City Center, Ruskin and Balm/Wimauma

Residentialcommunities, established 
and new, links to Port development, 
phosphate mining and production, 
agriculture

I-75 Southcorridor has most of 
remaining DRI capacity suitable for 
office activity (South Shore Corporate 
Park).  Location of Hillsborough 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ƴŜǿŜǎǘ ŎŀƳǇǳǎ
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Economic Context
Impact of Recessionand Industry Base
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Economic Context: Impact of Recession

Since its peak in 2007, Hillsborough County has had 35,000 fewer employed residents.  The rate of job 
loss exceeded the US average over the same period

Å Between 2007 and 2009 Hillsborough experienced a -6.1 % decline in employment compared to -4.9% 
nationally

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Figure 1: Percent Change in Employment: 2007 - 2009
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Economic Context: Impact of Recession

This pace has caused the unemployment rate in Hillsborough County to exceed the U.S. average over 
the last full year and as recently as April 2010

Å IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ммΦс҈ ό!ǇǊƛƭ нлмлύ  ǳǇ 
from 10.8% in 2009

Å The US unemployment rate reached 9.5% in 
April (non-seasonally adjusted), compared to 
9.3% for all of 2009

Å IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ нллф ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ т 
percentage points since 2006

Å Over the same period the US 2009 average rate 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ άƻƴƭȅέ пΦт ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Figure 2: Unemployment Rate: 2009 and April 2010 

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0%

United States

Tampa, Hillsborough Co.

April 2010

2009

Tampa, Hillsborough 
Co.

United States

+7.5 points

+ 4.7 points

Figure 3: Change In Unemployment Rate Since 
Hillsborough Co. Low Point in 2006

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Economic Context: Impact of Recession

The weak economy has taken its toll on income and housing prices in the Tampa area  

Å County income levels continue to trail U.S. 
averages

Å Personal income began leveling off in 
Hillsborough County and across the Tampa MSA 
between 2006 and 2008, marking the onset of 
recession

Å During this period County personal income 
levels increased by only 2.5%, compared to 6.5% 
growth nationally

Å Housing prices are down more than 40% from 
their 2007 peak in the Tampa ςSt. Petersburg 
metro area

Å These data are based on metro area, not county 
markets, to allow comparisons with other 
regions and national averages

Å Over a comparable period the U.S. average 
home sales price declined by almost 27%

Source: Brookings Institution, Metropolitan Policy Program.  

MetroMonitor.  1st Qtr. 2010
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Figure 5: Decline in Housing Prices 2007 -
2010
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Economic Context: Impact of Recession

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ άDǊƻǎǎ aŜǘǊƻ tǊƻŘǳŎǘέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀƳǇŀ a{! όǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ 
goods and services produced in the region) to a greater extent than most other US metropolitan areas

Å From its peak (Q3, 2006), the Tampa ςSt. Petersburg GMP has fallen by more than 3%

Å By contrast, average GMP among the 100 largest US metro areas rose by 0.5% and US average GMP increased 
by 1.1%  during the same period
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Source: Brookings Institution, Metropolitan Policy Program.  MetroMonitor.  1st Qtr. 2010
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Economic Context: Industry Base

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

The recent hardship has been attributed by some to the over-reliance of the local economy on the 
ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ άƎǊƻǿǘƘΣέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŜƭƭ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ 
stalled

Å Primarily local serving industries such as construction, retail trade and office & administrative services 
(including employment agencies and labor contractors), more than accounted for an overall decrease in jobs 
over the period leading up to and including the recession (2001- 2009)

Agriculture, 
etc.
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Mining, etc
0%

Utilities
1%
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6% Manufacturing
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Retail trade
13%

Transportation 
& Warehousing
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4%

Finance & Insurance
9%

Real Estate
2%

Professional & 
Technical Svs.

9%
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Companies

2%

Administrative & 
Waste Svs.
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Educational Svs.
2%

Health Care & Social 
Svs.
13%

Arts, Entertainment, 
etc
2%

Accommodation 
& Food Svs.

