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Preface
The following document has been prepared and authored by the KEDCO Review
Committee, with the intent of setting a clear direction for Kingston’s economic
development efforts moving forward. The committee acknowledges that this has been
a difficult process, one in which polarized, vocal and conflicting perspectives and input
from a range of stakeholders have been presented. However, the Review Committee
believes that the recommendations and approaches emerging from this process are
genuinely based on what was heard from the community, and that each of its
recommendations arises directly from community input and feedback. While it may not
have been feasible to address every item raised during the extensive consultation and
public engagement process, the Review Committee has focused on areas where it
believes that progress is clearly attainable, and where the future economic
development interests of Kingston may be enhanced, in keeping with its mandate.
The Review Committee believes that a difficult process has laid the groundwork for
some difficult decisions. Further, and as with all documents created by committee, this
current report represents a consensus view. As such, it may not fully or perfectly
capture the opinions and thoughts of each individual Review Committee member.
However, the report does offer up a series of specific, action-oriented
recommendations and suggestions that the Review Committee as a whole believes will
genuinely transform Kingston’s economic development activities in positive and
impactful ways. Ultimately, the Review Committee focused on the shared belief that
genuine progress relies not solely on itemizing past complaints, but on the
identification of specific solutions and actions for the future. The following report
reflects that approach.
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1 How We Move Forward
Economic development in the 21st Century has been a product of three specific
evolutionary developments. Initially, the practice focused on attracting major employers
to locate and invest in real estate and create large, locally sourced workforces. Next, it
shifted to a primary focus on facilitating local business expansion and retaining
companies in the community. Finally, it expanded to supporting entrepreneurial growth,
incubation, and enabling innovation in a globalized economy. Today’s economic
landscape still carries vestiges all three phases.
Along this evolutionary line, the role of the economic development practitioner has also
changed in order to meet the demands and expectations of business, industry, and
local governments as they tackle economic and environmental challenges, and the
need for local municipalities to take a more proactive approach to harnessing and
directing their own futures.
Nearly every area has an economic development ecosystem that is comprised of
various actors and organizations that support industry, business expansion or
attraction, entrepreneurship, and workforce development. Important considerations for
situating any economic development organization, therefore, are determining where it
can bring value, how it can avoid duplication, and what role it will play in the broader
service delivery network.
It is important that operations in the field are conducted as smoothly as possible, and
that a cooperative and collaborative approach is adopted for economic development.
Not only is this beneficial to the end recipient of services, it also sends a strong
message to potential investors, industries, and talent that the community is unified
behind its goals of prosperity and increased quality of life.
In the current context of the city of Kingston, this report represents the
articulation of the findings of the Review Committee established by City Council
to undertake a comprehensive Organizational Review of the Kingston Economic
Development Corporation (KEDCO).
Since KEDCO’s inception in 1998 as a not-for-profit entity dedicated to facilitating
economic development opportunity in the city of Kingston, it has received numerous
provincial and national awards for its efforts through various industry and professional
associations. However, as of late, its effectiveness, transparency, accountability, and
institutional management have been called into question by the public that it exists to
serve.
The purpose of this report is to clearly establish how, as a city that is made up of
citizens, students, educators, thinkers, entrepreneurs, skilled and unskilled workers,
and talented innovators, it can move the economic development agenda forward in a
manner that best serves the needs of the community now and for future generations to
come.
It is not meant to single out or call into question the dedication, commitment, or care
that existing staff or supporters of KEDCO have for the prosperity and success of the
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city and its economy. It is the product of a necessary and objective approach to
continuous improvement that should underline any corporate and public administrative
process and its operations.
The following report represents a commitment on the part of the City of Kingston, its
elected officials, and the public at large to creating the most effective and beneficial
system of economic and tourism development service delivery it can. It is the desire of
the Review Committee to see this transition undertaken in the smoothest possible
manner, and in a way that does not see what is working well lost, overlooked, or
eliminated in the pursuit of change for change’s sake.

1.1 Key Take-Aways
One of the main objectives of the Review Committee’s mandate from City Council was
to review the current economic development organization’s (KEDCO) governance,
operations, and reporting, and make recommendations on how it can be improved and
illustrate greater value to the community.
It is within this spirit that the following report has produced a number of overarching
findings, or key take-aways, that frame the Review Committee’s perspectives. These
key take-aways have influenced the Committee’s approach to the considerations that
emerged as the backbone to this process. The Committee wishes to acknowledge that
it put in place every means available to hear from the public and other stakeholders,
not only on what is perceived to be problematic or working well, but in regard to what
needs to happen in the future to avoid clearly identified challenges or continue to grow
in the right direction. It is the hope of the Review Committee that these perspectives
will also assist the reader in understanding the guiding forces behind the framing of the
recommendations that are put forward in this report.
The key take-aways are as follows:
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The Review Committee endeavoured to design an approach to recommendations
that best meets the needs of the future generations of Kingston, and not only what
will effect positive change for the immediate circumstance
In order for Kingston to capitalize on its strengths and assets, economic
development needs to be genuinely pursued as an inclusive and cooperative
agenda that all stakeholders have an active role and responsibility in
A culture of openness, transparency, reliability, and accountability must be instilled
as the cornerstone of corporate foundations and governing policies for all tourism
and economic development structures and services moving forward
Fiscal responsibility is paramount, and well defined, and appropriately assigned
key performance indicators must underpin the manner in which tourism and
economic development activities are funded and reviewed on an annual basis
Public confidence is essential. Awareness of how and why the tourism and
economic development organizations undertake their activities, what the net gain
of these pursuits are, and how they benefit the community must be communicated
effectively, accessibly, and regularly
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Communications is more than relaying information. Public engagement needs to
be at the heart of how Kingston’s tourism and economic development functions
approach their work. External perspectives and new ideas need to be incorporated
into guiding and directing the city’s economy forward through active public
participation and involvement in tourism and economic development decision
making mechanisms

1.2 Putting Words into Motion
The proceeding chapters in this report lay out a well-defined approach that the Review
Committee has undertaken to fulfill the mandate described above. There are extensive
sections in each chapter that outline the theory and application of economic
development and institutional practices that have been tailored to the following themes
to better address how improvements can be made:








Economic Development Objectives and Directions
Governance, Structure and Operations
Transparency and Accountability
Performance Measurement
Financial Operations
Communications and Public Engagement

Further, significant community engagement and outreach was conducted by the
Review Committee (and the Mayor’s Office prior to the Committee’s formation) in order
to ensure that the public were as involved as possible in an open and transparent
process. These findings have been incorporated and considered at all stages of the
Organizational Review, and have influenced many of the conclusions that have been
drawn from this process.
As a result, each chapter of this report contains a set of important “considerations” that
provide the condensed rationale for where the Review Committee believes the City of
Kingston should direct the economic development organization, Tourism Kingston, and
their Boards of Directors to take action. This section takes these considerations, and
their supporting arguments and evidence outlined in the body of the report, and puts
these “words into motion” by establishing a set of recommendations.
Each section below represents the Review Committee’s official recommendations,
rooted in the considerations articulated in each chapter. These are accompanied by a
series of benefits and outcomes that the City and the community can expect as a result
of the implementation of these recommendations. For further clarification and insight
into these recommendations, please refer to the corresponding chapter header below
in this report.
Following the recommendations is a brief section on the timing and next steps that the
Review Committee believes reflect the critical path forward to effective implementation.

4
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1.2.1 Economic Development Objectives and Directions
FIGURE 1: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES & DIRECTIONS

Recommendations

Benefits and Outcomes


Commit to a holistic and diverse set of
economic development objectives that
underpin Kingston’s economic
development organization




Map the Economic Development
Ecosystem and prioritize its activities
where it can bring the greatest value

Focus economic development
activities in six key areas:
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Investment attraction and
investment aftercare
Business retention and expansion
(BR+E) and work with local
businesses
Support for small business and
entrepreneurs
Support for workforce
development, high-quality jobs,
and skills-building
Support for knowledge industries,
young workers, technology
transfer from post-secondary
institutions, and
incubation/innovation enablement
Development, management and
marketing of the tourism sector











Ensures that important aspects of
economic development are not
ignored or opportunities are not
missed
Highlights the importance of multipronged approaches that build
momentum concurrently to support
success
Provides a clearer understanding of
the various actors in the economic
development ecosystem
Allows more effective alignment of
activities and avoidance of duplication
Identifies areas that the economic
development organization is better
positioned to lead versus support,
and vice versa

Clearly defines areas of economic
development that are a priority for the
City of Kingston and its stakeholders
The first three areas outline core
economic development functions that
the stand-alone organization can
focus its efforts on and lead
The following two illustrate areas of
overlapping complexity that the
economic development organization
should play a stronger supporting role
The final area clearly outlines a cross
disciplinary function between
economic development and tourism
marketing that is best led by Tourism
Kingston
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1.2.2 Governance, Structure, and Operations
FIGURE 2: GOVERNANCE, STRUCTURE & OPERATIONS

Recommendations
Maintain economic development
programs and services within an arm’s
length organization in Kingston with
improved and formalized systems of
oversight by the City of Kingston

Separate Tourism Kingston
(Destination Marketing Organization)
into a stand-alone, arm’s length
organization with its own Board of
Directors, staff, and mandate

Benefits and Outcomes



Provides the opportunity to narrow
economic development focus and
resources on primary functions of
investment attraction, BR&E, and
small business support



Allows the tourism functions to
operate more effectively in an
autonomous manner
Mitigates risk associated with
connectivity to economic development
functions
Existing high degrees of community
and industry support for a separate
entity will facilitate a smooth transition





Maintain the Small Business
Enterprise Centre (SBEC) function
within a new stand-alone Economic
Development Organization

Establish independent Boards of
Directors for a stand-alone tourism,
and a stand-alone economic
development organization.
Ensure respective Boards of Directors
continue to maintain seats for the
Mayor and City Council
Establish a Transition Committee to be
responsible for oversight and direction
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Minimizes disruptions to existing
contractual obligations to funding
partners (the Province and City)
Minimizes disruptions to small
businesses currently engaged with
SBEC
Ensures that entrepreneurship and
supporting small business remains
central to economic development
goals
Increases public accessibility to Board
membership through additional seats
Allows governance to focus on core
mandates and avoid prioritizing one
function over another



Ensures elected public representation
on each Board of Directors and
increases accountability



Establishment of By-Laws and new
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Recommendations

Benefits and Outcomes

over the restructuring process





Enhance the quality of public
involvement through the development
of advisory committees that address
transparency, strategic planning, or
special projects and welcoming
members of the public to occupy seats
in such committees

Create sector and industry-specific
advisory committees




Enhanced community participation
Improvement to diversity of thought
and new approaches to problem
solving



Active participation in guiding and
supporting economic development
efforts from the private sector
Opportunity to establish generative
committees that take less passive and
more action-oriented approaches
Insight into key industry trends,
challenges, and solutions from target
audiences




Establish formal oversight structures
within the City of Kingston related to
funding of economic development and
tourism operations

Recruit new leadership and undertake
internal staffing review

7

Articles of Incorporation for both
tourism and economic development
organizations
Recruitment of Board Members in a
formalized and transparent process
Body responsible for sourcing and
securing potential real estate
requirements (i.e. outward facing
offices that are more accessible to
publics)
Point of contact for human resource
and public relations inquiries






Increased recognition of return on
investment
Ability to hold funded organizations
accountable through budget process
Ensure skilled talent is retained
Obtain new talent where it is required
to drive the revised mandate forward
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1.2.3 Transparency and Accountability
FIGURE 3: TRANSPARENCY & ACCOUNTABILITY

Recommendations
Implement a formal Transparency Plan
(policy) that reflects the eight key
areas espoused by Transparency
International:










Benefits and Outcomes



Formal institutional policy structure
that increases transparency and
influences the corporate culture
regardless of staff compliments (i.e.,
formal rules to follow entrenched in
corporate policy)



Formal body responsible for
managing the Transparency Plan, and
monitoring openness and
accountability on an ongoing basis
Provide a formal structure where
complaints and concerns can be
directed on an ongoing basis

Ethics
Public complaints
Leadership
Performance
Human resources
Budgeting
Procurement
Audit results

Establish formal Transparency and
Accountability committees for each
Board




Explore real estate options and most
suitable locations for both tourism and
economic development stand-alone
operations1

Craft and implement a formal Service
Level Agreement between the City of
Kingston and both stand-alone
economic development and tourism
organizations, and adopt a more





More visible and accessible locations
would promote increased visitation
and business friendly environments
Improved community-facing locations
for organizations to enhance
approachability (i.e. outward-facing
offices)
Provides mechanism to mandate and
contract for specific activities and
specific outcomes, linking funding to
key deliverables

1

NOTE: moving locations would be an important consideration for a stand-alone tourism organization;
however, moving location is not a predetermined conclusion for a stand-alone economic development
organization. That being said, increased visibility and accessibility to promote a more business friendly and
welcoming environment is an important consideration for the placement of a community economic
development office – especially one with a Small Business Enterprise Centre (SBEC).

8
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Recommendations
rigorous annual assessment of
operations

Benefits and Outcomes





A formal means of ensuring
deliverables and stated objectives
have been met, and public value is
being achieved
Ensures review of productivity and
quality of performance are monitored
on an ongoing process

1.2.4 Performance Measurement
FIGURE 4: PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Recommendations

Benefits and Outcomes



Adopt performance measurement
systems that measure internal and
external metrics, and implement a
Continuous Improvement Performance
Measurement System (CIPMS)

Reflect and exceed wherever possible
current best practices for external
measures and ensure measures are
outcomes based

Develop measurement systems that
account for attribution (i.e. extent or
level of involvement) and utility (i.e.
worthiness of investment)

9



This approach allows measurement of
the effectiveness and efficiency of
each agency’s internal operations
(internal), while the second focuses
on the impacts of the organizations’
work in the broader community
(external)
Performance will not only be
monitored, measured and
communicated on a regular basis, but
the results of this measurement are
actively integrated into ongoing
organizational planning activities



Outcomes-based approaches
measure progress towards desired
goals, rather than simply measuring
activity or economic data



Assigning attribution correctly ensures
that measures more accurately reflect
the level of direct involvement of the
organization
Utility measures whether the return to
the community is worth the initial
investment
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Recommendations
Ensure performance measures are
transparent in publicising indicators,
sources, and methodologies
Separate measures need to be
developed for the six key areas of
2
economic development
Adopt existing, tested, third-party
models of performance measurement
wherever possible, and ensure
contractual obligations based on
reporting on specific measures are
maintained

Benefits and Outcomes



Open approaches to performance
measurement will mitigate
apprehension and eliminate obscurity
from the process



This ensures that metrics are
measuring what they should (i.e.
providing measurement validity)



Widely-accepted industry guidelines
outlining best practices in
measurement are adopted
Performance measurement
requirements linked to funding are
fulfilled (e.g., Ministry reporting for the
SBEC)



1.2.5 Financial Operations
FIGURE 5: FINANCIAL OPERATIONS

Recommendations

Benefits and Outcomes


Make annual financial reports publicly
accessible





Ensure program leads and Finance
Committee members of Boards receive
skills development training in financial
management

A process for posting financial
performance records is in place
Reports are available annually online
Increase transparency of the
organizations and the willingness of
Board members to exercise stronger
scrutiny and oversight in the public
eye
Program leads and Finance
Committee members that do not yet
have a formal education or skills
development background on the
subject are enrolled in a financial
management course or attend a
workshop together

2

The six areas of economic development are referenced above in Figure 1: Economic Development
Objectives & Directions.
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Recommendations

Tie budget line items associated with
specific projects directly to
performance measures for those
projects

Benefits and Outcomes



Build internal capacity for financial
management



Annual budgets have a section
devoted to corresponding
performance measures related to
specific projects administered by the
economic development organization
and Tourism Kingston
Performance reviews will be
facilitated because of increased
awareness of the link between budget
management and performance
Increase confidence in each
organization’s strategic projects and
programming





1.2.6 Communications and Public Engagement
FIGURE 6: COMMUNICATIONS & PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Recommendations

Benefits and Outcomes


Transition from one-way to two-way
approaches to communications for the
economic development and tourism
organizations




Diversify communications tools
adopted and employed by the
economic development organization
and Tourism Kingston

11



The organizations share information
(one way) and receive input from the
community (two-way) in a timely
manner, and the organization is
receptive to incoming
communications not initiated by the
organizations
This approach enhances public
participation and encourages new
ideas and community support
Communications will become more
active than passive, and more
proactive than reactive
Forums could include both formal
communications platforms (print, web,
etc.) and a greater reliance on direct
engagement (open houses, town
halls, etc.)
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Recommendations
Explore means of incorporating
technology platforms that will permit
and encourage two-way
communications and 360-degree
feedback

Undertake a re-branding exercise for
the stand-alone economic
development organization, but
maintain Tourism Kingston branding
which was redeveloped recently

Benefits and Outcomes



Establishing online forums and other
“digital communities” will allow
economic development staff and
other stakeholders to engage more
substantially and more constructively
with key voices in the community



This activity will put a new face to the
organization
Can be leveraged to increase public
and stakeholder trust in the new
model
Clearly indicate how a new approach
will mitigate issues of the past from
reoccurring
Forge a new path forward that is one
of transparency and accountability





1.3 Critical Path Forward
The Review Committee recognizes that the series of recommendations outlined above
is no small undertaking. There are a number of initial steps or activities that should be
put into place that are necessary to supporting other actions. Although a detailed
implementation plan will need to be developed, this section is meant to identify the
Review Committee’s recommended next steps as a critical path forward for the City of
Kingston.
1. Establish an official Transition Committee
a. This committee will be responsible for leading and undertaking the
steps identified below
b. All public relations related to the Organizational Review and preceding
restructuring will be directed to the Transition Committee
c. A Transition Manager may need to be recruited to oversee this
process and be responsible for communications
d. Establish means of ensuring utmost transparency
2. Develop an internal and external Communications Plan
a. A re-branding campaign is a key component to this action
3. Review legal considerations and begin the process of separating Tourism
Kingston from KEDCO, and restructuring the stand alone economic
development organization
4. Develop and employ a Human Resources Strategy that includes recruitment of
new leadership and retaining skilled talent

12
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5. Once new leadership is in place and the organizational separation is complete,
undertake a community based strategic planning exercise to create two
independent tourism and economic development corporate strategies
6. Create and implement two independent Business Plans that tie reporting
responsibilities and performance measurements (as outlined in the strategies)
to annual budget submissions
It is recommended that steps are taken immediately to begin implementation of the six
actions identified above. It is believed that an appropriate course would see review,
deliberation, and approval of the Review Committee’s recommendations and next
steps during the summer of 2016, implementation commencing in the Fall of 2016, and
preparation for an official launch of the new tourism and economic development stand
alone and re-branded organizations within the first quarter of 2017.

