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Abstract

Federal and state governments create place-based policies to improve the status

of high poverty neighborhoods. Some evidence suggests that these policies im-

prove the economic status of the targeted neighborhoods relative to similar poor

neighborhoods, but whether these gains persist once the programs are removed re-

mains an open question. This paper examines the funding expiration of Renewal

Communities in 2009 and the effect of this termination on residents and workers

in Renewal Communities on outcomes such as wages, employment, family income,

and poverty. Using an event study approach where Renewal Communities are the

treatment group and Empowerment Zones are the comparison group, I study this

question using restricted access data from the 2005-2018 American Community

Survey (ACS). I find that for a vast majority of zone populations, employment

and income decline once Renewal Communities expire, but the effect has signifi-

cant heterogeneity. Better understanding the lasting impact of place-based policies

once they expire is important for policy makers to know whether these programs

temporarily or permanently lift communities out of poverty.
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1 Introduction

Disadvantaged neighborhoods have strong, negative effects on the long run outcomes of

children and on the current well-being of parents and other individuals who currently

reside within them(Katz et al., 2001; Chetty et al., 2016; Chyn, 2018).1 In order to miti-

gate these negative effects, policies were implemented in the 1990s and 2000s to improve

the economic outcomes of particularly poor neighborhoods. Busso et al. (2013) finds that

one program, Empowerment Zones, improves the status of these neighborhoods relative

to otherwise similarly poor neighborhoods that applied for, but were not selected, for

these programs. However, it is unclear whether these improvements will persist without

continual government support. This paper examines the persistence of these policies by

exploiting the expiration of funding for Renewal Communities in 2009 relative to Em-

powerment Zones, which continued through calendar year 2020.

While most work on regional development programs try to understand the direct

and contemporaneous impact of place-based policies, where place-based policies are de-

fined as government efforts to improve a targeted area within its jurisdiction (Neumark

and Simpson, 2015). While, in theory, place-based policies are thought to be inefficient,

as they are thought to reallocate resources away from more productive areas to less pro-

ductive areas (Glaeser and Gottlieb, 2008), empirical evidence is less clear. Some studies

examining Empowerment Zones and similar policies have found positive impacts on wages

and employment with minimal loss from other areas (Busso et al., 2013; Ham et al., 2011;

Givord et al., 2018; Siegloch et al., 2021), while others have found a mixed picture of suc-

cess (Reynolds and Rohlin, 2015; Elvery, 2009; Neumark and Young, 2019). In addition,

recent work on the newest place-based policy in the United States, Opportunity Zones,

suggests that the sales price of undeveloped commercial property increases (Sage et al.,

2019) with limited effects on residential property values (Chen et al., 2019) and no mean-

ingful impact on the well-being on Opportunity Zone residents (Freedman et al., 2021).

While these studies themselves have found differing results, they also only span across

short time periods during the existence of the programs and do not examine the persis-

tence of place-based policies once these programs expire. Thus, the current literature is

unable to determine whether place-based policies for low-income neighborhoods simply

have transitory benefits to those communities, or whether these improvements are more

permanent.

While place-based policies are often viewed as inefficient reallocation of resources

across geographical boundaries, this need not be the case. With agglomeration economies,

firms benefit from being near other firms creating a positive externality, that without a

1For a detailed overview on the current literature on the effects of place on economic and social
outcomes, see Chyn and Katz (2021)
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subsidy that brings firms to one location may cause firms to be sub-optimally located.
2Place-based policies can effectively act as a way to make an area more attractive for

business to locate, and while this does cause relocation, it need not be efficient if agglom-

eration effects are strong. Agglomeration effects can also act as a potential mechanism

for persistence, as the subsidy may have initially attracted firms to the area, once enough

firms relocate the externality from other firms in the area may be larger than the net

benefit of relocating elsewhere. This is largely the mechanism that has found persistence

in other studies, but other mechanisms could lead to persistent effects. Due to the low

education and high poverty that is present throughout these communities, employment

incentives that lead to less churn in the labor force could lead to more attachment to

work from populations which have a history of poor labor force participation and may

cause long run improvements in labor force participation in targeted areas.

