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GrowFL Participants that Received Multiple Services and 
Met Eligibility Requirements Experienced Higher Growth 
at a glance 
The 2009 Legislature created the Florida Economic 
Gardening Technical Assistance Pilot Program (GrowFL) 
to stimulate investment in Florida's economy by 
providing technical assistance to expanding businesses.  
The University of Central Florida’s Economic Gardening 
Institute implemented the program using state funding 
totaling $3.5 million. 

GrowFL experienced several implementation obstacles, 
including difficulty attracting participants and assessing 
companies’ eligibility.  Consequently, the program 
served a significant number of ineligible companies and 
was unable to determine eligibility for many others. 

Our analysis found that companies that received multiple 
services were more likely to grow after pilot program 
participation, and most of our survey respondents found 
GrowFL services helpful.  We also found that eligible 
companies were more likely to increase employees and 
wages than those that did not meet the program’s 
statutory eligibility requirements.  In addition, our 
statistical modeling showed that eligible program 
participants had greater than predicted employment 
growth in one of three quarters in 2011, with no 
statistically significant difference in the other two 
quarters. 

During the course of our review, GrowFL took several 
steps to address our concerns about program 
implementation and eligibility determination.  However, 
we recommend that future contracts with the Economic 
Gardening Institute include additional provisions to 
improve program reporting and assessment. 

Scope ___________________  
In accordance with state law, this report evaluates 
the Florida Economic Gardening Technical 
Assistance Pilot Program (GrowFL) and its 
effectiveness in expanding the program’s targeted 
businesses.1  This review includes the period from 
November 2009 to September 2011, when the pilot 
program initially operated with state funding. 

Background_______________  
Economic gardening programs provide an 
alternative to traditional economic development 
activities.  Economic gardening programs provide 
technical assistance to currently existing companies 
in a state or community rather than attracting 
businesses from other locations.  Examples of such 
assistance include marketing research, website search 
engine optimization, developing social media 
strategies, and utilizing geographic information 
systems.  This approach to economic development 
was launched in Littleton, Colorado, in 1987 after the 
city’s largest employer, Martin Marietta, laid off 7,000 
workers.  Instead of replacing the job losses by 
recruiting companies from outside the area, Littleton 
officials endeavored to encourage growth among 
home-based companies.  During a 20-year period, 
the city increased its job base from 15,000 to 30,000 
and its sales tax base from $6 million to $20 million. 

Several other communities and some states, such as 
Kansas and Wyoming, have established economic 
gardening programs to target high-growth 

                                                           
1 Chapter 2009-13, Laws of Florida. 

http://laws.flrules.org/2009/13
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companies called “gazelles”; these companies have  a 
growth rate of at least 20% for four to five years.  
While representing only 3% to 5% of all businesses, 
research shows that gazelles create the majority of 
new jobs.  However, attempts to evaluate the effects 
of economic gardening programs on these high 
growth businesses have been based primarily on 
anecdotal evidence, such as testimonials from 
company managers, rather than on empirical 
research. 

Florida’s economic gardening pilot program targeted 
second-stage growth companies and offered a 
variety of services.  The 2009 Legislature created the 
Florida Economic Gardening Technical Assistance 
Pilot Program to stimulate investment in Florida’s 
economy by providing technical assistance to 
expanding businesses.2  The program assisted 
Florida-based second-stage growth companies, those 
businesses that have passed the start-up stage but 
have not yet reached maturity. 

In accordance with state law, Florida’s Economic 
Gardening Pilot Program was implemented via a 
contract with the University of Central Florida; the 
contract was executed in November 2009.3  The 
university created the Economic Gardening Institute 
to administer the program, which it named GrowFL. 

As required by state law, pilot program  
technical assistance included access to free or  
affordable information and consulting services and 
development of business connections.  GrowFL met 
this requirement by offering technical assistance, 
CEO Roundtables, CEO Forums, webinars, 
workshops, and a recognition event called Florida 
Companies to Watch.  (See Exhibit 1.) 

                                                           
2 According to economic gardening experts, Florida was the first 

jurisdiction to launch a pilot program on a statewide scale. 
3 The original contract was with the Governor’s Office of Tourism, Trade, 

and Economic Development (OTTED).  OTTED, along with some or all 
of the functions of the Agency for Workforce Innovation and the 
Department of Community Affairs, was merged into the newly created 
Department of Economic Opportunity by the 2011 Legislature. 