13

MDB Insight: KEDCO Organizational Review 2016: Summary Report and Assessment

2 Introduction
2.1 Committee Origins & Background
The Kingston Economic Development Corporation (KEDCO) was established in 1998
as a not-for-profit organization dedicated to strengthening investment attraction,
economic development, tourism and related activities within the City of Kingston. Its
formal Mission Statement suggests that KEDCO will “Provide dynamic and
collaborative leadership by leveraging Kingston’s unique assets to create jobs and
investment in order to sustain, grow and transform Kingston’s economy to meet the
st
needs of the 21 Century,” while aiming “to be one of Canada’s leading economies.”
In the time since it was established, KEDCO has carried out a significant number of
projects, programs and initiatives in an effort to fulfill its mission. It has grown to be a
substantial organization, with an annual budget of approximately $3 million, and a
range of professional staff. It has won numerous awards for its work from various
national and provincial professional bodies and associations.
In that period, however, a vocal segment of the Kingston community has expressed
concern about KEDCO and its operations. For some, there is a suggestion that
KEDCO has not been adequately transparent in its operations and reporting. With
others, there is a belief that KEDCO has not been effectively managing its financial
operations (which derive largely from public funds), and that its economic development
accomplishments have not been substantial enough to justify its current level of
funding. For others still, there is a sense that KEDCO’s priorities are not fully aligned
with the needs of the community, and of the business community in particular.
Concern over the nature and performance of economic development structures in
Ontario is not unique to Kingston. As Kingston discusses KEDCO, similar
conversations are currently underway in communities including Sault Ste. Marie and
Windsor-Essex. Over the past few years, these concerns have also prompted
organizational reviews in Burlington, London, Waterloo Region, and Niagara Region,
among others. In general terms, both the broader economy and the practice of
economic development are changing rapidly, and many communities have seen this as
an opportune moment to assess their economic development practices and directions.
Against this backdrop, the KEDCO Board of Directors struck a Review Committee,
which was given the task to:

undertake a full corporate review to ensure KEDCO is delivering
strategies that are of value to the community and are aligned with
City of Kingston priorities. The review will provide an effective and
open forum to address issues, questions and concerns.
Following this move by the KEDCO Board, the Mayor and Council of the City of
Kingston moved to establish a formal review process for KEDCO. In doing so they
acknowledged that – while the City is KEDCO’s largest funder – the organization is

14
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actually an arm’s-length corporation with its own Board of Directors. As a result, they
passed a motion including the following language:

Whereas the Kingston Economic Development Corporation
(KEDCO) has been established to work collaboratively with the
City of Kingston and local and regional partners to achieve
prosperity by developing and promoting economic advantages to
sustain and grow the economy of Kingston; and
Whereas Kingston City Council has directed that all external
Agencies and Boards align plans with Council’s priorities; and
Whereas there has been questions raised about KEDCO in the
community in the recent months; and
Whereas KEDCO is a separately incorporated not for profit agency
and led by a Board of Directors appointed by due process of which
Kingston City Council members comprise four of a twelve member
Board; and
Whereas KEDCO’s Board of Directors has recently announced the
launch of a review of its mandate, operations, structure and
reporting methods;
Therefore Be It Resolved that Kingston City Council encourage
KEDCO’s Board of Directors to move forward with the review in an
expeditious fashion; and
That KEDCO continue to focus on economic development
initiatives during the review period; and
That the KEDCO Board report back to City Council by the end of
Q2 2016; and
That by endorsing this motion Kingston City Council demonstrates
its support of the KEDCO Board of Directors and the proposed
review process.
In late 2015, these two directives came together in the creation of the KEDCO Review
Committee, with membership drawn from both the KEDCO Board of Directors, and
from City Council. In addition, the Mayor oversaw an open application process, in
which members of the public applied to serve on the committee.
In its final configuration, the KEDCO Review Committee included Jeff McLaren (CoChair), Judith Pineault (Co-Chair), Adam Candon, Heather Ford, Donna Gillespie,
Michael Harris, Judith Hay, and Gerard Hunt. Two additional members of the
committee, Bo Wandschnider and Debi Wells, were not able complete their terms on
the committee.
In addition, an external economic development consultant was retained to provide the
committee with technical support on economic development questions. Brock
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Dickinson of the firm MDB Insight served as technical resource person to the Review
Committee.

2.2 Committee Mandate & Objectives
The KEDCO Review Committee first met on December 10, 2015, and was provided
with a formal, written mandate that included the following terms:

The Committee will provide a review of KEDCO’s governance and
operations and offer a recommendation to the KEDCO Board and
City Council on how best to position Kingston’s economy for future
generations. The review will address organizational structure and
transparency. It will address KEDCO’s capabilities and capacity to
undertake, promote and fund economic development activities. It
will review, evaluate and recommend Key Performance Indicators
to gauge community and organizational success that will engage
the community in better understanding the value of KEDCO.
Early in its discussions, the Review Committee refined this directive by suggesting that
it was focused on the initial element of this mandate, related to how best to position
Kington’s economy in the future. As a result, it was prepared to consider all possible
actions and directions, up to an including the dissolution of the KEDCO structure, if the
Review Committee deemed that to be in the best interest of the community’s long-term
economic development objectives.

2.3 Public Engagement
To support its work, the Review Committee initiated or included a wide range of public
consultation activities, in order to more fully inform its discussions. These activities
included:








A major series of consultations with key City stakeholders
An online survey commissioned by the Mayor’s Office, and delivered by the
economic development consulting firm of MDB Insight
A “traditional” Town Hall meeting
A “working” Town Hall meeting facilitated by the Queen’s Executive Decision
Centre
A series of delegations and presentations from community stakeholders and
observers at each of the Review Committee’s meetings
An open correspondence structure through which letters, e-mails and other forms
of input were continuously fed into the Review Committee’s work

In addition, the Review Committee generally allowed public participation during its own
meetings and discussions, received a substantial volume of written correspondence
providing data analysis and background reports, received copies of local media
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coverage, and (where possible) monitored online communications platforms, in order
to ensure that all input was received and addressed. In addition, some members of the
Review Committee made themselves available on regular basis for coffee, informal
chats, and individual “open houses”.
This community input has significantly shaped the perspectives and approaches of the
Review Committee in its work. While the detailed appendices associated with this
report contain a substantial record of this input, there are numerous points in this
review document where specific reference will be made to elements of or results from
the community input process. For the purposes of this introduction, however, it may be
worth noting a few key themes and messages in the input received.

2.3.1 Online Survey Results
In October and November of 2015 the Mayor’s Office commissioned an online survey
that probed perceptions of KEDCO. The survey would serve as a preliminary starting
point for the Review Committee in gaining familiarization with concerns, priorities and
perspectives of different stakeholders from across the city.
The survey saw participation from a variety of stakeholder groups, totalling 760
individual respondents from the following self-identified backgrounds:







Residents (550 participants)
Business owners/operators or representatives (138 participants)
Government representatives (10 participants)
Community organizations/non-profits (27 participants)
Other (35 participants)

A question in the survey asked participants to evaluate the level of service KEDCO
offers across a series of economic activities. Respondents made their evaluations
based on a scale of one to five, with five being the highest level of quality, and one
being the lowest level of quality. The results are summarized in the following figure
according to their ranked mean score.
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KEDCO IS PROVIDING THE RIGHT LEVEL OF SERVICE IN
THIS AREA OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Service Areas

Mean

Tourism Development and Promotion

3.52

Supporting Job Creation

3.50

Small Businesses Support

3.48

Fostering Local Entrepreneurship

3.45

New Business Attraction

3.44

Developing and Maintaining Strong Relationships /
Partnerships

3.43

Business Retention and Expansion

3.34

Advocating for Industry Needs at Multiple Government Levels

3.33

Workforce Development

3.31

Commercialization and Incubation

3.22

Family Physician Recruitment

3.20

Support of Commercial Real Estate Development

3.19

Support of Office and Industrial Real Estate Development

3.17

Investment Marketing

3.15

Improving Regulatory Processes

3.13

Downtown Revitalization

3.10

Source: MDB Insight, 2015. Number of respondents varies depending on activity item.

Key findings regarding level of service include:






“Tourism Development and Promotion” was ranked most positively overall;
however, tourism was also an area where 48% of respondents believed KEDCO
should play a supporting role compared to 33% that believed it should play a
leading role. Moreover, in terms of how important participants viewed tourism
contributing to the overall economy, it ranked in the middle of the pack.
Significant proportions of respondents did not know enough to evaluate the level of
service for many activities, resulting in high numbers of “don’t know” responses.
Business owners were more critical than other groups regarding the following
activities:
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Small Businesses Support
Downtown Revitalization
Business Retention and Expansion
Commercialization and Incubation
Supporting Job Creation
Advocating for Industry Needs at Multiple Government Levels
Fostering Local Entrepreneurship
Workforce Development
Improving Regulatory Processes
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The final section of the survey asked participants about KEDCO’s communication
performance. The following responses emerged:






KEDCO communicates the right amount (8%)
KEDCO needs to communicate more (81%)
KEDCO needs to communicate less (2%)
Don’t know (8%)

2.3.2 Town Hall and Delegation Feedback
Over the course of the various KEDCO Review Committee public sessions, several
hundred people participated in a range of activities. While the online survey described
above allows for an objective and data-oriented overview, capturing the range of public
input from these various consultation exercises is a much more difficult task. In
considering the full range of input, the Review Committee would emphasize that it
made considerable effort to internalize this information, and that the detailed
appendices reflect much of the content of that input.
For the purposes of this overview, the Review Committee focused on a few key
themes that emerged consistently throughout the public engagement process.
First, it is clear to the Review Committee that for some portions of the community,
there are significant, deep and longstanding concerns about KEDCO and its
operations. These concerns have created genuine anger and outrage for many. While
some of these individuals were skeptical of the review process as a whole, they
nonetheless made the effort to communicate their dissatisfaction to the Review
Committee throughout the process.
Identifying the sources of this anger is complex, as many differing (and sometimes
contradictory) opinions were expressed, but among the key themes articulated by
contributors to the public process were the following:











19

KEDCO has used large quantities of public funding with ill-defined or unclear
results
The financial management of these funds by KEDCO is not transparent, and this
lack of clarity may be used to hide undesirable practices or activities
The results claimed by KEDCO from the use of these funds are inconsistent, or
lack credibility, or are not transparent enough to allow independent assessment
KEDCO has not been responsive to requests for information or clarification
KEDCO underperforms in contrast with other economic development organizations
in other jurisdictions
KEDCO has too many staff, or is “top-heavy” in its staffing with too many senior
staff
KEDCO lacks a focus for its efforts
KEDCO is not always responsive to community or business needs
KEDCO communicates poorly, and only reactively
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At the same time, there were some community representatives and delegations that
that spoke positively about KEDCO and its operations. KEDCO’s tourism sector
operations, and its Small Business Enterprise Centre (or SBEC, which provides
advisory services to new entrepreneurs) were positively referenced by some
community representatives.
From this range of input, the review Committee took several key lessons. These
include:












Significant portions of the community are unhappy with KEDCO and its activities.
While the nature of this dissatisfaction may vary, these negative perceptions are
widespread. In a clear case of “perception equals reality,” the Review Committee
must internalize and address these concerns in its work.
At the same time, some elements of the community are supportive of KEDCO and
its activities. As the Review Committee carries out its work, it must be careful to
preserve programs, structures and approaches that are seen as being of value,
and that are having a positive impact on the community.
A longstanding lack of transparency – intended or otherwise – has made it difficult
for some community members seeking answers to feel that their concerns are
being appropriately addressed.
Some observers feel that a lack of clear decision-making around economic
development funding and public support (particularly from the City) makes it
difficult to build any genuine sense of long-term accountability.
Understanding the way in which economic development ecosystems – including
individual organizations like KEDCO – are structured and governed is a challenge
for many, and leads to confusion about overlapping areas of responsibility and
possible duplication of effort or services.
Economic development organizations often sit in the centre of a complex web of
Boards, Councils, Committees, Funders, and Service Agreements. This creates
confusion around governance and transparency.
Economic development is a complex field, and it is clear that many of those who
participated in the public consultation have limited knowledge of current practices,
methods of performance measurement, or the data sources and datasets used for
such evaluation.

Ultimately, the Review Committee agreed that its work must address these core
concerns. However, rather than focus exclusively on the historic challenges of
economic development in Kingston, the Review Committee elected to undertake its
work with a forward-looking perspective. In a sense, while the Review Committee did
examine past activities and issues in KEDCO’s operations, it chose to focus on
solutions; ideas and approaches that would help define the community’s economic
development opportunities moving forward. Rather than becoming mired in repetitive
and circular efforts to lay blame for past faults, the Review Committee chose to focus
on making positive, forward-looking contributions that would help shape solutions.
The Review Committee believes that this approach is in keeping with its formal
mandate, which explicitly directs the committee to “offer a recommendation… on how
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best to position Kingston’s economy for future generations.” While this
recommendation must address any historic shortcomings, it must also build upon any
successes. Further, the committee determined that – whatever its final
recommendation – it must focus on this positive future outcome, without being
constrained, bound, obligated or committed to any past or existing structure, program,
organization, mandate or initiative. Ultimately the Committee agreed that it is critical
that its work look to what ideas, approaches and solutions will best serve the
community’s needs in the future.

2.4 Committee Findings
The Review Committee’s discussions were wide-ranging, and its considerations
likewise address a wide range of issues. In the following pages, these have been
grouped by theme or topic, with each addressed in detail. These themes include:








Economic Development Objectives and Directions
Governance, Structure and Operations
Transparency and Accountability
Performance Measurement
Financial Operations
Communications and Public Engagement

While each of these topics is addressed briefly in the context of this report, there are
substantial additional materials in the report’s appendices that will provide additional
context, insight and data in support of these findings and considerations.
In each of these six areas, the Review Committee has offered up a series of
“considerations”, essentially outlining elements of their work where a broad consensus
was achieved. These considerations outline specific areas where the committee
believes that key stakeholders – including the City, other external funders, and the
KEDCO Board itself – must make substantial decisions regarding the future of
economic developing in Kingston. In each instance, the committee’s recommended
direction or approach is described and explained.
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3 Economic Development
Objectives & Directions
3.1 Defining Economic Development
The Review Committee began its work by considering the nature and purpose of
economic development in the 21st Century, and how this has evolved. Over time,
3
economic development practice has passed through three distinct phases:







Investment attraction: The practice of attracting existing firms from elsewhere to
relocate or to expand facilities within another jurisdiction; often referred to as
smokestack chasing. It has also evolved to include dimensions associated with
investment aftercare, green technology and advanced manufacturing. This model
dominated economic development thinking from the 1920s to the 1970s.
Business retention and expansion (BR+E): A structured and action-oriented
means of engaging with existing businesses within a community in order to identify
their priorities, anticipate challenges, and encourage their growth. Based on a
philosophy that growth occurs from within, and leading to economic development
activity focused on corporate calling, business development and a focus on
existing sectors of activity (such as tourism), this model dominated economic
development approaches from the 1980s until the early 2000s.
Entrepreneurialism: The support of entrepreneurial growth resulting in innovation
(innovation can be technological, procedural or knowledge-based), and including
activities such as knowledge infrastructure development, technology transfer,
research and development capacity building, workforce development, incubation
and acceleration. This model has been increasingly central to economic
development practice over the past decade.

Most local economic development structures carry residuals of all three phases, but in
addition the concept of economic development has grown to include considerations of
community economic development, which is “an approach that recognizes that
economic, environmental and social challenges are interdependent, complex and everchanging.”4
Regardless of the structure of the economic development organization, economic
developers typically fulfill the following roles:



Investment attraction: ensuring institutional structures are streamlined so as to
make the process of land selection and acquisition easy for investors (including
navigation of the bureaucracy); ensuring an accurate inventory of available
investment properties is available and easy to search; and ensuring there is

3

For a discussion of all three phases refer to Dickinson, Brock, “The Three Ages of Economic Development,”
Municipal World, (February 2015); pp.27-29
4
Canadian CED Network, “W hat is CED?”: https://ccednet-rcdec.ca/en/what_is_ced
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adequate service infrastructure and land to satisfy projected growth in population
and land use
Investment aftercare: ensuring the needs of new investment are being met (may
include labour force advice, connections with local networks and suppliers, help
with municipal processes)
Business retention and expansion: ensuring existing businesses are willing to
stay in the community, understanding their challenges and barriers to growth,
helping them to meet their development and expansion goals
Economic gardening: ensuring targeted, timely and meaningful support
structures and programs exist for businesses already in a community
Entrepreneurial support: enabling new businesses to launch successfully
through help in business planning, networking, and accessing resources (either
those offered by the organization or those of another entity, agency or level of
government)
Workforce development: ensuring stakeholders are aware of the labour force
needs of local businesses, possible shortages or surpluses in different sectors,
possible gaps in availability or knowledge (i.e. skills), and supporting skills
development and talent attraction to an area
Incubation, acceleration & technology transfer: ensuring communities remain
competitive by encouraging and supporting institutional structures that facilitate
innovation and knowledge sharing; finding locations that serve as ecosystems for
resource-sharing, networking and scaling-up of operations; providing training or
guidance to innovators that possess an entrepreneurial spirit

This increasingly complex mix of activities means that economic development is rarely
carried out by a single organization within a community. Economic development
structures typically exist and operate within a larger ecosystem, usually populated by
both generalist and specialist structures which collaborate for maximum impact.
Typically, it is a local or municipal economic development structure which sits at the
centre of these ecosystems.
It should also be noted that in many instances (though certainly not all), economic
development organizations are also mandated to provide tourism services. Tourism
activities typically fall into three key areas:





Destination development – focused on industry investment, growth, workforce
development, and capacity-building
Destination management – focused on the coordination of tourism-related
resources, partnerships and activities within a given community or region
Destination marketing – focused on the promotion of tourism opportunities to
internal and external markets

Individual organizations may be active in one, two or all three of these tourism activity
areas, depending upon their mandate.
The Review Committee found that there is no one-size-fits-all approach to effective
economic development, but that there are some established best practices that are
likely to position economic development organizations on a path to success:
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The organization is guided by an economic development strategic plan that is
consistent with a broader corporate strategic plan
The organization has a vision and mission that other objectives and goals conform
to or aspire toward
The organization is focused on meeting the needs of businesses and the
community via integrated and coordinated access to other municipal functions or
services (e.g. planning departments, approval processes, etc.)
The organization is consistently and continuously studying data (e.g. employment
trends, occupancy rates, demographic details, etc.) and their potential impact on
strategic planning targets or objectives
The organization is guided by policy, but has sufficient independence from policy
makers so as to be effective in the business community and responsive to the
economic cycles that are typically longer than political cycles
The organization is trusted by all stakeholders as competent to undertake
economic development initiatives, to follow strategic goals, to maintain confidence
on sensitive matters, and to be effective and cost efficient
The organization has specific processes and communication channels in place to
share information about the current local and regional economy, developing trends,
and other relevant information
The organization works regionally on areas of common interest which will be of
benefit to the region as a whole, as well as to the individual communities within the
region
The organization utilizes effective performance measures in order to chart
progress toward stated economic development goals

From the perspective of the Review Committee, this long list of potential activity areas
was problematic. The committee recognized that in order to best “position Kingston’s
economy for future generations” – as outlined in its mandate – it would need to identify
some priorities from within the wide array of potential avenues, activities and
directions.
Put bluntly, to be effective KEDCO or any successor structure or organization needs to
be clearly focused on a discrete number of key objectives, rather than attempting to be
all things to all people. To help address this issue, the Review Committee used a
specific series of question at a Town Hall session facilitated by the Queen’s Executive
Decision Centre (QEDC) to build some consensus around community priorities, before
engaging in its own discussion of economic development priorities and objectives.