9%

Other 
Services

3%

Figure 7: Share of Hillsborough Jobs By Sector - 2009
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Industry Sector

Hillsborough County

2001 2009 Change

NAICS 11 Agriculture, etc. 10,757 12,205 1,448

NAICS 21 Mining, etc. 57 341 284

NAICS 22 Utilities 3,443 2,727 -716

NAICS 23 Construction 30,001 29,532 -469

NAICS 31-33 Manufacturing 32,154 24,687 -7,467

NAICS 42 Wholesale Trade 29,094 27,598 -1,496

NAICS 44-45 Retail Trade 64,698 62,936 -1,762

NAICS 48-49 Transportation & 

Warehousing 18,703 13,904 -4,799

NAICS 51 Information 22,761 18,345 -4,416

NAICS 52 Finance & Insurance 43,129 44,111 982

NAICS 53 Real estate 10,347 11,351 1,004

NAICS 54 Professional & Technical Svs. 38,711 45,997 7,286

NAICS 55 Management of Companies 3,255 7,589 4,334

NAICS 56 Administrative & Waste Svs. 94,780 46,201 -48,579

NAICS 61 Educational Svs. 5,924 8,847 2,923

NAICS 62 Health Care & Social Svs. 50,113 66,224 16,111

NAICS 71 Arts, Entertainment, etc. 10,433 12,266 1,833

NAICS 72 Accommodations & Food Svs. 40,789 45,364 4,575

NAICS 81 Other Services 14,647 15,223 576

Total 524,341 495,498 -28,843
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

Table 2: Private Sector Employment Growth (Loss) Hillsborough 
County 2001 - 2009



Economic Context: Industry Base

Over the 2001 ς2009 period the rate of job loss in other sectors such as Utilities, Wholesale Trade 
and Transportation & Warehousing, outpaced the decline nationally in these same sectors

Å On a percentage basis the biggest industry gainer was Management of Companies (up 133%), typically meant 
to include national or regional headquarters.  However, this growth was driven off a relatively small 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ōŀǎŜ όƻƴƭȅ оΣнлл Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ нллмύΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ

Å The biggest gainer over this period was the Health 
Care sector

Å IŜŀƭǘƘ /ŀǊŜ όƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭǎΣ ǇƘȅǎƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ ŜǘŎΦύ ŀŘŘŜŘ 
approximately 16,000 new jobs totaling approximately 
66,000 in 2009 

Å This amounted to a 32% increase since 2001

Å The loser was Administrative and Waste Services 
(down 51% or more than 48,000 jobs), a kind of catch-
all category that includes employment agencies, 
travel agencies, locksmiths, janitorial and garbage 
collection

Å This jolt occurred primarily in Professional Employer 
Organizations, a form of contract employment

Å Business Support Services, including call centers, a 
subcategory within this sector saw a 145% increase over 
the same period
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Figure 8: Growth/Loss of Jobs In Industry Sectors: 2001 - 2009
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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Figure 9: Hillsborough County Industry Location Quotients: 2001 & 2009

Hillsborough Co. 2001 Hillsborough Co. 2009

LQ = 1.0

Economic Context: Industry Base

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ άŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƪŜȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ 
characterize the Tampa-Hillsborough economy and the region at-large

Å We use Location Quotients  (LQs) to measure this level of specialization

Å (LQs) are ratios that allow an area's distribution of employment by industry to be compared to a reference point - usually 
the US

Å An LQ greater than 1.0 indicates a Hillsborough industry with a greater share of local employment than is the case 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΦ  [Ŝǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ мΦл ƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜΦ .ȅ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ [vΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀn 
1.0 may have a competitive advantage in those industries.  This and other factors will come into play in our subsequent 
recommendations regarding industry targeting

Å LQs are calculated by dividing the percentage share of local industry employment by the percentage share nationally for 
a given industry sector and a given period

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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Economic Context: Industry Base

Å Despite the recession, Hillsborough 2009 Location Quotients indicate a concentration in a relatively diverse 
range of industry sectors:
Å Agriculture

Å Utilities

Å Construction

Å Wholesale Trade

Å Information (including publishing, software, telcom, data processing, etc.)