Exhibit 1 
The Economic Gardening Pilot Program Provided Several 
Services to Targeted Companies 

Service Description 
Technical 
Assistance 

Forty hours of services such as database research and 
search engine optimization 

CEO 
Roundtables 

One year of monthly facilitated meetings of 10 to 15 
second-stage growth company chief executive officers 
(CEOs) who assisted each other in solving problems 
common to their companies 

CEO Forums Networking events featuring experienced entrepreneurs 
as keynote speakers providing second-stage growth 
company CEOs with information about successful 
business practices 

Webinars and 
Workshops 

Training events that provided participants with 
information about various topics such as 
communication skills, labor relations, applying for small 
business innovation research grants, and managing 
growth companies 

Florida 
Companies 
to Watch 

A February 2011 recognition event developed by the 
Edward Lowe Foundation to honor 50 second stage 
growth companies that demonstrated high performance 
or exhibited innovative products or processes 

Source:  Florida Economic Gardening Institute. 

Pilot program participants were required to meet 
eligibility criteria and to report data necessary to 
assess program performance.  To qualify for 
GrowFL technical assistance, state law required that 
businesses meet a number of eligibility criteria.  For 
example, businesses had to be Florida-based, for-
profit, privately held, investment-grade companies 
employing at least 10 but not more than 50 persons.  
In addition, businesses had to have generated at least 
$1 million but not more than $25 million in annual 
revenue and increased both the number of full-time 
equivalent employees and gross revenues during 
three of the previous five years.  Companies had to 
be eligible for the Qualified Target Industry Program, 
were required to fall into more than one industry 
cluster and, to the maximum extent practicable, be 
geographically distributed throughout Florida or in 
partnership with businesses geographically 
distributed throughout the state.4 

Each eligible business was also statutorily required to 
enter into a written agreement with the institute that 
required participants to attend a minimum number 
of meetings with program staff; report job creation 

                                                           
4 The Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program, created by 

s. 288.106, F.S., is intended to encourage job growth in industries that 
pay relatively high wages compared to state or area averages. 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0288/Sections/0288.106.html
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data in the manner prescribed by the institute; and 
provide financial data in the manner prescribed by 
the institute.  The institute was to use this 
information to track participants’ progress and 
monitor companies’ implementation of the technical 
assistance.   

The contract monitor (i.e., OTTED) was directed to 
review the institute’s progress toward administering 
the pilot program at least once every six months and 
on December 31 of each year also was required to 
submit a report to the Governor and Legislature 
describing pilot program progress.  The report was to 
include the number of businesses receiving 
assistance, the number of full-time equivalent jobs 
created as a result of the assistance, the amount of 
wages paid to employees in the new jobs, and 
locations and types of economic activity undertaken 
by the businesses.5 

Pilot program funding fluctuated over time.  The 
Legislature appropriated $1.5 million for pilot 
program implementation for Fiscal Year 2009-10 and 
$2 million for Fiscal Year 2010-11. The Legislature 
also appropriated $2 million for the pilot program for 
Fiscal Year 2011-12, but the Governor vetoed the 
funding. 

During the two-year contract period, the pilot 
program reported spending $3,090,271 of the total 
appropriation it received from the state.  According 
to program managers, the balance was used to 
continue the program after the contract expired.  Of 
the total pilot program expenditures, $2,257,402 
(73%) went to subcontractors and consultants who 
delivered services to targeted companies.  This 
included $474,728 to the Edward Lowe Foundation 
for providing technical assistance to companies and 
training for institute employees, and $388,000 to CEO 
Nexus for facilitating CEO Roundtables.6, 7 

                                                           
5 OTTED submitted the report as required on December 31, 2010.  At the 

time of publication, the program reported that it served 159 companies 
between November 1, 2009, and October 31, 2010. 

6 The Edward Lowe Foundation provides research, recognition, and 
education programs to second-stage growth companies.  The 
foundation advocates economic gardening in communities, hosts the 
National Center for Economic Gardening, and trains and certifies 
economic gardening specialists. 