3.2 Community Input on Economic Development
Directions
In its public consultations, the Review Committee noted that the community’s sense of
economic development objectives was highly varied. At the Town Hall meetings of
January 20, 2016, for example, individual participants suggested that the focus of
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economic development activities should be variously limited to external investment
attraction, or exclusively focused on working with local businesses, or solely related to
projects that would generate tax revenue for local government. While each of these is
a potential objective in economic development activity, the varied feedback did not
provide a uniform sense of preferred direction.
To address this issue more directly, the Review Committee opted for a more nuanced
discussion of this topic in its QEDC-facilitated session of March 22, 2016. The review
committee set six areas of potential economic development activity before a group of
approximately 50 members of the public. These activity areas included:








Investment attraction and investment aftercare
Business retention & expansion with existing local businesses
Support programs for small business and new entrepreneurs
Tourism marketing and development
Support for workforce development, high-quality jobs, and skills-building
Support for knowledge industries, young workers, technology transfer from postsecondary education (PSE) institutes, and incubation/innovation enablement

Responses to these potential action areas were diverse, but the community prioritized
these in the following way:
Item

Average

#votes/21

2

Business retention & expansion with existing local
businesses

POTENTIAL ACTIVITY AREAS

86%

18

6

Support for knowledge industries, young workers,
technology transfer from PSE institutes, and
incubation/innovation enablement

62%

13

3

Support programs for small business and new
entrepreneurs

52%

11

1

Investment attraction and investment aftercare

38%

8

4

Tourism marketing and development

38%

8

5

Support for workforce development, high-quality jobs, and
skills-building

24%

5

Source: QEDC Workshop Highlights Report, 2016

3.3 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
The findings of the March 22, 2016 session with QEDC closely aligned with the Review
Committee’s own recommendations. During its deliberations, the committee
considered what the purpose or goal of economic development in Kingston should be.
Among the key ideas that emerged from these discussions were the following key
ideas:
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Economic development is a “long game”, and Kingston must balance thinking 20
or 25 years ahead, with prudent, practical, and tactical flexibility
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Economic development must be built around clearly-identified and well-understood
local assets, including natural resources, physical infrastructure, human resources,
and knowledge assets
While business development and a growing tax base are needed, the people of
Kingston are most interested in quality jobs
In the current economy, workforce development is a key to economic development
success
Kingston is a community with a substantial foundation of knowledge industries,
including technology, life sciences, advanced manufacturing, government services
and education; it is important to build on this foundation
Tourism is a key contributor to the community’s economic wellbeing
Entrepreneurship is the major driver of job creation in the 21st Century, and must
remain a key focus for local economic development efforts

These high-level observations led to some very specific conclusions. First, the Review
Committee believes that the ideal economic development structure for Kingston will be
a “people-centred” rather than a “business-centred” organization. While investment,
business growth and retention, and the nurturing of new business ventures are a key
component of activity, they are not the goal of economic development. Rather,
economic development in Kingston must seek first and foremost to create substantial
opportunities for the people of the community.
Second, this approach suggests that Kingston must adopt a broad and holistic concept
of economic development success. Rather than a narrow focus on external industrial
investment or municipal tax revenues, the goal of economic development is to build a
diverse, resilient and dynamic economy where the public, private and not-for-profit
sectors are all major contributors to local opportunity and local well-being.
Third, Kingston must recognize that the emerging knowledge economy functions very
differently than the old industrial economy. A major focus of economic development
efforts should be on positioning Kingston at the forefront of this economy, by
capitalizing on local research, education and innovation capacity, and enhancing the
opportunities for technology transfer, the exploitation of intellectual property, and the
development of creative industry. The presence of institutions including Queen’s,
RMCC and St. Lawrence College provides Kingston with a unique set of assets in this
regard.
Overall, these considerations led the Review Committee to a very specific set of
conclusions. Whatever final structures emerge from Kingston’s examination of its
economic development structures, future success will require a flexible and responsive
economic development program with technical expertise and capacity across a range
of activity areas.
From the Review Committee’s perspective, this leads to a number of specific
considerations:

Economic Development Objectives Consideration #1
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Kingston’s economic development organization must be committed to a long-term
economic vision that embraces a broad and diverse set of economic development
objectives. This holistic approach requires a wide range of activities and programs in
order to achieve the quality of opportunity that the community requires. Attempts to
narrow the community’s economic development approaches, or to focus on a thin slice
of economic development activities must be resisted.

Economic Development Objectives Consideration #2
As Kingston considers this range of possible economic development activities, it must
recognize that its economic development efforts occur within a larger ecosystem. This
ecosystem involves a range of specialist organizations, industry partnerships, and
regional structures extending outside the community.
However, from an operational perspective, Kingston’s economic development
organization cannot be all things to all people, and must prioritize its activities in key
areas. This means it will have to lead in some economic development activities, but
support or follow in others.
To facilitate this more complex set of relationships, Kingston’s future economic
development organization should seek to “map” the economic development
ecosystem. This mapping exercise should seek to clarify the organization’s own role,
but also to allow the community to better understand the complex interrelationships of
the economic development space.

Economic Development Objectives Consideration #3
Kingston’s economic development activity should be focused in six key areas. In the
first four areas, the economic development structure should lead Kingston’s efforts:






Investment attraction and investment aftercare
Business retention and expansion (BR+E) and work with local businesses
Support for small business and entrepreneurs
Development, management and marketing of the tourism sector

The final two areas represent important elements of the emerging knowledge
economy, but also much more complex areas of overlapping effort and activity. In
these two areas, Kingston’s economic development structure should not “lead” local
efforts, but it may be a key contributor to more collaborative successes:




Support for workforce development, high-quality jobs, and skills-building
Support for knowledge industries, young workers, technology transfer from postsecondary institutions, and incubation/innovation enablement

These three preliminary considerations are “high level” and conceptual in nature.
However, they provided a starting point for many of the Review Committee’s
subsequent discussions, and the diverse recommendations that follow.
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4 Governance, Structure &
Operations
From the Review Committee’s perspective, the initial discussion of the purpose of
economic development in Kingston, as articulated in the previous chapter, was a vital
starting point. When considering economic development service delivery, it is clear that
the old adage “form follows function” applies. By considering what functional approach
Kingston’s economic development efforts must adopt, the committee was better able to
understand the optimal form – or organizational structure – that best suited that
function. Further, there was an explicit recognition of the importance of partnerships in
economic development service delivery. The following examination reflects on this,
and where possible highlights the value of public and stakeholder inclusion in service
models.

4.1 Understanding Service Delivery Models
Economic development structures can be most easily understood as falling within
three specific models:5





Municipal Department or Office – The organization is housed within the formal
municipality as a line department, office or single actor
Development Corporation – The organization is a “joint power” institution
involving varying degrees of government, business and community representation
and support within an incorporated body
Private Development Associations – The organization is sponsored by
local/regional businesses and operates in economic development with permission
or endorsement of local government (for example, through chambers of commerce
or business associations)

While the private development association model is used by some communities
(particularly smaller ones), it is uncommon in Canada. Instead, most Canadian
communities choose to work collaboratively through either municipal departments or
arm’s-length development organizations.
While the three models discussed above are one way of looking at economic
development structures, some experts also simply distinguish between internal and
external economic development models, sometimes treating chambers of commerce
within the same category as development corporations.6 In this internal versus external
model, delineation is streamlined; however, it can also be vague. One way it can be
helpful is that the other models (department or office, corporation, and/or private
5

Blakely, Edward J., N. Green Leigh, Planning Local Economic Development: Theories and Practices, Sage
Publications (2009).
6
Madden, Michelle, “The Higher ED Blog: A tale of two local economic development delivery models,” from
www.economicdevelopment.org (January 25, 2016)
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associations) can fit within a binary system, which ultimately pivots on a liability
rationale that distinguishes between the municipality itself as being liable for economic
development planning, decision-making, and actions on the one hand, and the legal
entity of an external incorporated organization on the other. In some instances, there
are combinations of internal and external organizations within a single community. For
example, a community’s external agency might focus on attraction-related economic
development, while its internal operation might focus on retention-related economic
development, or other local initiatives.
As the table below shows, among Ontario’s largest municipalities (over 50,000 people)
there is no dominant model between internal and external, with nine external, 13
internal, and three mixed models.
LARGE MUNICIPALITIES (GREATER THAN 50,000 PEOPLE) AND TYPE OF
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICE ORGANIZATION

Municipality
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Development Services

Windsor-Essex

External (Area Commission)

Sarnia-Lambton

External (Area Corporation)

Chatham-Kent

Internal

London

External (City Corporation)

Brantford

Internal

Hamilton

Internal

Niagara

Internal

Norfolk

Internal

Waterloo Region

Internal

Guelph

Internal

York

Internal

Toronto

Internal & External (attraction, land management only)

Barrie

Internal

Durham Region

Internal

Northumberland

Internal

Peterborough

External (City and County Area Corporation)

Belleville-Quinte West-Brighton

Internal (retention only) & External (attraction only)

Lennox & Addington

Internal

Kingston

External (City Corporation)

Ottawa

Internal (retention only) & External (attraction only)

Renfrew (County)

Internal

North Bay

Internal

Greater Sudbury

External (City Corporation)

Timmins

External (City Corporation)

Sault Ste. Marie

External (City Corporation)

Thunder Bay

External (City Commission)
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Finally, in some instances, municipalities contract out the role of economic
development to a qualified person or corporation via a formal tendering process. This
model, though rare, is used by municipalities that do not have the internal capacity to
develop and/or implement economic development activities themselves (Sussex, NB is
currently experimenting with this model). Most commonly it is used as a transitional
institution. A similar example of this relationship can be seen in smaller rural
municipalities that contract planning services from their respective upper-tier
government (County or Region).

City of Ottawa
Economic Development
and Innovation
ottawa.ca/en/business

4.2 Considering Kingston’s Service Delivery
Model
The Review Committee did consider the relative merits on internal and external service
delivery models. Within the economic development literature, there is no broad
consensus as to the relative performance of one versus the other. While some
members of the public did suggest that the arm’s-length nature of the KEDCO
structure was part of the problems they saw around transparency and accountability,
the Review Committee saw value in separating these issues. In other words, if arm’slength structures in other communities are capable of demonstrating high levels of
accountability, then the arm’s-length nature of the organizational structure is not – in
and of itself – the likely source of the concerns.
With this in mind, the Review Committee felt that there was no need to undertake
change merely for the sake of change. While an internal economic development
function could certainly be workable, there is nothing inherently unworkable about an
external model. Indeed, some of the features of the external model – such as
opportunities for greater levels of community engagement, independence from shortterm political cycles, and the ability to escape some of the more restrictive elements of
the Ontario Municipal Act with respect to economic development practice – were
substantive arguments in favour of an arm’s-length model.
Ultimately, the Review Committee determined that continuing with an arm’s-length
model was the preferred direction given Kingston’s economic development objectives.
However, it also recognized that many of the concerns raised by the community
regarding accountability and a perceived lack of transparency needed to be addressed
more directly. In part, this acknowledgement prompted specific discussions around
higher levels of accountability to the City of Kingston as the principal funder of
economic development, and a closer alignment with City’s policies and strategic
objectives; these discussions are summarized in Chapter 4. The Review Committee
also felt that the nature of community input suggested opportunity for substantial
change in the way an arm’s-length economic development organization in Kingston
should be governed.
The committee also felt that the complex organizational structure of the existing
KEDCO operation made it difficult for the public to understand its full range of services
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The City of Ottawa’s
Economic Development
and Innovation
Department is at the heart
of economic development
activities in the city. The
organization is housed in
a municipal department,
and as such is subject to
direct accountability to
Ottawa City Council. The
City has a Finance and
Economic Development
Committee, and Council
approved the most recent
economic development
strategy, Partnerships for
Innovation, in May 2015.
The department
administers four economic
development focus areas,
which it labels “pillars”:







Investment attraction
and business
expansion and
retention
Entrepreneurship
Tourism Development
Research and
Information Tools

Notably, the department’s
emphasis on capacity
building not only
underpins the research
and information tools
focus area, but has key
linkages to other focus

and programs, and made both financial and performance reporting and transparency
more difficult. As a result, the committee felt there may be merit in breaking the
existing structure up into discrete structures, based around core areas of activity. The
most obvious avenue for doing this is a separation of the tourism function from more
traditional elements of the economic development function.
This has the additional advantage of allowing the community to spin off local tourism
efforts into a standalone structure that can continue to work with key partners in the
tourism sector, thereby allowing space for a greater reconsideration of the nature and
focus of economic development activities.

4.3 Economic Development Governance
In the case of arm’s-length economic development corporations, economic
development matters are delegated from the Municipality to an incorporated non-profit
entity that oversees an economic development portfolio (the portfolio varies
significantly across communities). In this model, the arm’s-length corporation is liable
for its actions, and can be pursued by either the Municipality or privately for damages.
Economic development corporations are governed by Boards of Directors. The role
and composition of the Board are outlined in the articles of incorporation. Commonly a
specific number of seats are reserved for different stakeholder groups, including
elected officials and the business community. Sometimes Boards reserve mandatory
positions for other community leaders or members of the general public. The Board
represents the legal person of the corporation, and is ultimately accountable; meaning
it also has direct control over the direction and actions of the corporation.
While Boards usually include elected officials (Councillors and/or Mayor), the
Municipality itself cannot directly (or unilaterally) control the organization, but must
instead work with other stakeholders that compose its Board. On the other hand, the
Municipality does have some indirect control over the corporation, because it is usually
the primary source of revenue for the corporation, which can be leveraged to influence
Board decisions. Revenue can also be derived from grants, and various means of
revenue generation such as hosting events and activities. Though qualifications are
usually only loosely defined, examples of the kinds of backgrounds that boards are
usually composed of include:








Land development and real estate
Universities/academics
Labour boards
Law
Finance, Engineering/construction
Community development

Boards rarely change at once, but instead stagger succession processes for nonelected Directors (i.e. people other than the Mayor and Councillors) to ensure
institutional memory is enhanced. For example, a specified number of seats will get

31

MDB Insight: KEDCO Organizational Review 2016: Summary Report and Assessment

areas; which reinforce
opportunities for
enterprises to grow and
thrive. The research and
information tools
component also quarterly
tourism and commercial
real estate reports, as well
as monthly economic
updates and an annual
economic outlook event
that helps to identify
opportunities and
challenges expected in
the coming year. An
interesting tool is the
department’s KnowledgeBased Research Assets
and Inventory, which
offers a look at Ottawa’s
knowledge economy,
adding a focal point to the
sector and growing its
reputation as a centre of
major innovation.
Performance measures
reported include specific
outputs on the number of
full time jobs facilitated,
number of companies
helped to grow globally
through the organization,
number of business
seminars and workshops
organized (and number of
attendees), trade mission
results, business outreach
results, and innovation
pilot program applicants,
to name a few. These and
other performance
measure results are made
publicly available via a
summary brochure. A
criticism about its
performance measures
however is that they are
not clearly defined, neither
in the extent that the
department has played a

refilled annually on a rotational basis that occurs over the course of several years, with
members remaining in board positions for a fixed term.
Boards of directors normally have a series of working committees dedicated to the
different responsibilities. Examples of the kinds of committees common to economic
development corporation boards include:






Executive
Finance and administration
Strategic planning, monitoring and operations
Advisory (including external community members)

In this model of governance, the citizen (or tax payer) has less influence on decisions
of the Board than it does on an elected Council, which insulates the organization from
the threats that apply to elected officials. This is what renders the organization ‘arm’s
length.’ This higher degree of autonomy compared to the internal service model allows
the structure to adopt a longer perspective in economic development planning with
less influence from political processes and election cycles. An example of this
autonomy is in the investment in a business incubator. Some voters may see such
investments as poor investment on the part of a city, even though in the long-run such
a facility may lead to increased businesses and employment in the area. An external
organization will be less concerned about the threat of the angry voter, and more
willing to invest in the potential long-term benefits than an internal organization.
A study of municipal economic development by the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) found that this model better reflects the reality
that economic development activities are largely different than other responsibilities of
local governments, requiring a different kind of organizational structure.7 Specifically,
they are ‘market-facing’ operations dealing in a diversity of inter-related areas (e.g.
investment attraction, entrepreneurship development , business start-ups, retention
and expansion), whereas other municipal affairs are typically ‘citizen-facing,’ (e.g.
waste management, parks and recreation, library services, public works, etc.).

4.4 Governance in Kingston
If Kingston is to continue to operate with an arm’s-length economic development
structure, one area of potential change and improvement relates to an opening up and
expansion of the governance structures associated with that style of structure.
Currently, the KEDCO Board is comprised of eight members drawn from the public,
and four members drawn from Council.
If Kingston opts to separate its economic development and tourism operations, the
single board that currently oversees this activity would give way to two separate
structures. The Review Committee felt that these two boards may best be designed as

7

Mountford, Debra, “Organizing for local development: the role of local development agencies,” Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development, pp.2.
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direct role nor in whether
totals provided are
current, expected (i.e.
potential), or a mix of
both. From this
standpoint, the measures
risk being understood
ambiguously.
The department publishes
an annual budget briefing
note, which clearly
outlines proposed
upcoming or ongoing
projects and initiatives and
highlights performance
measures that will be
tracked consequently. The
budget itself is
administered by the City
of Ottawa.
The City is active in social
media, with handles
operating on Twitter,
Facebook, YouTube, and
other services; however,
the department itself does
not have its own social
media handles. The City’s
website does list
opportunities for
consultation, but they are
not exclusive to economic
development activities.
From a marketing standpoint, the fact the
Innovation is included in
the name of the
department, positions the
organization as a forwardthinking and progressive
provider of business
support and services.

somewhat smaller in size than the current KEDCO Board to enhance board flexibility,
but should maintain two seats for City Councillors and an ex officio role for the Mayor.
The review Committee also felt that a restructuring of the board should be
accompanied by a fundamental shift in the way in which the board operates, with an
increased focus on the board’s “generative” role. Basically, boards can be viewed as
operating in three kinds of roles:





Fiduciary roles relate to the board’s legal obligations as they pertain to the
organization and its stewardship
Strategic roles relate to key decisions about resources, programs and services
Generative roles relate to the deeper inquiry, exploration of root causes, values,
weighing options and developing new ideas involved in steering an organization8

It is the generative dimension that is often neglected or left out of the mix in board
rooms,9 and which the Review Committee felt was important for Kingston’s future
economic development efforts.
Generative governance relies on generative thinking, which is based on inquiry and
curiosity, answering a common criticism of boards that they are under-involved by
forcing directors to engage with issues, problems or new ideas. 10 Generative
governance can be viewed as having four dimensions:11






Structural – focus on authority, rules, priorities, plans, chain of command and
performance
Human – focus on relationship or fit between people and organization, member’s
needs, skills, commitment and development
Political – focus on exercise of power, constituents, coalitions, conflict,
compromise, negotiation, allocation of resources
Symbolic – focus on organizational culture, meaning, beliefs, rituals, stories,
expression

To be effective and remain engaged and aware, boards must seek opportunities to
integrate generative governance into their operations. In order to do so, the board must
be willing to engage in critical and reflective lines of questioning. Some examples of
generative questions are:





What is the opportunity cost of investing in this project?
What can we learn from our audit and historic finances so that next year we are in
a stronger position?
How does the budget reflect our priorities?