Å Finance & Insurance

Å Real Estate

Å Professional & Technical Services

Å Administrative & Waste Services

Å Arts & Entertainment

Å Between 2001 and 2009 a number of Hillsborough sectors increased their specialization vs. the national 
distribution of employment in the same industries
Å Agriculture: experienced 13+% growth locally vs. slight decline across the US

Å Construction: Fell by -1.6% , however, the national rate of decline was much steeper ςalmost -12.2% which resulted in a rising LQ

Å Information: Loss of -19.4% local vs. -21.8% loss nationally

Å Finance & Insurance: 2.3% growth in Hillsborough vs. loss of 0.5% nationally

Å Real Estate: 9.7% local growth vs. -3.2% loss across the US

Å Professional & Technical ServicesΥ муΦу҈ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǾǎΦ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ф҈ ¦{ όƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ άǎǳōǎŜŎǘƻǊǎέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 
Research and Development Services).This category includes those who work in life sciences and other research and it grew by 113%
locally, but the employment base remains quite small (only 1,363 in 2009)

Å As we noted earlier, the Administrative and Waste Services sector saw a significant decline in employment 
between 2001 and 2009, however, its Location Quotient remains relatively high (1.39) meaning that it was 
still a specialized sector in Hillsborough County as of 2009
Å Business Support Services, including contact centers, credit bureaus, etc. saw an increase in LQ from .83 to 1.52 over the same 

period.  This was driven by local growth (145%) that significantly outpaced the rate nationally (5.6%)
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Economic Context: Industry Base
Putting it all together (industry size, growth and concentration), those sectors that appear poised to help 
Hillsborough rebound from recession include Finance & Insurance, Professional & Technical Services and 
Healthcare.  Administrative and Waste Services also remain specialized, though less so, primarily due to loss 
of jobs in professional employer organizations

LQ = 1.0

Indicates 

relative size of 

sector (jobs)

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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SECTION THREE:
COMPARATIVE LOCATION 

ASSESSMENT
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Location Assessment: Overview

Å Process

Å Factor 
Identification

Å Comparison 
Locations

Å Rating 
Method

This competitive benchmarking of Tampa-Hillsborough is the first element in the strategic plan update 
ŀƴŘ ƘŜƭǇǎ άǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƎŜέ ŦƻǊ .[{ ϧ /ƻΦ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǇƘŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ

Å TheLocation Assessment involvesan objective analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats pertaining to Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ 
and support economic growth

Å The assessment is conducted from a market perspective ςthat of a private sector 
company seeking the best environment for job creation and capital investment 

Å This evaluation will be useful in several ways:
Å To identify Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǎǘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ 

inward investment
Å To identify competitive liabilities which discourage job growth and investment, so that counter-

measures can be implemented to militate against the impacts
Å To provide a realistic framework for target industry attraction, based on the location success 

factors most important to potential industry and functional requirements

Å Inputs into the Assessment are anecdotal(basedon approximately 150 interviews with 
business, civic, public agency and academic leaders); spatial, including visits to sites and 
communities  throughout Hillsborough County, statistical, utilizing  public and consultant 
proprietary data sources, and experientialΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀƳǎΩ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 
corporate site selection experience in Tampa and elsewhere

Å We also reviewed and considered previous studies, including the 2001 Locational 
Appraisal conducted by the Wadley Donovan Group ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀƳǇŀ .ŀȅ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ 
ongoing  benchmarking studies

Å Althoughthis LocationAssessment is specific to Tampa-Hillsborough, the evaluation 
context embraces the entire Tampa region and State of Florida
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Process

The following approach was utilized to conduct the Location Assessment

ÅFactor Identification: Based on generally accepted location decisionςmaking criteria with applicability 
customized to specific industries.  Functionalities, company maturity and other dimensions influencing  
the location investment decision-making process also were considered (as reviewed on subsequent pages)