Importantly, there is an existing body of literature that does find long run bene-

fits from certain regional development programs. Perhaps the most notable example is

Kline and Moretti (2013) which finds large, long run gains in manufacturing employment

attributed to the creation of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Similarly, Ziliak (2012)

finds long run persistent effects, but not convergence, from the Appalachian Regional

Development Act, and Ehrlich and Seidel (2018) finds strong evidence of agglomeration

effects from the West German Zonenrandgebiet program. While largely structured and

targeted differently, all studies find evidence of long run benefits after the end of funding

for the policies3 , suggesting that policies can persist past their intention. In particular

these public investment intensive programs seem to have created agglomeration effects,

where firms are more productive from being close to each other. While the literature

suggests that policies and time sensitive benefits can have significant permanent effects,

most of these papers look at larger geographical areas such as groups of counties, regions,

large international borders, etc. This project will examine a smaller geographic level

with areas defined at the census tract level and span across cities (for urban RCs/EZs)

or small groups of counties (rural RCs/EZs). Smaller geographic areas present a unique

set of issues, as both businesses and labor are more mobile, allowing resources to move

more freely in response to a government subsidy and may be more sensitive to departure

once the subsidy ends.

Long run agglomeration effects from past policies or qualities that are no longer

of relevance is commonly referred to as path dependence (Jedwab et al., 2017; Bleakley

and Lin, 2012; Brooks and Lutz, 2019). The idea of path dependence is that these large

advantages, whether natural or man-made create initial conditions favorable for economic

2For a detailed overview of the agglomeration effects literature see Behrens and Robert-Nicoud (2015)
for theory and Combes and Gobillon (2015) for empirically oriented work.

3Although the benefits might slow over time as funding decreases.
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development. Then long after these features were useful, studies find large effects on

economic activity and development. While this paper is likely too short to determine

whether Renewal Communities exhibit path dependence, the short to medium run effect

should make it clear whether or not this is possible, and the mechanisms behind path

dependence are likely to be closely related with persistence in the short to medium run.

Due to the timing of the Renewal Community expiration lining up closely with

the height the great recession, the results help shed light on the impacts of removing

an important source of government aid during an economic downturn. Evidence sug-

gests that wage growth during periods of tight labor market conditions can be limited

at job loss (Schmieder and Von Wachter, 2010). For labor market entrants, these neg-

ative impacts are particularly pronounced, and there is extensive evidence of long run

negative effects on income, even compared to newer cohorts (Rothstein, 2020; Schwandt

and Von Wachter, 2019). If the ending of place-based policies leads to substantial job

loss in targeted communities, it could further harm disadvantaged communities relative

to higher socioeconomic status communities. Thus highlighting the importance of both

the persistence of removal, but also how timing can create long run negative impacts,

through scarring and long term unemployment spells.

I use the difference in funding renewal status between RCs and EZs to identify

the persistence of these policies. This difference allows for causal identification using an

event study specification. Because both EZs and RCs use census tracts to determine

their boundaries, individual level data would require geographic identification at the cen-

sus tract level. I use restricted-access data from the American Community Survey from

2005-2018 to estimate the causal effect of the Renewal Community expiration relative

to the continuing Empowerment Zones. For zone residents, I find limited evidence of

a persistent effect of Renewal Communities, with zone resident total employment and

resident commuter employment declining following RC expiration. I also find negative

effects on resident income within Renewal Communities, although not distinguishable

from zero. Similarly, I find evidence some evidence of an increase in poverty, but not

statistically differnet from zero. However, there does seem to be significant heteogeneity,

with no decline in resident workers employment, which is the group who is eligible for

the employment tax credit. While these results currently do not examine the precise

mechanism behind persistence, future work needs to be done in determining which as-

pects of Renewal Communities caused lasting improvements. Better understanding the

precise mechanisms that create lasting effectiveness of development programs will help

policymakers design optimal place-based policies in the future.
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2 Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities

The Federal Empowerment Zone (EZ) program was authorized under the Empowerment

Zones and Enterprise Communities Act of 1993 and the first round of EZs were announced

in 1994. Round I EZs consisted of six urban zones (within Atlanta, Chicago, New York,

Baltimore, Detroit, and Philadelphia-Camden) and three rural areas (within Kentucky

Highlands, Mid-Delta Mississippi, and the Rio Grande Valley),4 which were selected out

of 500 applicants. The EZs received benefits such as federal grants and employment and

business tax credits. The EZ programs were further expanded in 1997 and 2002, with

Round II and III designations. The Renewal Community (RC) program, authorized by

the Consolidated Appropriations Act for 2001, created 40 RCs (28 urban and 12 rural)

that received designation in 2002 at almost the exact time Round III EZs received their

designation. A complete overview of all zones is provided in Table 1. We exploit the

difference in the length of funding between RCs and EZs. The RCs and EZs were set to

expire at the end of 2009, but EZs tax credit funding was initially extended through 2011

and was extended on separate occasions through the end of 2020.5

While the RC and EZ programs are broadly similar, they have some minor dif-

ferences. Table 2 highlights the similarities and differences between the two programs.