8

Bader & Associates Governance Consultants. 2005. “Governance and Leadership: An interview with
Richard P. Chait.” Great Boards Vol. 5 2 (summer): pp.2-3.
10
Leblanc, Richard and James Gillies Inside the Boardroom: How Boards Really Work and the Coming
Revolution in Corporate Governance. Hoboken, N.J.: Wiley, 2005.
10
Bader & Associates Governance Consultants. 2005. “Governance and Leadership: An interview with
Richard P. Chait.” Great Boards Vol. 5 2 (summer): pp.2-3.
11
Bayley, Duna. 2014. “Making Sense of Generative Governance“ : http://boardleadership.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2014/02/DUNA-Making-Sense-of-Generative-Governance.pdf
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How will this program advance our mission?
Who will be affected by these decisions and how?
Are our stakeholders satisfied with our performance in this area?

It is also clear to the Review Committee that higher levels of community input,
engagement and oversight are desirable within economic development governance
structures moving forward. In part, this may be achieved by “opening up” the
organization’s governance, and providing more opportunities for the community to
engage with economic development activities and discussions, as well as in monitoring
performance and outcomes.
One avenue for accomplishing this may come in the form of additional committees of
the Board. Currently KEDCO’s Board has a number of committees, but these are
generally focused on internal and operational issues, and are composed largely or
even solely of sitting Board members. In the future, it may be desirable for the
community’s economic development structure to strike a wider series of committees
involving a much broader range of people. While each of these committees might only
include one or two Board members, they could be used to engage key community
stakeholders on issues of interest, and to ensure higher levels of community oversight
and feedback. Such structures could also become a “training ground” for new Board
members, which could contribute to more open and transparent Board selection
processes in the future.
The extended array of committees might fall into three main categories:





Industry or sector specific advisory committees providing ongoing insights into key
target sectors of the economy
Special project committees tasked with planning, funding or delivering specific
initiatives
Oversight committees where a closer examination of financial, performance
measurement, or operational concerns could be addressed in greater detail

To maximize overall levels of effectiveness, each committee should be provided with a
formal mission and mandate, and should be responsible for designing and executing
annual work plans.
Additional governance issues are covered in greater detail in the Chapters 5 and 6,
focused on Transparency and Accountability, and on Communications approaches.

4.5 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
Based on these discussions, the Review Committee reached consensus on a number
of considerations for moving forward:

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #1
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Economic development efforts in Kingston should continue to be delivered by an armslength corporation, though changes should be made to that organization’s governance
structure, and to the formal systems of accountability it established with the City of
Kingston. Improvements are also needed in the formalized systems of oversight by the
City of Kingston, to ensure stronger accountability of the economic development
organization’s board and organizational deliverables.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #2
Current KEDCO functions should be divided between two arm’s length structures, one
devoted to tourism activities, and the other to a narrower set of economic development
functions which it both leads (investment attraction, BR+E, small business support)
and supports (workforce development, jobs and skills building, and support for
knowledge industries, young workers, technology and technology transfer). The
rationale for two separate structures makes strategic sense given the distinct
differences in areas of focus of the two organizations, one focusing on traditional
economic development leadership and/or support, with the other focusing specifically
on tourism development, sector support, and marketing.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #3
Tourism (Destination Marketing Organization, or DMO) functions, which have a high
degree of community and industry support, should transition relatively smoothly to a
new relatively flatter stand-alone structure, with existing programs and activities, and
funding provided in accordance with identified strategic goals and deliverables, and
outcomes, and future mechanisms of accountability and oversight. Due to its existing
differentiation and division of labour, it is believed transitions away from the economic
development organization will be efficient.
Tourism Kingston recently undertook a rebranding exercise which should serve as the
organization’s future namesake for the purposes of continuity and to reduce
redundancies in processes.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #4
Economic development functions should also move into a stand-alone structure. This
structure will require more careful planning and consideration, but should focus on the
activity areas outlined by the Review Committee in Economic Development Objectives
Consideration #3, where it leads three activities and supports two others, but no longer
oversees tourism. The previous KEDCO structure has been viewed as “top heavy”,
and has recently transitioned to become a flatter organization. This model is viewed as
more appropriate for organizational stability and cost effectiveness.
Sustained levels of staffing so as to meet future strategic and tactical objectives of the
organization will be required, and while current levels of staffing are viewed as
sufficient under the newer model, stronger performance measures will be required
going forward for oversight and accountability (more on performance measures in
Chapter 6, Key Considerations).
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It is important that the successful Small Business Enterprise Centre (SBEC) program
be maintained, and all existing contractual obligations to external funding partners be
met. These obligations are often tied to specific deliverables and reporting criteria. The
SBEC should not be pursued as a separate entity at the risk of delaying or losing
funding opportunities from the Province or alienating existing small business
stakeholders. Moreover, given that small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs)
constitute the bulk of local private sector employment, retention and expansion
services for SMEs must remain a core component of the organization if it is to remain a
steward for 21st century growth and prosperity.
Relocation/separation of SBEC is believed to be a poor option given it would further
fragment the economic landscape and incur additional costs. This kind of change
would be imprudent, difficult, and costly.
Requests for funding of this organization should match the outcome needs of the
organization and be subject to oversight by the Board and accountable to City Council
and the Mayor.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #5
Both of these structures should be governed by a Boards of Directors (one for each
organization). This will immediately increase the number of Board positions available
to the public in relation to these structures. Both organizations should continue to
maintain seats dedicated to City Council and the Mayor, and should strive to be more
diverse in their membership. A Transition Committee is specified below (Consideration
#6), to facilitate and coordinate the transition processes of both organizations and
Boards.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #6
Currently, KEDCO’s Board of Directors has a series of working sub-committees,
largely devoted to internal and operational issues. Board committees should be
expanded to include improved levels of community participation, and where there is a
clear and practical need, committees should be added that are more strategic or
service-oriented in their activities. Possible additions in this regard could include sector
or industry advisory committees, transparency and accountability committees, strategic
planning committees, or even special project committees.
In addition, it is suggested that the City of Kingston and the existing Board of Directors
establish a Transition Committee that will support both the transition of Tourism
Kingston and the economic development organization into separate arm’s length
organizations. This committee will also be responsible for supporting the recruitment of
new Board members and the development of new organizational by-laws (which could
include new letters of incorporation for a corporation without share capital for the new
economic development entity).

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #7
In addition to sub-committees focused on internal and operational matters,
consideration should be given to the establishment of formalized sector committees.
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These are envisioned to be more generative in nature, where industry representatives
are less passive and more engaged, and report to the Board through the CEO or
Executive Director of the new economic development organization. Sector suggestions
could be Agri-Food, ICT/Defence, SMEs, Healthcare, Technology and Innovation, and
Workforce Development among others. It is understood that Board sectors and
composition would be strategized and developed in conjunction with the new head of
the organization once recruited.

Governance, Structure & Operations Consideration #8
To better address the concerns of the community, and to ensure higher levels of
accountability moving forward, the City must embrace more formal oversight structures
related to its funding of economic development and tourism operations in Kingston.
This will be defined further in subsequent considerations.
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5 Transparency & Accountability
Of all the issues raised by members of the public during the Review Committee’s
engagement process, those surrounding the questions of transparency and
accountability were the most persistent. In part, this reflected a feeling of some in the
community that past operations have a been a “black box” into which financial and
other resources flow, but whose internal operations are mysterious, and whose outputs
or results are not always clearly seen. To this general concern can be added a range
of more specific questions raised by some members of the public concerning financial
operations, key performance indicators, and the City’s ability to adequately assess
whether it gets ”value for money” in relation to its financial support of KEDCO.
The Review Committee has spent a great deal of time listening to the concerns
expressed, and exploring the questions raised. In some instances, the concerns raised
by individual members of the public do not align with the information or data that the
committee found to be readily available. In other instances, information that was
available was misinterpreted by some members of the public. However, there were
other areas where community concerns or questions did not appear to be adequately
addressed by existing systems and structures, and where answers were not always
clear or available.
In assessing these gaps, the Review Committee encountered several issues. First, the
committee must acknowledge that during the course of its activities, it observed a
marked and substantial improvement in transparency, information-sharing and
responsiveness on the part of KEDCO. This is a credit to the willingness of current
KEDCO staff to acknowledge the validity of the questions and concerns being raised
by the community, and to make real efforts to respond.
Second, some of the questions relate to historic activities or reporting systems where it
is simply not possible to gain insight into all past activities and decisions. In part, this is
because institutional memory does not always extend back to 1998. More commonly,
the committee found that practices had changed or evolved over time, making linear
comparisons difficult. For example, while KEDCO has often reported “job creation”
statistics related to its performance, the methodologies used for calculating or tracking
these figures have varied over time. While the general trend has been towards more
robust and more credible data, this process is both incomplete and non-transparent.
However, it is clear that – for many members of the community – the issues revolving
around transparency and accountability are paramount in the review process.

5.1 Accountability in Economic Development
Corporations
In external organizations such as an arm’s length economic development corporation,
the line of accountability to the public and governing bodies (i.e., Council) is through a
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board of directors. The organization is answerable to the board and must work to
maintain its trust. In turn, the board is answerable to its funding partners, or in local
economic development more generally, it can be accountable to Council (who is often
a major funder). Accountability is still placed on the organization’s management of its
fiscal and social responsibilities, who in turn, are responsible to the board.
The reach of public accountability can be limited to representation on the corporation’s
board of directors, if at all (e.g., if economic development activities are administered
largely by a chamber of commerce, council may have no position on the organization’s
board of directors at all). The actions and behaviours of the organization are
answerable to the board. Because the board is at arm’s length from government,
council has less direct control on it and the board is therefore less answerable to
council.
Because boards are often composed of a diversity of qualified interest groups,
including key industries, professionals, academia, non-profit, and, increasingly,
members of the public, accountability to these diverse individuals who have an explicit
interest in economic development shifts the burden of responsibility away from an
exclusive municipal council, and by extension the greater public, to a more nuanced
structure.
The strongest connection council often has to an economic development corporation is
through its role as a primary source of revenue. In many cases local governments
leverage this mechanism as a primary shareholder in the corporation. Sometimes the
government may attach funding with strings attached, to ensure the organization can
be held accountable at the risk of being punished in succeeding budgets. For example,
a government may earmark specific funding allocated to the corporation for a new
program or initiative. It is over revenue from Council that the relationship between the
municipality and the corporation is most likely to encounter conflict, and therefore,
sensitivity and careful communications between both are required to ensure the
potential for friction is minimized.
Finally, the distance between the general public and the actions of an external
organization such as an economic development corporation can cause uneasiness.
The public may have difficulty trusting the organization because of its arm’s length
status. Sometimes there is also confusion among the public as to how the external
organization relates to the municipality and how it is held accountable. Opportunities to
clarify these ambiguities are important to avoiding confusion and blame being laid
against the wrong party.
For example, the general public may punish the municipality (i.e. council) for the
behaviours or decisions of the economic development corporation it has no unilateral
control over. To be sure, what accountability the organization loses toward the general
public it gains via responsibility toward its diversely populated board. Moreover, steps
can be taken to ensure public involvement is still something valued by the external
organization, but at the same time it is essential to keep in mind that clarifying who is
who and who is responsible for what helps assign accountability appropriately.
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5.2 Transparency and Trust
The central concept at the heart of accountability is trust. To be accountable for
something is to be in a position that is answerable to someone or something for
decisions and actions. Trust in this context is the recognition that the entity which is
trusted can be relied on to fulfill its commitments and conduct its affairs with integrity.
Decisions are made to ensure trust is maximized, regardless of the governance
structure. For internal organizations, trust may be enhanced by establishing an
economic development committee, which may have representation from industry, key
sectors, non-profits, or other stakeholder groups. Because of public involvement in the
committee, there may be an increased perception of trust. Trust can also arise by
seeing evidence of council holding the economic development office to account for a
specific outcome. Trust is often strengthened through certain actions (trustworthy
behaviour), the alignment of common goals, and open communications with the public.
Maintaining relationships of trust is an ongoing process that cannot be left dormant.
For corporations, the board may be composed of a diversity of actors, including
members of the general public. These measures are put in place in order to increase
trust in the tasks of economic development. Similar to the internal structure, the
external organization must work to maintain trust among its publics at the risk of losing
credibility. While a lapse in trust toward the internal structure may result in adverse
voter behaviour at the next municipal election, a lapse in trust toward the external
structure may result in moral bankruptcy. That is to say, people will give up on using
the organization for what it is intended and seek other alternatives.
Trust also applies to the existing and prospective businesses in a community, and that
they will be treated fairly and opportunities for growth will be nurtured. Whether internal
or external, building trust among the business community is essential to fashioning
cooperation and participation in strategic activities. If trust is diminished among
businesses, credibility of the economic development organization is undermined. The
backlash can be severe and spill-over into the decision-making arena, where matters
of accountability may be raised. Internally, council may take steps to ensure trust is
restored at the risk of punishment from the electorate. Externally, steps may be taken
to ensure trust is restored at the risk of punishment from the board, which may be
composed of members of the disenfranchised group or those that perceive they have
been wronged, or punished by the municipality in future funding cycles.
Importantly, if trust has been diminished or called into question, if corrective measures
are not taken by the responsible parties, the result becomes apathy. Because trust is
attached to the degree of faith stakeholders or publics have in the organization, its
diminishment equates to increased suspicion, distrust and apathy. Corrective
measures require tact so as to ensure stakeholders are aware of both the
acknowledgement of a specific problem and the prescribed solution to avoid future
occurrences of said problem.
For both structures, trust can be affected by the level of transparency afforded to
decision-making and their accountability oversight processes.
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Transparency is the process of making accountability measures available to
stakeholders or publics.12 Traditionally the concept has pertained mainly to financial
13
dimensions (i.e. where and how money is being spent), but it has evolved to include:










Ethics
Public complaints
Leadership
Performance
Human resources
Budgeting
Procurement
Audit results

The key is that the mechanisms for evaluating accountability are made visible to the
identified stakeholders. Within an internal structure the general public is naturally the
key stakeholder group; however, increasingly, for economic development corporations,
these identified stakeholders also include the general public. Moreover, public relations
literature tends to use the term publics over stakeholder so as to increase the
inclusiveness of all potential groups that may engage with the organization, whether
the organization has traditionally recognized them (which is the case for stakeholders,
formally speaking) or not.
A common concern among decision-makers is balancing the demand for transparency
with the sensitivity of private information. There are circumstances associated with
economic development that require some degree of confidentiality. For example, in
many communities it is common practice to treat possible investors and their
interaction with the municipality or economic development organization confidentially.
Often this is to protect the investor, rather than the municipality or economic
development organization. An external company that is looking to expand into a
particular area may be interested in keeping competition unaware of its plans. A
balance must be struck between being capable of providing sufficient transparency of
the organization’s affairs so as to earn the trust of its publics while also maintaining
investor trust.
Transparency at its best accomplishes three things:14




Engages stakeholders (via demonstration of procedures, educating or building
knowledge capacity, and remaining open to demands for information)
Prevents corruption (via leaving information open to scrutiny, commentary, and
oversight)

12

Note: The term “publics” pertains to all stakeholders the organization deals with. It is used specif ically
because while stakeholders are synonymous with groups of people an organization recognizes as legitimate
parties of interest, publics represent the potential of other groups not recognizes to have reason to engage
with the economic organization.
13
Transparency International and United Nations Human Settlements Programme, “Tools to Support
Transparency in Local Governance,” 2004.
14
Transparency International and United Nations Human Settlements Programme, “Tools to Support
Transparency in Local Governance,” 2004, pp.8.
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Example from The City
of London and The
London Economic
Development
Corporation
The City of London and
the London Economic
Development Corporation
(LEDC) have taken this
step and produced a
Purchase of Services
Agreement. This binding
agreement clearly
articulates the overarching
responsibilities of the
economic development
organization to the City in
a transactional manner
(purchaser of x services
and provider of x
services). It does not
delve into the minutia
surrounding performance
measures or how the
LEDC will conduct its
activities. It does clearly
identify the reporting
relationship between the
parties, how, and when
they will happen, as well
as entrenching the
requirement of the
organization to produce
and provide a number of
reporting mechanisms –
primary of which is an
annual business plan that
requires approval from
City Council. In addition, it
entrenches the
responsibility to align
business plans with
subordinate organizations
under the primary



Improves the quality of governance (via accountability and continual selfimprovement)

It accomplishes these things through mechanisms of documentation and accessibility.
Both are necessary to impart transparency.