ÅCompetitor Selection: Eight representative competitor locations were identified mutually with Tampa 
Hillsborough EDC and consultant input

ÅResearch: Internal and localized input gathered primarily through an extensive stakeholder interview 
process supported by existing reports and data; data for comparative benchmarking gathered through 
consultant and publically available information sources, supplemented with consulting and Tampa 
Hillsborough EDC team insights

ÅSituation Review :  Baseline Hillsborough County economic indicators and perspectives

ÅBenchmarking: Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪŜŘ 
whenever practical against competitor locations and / or best practices

ÅSWOT Analysis: Localized strengths and weaknesses measured along with external opportunities and 
threats relative to competitors, general economic and marketplace factors, trends, and the immediate as 
well as longer term

ÅAsset Mapping: Alignment of assets to industry and functional business requirements ; marketable 

strengths to position as input to marketing /sales propositions

ÅGap Analysis: Review of impediments to investment requirements of industry and  functions and 
challenges of correction or conversion to strengths

Factors

Competitors

Research

Situation Review

Benchmarking

SWOT Analysis

Asset Mapping

GAP Analysis
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Factor Identification

We employed three broad dimensions of location investment decision-making to assess Tampa-
IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ  ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ

ÅECONOMICS: How much will it cost; what is payback /return on investment; impact on revenue and overall 

profitability?  What incentives are available to offset project costs and how effective are they?

ÅPERFORMANCE: Can the business environment, workforce/talent base, and community intangibles help 

achieve business objectives and goals?

ÅDELIVERY : Are sites and infrastructure suitable and available?  What is the capability of local economic 

development organizations to support delivery?

ECONOMICS
OPERATIONAL 
PERFORMANCE

PROJECT DELIVERY

ÁCost Variables

ÁAvailability and Effectiveness of 
Incentives

ÁWorkforce and Talent Base

ÁAttraction Factors

ÁEconomic Vitality

ÁAccess and Connectivity

ÁBusiness Platform

ÁOperating Environment

ÁRisks and Intangibles

ÁSites

ÁInfrastructure

ÁEconomic Development 
Organizational Capacity 
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Location Investment 
Dimensions RepresentativeElements

Business Function ÅHeadquarters
ÅShared Services / Customer Service / Back Office Processing / Data Center
ÅManufacturing/ Distribution, etc.

Facility Type ÅOffice
ÅDataCenter
ÅLaboratory
ÅManufacturing Plant,etc.

Industry ÅFinancial Services
ÅLife Sciences
ÅManufacturing, etc.

Workplace ÅStandard/ Prototypical Office Environment
ÅAdvanced Manufacturing (e.g., asceptic or sterile environment)
ÅCollaborative or coworking environments, etc.

CompanyMaturity ÅEstablished
ÅGrowth Company
ÅStart-up, etc.

Strategy Drivers ÅAccess to Markets
ÅGeographic Diversification
ÅAccess to Specialized Talent, etc.

Decision Triggers ÅLack of Capacity
ÅExcess Capacity (Downsizing)
ÅAcquisition, etc.

Decision-makers ÅC-Suite
ÅBusiness Unit Management
ÅCorporate RealEstate, etc.

Decision dimensions and types of investment vary greatly; each 
influences the relative importance of factors for specific 
investments

Factor Identification:Elements of Location Investment Decision-making

Typical Business Location 
Critical Success Factors
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The following location drivers and evaluation factors, typical for corporate location selection and 
investment projects,  provide the research and analytical framework for our location assessment

Factor Identification: Framework

Category Location Driver Evaluation Factors

E
c
o

n
o

m
ic

s

Costs 
Operating and start-up cost indicators

Revenue and P&L impact

ÅOngoing costs of labor, occupancy and power

Incentives Cost offset.  Also can help minimize startup risks
ÅValue of incentives 
ÅFlexibility/effectiveness of incentives (e.g., can tax credits be used, or if not, monetized?)