7 CEO Nexus provides second-stage business leaders with techniques 
designed to grow their companies.  The approaches are based on peer 
learning principles, which bring groups of 15 to 20 qualified 

Methodology ______________  
To measure the outcomes of the pilot program for 
participating companies, we implemented three 
analytical approaches.  The first two approaches 
examined the 204 companies for which we had 
complete wage and employment data for the years 
before and after they participated in the program.  
We first used these companies to evaluate whether 
businesses that received more program services 
performed better than those that received less and  
to determine if eligible companies experienced  
different post-program performance than ineligible 
companies.  Start dates varied among these 
companies, so we selected companies that began 
participation during 2010.  We then examined their 
employment and wage outcomes for 2011. 

We designed our third approach to determine 
whether eligible companies increased their 
employees in 2011 more than would be expected 
based on their historic performance compared to 
their industries’ historic performance.  To do this, we 
designed a statistical model that included 63 eligible 
program participants with complete data from 2004 
through 2011 and compared their performance to 
their industry sectors’ performance before and after 
the 63 companies participated in the program.  (See 
Appendix A for additional details on the analysis.) 

Findings __________________  

GrowFL experienced several difficulties during 
implementation 
While implementing the pilot program, the 
University of Central Florida’s Economic Gardening 
Institute encountered several obstacles to attracting 
second-stage growth companies to receive program 
services.  In addition, GrowFL served a significant 
number of ineligible companies and did not 
determine eligibility for many others. 

Attracting pilot program participants was 
unexpectedly difficult.  Institute managers reported 
that they worked with the Edward Lowe Foundation 
to identify 7,000 companies in Florida that met the 

                                                                                                        
entrepreneurs together several times a year for collaborative sessions 
that address a wide variety of business issues. 



OPPAGA Report Report No. 12-14 
 

4 

statutory pilot program eligibility criteria and then 
attempted to contact potential program participants by  

 establishing relationships with six local economic 
development organizations throughout the state; 

 hiring an outreach manager; and 
 contracting with a public relations and marketing 

firm. 

Institute managers reported that they hired the 
outreach manager and the public relations and 
marketing firm after concluding that relationships 
with local economic development organizations were 
not yielding a sufficient number of applicants.  They 
attributed this to several factors, including a lack of 
familiarity among some organizations with second-
stage growth companies in their areas, challenges 
related to launching the nation’s first statewide 
economic gardening program, and difficultly getting 
the attention of busy second-stage growth company 
executives. 

However, institute managers asserted that the 
greatest obstacle to attracting participants was the 
pilot program’s restrictive statutory eligibility 
requirements.  For example, the statute requires that 
an eligible company have both job and revenue 
growth in three of the five years preceding its 
application.8  Institute managers reported that the 
national economic downturn eliminated several 
companies from consideration because of this 
requirement.  Program officials also reported that 
limiting eligibility to companies with no more than 
50 employees was inconsistent with the nationally 
recognized maximum employee count of 99, and this 
requirement eliminated many companies from 
consideration.  Institute managers also indicated that 
requiring companies to be eligible for the Qualified 
Target Industry Program further reduced the 
number of pilot program participants. 

Interested companies applied for technical assistance 
by filling out an online form on the GrowFL website.9  

                                                           
8 Section 288.108, F.S. 
9 Each application requested information about a company’s industry 

category, number of full-time and part-time employees, annual revenue 
during each year beginning in 2004, and the types of assistance the 
company needed.  The application also included a participation agreement, 
whereby the company would agree to participate in an initial project call 
with economic gardening team members and in surveys measuring the 
program’s effect on the company’s job and revenue growth.  A company 
representative was required to sign and date the application. 

The institute received 528 applications for technical 
assistance from November 2009 to September 2011.  
Of the total, 103 applications were denied because 
the companies did not meet program qualifications 
and 113 applications were pulled because they were 
incomplete or because the applicants requested that 
they be withdrawn from consideration.  The 
remaining 312 applications were accepted. 

Companies that participated in other pilot program 
services, such as CEO Roundtables, CEO Forums, 
webinars, workshops, and Florida Companies to 
Watch, were not required to follow the same 
application process as companies receiving technical 
assistance.  For example, the subcontractor that 
facilitated CEO Roundtables used eligibility 
requirements that differed from the program’s 
statutory eligibility requirements.  Instead of using 
the statutory requirement that businesses must 
employ at least 10 but no more than 50 persons, the 
subcontractor used the nationally recognized 
standard of at least 10 and no more than 99 persons.  