5.3 Transparency Tools
Transparency can be achieved in different ways. There are different tools that
individually and collectively add to an organization’s transparency. While traditionally
these tools pertain to municipal governance in general, they can be transferable to
economic development corporations with some exceptions. In particular, corporations
do not have the ability to enact legislation, such as municipal bylaws, but instead can
only address rules that may enable greater transparency within their organizational
bylaws, which can render the organization answerable. Some examples of tools to
enhancing transparency include:
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Municipal or Organizational Checklists – The process of verifying or
documenting behaviour via completion of a checklist of investigative questions
centred on understanding abidance to an ethical framework, responsiveness to
complaints, leadership accountability, human resources management, budgeting,
procurement, and auditing
Report Cards – A survey conducted among the recipients or beneficiaries of the
service is conducted, wherein questions are designed to result in a rating score.
Often report cards can indicate where improvements are needed, offering a
starting point for calibration of programs, methodologies, or approaches. The
survey should be based on a random sample, so as to avoid bias
Public Record of Operations and Finance (PROOF) – This tool is used in
performance reporting to monitor potential occurrences of maladministration or
misappropriation of funds by comparing revenue and expenditure statements to
original budget figures as well as current and long-term assets and liabilities via a
balance sheet
Public Meetings – Meetings held which are open to the public to attend and which
include a summary of the issue under deliberation, an agenda for the meeting,
date and location details, sufficient public notification, options for participation in
the meeting, and contact details for further information
Open Meeting Legislation – The process of making meeting proceedings open to
attendance of the general public by law. It allows the public a recognized right to
attend specific meetings. In such cases, bylaws are issued which indicate how and
where open meetings can occur regarding municipal council. For corporations,
open meeting policies can either be formal (via corporate bylaw) or informal
(discretionary)
Records Management and Computerization – This tool pertains simply to
documentation, categorization, and storage of information and its accessibility by
the general public. It places an emphasis on formal processes that ensure the
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organization’s umbrella
and take responsibility for
grant administration and
reporting. Finally, it
contains a clause for
dispute resolution.
The following is an
example based on select
excerpts from the
Purchase of Services
Agreement between the
LEDC and City of London.
This does not represent
the agreement in its
entirety, but, provides
insight into key language
and how certain clauses
are structured:
The Corporation agrees to
purchase from LEDC and
the LEDC agrees to
provide to the Corporation
(City) the following broadly
described economic
development services
and, in order to provide
such services the LEDC
shall:










Act as the primary
economic
development body of
the City
Assist local
businesses with
expansions and
relocation within the
City
Attract new investment
to the City (including
site location
assistance and
analysis)
Market and promote
the city to existing and
new businesses
Provide guidance and
leadership in











organization does not lose track of information and that information can easily be
found if required
Online Access – Similar to records management and computerization, online
provision of information is a tool of increasing transparency. The information is
expected to be easy to find and accessed online. Online access also facilitates a
two-way exchange of information, by providing stakeholders a means of sharing
concerns or complaints they wish to express
Public Education Tools – Building on the notion that public education builds trust,
public education tools address formal education about the rights and obligations of
stakeholders as well as building awareness about the problems and solutions
relating to governance. Outreach may be via different channels including media
and social media, school programming, public speaking or other public
engagement events, and publications. Such tools often identify a whistle-blower
approach to reporting wrongdoings
Public Participation Tools – This tool centres on engagement of the public via
inclusion in decision-making processes, particularly via consultation in planning
and evaluation processes. Having public involved in consultation demystifies
planning processes, increases transparency, and enhances community buy-in
Conflict of Interest Laws (or bylaws) – It is highly common to have conflict of
interest provisions that ensure favoritism is avoided in procurement. Such conflict
of interest regulations place the onus on the agent to ensure it is not in a position
of conflict with the Principal when they enter into a contractual agreement, whether
it is with a municipality or corporation. The laws obligate the disclosure of any
eminent or potential conflict of interest at the risk of legal liability
Codes of ethics – The tool codifies values of transparency within a formalized
document for obligated behaviour on matters of accountability and transparency.
The code typically includes provisions for impartiality, objectivity, antidiscrimination, confidentiality, due diligence, fidelity to responsibilities, avoidance of
conflict of interest, legality, organizational values, efficiency, equality, and
responsibility

5.4 Transparency & Accountability in Kingston
An important consideration for maintaining positive working relationships between
organizations is ensuring that there is a mechanism for agreeing upon and setting
mutually acceptable expectations. The more transparent the approach, and the more
clear and concise the language for establishing the “ground rules” that form the
foundation of the relationship, the easier it is to maintain an objective perspective (from
all sides). Documenting the expectations is an ideal way to accomplish this objective.
Ultimately, it is likely that a charter, or agreement, will be a legal or quasi-legal
document that governs the responsibilities and obligations that KEDCO and the City of
Kingston have with each other.
The City of London and the London Economic Development Corporation (LEDC) have
taken this step and produced a Purchase of Services Agreement. This binding
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workforce
development






Establish suitable
partnerships to
achieve objectives
Submit to Municipal
Council an annual
report (including the
state of the local
economy, local GDP,
investment multipliers
and ROI, sector
overview –
strengths/weaknesses,
emerging
opportunities,
competitive
advantages)
Coordinate business
plans and efforts with
other City funded
organizations
(including grant
administration) and
seeking efficiencies
collaboratively



For example Small
Business
Enterprise Centre

The LEDC shall prepare
and submit an Annual
Business Plan for the
approval of Municipal
Council by such date and
in such form as the
Corporation may
prescribe, containing
details of the services
contemplated by this
agreement and sufficient
to enable the Municipal
Council to give reasonable
consideration of the
Business Plan.
LEDC Board of Directors
shall ensure the
Nominating procedures
include recruitment of

agreement clearly articulates the overarching responsibilities of the economic
development organization to the City in a transactional manner (purchaser of x
services and provider of x services). It does not delve into the minutia surrounding
performance measures or how the LEDC will conduct its activities. It does clearly
identify the reporting relationship between the parties, how, and when they will happen,
as well as entrenching the requirement of the organization to produce and provide a
number of reporting mechanisms – primary of which is an annual business plan that
requires approval from City Council. In addition, it entrenches the responsibility to align
business plans with subordinate organizations under the primary organization’s
umbrella and take responsibility for grant administration and reporting. Finally, it
contains a clause for dispute resolution.
Another example can be seen in the relationship between the County of Peterborough,
the City of Peterborough, and the Greater Peterborough Area Economic Development
Corporation. Similar to the London/LEDC agreement, it covers reporting, general
mandate, services, and financial arrangements. However, it also includes detailed
language regarding activities and annual performance metrics. Further, this model has
been in place for some time, which allows for some important observations. First, is
that the City has recently established an Agreement Amendment which was
strategically timed to coincide at the agreement renewal period. Second, this afforded
the opportunity to increase accountability measures regarding increased Board
oversight and the establishment of two new committees. Having an official agreement
process in place allowed the City’s administrative leadership the latitude to influence
the governance and operational procedures of the arm’s length organization based on
feedback from City and County Councils.
With respect to the City of Kingston and the future economic development
organization, the introduction of a Purchase of Services or Operational Agreement
would provide Kingston City Council with an important accountability tool. This
agreement formalizes the transactional relationship between funder and recipient at a
high level, and provides greater clarity to the relationship from a roles and
responsibilities, and reporting perspective. In sum, obligations are formalized, and
the Council has a structure in place that can be used to determine funding
eligibility.

5.5 Budget Submissions and Business Plans
An annual business plan for an economic development organization is a fairly standard
practice across external agencies in some form or another. This is even so with
respect to internal economic development departments, either as a standalone plan, or
as part of a larger divisional or departmental business plan that includes other city
functions (e.g., planning and development services). In this circumstance, it is clear
that KEDCO has an overarching strategy titled the Operating and Sales Plan. This in
turn could lay the foundation for a formal business plan, or, it could serve as the
organization’s strategy in which an annual business plan is developed internally in
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business and educational
sectors and can provide
non-conflicted guidance
and management of the
organization.
An ongoing liaison with
the Corporation for the
purposes of keeping it
informed in a timely
manner on successful
achievement of the
services agreed to will be
maintained by the LEDC
to the Corporation as
follows:
President and CEO of the
LEDC shall meet at
minimum monthly with the
City Manager and report
to Municipal Council on a
semi-annual basis on
objectives and activities
The Board of Directors
shall meet annually with
the Economic
Development Committee
of Council at Municipal
Council’s direction and
option
As a note, it is also
important that the
Purchase of Services
Agreement include a
detailed Dispute
Resolution Mechanism
that both parties can
agree to.

order to detail the operationalization of how the activities will be conducted in order to
achieve the goals and objectives of the organization.
Regardless of the title, a key aspect of the “business plan” is that it is tied to the annual
budget submissions of the organization to City Council. The budget process provides
another means of establishing and maintaining accountability, and allows the funder (in
this case the City) to identify year over year trends and changes in funding requests,
and the opportunity to negotiate amounts requested, and ultimately to approve or deny
funding requests.
With respect to KEDCO, it is understood that historically the level of depth or
explanation behind funding requests made through budget submissions has been
minimal, or less than Council or the community would expect. Various economic
development organizations undertake the same process, and in some there are fairly
standardized approaches to these submissions that reflect similar behaviours as those
seen in traditional departmental structures. In this case, it is suggested that the
economic development and tourism organizations each incorporate greater
clarity into the process by adopting systems that separate the submissions into
two overarching groups: operations and projects.
With respect to operations, it is assumed that this is a much more straightforward
process based on previous year’s expenditures, inflationary considerations, equipment
maintenance/upgrades, and the like. However, where the greater value is contained is
in the organizations activities that are not simply line items, but categorized as projects
and accompanied by more detailed submissions. These would provide brief
rationalizations (in an explanatory manner) of why the funding is required and what it
will be used for. This is also where the funding request is tied back to goals and
objectives outlined in the organizations corporate strategy, and in turn connected to
Council objectives. Further, it also aligns the budget submission “ask” to performance
measures that are associated with the annual business plan.
This allows Council (and the community) the opportunity to understand where and how
tax dollars are being used that are approved by Council for the economic development
organization’s use. Again, it also allows for the perennial review of budget submissions
and determination of whether the City is reaping the expected (or acceptable) return on
investment. Ultimately, the introduction of greater clarity and rationalization of why
funding is being requested, what it is intended to be used for, and what outcomes or
measures it is aligned to, will allow for heightened organizational accountability. In
addition, it also improves the ability of Council to make more informed decisions
regarding budget approvals.

5.6 Importance of Policy Alignment
Another important area of intersection between the economic development
organization in Kingston and the community it supports is the alignment of economic
development mandates with municipal policy. In this specific case, it is the alignment of
the economic development organization’s directions with the City of Kingston Council

45

MDB Insight: KEDCO Organizational Review 2016: Summary Report and Assessment

Strategic Plan and ensuring that economic development activities are mutually
reinforcing of Council’s Strategic Priorities. Underpinning the policy alignment should
be compatible long-term visions for the community; with the economic development
organization fixing a gaze upon a distant but tangible future up to 25 years away so as
to put into place the resources and services needed to attain it.
This alignment with City policy provides the municipal council with another opportunity
to integrate accountability in the relationship between the City and the economic and
tourism organizations, and at the same time ensures that City funds that are being
used to directly, or indirectly, support important community priorities. Naturally, it is
prudent that resources allocated for economic development should be aligned with
strategic priorities that have direct linkages to economic impacts, and not be directed
toward areas that fall under the purview of other departments or organizations that are
mandated to deliver on programming outside of economic matters (e.g., parks and
recreation, or social services).
In light of this, the list below identifies (high level) strategic priorities from the City of
Kingston 2015 – 2018 Council Strategic Plan that should be considered in the
economic development organization’s annual strategic planning processes. It should
be understood that these priorities are not simply tied to the current Council cycle, but
represent strategic goals that will have lasting effects on the future of the city. They are
foundational, and will set the stage for the launch of the next four year strategic plan.
As such, the Review Committee suggests that these areas of alignment be taken into
consideration under the current context as well as in ongoing economic development
strategic planning periods that emerge after the Organizational Review.
Areas of alignment with strategic priorities are seen as:



Create a Smart Economy















Invest in Infrastructure
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Promote Kingston as a leader in innovation and incubation
Foster an open-for-business culture
Encourage artistic and cultural business opportunities
Prepare and implement a city-wide tourism strategy
Develop a youth employment strategy
Increase assessment growth to limit tax rate increases
Facilitate the creation of a post-secondary downtown campus
Progressively sponsor city-wide broadband Wi-Fi infrastructure
Promote fibre access to strengthen Kingston's competitive advantage
Develop an immigration strategy
Pursue political strategies for a high-speed rail stop in Kingston

Expand the airport
Create affordable, sustainable and mixed housing
Advance an integrated multi-modal and active transportation system

Plan a Liveable City
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Green the City





Develop policies to prevent urban sprawl and protect agricultural lands

Advance a Vibrant Waterfront








Revitalize brownfield properties
Expand and improve public transit
Foster intensification in the city core
Revitalize north-end including mixed residential and commercial
investment along Montreal Street
Facilitate implementation of the cultural plan through artist
engagement

Revitalize the inner harbour and rejuvenate waterfront brownfields
Facilitate the redevelopment of the Kingston Penitentiary property
Develop a visionary waterfront master plan
Explore the potential for waterfront tourism opportunities including the
feasibility of creating a dock for cruise ships

Foster Open Government




Enhance transparency and encourage citizen engagement
Build on a culture of excellence in customer service

It should also be understood that while there is a need to coordinate strategic planning
periods between the City, tourism, and economic development functions, tourism and
economic development policies should be in step with those of City Council.
Furthermore, not only should tourism and economic development business plans be
developed and reviewed annually, these should occur in conjunction with budgetary
planning cycles. In the same fashion, while corporate strategic planning should occur
in tandem between the City and tourism and economic development in order to ensure
that the goals and objectives not only align, but work to reinforce each other in a
reciprocal manner, at the end of the day, economic development and tourism
corporate strategic plans should be consistent with Kingston’s Corporate Strategic
Plan.

5.7 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
Transparency & Accountability Consideration #1
In section 5.2 (above), there is a bullet list of eight key areas in which Transparency
International (TI) – the world’s leading authority on issues of transparency and public
accountability – suggests that open organizations must have formal transparency
policies in place. The Review Committee suggests that economic development
structures in Kingston formally adopt this TI approach.
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Transparency & Accountability Consideration #2
The Review Committee proposes that future economic development operations in
Kingston should develop a formal, written policy in each of the eight areas identified by
Transparency International, establishing a clear and defined system for all future
activities. This activity – which will include community consultation – should lead to a
formal “Transparency Plan”.
In order to support the implementation and maintenance of the Transparency Plan,
future economic development structures in Kingston should establish a formal
“Transparency & Accountability” committee at the Board of Directors level, including
members of the public and representatives from key funding partners. This committee
will be responsible for managing the Transparency Plan, and will monitor openness
and accountability on an ongoing basis. It will also provide a formal structure where
complaints and concerns can be directed on an ongoing basis.

Transparency & Accountability Consideration #3
The current location of the KEDCO office is perceived by many observers to be a
barrier to access, openness and communications. Offices sit in an imposing building
that does not invite public access, far from the street and with little signage, and behind
a series of security doors. Many economic development structures prefer more
welcoming, community-facing locations and office spaces. While the current location
does offer some advantages for working closely with local incubation operations, and
for co-locating with other partner organizations, future economic development
structures need to embrace more accessible spaces.
For tourism operations, this might mean locating into a tourism district like the
downtown core. For economic development operations it probably means a
commercial hub location with strong transit and road connections. In both cases, a
visible presence may be desirable.
Further, consideration should be given to satellite locations, the importance of
accessibility, and being located near transit and transportation hubs. Site location
activities should take into account competitively (and economically) priced areas and
options, along with the consideration of central locations that can accommodate
rotating community meetings.

Transparency & Accountability Consideration #4
As the largest funder of economic development operations in the community, the City
of Kingston has a significant role to play in ensuring future transparency. This will
require a twofold approach:
1. More robust and more specific funding agreements (service level agreements)
which mandate and contract for specific activities and specific outcomes,
linking funding to key deliverables
2. More rigorous annual assessment of economic development operations and
deliverables to ensure that stated objectives have been met, and public value
achieved
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While these approaches form part of the current arrangement, they need to be
substantially stronger and clearer in the future. In considering models for this
enhanced relationship, the City should emulate certain aspects of the approaches
being used by the City of London in its relationship with the London Economic
Development Corporation and the City of Peterborough and the Greater Peterborough
Area Economic Development Corporation.
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6 Performance Measurement
6.1 Background
From an economic development perspective, performance measurement is a tool to
determine how well a job has been done using both qualitative and quantitative
information and activities. It is a useful exercise whether the service is delivered by an
external organization or by an internal department of the municipality. Generally,
performance measurement helps to:






Provide public accountability
Assist with human resources management
Improve performance, and
Identify a return on investment
An effective economic development office or organization must perform, measure, and
communicate these results appropriately.

6.2 Challenges in Performance Measurement
Performance measurement in economic development has only recently begun to be
popularized and there remains no established industry standard. Part of the reason is
because economic development roles and responsibilities can differ drastically across
different communities. For example, a survey of 99 Canadian professional economic
developers in 2011 concluded that no metric was explicitly used by all 99 participants,
with the most common one (“new businesses opened”) only capturing 73% of
responses. 15 This illustrates that even among some of the most popular measures, not
everyone monitors them. Communities have different needs and economic developers,
fulfilling diverse roles, are often engaged in different areas of emphasis. But these
differences do not negate the importance of identifying how well an organization is
meeting its objectives.
Further complicating things is that often economic development success is difficult to
attribute directly to the work of economic development officers or agents. Has
employment gone up as a result of work undertaken by the organization, or have other
factors had a greater impact? It is difficult to establish concretely the extent of the
causal relationship between an economic development activity or program and the
economic development results the activity is believed to have impacted. To shrink the
gap and extend transparency, the best solution is for the economic development
organization to be as honest as possible in attributing the extent of its involvement in
particular outcomes (discussed below).

15

Matthew Fischer and Associates, “Performance Metrics in Economic Development: Development of
Performance Measurement Systems for Local and Regional,” Economic Developers Association of Canada,
2011: pp. 13.
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The difficulty in establishing causality is also what may create tension between
municipal councils and economic development organizations because it is more
difficult to show concretely how, for example, the extension of a sewer line resulted in
more assessment revenue when other factors may have also significantly contributed
to assessment revenue increases.
Relatedly, performance measurement requires time and effort. People need to
understand why they are measuring something and if what they are measuring is the
correct thing.16 These processes require an investment of time and resources,
because it is more difficult to identify a few solid performance measures than to pick a
handful of poor ones.
Time and money is also required to monitor and report on performance measures.
Once the measures are identified, it is not enough to simply wait for the results to
come in. Sometimes results are obtained by keeping an ongoing log (e.g. responses to
inquiries, or types and numbers of investment leads) or by tracking specific indicators
at events or along timeframes (e.g. number of participants at a workshop, number of
workshops per year, etc.). Some results may be obtained through municipal sources or
other branches of government, but this is not always the case. Many times the
organization tracks its own measures, so as to be clearer about causality of outcomes.
At the same time, the organization (whether internal or external), needs to ensure it is
conducting performance measurement as efficiently as possible. This pressure can
force organizations to compromise the quality of performance measurement, which
undermines the purpose of performance measurement in the first place.