O
p

e
ra

tio
n

a
l P

e
rf

o
rm

a
n

c
e

Workforce / Talent 
Base

Workforce scalability and available skills to start-up, sustain 
and grow the organization

ÅPopulation dynamics
ÅLabor market base and unemployment rate; occupational concentrations
ÅEducation infrastructure

Economic Vitality Overall health of the local economy to support investment ÅNew job formation, and/or entrepreneurialenvironment, industry mix, income levels

Attraction
Knowledge worker attraction: economic  opportunity, 
growth, quality of life, ease of living, diversity 

Å Image and perception of Tampa
ÅPersonal economics
ÅEase of living, climate and commute
ÅMigration trends and diversity factors

Access and 
Connectivity

Travel connectivity: international  and domestic; local airport 
access; port operations and goods movement

Efficient local transportation

Global alignment

ÅAir travel comparison
ÅPort operations
ÅSites accessible to workforce,  within 45 minutes of  airport
ÅTime zone differentials versus  global and domestic operations  and customers

Operating 
Environment

Business climate factors, often regulatory focused
ÅRegulatory bureaucracyand considerations
ÅLand use and permitting
ÅGeneral overview of tax , fiscal climate 

Risk Hazard risks ÅNatural hazards: tornadoes, hurricanes, earthquakes, etc

D
e

liv
e

ry Property
Market-appropriate range of facilities and sites to meet 
specific project requirements within acceptable time frame

ÅCurrent real estate market supply/demand for variety of facility requirements
Å Inventory of shovel ready sites in mix of environments

Infrastructure Capacity of utilities ÅUtility capacity  (water, sewer, electric) and telecommunications network

Civic Leadership Ability to support a project ÅLocal economic development capacity and level of civic leadership
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Comparison Locations

In conjunction with the Tampa Hillsborough EDC staff, we selected eight frequent competitors in 
seven states to be the  benchmark destinations that will be used throughout the location assessment

State Metro Area Core County Selection Rationale

FLORIDA

Orlando Orange Co. RegionalŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƻǊ ƛƴ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ DǊŜŜƴ Iƛ ¢ŜŎƘ  /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΤ 
increasingly part of a super-region that includes Tampa

Jacksonville Duval Co. Frequent in-state competitorfor financial and other
services,defense,port and logistics projects

GEORGIA Atlanta Fulton Co. Competitor for corporate centers and technology

NORTH 
CAROLINA

Charlotte Mecklenburg 
Co.

Competitorfor financial and other services; corporate 
centers, life sciences projects

TEXAS Dallas Dallas Co. Competitor for corporate centers and technology; 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨōƛƴŀǊȅ ƳŜǘǊƻΩ ǿƛǘƘ CƻǊǘ ²ƻǊǘƘ-
Tarrant County

INDIANA Indianapolis Marion Co. Competitorfor shared services, life sciences

TENNESSEE Nashville Davidson Co. Competitorfor financial and other services, back offices

ARIZONA Phoenix Maricopa Co. Competitorfor corporate and financial services, shared 
services, technology, alternative energies in a sunbelt, 
tourism destination environment

ÅThe following elements 
helped guide selection of the 
competing areas

ïTampa-Hillsborough 
competitive experiences in 
the marketplace

ïInput from the Tampa 
Hillsborough EDC staff 
during  project kick-off

ïConsultant experience in 
the corporate marketplace

Å It is important to keep in 
mind that Tampa -
Hillsborough competes 
against a larger pool of 
regional, national and 
international destinations; 
however, the selected 
locations provide sound 
comparison points for 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
current position, and for 
improving its economic 
development efforts

ÅWheneverpossible we havefocused onthe core county for each  metro ςthe county in 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƳŜǘǊƻ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ Ŏƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘΣ these are comparable to Tampa-
Hillsborough County
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Comparison Locations: Regional Perspective

This comparison focused on the core county (e.g. Hillsborough County) of each competing  metro area.  In 
most of these markets the core county represented a considerable share of  the metro population; in 
Phoenix the core county (Maricopa) represented almost the entire metro area population