Many companies that received services did not 
meet pilot program eligibility requirements.  
According to data provided by GrowFL, 141 
companies received only technical assistance, 151 
companies participated only in CEO Roundtables, 
and 109 companies received both services.  Thus, 401 
companies received at least one of those two services. 

To examine participant eligibility, we analyzed the 
technical assistance applications that were accepted 
by the pilot program and obtained a list of 
participants in CEO Roundtables.  We also reviewed 
program staffs’ process for determining program 
eligibility.  We found that, based on 401 pilot 
program participants, 174 (43%) companies were 
eligible and 116 (29%) companies were ineligible.  
Further, 111 (28%) companies participated in only 
roundtables, and program staff did not have 
participant employee and revenue data to confirm 
their eligibility because these participants did not 
follow the same application process as those 
receiving technical assistance. 

Companies that received multiple pilot program 
services experienced higher growth; participants 
identified several services as most helpful 
Employment and wage data showed that GrowFL 
participants were more likely to grow after receiving 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0288/Sections/0288.1082.html
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multiple services.  In addition, our survey of 
participating company managers revealed that most 
respondents found several pilot program services to 
be particularly helpful. 

Companies that received the pilot program’s full 
range of services had higher growth rates than 
companies that received fewer services.  Our 
analysis of employment and wage data shows that 
those that received multiple pilot program services 
experienced higher growth than those that received 
only one service.  As shown in Exhibit 2, companies 
that received two technical assistance engagements 
and participated in CEO Roundtables experienced 
job growth of 19% and wage growth of 16%.  
However, companies that only participated in CEO 
Roundtables had job and wage growth of 4%. 

Exhibit 2 
Companies that Received the Pilot Program’s Full Range 
of Services Experienced Higher Growth 

 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and 
GrowFL data. 

Participating company managers reported that 
several program services were the most helpful.  
We surveyed the managers of participating 
companies about their assessment of pilot program 
services.  We received responses from 98 of the 397 
managers we contacted (a 24.7% response rate).  
CEO Roundtables were by far the most popular 
service, with 78% of respondents indicating that they 
were helpful.10  Respondents also found the 

                                                           
10 A higher percentage of our sample participated in CEO roundtables 

compared to all participating companies, 82% versus 65%. 

program’s business strategy discussions and market 
research services helpful.  The lowest rated service 
was social media strategy development, with only 
37% of respondents providing a helpful rating.  (See 
Exhibit 3.) 

Exhibit 3 
Participants Identified CEO Roundtables and Core 
Business Strategy Discussions as the Most Helpful Pilot 
Program Services 

Service Provided 

Percentage of 
Respondents who Found 

the Service Helpful 
CEO Roundtables 78% 
Technical Assistance  
 Core Business Strategy Discussions 65% 
 Market Research 
 Database Research Competitive Analysis 
 Web Strategy 
 Search Engine Optimization 
 Geographic Information System/Mapping 
 Social Media Strategy 

60% 
49% 
45% 
43% 
40% 
37% 

Source:  OPPAGA survey. 

Employment and wage growth varied significantly 
between eligible and ineligible pilot program 
participants 
As stated previously, a significant number of 
companies that received pilot program services did 
not meet statutory eligibility requirements.  To 
determine if there were differences in growth 
between eligible and ineligible participants, we 
analyzed job and wage data for the 204 participating 
companies with complete data for 2010 and 2011. 
Among the companies we analyzed, 94 were eligible, 
67 were ineligible, and the eligibility status of the 
remaining 43 could not be determined. 

According to our analysis, companies that met 
program eligibility requirements experienced higher 
growth than companies that were ineligible or  
had indeterminate eligibility.  Specifically, after 
participating in the program, eligible companies 
experienced job growth exceeding 12% and wage 
growth exceeding 13%.  In contrast, ineligible 
companies had lower job and wage growth rates.  
(See Exhibit 4.) 
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Exhibit 4 
Companies that Met Pilot Program Eligibility 
Requirements Experienced Greater Job and Wage 
Growth than Those that Were Ineligible 

 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and 
GrowFL data. 

However, without accounting for these eligible 
companies’ performance prior to entering the program, 
it is unclear whether it is appropriate to attribute their 
performance to the effect of the program.  In addition, 
we also need to account for changes in the economic 
conditions of the companies’ industries before and after 
program participation. 