6.3 Building Measurement Capacity
Performance measurement can be split into two broad categories:



External measurements – providing a focus on the external or stakeholder oriented
processes
 Internal measurements – providing a focus on the management or internal
business processes
It is important to note that both the external and internal measurement systems are
most effective when they build off of already established strategic or economic plans
created by an organization. These performance measurement systems support the
achievement of established goals and objectives as outlined in the strategic or
economic plans.
A best-practice example of each system is presented below, with the “logic model”
illustrating external measurements and the “balanced scorecard” illustrating internal
measurements.

16

Rohm, Howard, “A Balancing Act: Developing and using balanced scorecard performance systems”,
Perform: Performance Measurement in Action, Vol 2 2 (May 2002): pp. 1-8.
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6.4 The Logic Model
The “logic model” is a commonly used economic development performance
measurement tool that creates a graphic illustration highlighting the connections and
relationships between inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes of economic
development work (shown below).
THE LOGIC MODEL OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Source: Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, “Measuring Up! Performance Measurement for Economic
Development”, 2013, pg. 15

The logic model is particularly important in helping to illustrate the connection between
what is invested (i.e. inputs), how that investment is used (i.e. activities), what
products/services emerge from the investment and what groups it helps to reach (i.e.
outputs), and what the overall changes in the system are from that investment (i.e.
outcomes).
The logic model identifies short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes to help
track the various stages of change that may occur due to the input, activities, and
outputs.
Economic development activities can range widely from community to community, but
for each of these activities it is important to set out performance measures that identify
how well an agency’s programs are working. Typically these are quantifiable measures
of the success or matters of timeliness, cost effectiveness and compliance with
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standards. For example, for business retention and expansion activities, an economic
development office may measure the number of companies that were assisted in
developing expansion plans, as helping more companies with expansion plans may
have been an internal goal to a broader community outcome of creating more jobs.
Importantly, these measures are within the direct control of the economic development
office and are not the high level targets that are set for the community, over which the
economic development office has less direct influence. Taking the above example, the
economic development organization was the organization conducting the expansion
plan service calls to companies; therefore, a running tally of the total companies the
service was conducted for can be an appropriate performance measure toward
evaluating fulfilment of the goal. A related but separate measure may be the number of
companies that followed through with plans to expand after having consulted with the
economic organization within a given amount of time.
Ideally, these economic development performance measures have a strong connection
to the output measures and outcomes that the community have defined.
Demonstrating the link between an economic development department’s performance
measures and the broader community outputs and outcomes measures is often
challenging, but is necessary to provide evidence that economic development activity
is delivering on the goals of the community.
In short, outcomes and outputs have to do with the ends the community are trying to
achieve; performance measures have to do with the means by which the economic
development offices are seeking to achieve them.
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6.5 The Balanced Scorecard17
The “balanced scorecard” is a
strategic planning and management
system used by business, industry,
government, and non-profit
organizations to align internal
business activities to the vision and
strategy of the organization. The
balanced scorecard gives managers
and executives a “balanced” view of
organizational performance by
exploring a variety of areas important
to the success of the organization
(not simply the financial performance
as has often been the focus for
organizations). In this way, the
balanced scorecard is seen to
operationalize an organization’s
strategic plan, providing feedback
around the internal and external
activities and outcomes important for
that organization.
The balanced scorecard has four
main perspectives from which to
measure organizational performance
(shown below):






17
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BALANCED SCORECARD MODEL OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Source: The Balanced Scorecard Institute,
http://balancedscorecard.org/Resources/About-the-Balanced-Scorecard,
adapted from Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton, “Using the Balanced
Scorecard as a Strategic Management System,” Harvard Business Review
(January-February 1996): pg. 76

The Financial/Stewardship Perspective – including metrics based on the timely
and accurate analysis of financial data
The Internal Business Process Perspective – including metrics based on
organizational efficiency and whether products and services are meeting customer
requirements
The Organizational Capacity Perspective – including metrics based on
organizational knowledge and innovation, such as employee training and corporate
cultural attitudes related to both individual and corporate self-improvement
The Customer/Stakeholder Perspective – including metrics based on customer
satisfaction and the importance of customers to the success of the organization

The Balanced Scorecard Institute, http://balancedscorecard.org/Resources/About-the-Balanced-Scorecard
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6.6 Performance Measurement for Kingston
6.6.1 A More Scientific Approach to Measurement
KEDCO currently has a corporate performance measurement system in place. It
contains seven distinct measures for business development and four for tourism,
providing some degree of detail and explanation as to what each measure reflects and
how they are collected. Historical data is posted on the organizations website and
included in the publicly available Operating and Sales Plan, and is also published
annually in the organization’s Annual Report. From a surface perspective, the
organization is fulfilling transparency and reporting obligations (at least in its current
state). However, it is understood that where the gaps or missing elements exist for the
community and public officials is in the mechanics behind the scenes.
Currently, the following metrics are used for economic development and tourism
activities:
Economic Development

Tourism

Job creation supported

Sales calls

Jobs retained

Company visits

Investment facilitated (new builds, leases,
purchases, expansions, government
funding)

Economic impact (meetings &
conferences; sport tourism)
Opportunities

Businesses assisted
Leads
Opportunities
Company visits

In order to address concerns from the community (and Council) regarding greater
clarity and specificity of the metrics it is suggested that a process be undertaken to
establish and document a logic model for performance measurement as it pertains to
each of the existing measures. The measures themselves, at face value, have
demonstrated reliability, in that they can be measured over time in order to compare
results. The area that is in question relates to their validity (are they measuring what
they state they will measure), and more importantly, are they being measured (and
collected) in a correct manner (credibility).
In examining the existing performance measures for KEDCO (as described above) it is
clear that within the assignment of a logic model approach (which will identify the
pathway from activity to outcome and illustrate the various steps involved in the
process)18 there is the need to develop inclusionary criteria for each of the measures

18

Please refer to the Performance Measurement section in this report for detailed information on the theory
behind logic model approaches to measurement.

55

MDB Insight: KEDCO Organizational Review 2016: Summary Report and Assessment

that act to discern if a particular action on the part of KEDCO does, or does not fit
within the variable (in this case the performance measure).
For example, what denotes a “Company Visit”, or what criteria need to be met in order
for an official “opportunity” to be counted toward the annual measure? Although there
is a descriptive statement that accompanies these measures, a more structured (and
scientific) approach should be set in place that illustrates the logic behind the inclusion
of activities into measures. This can be as simple as utilizing the dashboard to highlight
how opportunities enter into and flow through the sales funnel (or pipeline) and how
they are attributed to other outcomes measures. This level of clarity would work to
increase transparency and potentially allay public concerns regarding a lack of
understanding related to each economic structure’s performance measures.

6.6.2 Attribution
On the subject of attribution, it is also clear that based on community feedback there is
need for the economic development organization to improve the current process
surrounding the job creation (“Jobs”) measureable. Attribution or the ability to assign a
level of causality between the cause and effect of the action taker and the level of
involvement and responsibility that action has with the outcome (of said action) is
something that needs to be examined and established by the economic development
organization in its performance measurement structure. Arguably, this process should
be undertaken for all of the measures, as appropriate, or where measures are linked to
outcomes that warrant the determination of attribution itself (e.g., the organization does
not need to measure the attribution of a company call, it needs to validate that an
action meets the criteria for a company call, and then is tracked as an official company
call. It is not necessary to determine the level of involvement it had in the call, but that
it happened).
Other economic development organizations have used attribution in various manners
to establish a conservative, and what is perceived as a realistic assignment of
involvement in certain activities. In turn, these activities are linked to credit for
outcomes, such as job creation. Assigning attribution involves designing a system that
evaluates the level of involvement of the organizations staff or resources and
“attributes” this to a percent of credit that can be taken for the outcome. For example,
creating a scale (perhaps from 1-10) and including clear criteria for each of these
points on the scale can be translated into a percent of involvement. This can then be
applied to the total outcome (in this case total job creation by x investment or
expansion) and the result of the economic development organizations involvement
(and thereby the credit) that can be assigned to the outcome.
For example:




56

A score of 9-10 would mean the City/KEDCO was instrumental in getting the
project completed, being involved from start to finish and without that effort it would
not have occurred
A score of 6-8 would indicate a high degree of involvement from start to finish
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A score of 3-5 would mean a moderate level of involvement which was intermittent
through the project such as approval expediting or providing key market data
A score of 1-2 is low involvement, such as assisting in a few specific tasks or
providing bits of market research.

In this example, if the job creation outcome of the investment to the city was 100 and
KEDCO had an attribution score of 4 (falling under moderate involvement), then the
causal effect for KEDCO’s involvement would be 40% of the total outcome, or 40 jobs.
Naturally, there are other considerations, such as who is responsible for assigning the
attribution score, or where the total outcome (or total effect) figures are derived from.
With respect to attribution, this would theoretically be resolved through clear and
concise criteria, whereas the latter would require an additional process be established
that qualifies the total effect figures. This, in and of itself, is an important area of
consideration that ties into a more valid and credible system of measurement, as it will
need to be determined what sources of information are acceptable for setting the total
outcome (i.e., total jobs created for the city of Kingston).
Although these systems are not created here, the purpose of this section was to
highlight the importance, and suggest some pathways, or ideas that can be considered
for adopting a more scientific approach to the performance measurement system.

6.6.3 Considering Approaches for Kingston
It should be understood that any approach taken to performance should logically flow
from the organization’s strategy itself. Further, that when the strategy is reviewed
(ideally on an annual basis) and aligned with a corresponding business plan, the level
of information (activity or outcome) that the tool measures will also be dictated by this
planning process and updated or revised based on how well it is measuring the
desired effect.
Therefore, for arguments sake, this section will identify some key areas that should be
considered for measurement that correspond with various areas of economic
development that KEDCO is responsible for in its current programming. It should be
recognized that these are referred to in a general sense, and that the actual allocation
of the appropriate measure to the subject under consideration will need to be assigned
through and during the strategic planning process for the organization itself in order to
ensure the measures have the greatest alignment and validity. Further, as described in
the section above, an attribution formula will need to be designed and applied to the
measures in order to increase their credibility.



Business Retention and Expansion
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Number of annual company visits
Level of business satisfaction with services (via annual survey)
Number of jobs created or retained through service
Amount of Gross Floor Area (GFA) increased through service
Level of increased opportunity facilitated (via annual survey)
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Investment Attraction











Partnerships developed and maintained
Partnered events and activities
Workforce development impact
Policy influence and advice
Public relations and communications (transparency)
Funding opportunities leveraged
Strategic communications (newsletters and target marketing)

Innovation Supports







Consultations conducted
Businesses registered/started
Youth entrepreneurship programming (Summer Company)
Business planning programs and seminars
Funding opportunities leveraged
Partnerships developed and maintained

Economic Development Leadership











Number of leads generated
Number of leads converted to wins (location or expansion)
Level of increased investment in community (from the above)
Amount of Gross Floor Area (GFA) increased through service
Level of increased lease space resulting from service
Number (and value) of new jobs created
Number of investment activities undertaken (including FAM and
foreign delegate tours and inbound visits facilitated)

Small Business Support (SBEC)19










Number of trade/supply/connections facilitated
Land development facilitation
New building permit levels

Incubation opportunities pursued and maintained
Innovation ecosystem partnerships leveraged and maintained
Numbers of business opportunities driven to Launch Lab

Tourism Development






Visitation levels (and length of stay)
Visitor spending (and economic impact)
Tourism activities participated in (sales calls and company visits)
Website visits/activity

19

The Small Business Enterprise Centre has a specific set of measurable that it reports back to the Province
of Ontario. This is a mandatory obligation and is linked to funding.
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Social media performance
Business tourism generated
Sport tourism generated
Partnerships
Public relations and communications (transparency)
Funding opportunities leveraged
Partnerships developed and maintained
Visitor Information Centre

6.7 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
Performance Measurement Consideration #1
Economic development performance measurement is complex, and there is the
recognition that both internal and external metrics are required. The first measures the
effectiveness and efficiency of the agency’s internal operations, while the second
focuses on the impacts of the organizations’ work in the broader community. The
Review Committee believes that an effective organization for Kingston will require both
kinds of performance measurement systems on an ongoing basis.

Performance Measurement Consideration #2
The internal performance measurement system adopted by future economic
development structures in Kingston should be based on the concept of Continuous
Improvement Performance Measurement Systems, or CIPMS. Under such structures,
performance is not only monitored, measured and communicated on a regular basis,
but the results of this measurement are actively integrated into ongoing organization
planning activity. One possible model for this system is the Balanced Scorecard
Approach, which has been used extensively by economic development organizations
in the United Kingdom, and by workforce development organizations in Ontario.

Performance Measurement Consideration #3
The external performance measurement model should reflect current scholarship and
20
leading practice. In general, Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in economic
development need to be based on an “outcomes” approach; that is, they measure
progress towards desired goals, rather than simply measuring activity or economic
data. They also need to account for issues including attribution (was the economic
development organization directly responsible for this result?) and utility (was the
return to the community worth the initial investment?).

20

A range of organizations including the Economic Developers association of Canada (EDAC), the
International Economic Development Council (IEDC) and the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs (OMAFRA) have all published recent guides to economic development performance measurement,
and the University of Waterloo’s Economic Development Program offers frequent professional training
seminars on this topic.
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The development of KPIs also needs to be open and transparent, ensuring that not
only the results or indicators themselves are available, but that the methodology is
clear, and that the data sources are obvious. In Kingston’s case this performance
measurement system should also be linked strongly to the service level (funding)
agreement with the City of Kingston.

Performance Measurement Consideration #4
The Review Committee has identified six key areas of priority economic development
activity, as described in Chapter 3 of this report. The committee believes that there is
no “one size fits all” set of metrics to cover activity in these six areas, and that a
separate set of KPIs and performance measures must be developed for each area.
To the greatest extent possible, validated third-party models should be used to
measure and report activity. For example, in the tourism field, the industry body
Destination Marketing Association International (DMAI) has published a widelyaccepted series of guidelines outlining how tourism marketing organizations should
measure their activities. In the case of the Small Business Enterprise Centres
(SBECs), the Ministry of Economic Development and Innovation has a longstanding
and established series of reporting and measurement tools in place, which both
measure performance and justify ongoing funding from the province.
In the appendix to this report, the Review Committee has outlined a possible series of
metrics for each of the six activity areas, which will serve to drive the creation of a
formal performance measurement system. This system should be finalized under the
supervision of the new “Transparency and Accountability” committee at the Board
level, as recommended in Chapter 5.
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7 Financial Operations
There are practical reasons for ensuring economic development organization finances are
transparent. In particular, the organization, being reliant on public funds, must convey to its
funders that finances are being properly managed and scrutiny is exercised by board directors.
Enhanced transparency of expense disclosures results in increased director monitoring of
expense misreporting.21 That is to say, financial transparency enhances board oversight of
financial reporting. This section address financial transparency as it pertains to KEDCO.

7.1 Legislative Frameworks and Tool-Kits
When it comes to financial transparency of economic development organizations, which are nonprofit entities, Canadian and Ontario legislation is limited in scope. As will be shown below,
legislative frameworks leave out issues of transparency as they pertain to sharing financial
information for non-members (i.e. people not recognized in articles of incorporation).
The Canada Not-for-Profit Corporations Act (2009, last amended 2015) does not address
financial reporting, only addressing Corporate Finances in regard to borrowing, debt obligations,
corporate guarantees, and mortgage or other security interests in property, or allowing for the
delegation of these powers to a director, committee of directors or officer. On the other hand
stemming from the Canada Not-for-Profit Corporations Act is the Canada Not-for-Profit
22
Regulation, which was enacted in 2011, and this outlines provisions of financial disclosure.
The Regulation states that financial statements must be prepared in accordance with general
account principles identified in the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants Handbook or
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants Public Sector Accounting Handbook. Contents of
the financial statements must include the following:






a statement of financial position or a balance sheet
a statement of comprehensive income or a statement of retained earnings
a statement of changes in equity or an income statement
a statement of cash flows or a statement of changes in financial position

The regulation does not specifically speak to how and when these statements can be
shared, or with whom.
The Ontario Not-for-Profit Act does provide a more detailed framework for financial
matters for non-profits functioning in Ontario.23 The Act addresses the following:

21

Chen, Qiu. 2016. “Director Monitoring of Expense Misreporting in Nonprofit Organizations: The Effects of
Expense Disclosure Transparency, Donor Evaluation Focus and Organization Performance” Contemporary
Accounting Research, Vol 33 1 (Jan): http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1911-3846.12218/abstract.
22
Government of Canada, “Canada Not-for-profit Corporation Regulations,” April 17, 2011, SOR/2011-223.,
Last updated 2011, Oct 17.
23
Government of Ontario, Not-for-profit Corporations Act, 2010, S.O. 2015, c.38 Sched. 7, s. 55. Last
updated Dec. 10, 2015.
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The need for “adequate” accounting records which can enable directors to perform
matters of fiduciary responsibility, and that accounting records must be kept for six
years
Financial statements must also be kept for all subsidiaries of the corporation
Members of the corporation (as defined in the articles of incorporation) are allowed
the right to access financial statements for the corporation and all subsidiaries
Approval of financial statements by directors and obligations for sharing with
members prior to annual general meetings, and their signatures of approval over
financial states
Explains that the corporation cannot issue, publish, or circulate copies of the
annual financial statements unless they are approved and signed-off on and
accompanied by an audit or review engagement report
Establishes a legal limitation barring the corporation’s profits or properties from
benefiting a member, director, or officers except in the pursuit of the corporation’s
activities or other obligations outlined in the Act

Overall, the Ontario legislation offers some greater degree of transparency as pertains
to directors and members of the organization and accessing financial statements as
well as other financial obligations. On the other hand, the general public is not
addressed in this legislation directly, indicating that decisions to share financial
statements and other financial details, such as budgets, are left to the discretion of the
organizations and directors.

Standards Program for Charities & Non-Profits
In Canada, the organization Imagine Canada Standards operates as an accreditation
entity in regard to charity and non-profit transparency matters. The organization has a
tool-kit checklist that identifies specific standards for financial transparency: 24








Organizations must complete annual financial statements in accordance with an
acceptable accounting framework as identified by the Canadian Institute of
Chartered Accountants
Organizations with over $1 million in annual revenue must have their financial
statements audited by an independent licensed public accountant. Other
organizations may have a review engagement unless required by their governing
legislation to have an audit
The organization’s financial statements must be received and approved by the
board and released within 6 months of year end
The board has a process to ensure that an accurate Corporate Income Tax Return
(T2) is filed with the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) within six months of year
end, as required by law
The board approves the annual budget and has a process to monitor the
organization’s performance in relation to the annual budget. The board or a board

24

Imagine Canada Standards. 2012. “Standards Program for Canada’s Charities and Non-Profits,” April:
http://www.imaginecanada.ca/sites/default/files/www/en/standards/standards_program_handbook_may_201
2.pdf: pp.6-8.
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committee reviews actual revenues and expenses versus budget at least twice a
year
The board or a board committee receives from management, at least twice a year,
assurance that all statutory remittances have been made
The board regularly reviews the cost-effectiveness of the organization’s fundraising
activities. No more will be spent on administration and fundraising than is required
to ensure effective management and resource development
Organizations with investable assets over $100,000 must have an investment
policy setting out asset allocation, procedures for investments, and asset
protection issues
When the organization collects money (donations or sales) online its practices
should be consistent with or exceed the provisions of the Canadian Code of
Practice for Consumer Protection in Electronic Commerce
The organization makes the following information available on its website:








Their most recent three years of annual reports
Their most recent three years of financial statements including notes
as approved by the board and the opinion of the independent licensed
public accountant who conducted the audit or review engagement
The names of all board members

The organization makes information on compensation accessible to its
stakeholders to at least the same level as that required by CRA in the T3010
(disclosure statement)
The organization accurately discloses all costs associated with its fundraising
activities

This list can be taken into consideration when identifying ways to maximize
transparency to publics. Of the list above, perhaps most valuable to publics interested
in the finances of the economic development organization is the component that sets
out standards for making financial information available online.