ÅTampa MSA  ranks fourth in 
population among this 
group, following Dallas, 
Atlanta and Phoenix

ÅHillsborough County 
constitutes approximately  
43% of the Tampa MSA 
population

Å In contrast, Maricopa 
County comprises 90% of 
the larger Phoenix metro 
area.  Maricopa has > seven 
times the land mass of 
Hillsborough County

ÅAt the other extreme is the 
Atlanta metro.  There, 
Fulton County comprises 
less than 20% of the overall 
population

Source: Claritas, Inc. 2010
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Figure 11: 2009 Population - Central County & Metro Area
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Rating Rubric: Basis for Locational Assessment

ÅMore Competitive: A core locational asset (or 
the potential to be so) with slight to distinguishing 
competitive and marketing advantages

ÅLess Competitive : A locational liability (or the 
potential to become one) with slight to significant 
disadvantages

ÅOpportunity: A target for short-term promoting 
actions or to capitalize upon as part of a longer-
term strategy

ÅThreatened: A risk that could jeopardize current 
performance and may warrant contingent actions 
over the long term

²ŜΩǾŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ ¢ŀƳǇŀ-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ 
each location decision factor. This is modified from a standard SWOT (strengths ςweaknesses ς
opportunities - threats) grading to distinguish between competitive advantages (or liabilities) and 
more moderate, minor or neutral factors
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Location Assessment -
Economics
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Cost Summary

ÅLabor and occupancy generally comprise the majority of geo-variable costs for office operations.  
Utility costs gain significance for data centers and manufacturing projects.  Incentives are an 
important tool to offset costs.  We reviewed the following cost variables:

ïLabor Costs:  blended benchmark salaries for a cross-section of industries and functions

ïOccupancy Costs:  real estate lease, land acquisition, construction costs 

ïUtility Costs: composite of electricity, water/wastewater and telecommunications ςvary  by process and technology needs

ïIncentivesΥ ƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǘŀȄ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎΣ ǘŀȄ ŀōŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŘǳŎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 
feasibility

The Tampa region is generally acknowledged to be one of the lower cost major markets in the US.  In 2010 a 
KPMG survey ranked Tampa best among US metros and 7th globally for overall business costs. However, 
some local business persons are concerned that soaring insurance costs and the earlier spike in housing 
ǇǊƛŎŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŜǊƻŘŜŘ ¢ŀƳǇŀΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ

Tampa-Hillsborough Summary
Rating

Variable Current Outlook

Labor Costs
Tampa-Hillsborough compares very favorably  with the benchmark locations 
across most broad occupational categories, except perhaps managerial salaries.  
Risingcosts-of-living are thought to jeopardize some of this advantage

More Competitive Threatened

Occupancy Costs
Overall, Tampa-Hillsborough County offers competitivereal estate costs, 
particularly for downtown leasing and new construction.  Property taxes and 
insuranceare said to be rising

More Competitive Threatened

Power Costs
Tampa-IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎ ǇƻǿŜǊ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘindustrial users 
are comparableto, or somewhat higher than other communities

Less Competitive Threatened

Incentives
Tampa-Hillsborough and Florida provide a reasonably competitive set of 
incentives, though competition among Southeastern states  and recession 
makes this an ever-changing landscape

More Competitive Threatened
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Labor Costs

Key Findings on Labor Costs

ÅOn balance, the Tampa MSA is known to be a moderate wage market.  Labor costs are 
generally 10% to 15% below the larger metros and the US average

ÅTampa, Orlando and Jacksonville  generally display similar labor costs across all but the 
production category.  Generally, with  this tight range, and supported by our 
observations, site selection decisions among these cities will not be based on salary 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΧΦ

ÅΧWŀŎƪǎƻƴǾƛƭƭŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŀƭŀǊƛŜǎ ς
this might be advantageous to a Hillsborough County case for some manufacturers