Accounting for past performance, eligible 
companies improved their employment growth after 
pilot program participation 
Given that employment and wage growth varied 
significantly between eligible and ineligible GrowFL 
participants, we conducted additional analysis that 
considered only eligible companies.  Our analysis 
found that compared to their industries, these 
companies had high job and wage growth prior to 
enrolling in the program.  In addition, we developed a 
statistical model to test the difference in employment 
outcomes for eligible companies compared to industry 
peers.  The model showed that eligible pilot program 
participants performed better than expected, based on 
their historical growth rate, in one of the first three 
quarters of 2011.  There was no statistically significant 
difference in the other two quarters. 

Eligible companies that participated in the pilot 
program had high job and wage growth prior  
to enrollment.  Exhibit 5 compares the annual 
employment and wage growth of the eligible pilot 
program participants to all Florida companies in the 
same industry sectors; the comparison period is 2004 

to 2011.  As shown in the exhibit, eligible companies 
outpaced their industry peers in employment and 
wage growth for every year analyzed, including 
those prior to pilot program participation. 

Exhibit 5 
In All Years Prior to Program Participation, Eligible Pilot 
Program Participants Experienced Higher Wage and Job 
Growth than Peer Companies 

 

 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and 
GrowFL data.

12%

1%

8%

13%

2%

6%

Eligible Ineligible Unknown

Employees Wages

-10%

-5%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Wages—Percentage Change Over Prior Year

Eligible Pilot 
Program Participants

Comparison
Group of Florida 
Companies in the
Same Industries

Pre-Pilot Program Participation

-20%

-15%

-10%

-5%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Eligible Pilot 
Program Participants

Employees—Percentage Change Over Prior Year

Pre-Pilot Program Participation

Comparison
Group of Florida 
Companies in the
Same Industries



Report No. 12-14 OPPAGA Report 
 

7 

Job growth for eligible companies in the pilot 
program was better than expected in one of three 
quarters.  We developed a statistical model that 
predicted eligible pilot program participants’ change 
in employees as a function of their industries’ 
statewide change in employees.11  The model used 
quarterly employment data from 2004 to 2011.12  If 
the program had a positive effect, then the “actual” 
percentage change of employees should exceed the 
“predicted” value.  The predicted value is based on 
the historical relationship (prior to program 
participation) between eligible companies’ quarterly 
change in employees and the change for all 
companies, statewide, in the same industries. 

We chose this approach to measure the pilot 
program’s performance because eligible companies 
historically outperformed their industries, so we 
could not simply examine participants’ post-program 
performance as a measure of success.  In addition, 
fluctuations in Florida’s economy made “before  
and after” comparisons of program participants’ 
performance problematic without adjusting for 
economic conditions, which our model does at the 
industry level. 

As shown in Exhibit 6, eligible program participants 
outperformed their predicted employment growth in 
one of three quarters during 2011.  Specifically, for 
the first quarter of 2011, the actual employment 
growth rate exceeded the predicted growth rate by 
3.01 percentage points (4.42% compared to 1.41%).  
There was no statistically significant difference 
between actual and predicted growth rates in the 
second and third quarters.13 

                                                           
11 Wage data was only available annually, not quarterly, so we could not 

perform a similar test on wages. 
12 The data for the fourth quarter of 2011 was preliminary, so it is not 

included. 
13 The first quarter difference is statistically significant. 

Exhibit 6 
Eligible Companies’ Actual Employment Growth Outpaced 
Pre-Program Performance in One of Three Quarters 

 
1 The difference between actual and predicted is statistically significant 

for the first quarter, but not for the second and third quarters.  Please 
see Appendix A for additional information. 

Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and 
GrowFL data. 

GrowFL has adopted some of OPPAGA’s 
suggestions for program improvement, but 
additional changes are needed 
The 2012 Legislature appropriated $2 million to the 
University of Central Florida for the Economic 
Gardening Technical Assistance Program.  The 
Department of Economic Opportunity subsequently 
negotiated a contract with the institute to administer 
program services in Fiscal Year 2012-13.14  The new 
agreement contains several changes related to the 
findings of our review. 