The two programs both have hiring credits that are designed to be used by individuals

who reside and their location of employment is within the zone, which creates a strong

incentive for within zone hiring. Both programs also create automatic eligibility for the

work opportunity tax credit or WOTC, which enables any employer who hires a zone

resident to receive a tax benefit in that first year.6The main difference between RCs and

EZs is the treatment of capital gains on property and tangible assets. In Renewal Com-

munities assets held for five years receives an exemption for capital gain taxes; however,

in EZs, the sale of an asset is not exempt, but if purchasing another asset in the zone or

from outside an Empowerment Zone entirely, the capital gains can be rolled over into the

new project. For example, if an investor owns stock in a publicly traded company, they

can sell that stock and invest in a commercial development project in an EZ. Instead of

paying taxes directly at the sale, they can reduce their future tax liability by investing

in the commercial development project. For Renewal Communities, if an individual pur-

chases a vacant lot in a Renewal Community, builds apartments on the property over the

course of the next 5 years, any gain in value is then tax exempt, much like the design

4Supplemental Empowerment Zones for Cleveland and Los Angeles were added by executive order
in 1996, did not receive the same benefits as initially designated zones.

5There was however, a brief period of total expiration in 2013 and 2014, but were subsequently
renewed for the following years

6This is in contrast to the zone tax credits, which can be used continuously as long as the residents
are employed.
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of the Opportunity Zones program.7 Given these latter policy differences are somewhat

small and are targeting similar objectives, EZs will provide a natural comparison for

RCs. Comparing expected outlays from Federal projections, funding for both Renewal

Communities and Empowerment Zones were expected to cost roughly 10.2 billion dollars

between 2002-2010 (JCT, 2001), or around 500 dollars per zone resident, per year.

In Table 3, the economic conditions of both RCs and EZs are presented from the

1990 Census. It is clear that both programs are in similar areas of high poverty and

high unemployment. While rural tracts may have somewhat better initial conditions,

they represent a relatively small fraction of both zones and consist of a relatively small

population so results are unlikely to be exclusively driven by these areas. Because this is

from the 1990 Census and before any designation of areas, it is evidence that groups who

were ultimately selected for Renewal Communities were not systematically different in any

way from the groups that were initially selected for Empowerment Zones, except through

the initial selection process by HUD. This is consistent with using Renewal Communities

as controls in (Busso et al., 2013) and absent any systematic change in Empowerment

Zones besides their continuation relative to Renewal Communities, are likely to be a good

comparison group.

Tying these benefits directly to program benefits in Table 4, we can see that the

literature has exclusively focused on Empowerment Zones, this is likely because decennial

census data no longer exists for 2010 and the American Community Survey has large

geographic gaps before 2005. In addition, finding an adequate control group is difficult,

given that you can no longer use future zones as a control group. While the results are

largely consistent with increases in employment, the most thorough analysis comes from

the Busso et al. (2013) paper, which looks at the effect of Empowerment Zones on several

key demographics, such as in-zone workers which are eligible for the empowerment zone

tax credit but also on other potentially impacted populations such as commuters into the

zone and those who reside in the zone and commute outside the zone. Moving forward,

I refer to Busso et al. (2013) paper as having the strongest and most closely comparable

to my results and will keep comparisons limited to the effects found within this paper.

3 Effectiveness of Renewal Community Program

While the initial effectiveness of Empowerment Zones have been studied extensively,

much less has been done with Renewal Communities. In order to better understand the

initial effects of Renewal Communities, I estimate the total effect of Renewal Community

7Opportunity Zones actually combine both rollover provisions and exemption provisions, although
both are slightly more generous in OZs than in RCs or EZs.
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designation using aggregated census tract data from the 1990 and 2000 Decennial Census

and 2005-2009 American Community Survey from IPUMS (Ruggles et al., 2021). The

challenge with study estimating the effectiveness of place-based policies lies with finding

an appropriate control group, as communities apply for and are subsequently chosen

by HUD as a designated community. Here I address this issue by comparing selected

communities, to tracks that were initially targeted for treatment. As part of the initial

designation process, applications received additional points for having census tracts that

were designated as “distressed communities” by the Government Accountability Office.