ÅManagement salaries are above national norms, but  similar to or lower than other 
markets with a sizable middle and front office presence such as Atlanta, Charlotte and 
Dallas

Local Perspectives on Labor Costs

Based on comments to BLS & Co., there was general consensus among employers 
interviewed that overall payroll costs in the Tampa market are generally lower than 
comparable labor markets in the US, particularly as compared with the Northeast -- a 
competitive advantage for Tampa-Hillsborough

ÅAlthough employers with global footprints expressed some concern about less 
competitive salaries than at some overseas destinations, they also indicated that some of 
this differential is offset by lower occupancy costs, favorable quality and specialized skills 
ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
these elements help to maintain a solid Tampa business case .for their operations

ÅAn additional advantage cited by some employers with an international perspective is the 
flexibility and mobility of the US  and Florida labor market relative to both the regulatory 
environment and the willingness of US workers to relocate  to attractive in-country 
destinations such as Tampa, both which tend to reduce local wage pressures on 
companies

ÅTwo nagging and frequently mentioned concerns are local residential property tax and 
property insurance cost increases, particularly with respect to the pressures these costs 
may have on lower and moderate income workers

Wages and benefits can represent as much as 70% of operating costs for a US office operation.  
Tampa-Hillsborough compares very favorably  with the benchmark locations across most broad 
occupational categories, except perhaps managerial salaries.  However rising costs of living have 
been blamed for some wage pressures not experienced before

More Competitive

Less Competitive

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Survey, 2009
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Figure 12: Mean Annual Wage - Metro Area 2009
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Location Management
Business / 

Financial 

Occupations

Computers & 

Mathematical 

Science

Life, Physical 

& Social 

Science

Office & 

Admin. 

Support

Production

Tampa 1.05 .90 .91 .87 .95 .92

Orlando 1.00 .89 .86 .84 .90 .92

Jacksonville .98 .89 .82 .88 .96 1.01

Atlanta 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.02 1.04 .94

Charlotte 1.11 1.00 1.03 .96 1.02 1.00

Dallas 1.10 1.05 1.09 1.05 1.05 .88

Indianapolis .90 .96 .88 .82 1.01 1.06

Nashville .82 .88 .81 .82 .97 1.05

Phoenix .90 .90 .91 .96 1.01 .99

US  Avg. Wage $89,330 $58,910 $72,900 $58,300 $30,410 $29,970
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Survey, 2009

Table 3: Select Occupational Wages Indexed to US Median ς2009 (US = 1.00)



Occupancy Costs

Key Findings on Occupancy Costs

ÅBased on a survey of average market  rents, Phoenix, Charlotte and Orlando 
are the most expensive downtown markets

ÅAtlanta, Phoenix and Dallas are the most expensive suburban markets, 
though not considerably higher than Tampa and Orlando

ÅIndianapolis stands out as the least expensive market across the board for 
office and industrial leasing

ÅTampa, and in general, US commercial real estate costs are less expensive 
then in many competitive regions globally

Local Perspectives On Occupancy Costs

With the exception of insurance premiums, the cost of real estate is not top-of-
mind of Tampa-Hillsborough companies

ÅThe Tampa region is viewed by local commercial real estate professionals as a 
άōǳȅŜǊΩǎ  ƳŀǊƪŜǘέ ŦƻǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΦ

Å²ŜǎǘǎƘƻǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ  άǳƴŘŜǊǾŀƭǳŜŘέ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƛƳŜ ǎǳōƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ 
in similarly sized cities

ÅIƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǿƛƴŘƭƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ άƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ 
locations, some employers expressed concerns about potential impacts on 
future occupancy costs

ÅA driver of low commercial rents downtown is high vacancy rates. One real 
estate expert  estimated a 10-year supply of downtown office space to be 
ŀōǎƻǊōŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƴŜǿ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾƛŀōƭŜΧǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ 
implications for the future shape and density of downtown Tampa

ÅIncreasing (and perceived high) property insurance costs are a concern for 
commercial as well as residential property interests