7.2 KEDCO Financial Performance
Currently, KEDCO has the following operational structure:






Small Business Development Centre: 4.5 full time equivalent (FTE) employees
Business Development (investment attraction): 4.5 FTEs
Tourism Kingston: 5 FTEs
Corporate (marketing and communications, visitor information centre): 3 FTEs

While a primary focus of this committee report is to project forward and look toward the
future, the subject of financial performance is an historical component that cannot be
overlooked in building out future directions. This section provides a review of KEDCO’s
financial performance over the past six years (the legal requirement for accounting
records), as an opportunity to build greater transparency into the review committee’s
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report as well as to inform strategic considerations going forward. This discussion
pertains to budget years between 2010 and 2015 (inclusive) and is not a forensic
exercise, as would be performed by an auditing firm.
Four key items are shown:






KEDCO’s overall reconciliation
Business Development Revenues and Expenditures
Tourism Revenues and Expenditures
Financial Position

7.2.1 Reconciliation
The table below provides a snapshot of KEDCO’s Financial Statement output between
2010 and 2015 (inclusive). Corporate overhead has been designed to be fluid so as to
balance business and tourism development fiscal outcomes. The item “Excess of
revenues over expenses” demonstrates that business development and tourism
revenue and expenditure streams balance out for each budget year. The next line
item, “Board Restricted expenses from reserves,” does however put the organization
over-budget from 2012 onward (the item pertains to one-time expenditures that do not
fit within existing budget line items and which have been approved by the Board).
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

REVENUES:
Business Development
Tourism

1,732,613
1,376,743

1,671,992
1,400,198

1,615,150
1,834,278

1,627,148
1,416,589

1,786,036
1,394,335

1,749,998
1,524,014

Total Revenue
Total from Financial Statements

3,109,356
3,109,356

3,072,190
3,072,190

3,449,428
3,449,428

3,043,737
3,043,737

3,180,371
3,180,371

3,274,012
3,274,012

EXPENSES:
Business Development
Tourism

1,508,809
1,515,404

1,416,209
1,432,871

1,565,860
1,847,913

1,520,138
1,474,894

1,697,138
1,461,946

1,753,393
1,492,825

Total expense
Total from Financial Statements

3,024,213
3,024,213

2,849,080
2,849,080

3,413,773
3,413,773

2,995,032
2,995,032

3,159,084
3,159,084

3,246,217
3,246,217

Excess of revenues over expenses

85,143

Board Restricted expenses from reserves
Deficiency of revenue over expenses

85,143

223,110
59,446
163,664

35,655
98,963
(63,308)

48,705
63,926
(15,221)

21,287
148,746
(127,459)

27,795
81,223
(53,428)

7.2.2 Business Development Revenues and Expenditures
This section looks specifically at the business development category and its revenues
and expenditures. A table summarizing the year-to-year revenues and expenditures for
KEDCO`s Business Development stream is provided below, where the actual revenue
and expenditure amounts are presented next to the budgeted amounts for each year
and item. In addition, the variance between the budgeted amount and the actual is also
provided. There are six sources of revenue and four expenditure categories (with 14
sub categories for Project Budget expenditures).:
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The largest single source of revenue is the City of Kingston (ranging from $1,356,540
to $1,468,298, while the Federal government is the smallest (ranging from $400 in
2010 to $47,514 in 2015). Indeed, on average the City constitutes about 91% of
KEDCO’s funding.
Combining all annual balances between 2010 and 2015, business development posted
a cumulative surplus of $721,391; however, the amount is reduced when compared
with losses in the Tourism category, which posted a cumulative deficit of $279,695 for
the same period. KEDCO’s existing structure is designed to be fluid between the
business development and tourism streams, which allows for balancing between the
two streams.
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BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT BUDGET BREAKDOWN, 2010-2015.
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

Actuals

REVENUES:
City Funding
Other Revenue
Partnership & Events
Federal Government
Provincial Government
National Research Council Canada IRAP
Other Corporate Revenue
Total Revenues
EXPENDITURES:
Salaries, wages and benefits
Overhead/Operations
Corporate Amortization
Project Budgets
Advanced Manufacturing
Green Technologies
Research & Development
Tourism Investment Attraction
Attraction - General
Retention & Expansion
Small Business
Labour Market
Family Physician R&R
Special Projects
Agribusiness
ICT-Defence
New Energy Project
Healthcare
Total Expenditures
Annual Surplus (deficit)

1,356,540

2010
Budget

1,356,540
109,500

182,348
400
84,965
82,835
25,525
1,732,613

1,466,040

645,335
456,960
49,674
356,840
24,871
55,653
28,438
33,750
102,385
64,984
24,811
21,948

692,473
363,833
409,734
35,000
65,000
45,000
10,000
30,000
86,000
68,938
29,000
40,796

Variance

Actuals

2011
Budget

(109,500)
182,348
400
84,965
82,835
25,525
266,573

1,379,956

1,379,956
109,500

1,671,992

1,489,456

(47,138)
93,127
49,674
(52,894)
(10,129)
(9,347)
(16,562)
(10,000)
3,750
16,385
(3,954)
(4,189)
(18,848)
-

627,469
360,604
47,650
380,486
31,506
27,798
3,110
826
85,152
91,871
46,977
36,545
16,082

702,872
376,850

125,200
34,020
105,535
27,281

409,734
35,000
65,000
45,000
10,000
30,000
106,000
93,000
25,000
734

40,619
1,508,809
223,804

1,466,040
-

42,769
223,804

1,416,209
255,784

1,489,456
-

Variance

Actuals

2012
Budget

(109,500)
125,200
34,020
105,535
27,281
182,536

1,407,555

1,407,555
110,595

1,615,150

1,518,150

(75,403)
(16,247)
47,650
(29,248)
(3,494)
(37,202)
(41,890)
(9,174)
55,152
(14,129)
(46,023)
11,545
15,348
40,619
(73,248)
255,784

738,932
382,645
49,546
394,737
60,807
14,774
2,680
3,006
38,638
93,397
82,622
65,713
24,700

716,929
380,855

43,344
1,572
132,961
29,718

420,366
57,500
10,000
20,000
10,000
30,030
121,704
122,632
33,500
15,000

8,400
1,565,860
49,290

1,518,150
-

Variance

Actuals

2013
Budget

(110,595)
43,344
1,572
132,961
29,718
97,000

1,421,630

1,421,630
110,134

1,627,148

1,531,764

22,003
1,790
49,546
(25,629)
3,307
4,774
(17,320)
(6,994)
8,608
(28,307)
(40,010)
32,213
9,700
8,400
47,710
49,290

639,027
389,327
46,268
445,516
128,802
1,305
40,294
17,045
27,551
70,361
48,908
94,819
8,822
1,815
5,794

716,929
386,703

1,520,138
107,010

1,531,764
-

50,043
10,952
115,848
28,675

428,132
20,000
10,000
40,000
5,000
24,000
94,000
90,000
85,000
15,132
45,000

Note: Variance figures shown in brackets represent areas of relative surplus in actual expenses relative to budgeted amounts.
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Variance

Actuals

2014
Budget

(110,134)
50,043
10,952
115,848
28,675
95,384

1,511,339

1,511,340
111,100

1,786,036

1,622,440

(77,902)
2,624
46,268
17,384
108,802
(8,695)
294
12,045
3,551
(23,639)
(41,092)
9,819
8,822
(13,317)
(39,206)
(11,626)
107,010

828,489
415,988
54,234
398,427
4,658
1,848
8,307
72,797
75,777
59,083
69,648
13,899
68,996
23,414

730,138
399,409

1,697,138
88,898

1,622,440
-

42,781
26,085
175,801
30,030

492,893
20,000
1,000
5,000
65,000
94,000
90,000
105,000
30,393
60,000
22,500

Variance

Actuals

2015
Budget

(1)
(111,100)
42,781
26,085
175,801
30,030
163,596

1,468,298

1,468,298
233,500

1,749,998

1,701,798

98,351
16,579
54,234
(94,466)
(15,342)
848
3,307
7,797
(18,223)
(30,917)
(35,352)
(16,494)
8,996
914
74,698
88,898

894,537
327,959
60,026
470,871
11,593
30,030
174,467
64,497
93,346
4,908
60,072
23,703

877,001
346,046

8,255
1,753,393
(3,395)

29,650
1,701,798
-

24,499
47,514
184,703
24,984

478,751
43,475
138,200
60,000
105,700
57,326
44,400

Variance

(233,500)
24,499
47,514
184,703
24,984
48,200

17,536
(18,088)
60,026
(7,880)
11,593
(13,445)
36,267
4,497
(12,354)
4,908
2,746
(20,697)
(21,395)
51,595
(3,395)

Metrics obtained from KEDCO for the same six year period (2010-2015, inclusive) can
be used to understand how investments and expenditures have resulted in economic
impacts. The figures in the table below pertain to a series of evaluation metrics
measured by KEDCO. While a previous section provided an in depth discussion of
performance measurements and opportunities that can be used by KEDCO to move
forward, KEDCO’s existing metrics for business development are discussed because
these are the ones currently used.
PERFORMANCE METRICS AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS FOR BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
2010
New Jobs Facilitated
Investment Facilitated
Value of New Jobs Created
Opportunities Created
Opportunities Closed-Won
New Businesses Started
Businesses Assisted
Business Consultation
Total employment (000s)
Unemployment rate (per cent)

908
$122.381M
$31.78M
309
147
61
23
842
77
0.061

2011
407
$50.416M
$22.68M
284
94
122
25
729
80
0.065

2012

2013

623
$41.05M
$29.19M
198
49
126
4
876
81
0.068

723
$67.99M
$28.92M
315
143
109
20
945
82
0.064

2014
868
$100.45M
$34.72M
142
78
161
178
1015
82
0.069

2015
397
53.14
$15.88M
158
75
180
175
959
87
0.0591

While it cannot be shown directly how one project or another contributed to the results,
in looking at the combined Project Budgets row of the budget breakdown table some
comparisons can be made between the budget table and the performance metrics
illustrated above.
The ‘investment facilitated’ metric as a concept is multidimensional, combining
monetary totals for new builds, property or building lease values, purchases of existing
buildings or businesses, business expansions, or government funding. The metric is
ascribed only to investments that can be attributable to KEDCO’s involvement in the
process. Therefore, looking at 2010, one can state that KEDCO facilitated the
investment of $122.38 million, and the following year facilitated investment of $50.42
million. A return on investment formula should not be used to compare the ‘investment
facilitated’ directly the budget line items because there may be other intervening
variables that also have contributed to the amount of investment; however, taking the
investment facilitated total for 2015 ($53.14 million) in comparison to how much
KEDCO spent on operating all of its listed projects for that year combined (labeled
‘Project Budget’ in the budget table, $470,871), it can be stated that for every dollar
spent by KEDCO $112.85 was brought in via investment of some form.
These results demonstrate that KEDCO’s staff resources are contributing to a return
on investment for the City, at least anecdotally. The challenge occurs in understanding
which segments (as Business Development or SBEC) have contributed to these
amounts in their own ways and to what extent they have been involved, which is not
clear.
The value of new jobs facilitated is also a metric that can be understood as an
economic output of activities facilitated by KEDCO. The results in the table above
range between $15.88 million (2011) and $34.72 million (2014). Importantly, the metric
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does not include accrued revenue which can be attributed to sustained employment
from new jobs created in previous years. The dollar value only represents new job
revenues for the year in question.
Notably in consideration of all the metrics, no indicator demonstrates a clear upward or
downward trend; however, ‘new businesses started’ demonstrates growth in all years
except for 2013. Also notable is that the number of businesses assisted climbed
considerably for 2014 and 2015 in comparison to previous years, most likely
attributable to an increase in human resources in KEDCO, as is demonstrated by the
nearly $200,000 increase in budget allocation toward salaries, wages and benefits.
The investment in new human capital at KEDCO likely raised the organization’s
capacity to assist businesses.

7.2.3 Tourism Revenues and Expenses
This section looks specifically at revenues and expenses associated with the tourism
compartment. A similar table as to Business Development is provided below for
tourism revenue and expenditure. There are five regular sources of revenue for
tourism, and three categories of expenditure, of which the Project Budget category had
13 sub-categories (though not all were used regularly).
Notable for sources of income is that the bottom three items in the list only occurred in
2012 and have a connection to sports tourism in particular. As was the case for
Business Development, for Tourism, City funding is the largest source of revenue.
Government grants remain consistently at $2,785 for all budget years. Notably for all
budget years actual revenues were higher than budgeted revenues.
Gains made in larger than budgeted revenue levels were largely eaten into by overspending (relative to budgeted amounts) in salaries, overhead and project items such
as travel and leisure; however, on a year-to-year basis no single expense category
remained consistently over budget or under budget. While overall Tourism expenses
did result in negative values for five out of six years, the fluidity between Business
Development and Tourism financial management enabled the organization reconcile
the two, as was shown in the financial statement discussion above. If the future
economic development and tourism organizations do emerge as distinct entities, the
ability to compensate losses from one organization with gains from another will not be
a tactical option.
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TOURISM BUDGET BREAKDOWN, 2010-2015.
Tourism
REVENUES:
City Funding
Other Revenue
Partnership & Events
Government Grants
Resale Materials
Online reservations
Scottie's Tournament
Rugby Canada
BDO Curling Classic
Total Revenues
EXPENDITURES:
Salaries, wages and benefits
Overhead/Operations
Project Budgets
Leisure
Sport Tourism
Scottie's Tournament
Rugby Canada
BDO Curling Classic
Meetings & Conventions
Travel Trade
Partnership Services
Travel Media
Visitor Information Services
Contingencies
Purchases for resale
Other
Total Expenditures
Annual Surplus (deficit)

Actuals
1,108,169

2010
Budget
1,108,169
222,250

67,536
2,785
198,253

Variance

Actuals

2011
Budget

(222,250)
67,536
2,785
198,253
46,324

1,134,046

1,400,198

1,276,296

417,999
361,331
653,541
200,881
88,788

444,680
377,616
454,000
184,450
73,800

93,127
19,010
1,311
11,221
54,940
92,107
92,156

85,000
23,500
2,500
11,250
64,340
9,160

1,432,871
(32,673)

1,276,296
-

1,376,743

1,330,419

436,327
407,178
671,899
265,191
83,059

430,295
366,124
534,000
190,271
117,297

147,183
48,977
3,500
57,503
66,486

89,607
27,167
2,500
11,250
66,340
29,568

6,032
41,054
137,899
74,920
(34,238)
57,576
21,810
(2,500)
(7,750)
(8,837)
36,918

1,515,404
(138,661)

1,330,419
-

184,985
(138,661)

1,134,046
142,250

62,500
2,785
192,596
8,271

Variance

Actuals

(142,250)
62,500
2,785
192,596
8,271
123,902

1,156,727

(26,681)
(16,285)
199,541
16,431
14,988
8,127
(4,490)
(1,189)
(29)
(9,400)
82,947
92,156

437,446
377,344
1,033,123
190,986
110,059
260,000
96,646
58,398
98,755
20,412
645
10,045
53,645
27,899
104,169
1,464
1,847,913
(13,635)

156,575
(32,673)

64,050
2,785
204,891
2,113
235,000
110,314
58,398
1,834,278

2012
Budget
1,156,727
143,673

1,300,400

453,574
381,621
465,205
145,440
105,150

100,000
19,500
2,500
11,500
48,610
32,505

1,300,400
-

Variance

Actuals

2013
Budget

(143,673)
64,050
2,785
204,891
2,113
235,000
110,314
58,398
533,878

1,168,296

1,168,296
144,132

1,416,589

1,312,428

(16,128)
(4,277)
567,918
45,546
4,909
260,000
96,646
58,398
(1,245)
912
(1,855)
(1,455)
5,035
(4,606)
104,169
1,464
547,513
(13,635)

560,165
365,779
548,950
202,296
109,517

453,574
385,030
473,824
191,900
119,500

83,788
10,885
809
8,161
8,263
30,870
94,361

90,000
19,500
2,500
8,000
8,000
34,424

62,223
2,785
178,935
4,350

1,474,894
(58,305)

1,312,428
-

Note: Variance figures shown in brackets represent areas of relative surplus in actual expenses relative to budgeted amounts.
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Variance

Actuals

2014
Budget

(144,132)
62,223
2,785
178,935
4,350
104,161

1,143,334

1,394,335

1,334,434

106,591
(19,252)
75,126
10,396
(9,983)
(6,212)
(8,615)
(1,691)
161
263
(3,554)
94,361

502,849
428,420
530,677
180,712
112,357

464,913
395,740
473,781
244,781
107,500

80,527
32,913
6,574
11,061
104,619
1,914
1,461,946
(67,611)

79,500
19,500
2,500
8,000
12,000
-

162,466
(58,305)

1,143,334
191,100

70,659
2,785
173,485
4,072

1,334,434
-

Variance

Actuals

2015
Budget

(191,100)
70,659
2,785
173,485
4,072
59,901

1,239,468

1,239,468
206,700

1,524,014

1,446,168

37,936
32,680
56,896
(64,069)
4,857
1,027
13,413
4,074
3,061
(12,000)
104,619
1,914
127,512
(67,611)

596,901
394,403
501,521
180,153
106,643

571,866
416,046
458,256
211,256
105,000

70,767
28,211
11,689
10,703
-

95,000
12,000
20,000
10,000
5,000

91,075
2,280
1,492,825
31,190

1,446,168
-

61,564
2,875
203,679
16,428

Variance
(206,700)
61,564
2,875
203,679
16,428
77,846

25,035
(21,643)
43,265
(31,104)
1,643
(24,233)
16,211
(8,311)
703
(5,000)
91,075
2,280
46,657
31,190

As was the case for the business development discussion, some consideration has
also be given to the stated outputs resulting from KEDCO’s tourism program in
comparison to program spending. KEDCO has shared its metrics for 2010-2015
(inclusive), and these are shown in the figure below.
In comparison to the business development metrics, two tourism metrics account for
sub-categories that can be tracked directly to line items in the budget; “Meetings &
Conferences” and “Sport Tourism.”
PERFORMANCE METRICS AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS FOR TOURISM.