Census tracts that were designated as distressed had poverty rates greater than 20 percent

and unemployment higher than 9.45 percent according to the 1990 census.

Because communities identified as distressed appear to be the intended treatment

group for the Renewal Community program, they would provide a natural starting point

for a comparison group for Renewal Communities. However, the selected census tracts

are likely negatively selected, even when including selected census tracts that were not

categorically defined as distressed. As a result,I implement a doubly robust difference-in-

difference estimator where treated RC tracts are matched with distressed, but untreated

census tracts based upon their 2000 decennial characteristics. This method is consistent

if either the propensity score model or outcome regression model is properly specified

(Sant’Anna and Zhao, 2020). The average treatment effect on the treated is identified in

the following equation:

ÂTT = E[(∆Yi(RC = 1)−X1β̂|RC = 1)]−E[∆Y (RC = 0)−X0β̂|RC = 0; IPW )] (1)

Where ÂTT will represent the estimate of the average treatment on the treated

census tracts of renewal community status between 2000 and 2009. Here, ∆Yi represents

the change in the outcome variable of interest from census tract i from the previous

sample year, RC is an indicator for renewal community status, X represents a vector of

variables similar to those used in (Neumark and Young, 2019), and IPW represents the

inverse probability of receiving treatment. Under the assumption that no other policies

besides Renewal Communities differentially impacted the treated census tracts versus

the control tracts and in the absence of treatment both RCs the weighted controls would

evolve in a similar manner, the estimated effect can be interpreted as causal.

The estimated effects of Renewal Community status are presented in 5. Overall,

Renewal Community status is associated with better outcomes in comparison to simi-

larly distressed, but non-selected communities, as Renewal Community status reduces

the unemployment rate and the poverty rate by roughly 1 percentage point, raises the
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median income by roughly 750 dollars, and almost 95 more people are employed. While

this evidence is suggestive that Renewal Communities improved the economic status of

existing residents, it is not clear that this is the case. RC’s could have primarily at-

tracted new residents, who themselves have higher socioeconomic characteristics, which

cannot be disentangled from aggregate census tract data alone. These results do show

that the RC benefits are of a similar nature and magnitude to the benefits found from

Empowerment Zones.

4 Methodology

Given the start of RC funding in 2002, and the subsequent ending in 2009, this naturally

yields a difference-in-difference model to estimate the effect of RC removal on economic

outcomes. The treatment group will be all census tracts that receive RC status, while

I use all EZs that retained status post 2009 as a comparison group. The comparison

group allows us to compare the effects against a broad set of rollouts, including those

that were found to directly improve neighborhoods in the Round I EZs (Busso et al.,

2013). While recent work has suggested that some papers suffer from improper control

groups in the place-based policies literature (Neumark and Young, 2019), this paper

largely overcomes this issue by narrowing the comparison group to already treated units

and the selection process for program discontinuation was likely uncorrelated with local

conditions and primarily driven by budgetary limitations in the congressional budget

process. I begin my examination of the causal effect of RC expiration with the following

empirical specification.

Yict = β0RCic × Postct +X ′
ictγ + δc + σt + εict (2)

Where Yict represents the individual level outcome of interest for individual i, in census

tract c, in year t. The vector Xict represents a set of individual controls, which includes

a quadratic in age, the number of children in the household, and dummies for race,

gender, and marital status. While δc and σt represent census tract and year fixed effects.

The parameter β1 represents the causal effect of the expiration of Renewal Communities.

Because treatment time here is invariant, the β1 parameter is well identified as a direct

comparison between the treatment group and the control group (?).

An important aspect of Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities is that

their benefits should have differential impact on populations that either live or work in

the zone. For example the employment credits require individuals to both reside and work

within the zone, thus a particular population of interest may be those residents who live
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and work in the zone. In addition, capital gains benefits may attract marginal employers

within the zone and lead to increases in employment. As a result, I examine 4 separate

populations to better understand the removal of Renewal Community benefits: zone

residents, zone workers, residents who live and work in the zone, and zone residents who

work outside the zone referred to as resident commuters. While Busso et al. (2013) finds

evidence of economic improvement across most of these populations, some populations

have more direct links to benefits than others.