Overall, Tampa-Hillsborough County offers competitively attractive real estate costs, particularly 
for downtown leasing and new construction. Tampa and Jacksonville have the lowest construction 
ŎƻǎǘǎΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǳƳǎ ƘŀǾŜ άƎƻƴŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƻŦέ

More Competitive

Less Competitive
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Figure 13: Craftsman 2010 Building Cost Estimator (US = 1.00)

Source: Craftsman Books, 2010
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Power Costs

Key Findings on Power Costs

ÅPower costs are generally not a major factor for office 
operations, though, as illustrated, geographical variability 
among the locations is high.  For typical back office  operations, 
the significant difference between Charlotte and Tampa will not 
likely be a driving factor.  For more sophisticated financial 
services operations and data centers however, electric cost can 
be important, though power reliability is often accorded equal 
weighting (reliability is discussed in more detail later in this 
report)

Local Perspectives on Power Costs

The price of power and interaction with utilities raised challenges 
by several interviewees in Tampa.  However, others were more 
ǎŀƴƎǳƛƴŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊ

ÅA few employers  commented that negotiating electricity rates 
with Florida utilities is very difficult, as compared to some other 
southeastern states

ÅOne interviewee blamed the challenging negotiating 
environment  for putting his building construction behind 
schedule by several months.  Perceptions that local utility 
providers can sometimes be less than cooperative can have an 
influence on some location investment decisions

Electric power costs for commercial and industrial users in Tampa-Hillsborough are generally 
comparable to, or somewhat higher than the other benchmark cities.  Residential power costs are 
among the most expensive of any comparison market

More Competitive

Less Competitive
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Figure 15: Index of Typical Residential Electric Power Bills

Source for Figures 14 and 15: Edison Electric Institute, Winter 2010 (Nashville typical bills based on 
Memphis report); Florida Municipal Power Agency (for Orlando and Jacksonville)

Note: Comparable data are not available for Texas Utilities. Costs in Dallas are projected to be 
equivalent to Florida cities



Economic Development Incentives

Cash & 

Grants
Tax Credits

Training 

Assistance

Infra-

structure

Local 

Programs

Tampa -

Hillsborough

Jacksonville

Orlando

Atlanta

Charlotte

Dallas

Indianapolis

Nashville

Phoenix

Tampa-Hillsborough possesses a reasonably effective set of incentives, though competition among 
Southeastern states  and recession makes this an ever-changing landscape.  See the Appendix for 
more detail on each jurisdiction and program

Key Findings on Incentives

Å Incentives are pricing tools that are most effective at the margin 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
feasibility.  The most valuable incentives are  cash or tax credits that 
can be sold if a company has insufficient state tax liability 

Å Lƴ нлмл ǘƘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ 
ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ άǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻΦέ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ όŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎύΥ

Å Allowing customer service centers to access the QTI 
program

Å Adding $1,000/job QTI benefits in counties offering 50:50 
match

Å Adding $2,000/job benefit for HIPI industries 

Å QTI also was recently modified to allow leased employees to be used 
in job creation calculations

Å CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ IƛƎƘ LƳǇŀŎǘ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ LƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ όILtLύ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
effective incentive program

Å The  Quick Action Closing Fund also is very flexible, but its key 
weakness is its Legislative Budget Commission review process and the 
ƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜƭȅ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ   

Å Local jurisdictions often lack a definitive incentives program; instead 
they tend to offer inducements on an as-needed basis. However, the 
region was able to step up during the competition for the high 
ǿŀƎŜκƘƛƎƘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ 5¢// ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ  CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
Premier Bonus Incentive Program was tapped for a $500,000 grant  
and Tampa provided is own $500,000 grant.  An agreement between 
Tampa and the County calls for sharing ad valorem and other 
revenues  generated by the project for a specified number of years.  
The County also offers an  Impact Fee Mitigation Program, and 
Industrial Development Bond funding

Table 5: Representative Incentives

Highly Competitive Not As CompetitiveCompetitive

Source: Biggins Lacy Shapiro & Co., 2010
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