For example, the contract stipulates that GrowFL 
provide technical assistance in accordance with 
s. 288.1082, Florida Statutes, which established 
eligibility criteria and other requirements for the pilot 
program.  Requiring the program to adhere to the 
statutory eligibility criteria will diminish the potential 
for serving ineligible companies, which we found 
was a significant concern during pilot program 
implementation. 

                                                           
14 Since the contract was executed in July 2012, 95 companies have 

enrolled for program services through the assistance of nine regional 
entrepreneurial support organizations. 
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In addition, during the new contract period, each 
participating company must be able to enter into an 
agreement to establish the business’s commitment to 
participate in the program.  During the pilot 
program, GrowFL only required businesses that 
received consulting services to complete applications 
with participation agreements.  This provision will 
help GrowFL ensure that all participating companies 
meet eligibility requirements. 

Finally, GrowFL documents indicate that it will 
require eligible companies to agree to participate in 
both technical assistance and CEO Roundtables. 
During the service period, participants must 
regularly attend meetings and participate in other 
activities, devoting six to eight hours per month to 
the program.  Requiring all participants to receive 
this more comprehensive support is consistent with 
our analysis, which showed that companies that 
received technical assistance and attended CEO 
Roundtables experienced greater job and wage 
growth than companies that did not receive the full 
range of services. 

However, the contract still stipulates that GrowFL 
will survey program participants to gather the job 
creation data needed to assess program outcomes.  
We believe that it would be more effective to require 
all participants to report this information rather than 
to rely on a survey.  Moreover, the program should 
require businesses to report revenues, given that 
state law requires the collection of financial data, and 
also should require businesses to disclose 
participation in other state and local economic 
development programs.  Finally, the contract should 
require program participants to report employment 
and revenue information, along with sufficient 
documentation, for a specified period extending 
beyond the receipt of program services (e.g., five 
years).  Establishing these requirements would 
facilitate the collection of data that is critical for 
evaluating the program’s effectiveness over time. 

Agency Response _________  
A draft of our report was submitted to the Executive 
Director of the Florida Economic Gardening Institute 
for review and response.  The written response has 
been reproduced in Appendix B. 
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Appendix A 

Methodology 
We designed a statistical model that predicts the change in quarterly employment of program participants 
as a function of the change in quarterly employment for Florida companies in the same industry sectors. 
The model uses an ordinary least squares time series regression with the percentage change of quarterly 
employees at program participants as the dependent variable.  The independent variable was the quarterly 
change in employees at Florida companies with the same North American Industry Classification System 
(NAICS) codes.  To create the independent variable we multiplied the raw values for each industry sector 
by the sector’s proportion of program participating companies. 

We estimated the model’s coefficients using quarterly observations between the first quarter of 2004 and 
the last quarter of 2010.  These coefficients were then applied to the first three quarters of 2011 and used to 
predict the percent change in employment for pilot program participants based on the change in their 
industry sectors’ employment. 

The dependent variable’s value is based upon 63 pilot program companies.  These represent all statutorily 
eligible companies for which the Department of Economic Opportunity could provide quarterly 
employment data from 2004 to 2011.  In addition, we only used companies that had consistent NAICS 
codes between 2004 and 2011 in order to provide a direct comparison of the NAICS codes used in our 
dependent and independent variables. 

We evaluated the data used in the model for autocorrelation and non-stationary characteristics.  This 
evaluation showed that holding the third quarter constant produced the best fitted model.  The model’s  
R-square, coefficients, and p-values are presented in Exhibit A-1 below.  Exhibit A-2 shows the actual 
percent change in employees for program participants and the upper and lower bounds of the model’s 
95% confidence interval in each quarter. 

Exhibit A-1 
Ordinary Least Squares Time Series Regression Results:  Dependent Variable is Percentage Change in Quarterly 
Pilot Program Participants’ Employees (R-Square .44) 

Independent Variable Coefficient P-Value 
Constant .027 .000 

Percentage Change in Employment for Florida Companies in Similar Industries .510 .001 

Third Quarter -.017 .034 

Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and GrowFL data. 

Exhibit A-2 
Predicted Values for 95% Confidence Interval for Quarters One through Three 

Quarter Actual Lower Upper 
Quarter One 4.42% 1.30% 1.53% 

Quarter Two 2.64% 2.28% 4.81% 

Quarter Three 2.27% -1.44% 3.16% 

Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity and GrowFL data. 
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