Occupancy Rate
Average Daily Rate
Revenue Per Avail Room
Sales Calls
Company Visits
Visitor Information Centre Visitors
Meetings & Conferences Economic
Impact
Sport Tourism Economic Impact
Tour Bus Passengers
Unique Web Visits

2010
0.547
117.01
64.01
N/A
N/A
236,656

2011
0.559
113.73
63.54
N/A
77
180,038

2012
0.575
111.54
64.99
873
154
278,626

2013
0.578
113.58
65.6
650
216
229,778

2014
0.598
116.31
69.52
556
206
183,925

2015
0.606
118.98
73.28
447
172
178,703

$15.49M
$15.761M
64,350
206,486

$28.29M
$13.49M
73,550
174,271

39.09M
$14.7M
89,110
784,019

$21.27M
$23.56M
76,870
636,225

$28.98M
$8.4M
97,580
575,480

$28.98M
$22M
82,700
386,424

For the Meetings & Conferences, the economic impact ranges between $15.5 (2010)
and $39.3 million (2012) per year, demonstrating a return of between $105.24 and
$409.51 for every dollar spent by the program.
For Sport Tourism, the economic impact ranges between $8.4 (2014) and $23.6 million
(2013), demonstrating that for every dollar spent by KEDCO on Sport Tourism
programming, the local economy benefited by between $74.76 and $215.13.
The two metrics discussed above pertain to the direct, indirect and induced impacts of
the events on the local economy. The total economic impact of all Tourism Kingston’s
efforts remains unknown because there is not breakout of how its programs are
attributed directly to the direct, indirect and induced impacts. A handicap of the current
methodology is that there is no clarity in regard to the extent of KEDCO’s level of
involvement in bringing about specified economic impacts.
Nonetheless, the figures represent positive economic benefits derived from tourism for
the local economy, which Tourism Kingston can be understood as assisting in various
ways. Items like ‘sales calls’ indicate the organization has benefitted from increases in
human resources.
No other metrics in the tourism category (other than Meetings & Conferences and
Sport Tourism) ascribe a dollar value; however, they are nonetheless valuable. The
occupancy rate has been on a steady rise, without any years experiencing declines.
Similarly, revenues per available room have been increasing.
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7.2.4 Financial Position
This category provides an alternate perspective of revenue and expenditures based on
operations of KEDCO. That is to say, instead of looking at expenses according to the
two specific categories (i.e. business development and tourism) and their related
projects, expenses are looked at from an operations perspective. A table is provided
which summarizing the details.
KEDCO OVERALL FINANCIAL POSITION, 2010-2015.
Year
Revenue

2015D
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2,707,766 2,654,673 2,589,925 2,564,282 2,514,000 2,464,708

Investment from City of Kingston
Partnership revenue and corporate investors
Federal government
Provincial government
National Research Council Canada IRAP
Events and seminars
Resale materials
Interest
Amortization of deferred contributions*
Online reservations
Other Revenue

31,998
47,514
187,578

59,348
26,085
178,586

69,877
10,952
118,633

185,865
1,572
285,746

174,595
34,020
108,321

240,293
401
87,750
82,835
9,591
198,253
5,292
20,233

54,065
54,092
42,390 175,241
13,106
203,679 173,485 178,935 204,891 192,596
7,785
12,831
9,442
10,485
8,048
17,199
17,199
19,233
19,233
19,233
16,428
4,072
4,350
2,113
8,271
566,246 525,698 453,812 885,146 558,190 644,648
Total Revenue 3,274,012 3,180,371 3,043,737 3,449,428 3,072,190 3,109,356

Expenditures
Salaries and benefits
Professional development
Accounting and legal
Adverstising
Amortization
Bad debts
Bank charges
Client development
Enterprise Faciliation Program expenses-IRAP
Communications collaterals
Equipment rental
Events and meetings
Insurance
Membership and licenses
Moving expenses
Office and miscellaneous
Physician recruitment
Professional contractors
Rent
Repairs and maintenance/info tech support
Resale materials
Sponsorships and donations
Telephone
Travel

1,736,176 1,647,646 1,481,918 1,540,577 1,396,734 1,383,579
34,462
35,915
27,983
28,147
34,550
29,665
69,967
351,288
60,026

33,042
296,536
54,234

28,617
342,217
46,268

23,915
355,709
49,546

11,323

12,426

11,870

17,703

19,220
361,991
47,650
355
13,778

22,290
477,057
49,674
567
10,245
139,104

4,244
207,142
7,792
49,157

4,513
206,830
6,879
55,734

9,031
213,309
6,851
41,105

11,953
364,422
7,604
38,983

12,611

61,588

44,541

36,596

148,479 101,196 100,613 111,533
153,027 155,008 153,965 151,862
55,393
55,439
53,058
45,754
91,072 104,619
93,630 103,256
142,412 198,261 198,061 408,656
24,909
27,727
27,011
28,235
86,737 101,491 114,984
89,322
Total Expenditures 3,246,217 3,159,084 2,995,032 3,413,773
Excess Expenditures for the year
27,795
21,287
48,705
35,655

12,948
172,915
7,041
30,186

12,077
162,740
7,545
34,504

35,465
34,505
16,082
21,948
68,062
86,004
153,095 151,562
41,171
20,400
107,566 109,932
197,928 162,493
30,191
28,155
102,152
80,167
2,849,080 3,024,213
223,110
85,143

The City represented the largest contributor, consistently funding more than double the
combined total of all other revenue sources (which are collectively summarized as
“Other Revenue”.
Largest areas of expenditure include salaries and benefits, advertising, events and
meetings, rent, and sponsorships and donations. It has been shown already that
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investment in human capital within the organization has aided in KEDCO’s ability to
assign sufficient labour force resources to program needs so as to demonstrate a likely
return on investment. Given the organization’s recent shift to a flatter, less top-heavy
organization, the return on investment is further enhanced. Comparing overall
revenues to expenditures there are no years where the budget results in a negative
value.

7.3 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
Financial Operations Consideration #1
In Section 7.1 (above) it was shown that there is no legal compulsion for non-profits to
make their financial records available to non-members. Nonetheless, an openness of
making annual financial performance available online is considered to be best practice
for ensuring transparency and reinforcing accountability and board oversight. The
Review Committee therefore believes that openness of financial performance should
be addressed in the organizations’ Code of Ethics going forward, and that appropriate
internal processes be put in place to clearly post annual financial performance on their
respective websites following annual general meetings and approval of their Boards of
Directors, as per legal provisions of oversight.

Financial Operations Consideration #2
Given that Economic Development and Tourism are each expected to emerge as
distinct entities, the Review Committee recommends that ongoing skills development
for program leads be pursued to ensure capacity for financial management is
maximized. With stronger internal skill, it is expected publics will maintain greater
confidence in fiscal practices. The same recommendation is also levied toward the
Finance Committees for forthcoming Boards of Directors.
In a time where economic development organizations are championing the importance
of skills development among industry stakeholders, sending the message that the two
organizations and their boards are “walking the walk” is important to setting a positive
example and inspiring confidence in the two organizations.

Financial Operations Consideration #3
In juxtaposing budget performance for the business development and tourism stream
against performance metrics currently used by KEDCO, the direct linkage between
budget line items identified under project budgets relative to performance-based
outcomes is poorly identified. The outcomes of the performance metrics for business
development are treated collectively and do not correspond to line items in the budget
for specific projects, which leads to difficulties in calculating a direct return on
investment. While a previous section of this report has already addressed performance
measures, this reinforces the need for stronger performance measures, particularly as
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they pertain to attributing and accounting for the economic development organization’s
role or extent of involvement.
For this section the focus is on ensuring connectivity between budget line items and
program performance metrics so that the relationships between the two can better be
understood and appreciated.
The Review Committee believes that budget line items associated with specific
projects should be tied directly to performance measures for those specific projects in
order to enhance oversight.
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8 Communications & Public
Engagement
8.1 Communications Process and Planning
Just as economic development organizations typically undergo strategic planning
processes to understand their vision, mission, objectives, goals, and actions; effective
communications also requires strategic planning and reflection.
In essence, the communications plan is closely tied to the overall strategic plan of the
organization, so that messaging and branding will reflect the values of the strategic
plan and the organization. The following represents the common approach to the
communications processes and planning, summarized as Research, Action Planning,
Communications, and Evaluation (commonly referred to as the RACE model).25
Research
Both formal and informal research with internal and external publics is required to
define the scope and dimensions of the communications plan. For example, the
economic organization may interview local businesses, independent entrepreneurs,
and community group representatives to understand what kinds of information they
require, what ways they each would prefer to access different kinds of information, or
what ways they want to be able to approach the organization. Alternatively, focus
groups may be held to understand challenges or barriers different audiences
encounter when accessing or engaging with the economic development organization
or members of its team.
Other important considerations that fall within the research phase include identification
of all audiences or stakeholder groups, the identification of challenges or barriers to
communicating with different stakeholder groups, an assessment of existing
communications channels and their current levels of success, and other critical
features that allow a degree of insight into the organization’s current state as it regards
communications.
Action Planning
Here the organization develops the actual communications strategy and action plan.
The process will link communications objectives to specific actions and identify
relevant performance measures using a SMART framework (specific, measurable,
attainable, realistic, and time-based). For example, a goal may be to ensure
transparency of the organization and a means of fulfilling that goal may be providing
mandatory announcements when new or updated materials are posted to the website
via a series of specified media channels. Indicators for ensuring the organization is

25

See for example Marsden, John E., The Nature of Public Relations, McGraw-Hill, New York(1963) and
Begin, Diane, and K. Charbonneau, “Rethinking the R.A.C.E. Model for a Social Media World,” Journal of
Professional Communications (2012) Vol. 2 2: pp.109-123.
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meeting the deliverable may include an internal log of all reports published online that
includes listings of when and how the announcement was made for each report
published.
Communication
These are the ongoing activities and interactions of the economic development
organization approached as outlined in the action plan. It relies on the two-way
symmetrical relationship between the organization and its audiences in an ongoing
manner, so as to formulate a dialog with all relevant publics. This phase is the visible
dimension of public relations, as opposed to the other components which are occurring
within the organization as it performs them. For example, this is where the economic
development organization structures its website as has been decided in its strategy, or
applies a specified standard to its tweets on social media.
Evaluation
This is the critical phase where communications efforts are verified for whether they
are being conducted as they should be, if changes are required, if challenges have
emerged, or if new solutions have been discovered that may improve relations.
Performance measures, previously identified in earlier stages, are revisited to
understand how progress has been made toward strategic objectives.
Note that research and evaluation bookend the RACE model, highlighting the
importance of informed communications activities and performance measurement
when it comes to professional organizational communications. The model has
traditionally employed a linear execution but has undergone some evolutionary
changes, such as including evaluation components in all aspects of the model so that it
is more iterative.26 For example, during the action planning stage an improved means
of storing and labeling news releases may be discovered and implemented right away,
knowing that there is a way to ensure it is monitored and therefore evaluated
immediately. Another example is if the plan itself is being treated as a living document,
it may take on a new objective that has emerged as a result of a reflection on problems
encountered in the communication phase. Evaluation may also pertain to how the
organization has conducted its research and where future research can be improved.
In general, a formal communications plan reflects the RACE model and includes the
following sections:









Situational analysis
Goals and objectives
Target audiences
Strategies and tactics
Timelines
Budget
Evaluation

26

Begin, Diane, and K. Charbonneau, “Rethinking the R.A.C.E. Model for a Social Media World,” Journal of
Professional Communications (2012) Vol. 2 2: pp.109-123.

75

MDB Insight: KEDCO Organizational Review 2016: Summary Report and Assessment

8.2 Effective Communications
There are different audiences in the communications web of an economic development
organization. The organization may deal with Realtors and property owners,
investment leads, different sizes of businesses, concerned citizens, and many others.
Identifying these audiences, and their values, beliefs and expectations is important to
strong and effective communications. There is no way to anticipate every single
preference, need, or priority, but there are some ways to ensure that communication
with different stakeholders is as effective as possible. The diversity of audiences that fit
within the economic development landscape must be understood. Such audiences
may include:












Industry sectors or business size classes
Non-profit organizations or community associations
Municipal departments or councils
Potential investors
Citizens/ ratepayers
Site selectors, developers, Realtors, and property owners
Entrepreneurs, thinkers, innovators, and workers
Other levels of government (including local, if the organization is external to the
municipality)
Internal audiences (e.g. employees, volunteers, interns etc.)
Partner organizations

For economic developers, key audiences may also have sub-sets that reflect differing
needs. For example, a company that employs 15 people may want to hear more about
gaining access to a particular program than a company that employs 500 people, or
citizens may identify more with different neighbourhoods than others. Therefore, it is
appropriate to understand the breadth and accessibility of the messaging being
conveyed.
Issuing a form of communications with a particular target audience will likely also result
in other audiences being able to see the same content. A report issued about
investment readiness may be primarily targeted toward investors, but citizens may also
read the same report. There must be uniformity in the core messaging, yet the level of
sophistication needs to be adaptable to the primary audience. Therefore, the writer in
developing his or her investment readiness report must also understand that other
people will likely read the report and make use of the information. The language must
be amenable to the primary audience (e.g. investors), but council may also want to use
it, or citizen groups may also be interested in what it has to say.
There are some guidelines that help to ensure communications media are accessible
to as many people as possible. Communications literature emphasizes seven key
27
principles of effective communication that aid in accessibility:
27

Haq, Siraj, “7 Cs of Effective Business Communication,” October 19, 2011, slideshow:
http://www.slideshare.net/SirajUlHaq2011/seven-cs-of-communication.
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Completeness – The content has all the necessary and appropriate parts; all
appropriate information is provided about who, what, when, where, and why
Conciseness – The content uses brief but comprehensive language; it avoids
jargon and provides only relevant information
Consideration – The content is careful not to inconvenience or harm others; it
empathizes with the audience(s)
Concreteness – The content provides specific and definite information supported
by facts and/or figures; it uses precise statements instead of vague words
Clarity – The content emphasises a particular message or goal instead of
providing too much information at once; it uses proper writing, and is presenting
visual information clearly
Courtesy – The content expresses politeness in one’s attitude and behaviours; it
exercises sincere, tactful, thoughtful, and appreciative language
Correctness – The content is free from error or intentional omissions; all figures,
facts, and language are verified

These factors can be treated as a checklist for all media content to ensure ambiguity
and misinterpretation are avoided. A message that forgoes these considerations may
come across as insincere, ill-informed, or rushed. For example, if a speech to a
chamber of commerce provides incorrect information, local businesses may act
accordingly to that information to their detriment. If a newsletter reports on
disappointing findings and seeks to put the blame on another group, readers may
adopt a particular perspective based on the lack of consideration to the other group.
Greater courtesy and consideration may have helped in such a situation.
Thus, treating communications with a critical eye on the considerations above will
ensure the economic development organization maintains its integrity.

8.3 Rebranding
In the current climate of this organizational review, and recognizing that there is a
certain level of discontent manifest within the public towards KEDCO, it is clear that an
important consideration for moving the economic development organization forward is
the notion of rebranding. However, it will likely be insufficient to simply re-name the
organization, as issues related to transparency, accountability, and public trust will not
be adequately addressed or dissuaded through this measure alone.
Any rebranding effort will need to encompass a name change that potentially puts a
new face to the organization, but, also conveys a culture shift to the public – one that
illustrates that the leadership of the organization recognizes the challenges that have
emerged, and have taken the necessary steps to reorient internal practices or
approaches to effect positive change. Delivering this message at a time when
recruiting new leadership is actively underway can dovetail well and provide increased
confidence among stakeholders as long as a suitable candidate is chosen that
embodies the desired attributes that signal the ability to lead the change.
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A community based, or stakeholder based approach to rebranding would provide an
opportunity for groups that may have previously felt disenfranchised, or disconnected
from the organization to get behind creating a new organizational image. A logo
design competition sent out to the business community could stimulate positive energy
and interest in being a part of positive change. The development of a short list of new
names could be undertaken and distributed to stakeholders through a survey to garner
feedback on what will resonates the most with them.
Regardless, it is recommended that a rebranding and reimaging strategy be developed
(potentially in collaboration with the City’s communications leadership) to guide the
organization through its potential restructuring. A number of considerations come into
play, not least of them the possibility of dividing the organization so that Tourism
Kingston would operate as a stand-alone organization beside KEDCO.

8.4 Review Committee Findings &
Considerations
Communications & Public Awareness Consideration #1
The Review Committee believes that significant effort has been made by KEDCO to
communicate with the community, particularly in more recent months. However, it also
feels that future communications efforts of the economic development organization and
Tourism Kingston must move from traditional, one-way approaches (e.g. the economic
development structure sends a series of messages to the community) to two-way
communications paradigms (e.g. the economic development structure shares
information with publics, and the public responds in a timely and accurate manner,
particularly with those responses that are influencing policy and activity).
This approach has been central to the Review Committee’s own work, but must
become a central feature of local economic development efforts in the future.

Communications & Public Awareness Consideration #2
Economic development structures in Kingston must employ a greater diversity of
communications tools in the future. Both the online survey and anecdotal input from
the community engagement process suggest that the community “marketplace” is
extremely fragmented in terms of what tools or which media will prove effective.
Ultimately, it may prove difficult to reach all stakeholders evenly, but greater efforts
must be made in this area.
In part this effort must be built on a recognition that communication needs to be more
active than passive, and more proactive than reactive. This will likely include both
formal communications platforms (print, web, etc.) but also a greater reliance on direct
engagement (open houses, town halls, etc.).

Communications & Public Awareness Consideration #3
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The Review Committee strongly agrees with members of the public who articulated a
high level of interest in technology platforms that will permit and encourage two-way
communications and 360-degree feedback. Establishing online forums and other
“digital communities” will allow economic development staff and other stakeholders to
engage more substantially and more constructively with key voices in the community.
While the use of these platforms has been somewhat limited in economic development
circles, they are widespread in other industries. The review Committee suggests
engaging with a few key members of the public to create such options for Kingston.

Communications & Public Awareness Consideration #4
The Review Committee recognizes the importance of undertaking a rebranding
exercise when establishing the new economic development organization. Not only will
this put a new face to the organization, it will also be leveraged to increase public and
stakeholder trust in the new model, and clearly indicate how it will work to mitigate
issues of the past from reoccurring, and forge a new path forward that is one of
transparency and accountability. It is suggested that the foundations for this be laid
during senior leadership recruitment, and that one of the first orders of business be a
communications strategy and action plan.
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