While the static difference-in-difference can be informative, better understanding

the dynamic effect of funding is important, especially if positive benefits of the programs

are short lived or if the negative impacts of removal are temporal. In order to better

evaluate these dynamics, I use the following event study specification:

Yict =
2007∑

y=2005

πy1(t = y)×RCic +
2018∑

y=2009

ρy1(t = y)×RCic +X ′
ictγ + δc + δt + εict (3)

The πy and ρy represent the coefficients of interest in this specification. Because the

year 2008 is omitted, the πy coefficients represent the differential evolution of outcomes

between EZs and RCs when they had similar policies in place, either with Renewal

Community or Empowerment Zone status or no other place-based policy. The set of

ρy coefficients similarly represents the differential evolution of outcomes when the RC

status is terminated or when the treatment group receives no place-based benefits. I will

produce figures and tables containing the coefficient estimates for πy and ρy along with

their corresponding standard errors, which creates a visual representation of the effect of

program removal over time.

The ρy and β1 coefficients can be interpreted as the causal effect of RC fund-

ing termination under the assumptions that, in the absence of repeal, the RCs and EZs

would have evolved in a similar matter and that RCs expired for reasons unrelated to

the economic conditions within RCs. While we can provide evidence that the first is

likely to hold by examining the πy coefficients, the second condition requires analysis

of the institutional reasons for funding expiration. A survey done by the Government

Accountability Office (GAO) suggests that around 78 percent of RCs had potential or

pending projects if the RC programs were extended beyond December of 2009 (GAO,

2010). This is similar to the 80 percent of Round III EZs that identified potential or

pending projects. Regarding legislation, it appears that the Obama administration ad-

vocated extending both RCs and EZs but other issues, such as extending unemployment,

seemed to crowd out the original funding bill (CRS, 2011). This seems to suggest that

the extension difference between the two programs is idiosyncratic, which supports using

the EZs as a counterfactual for the RCs.
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In addition to estimating equation 2 and 3 using individual level data, there are

also census tract level outcomes that are of interest. These estimates well help better

understand compositional changes in employment and neighborhood characteristics that

occur in response to the change in Renewal Community benefits. In these instances, the

following equation is estimated:

Yct =
2007∑

y=2005

πy1(t = y)×RCc +
2018∑

y=2009

ρy1(t = y)×RCc +X ′
ctγ + δc + δt + εct (4)

Instead of a repeated cross section, this is a panel version of our estimation equa-

tion, which allows me to directly identify effects from within-tract variation of tract level

outcomes, sucha s total employment and median income with a similar set of assumptions

as with the cross sectional event study.

5 Data

For our outcomes data, I use restricted access American Community Survey (ACS) mi-

crodata from 2005-2018.8 With the restricted access version of the ACS, I can directly

observe the census tract of residency for individuals and the census tract of their work

place. Using the restricted access ACS, I examine both individual level outcomes and

also microdata aggregated to the census tract levels. For outcomes based upon individ-

ual measures of employment, I limit the sample to individuals aged 18-65 who are not

currently in school. This is to limit the contamination of retirees and individuals enrolled

in college. Measures of income are in nominal terms, but due to the outcome of interest

being in logs, having a control group, and the inclusion of year fixed effects, these should

largely account for changes in the real value of earnings.

The use of restricted access data is necessary for two reasons, the first of which is

that the smallest available geography in the publicly available ACS is the PUMA (roughly

100,000 in population) which would not begin to accurately assign treatment and control

groups given the census tracts are roughly 3,000 persons each. Using some sort of PUMA

measurement weighting by the share of the PUMA composed of Empowerment Zones

and Renewal Communities would lead to poorly identified treatment, as PUMAs were

not designed to incorporate exisiting place-based policies, but to cover geographically and

economically similar areas while preserving individual privacy. The second issue, is that

8While the American Community Survey is available before 2005, the first year in which it has
comprehensive nationwide coverage is in 2005 and when looking at a subsample of census tracts, missing
coverage is problematic in this highly geographically sensitive setting.
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census tract level estimates produced by the Census Bureau use samples accumulated

over 5 years (for example the 2009-2013 ACS). Given the frequency of our analysis, this

would make identifying effects incredibly difficult, as aggregating over several years will

contaminate treatment and comparison years in the sample and will make causal inference

unreliable, thus the need for census tract level geography at the yearly level.

The data on Renewal Community and Empowerment Zone designated census

tracts comes from Housing and Urban Development eGIS Storefront. This data con-

tains information about the specific 1990 census tracts that were included in designated

Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities and which specific EZ or RC the tract

belonged.9 Because both programs were determined based upon 1990 census tracts, I

use the Longitudinal Tract Database (Logan et al., 2014) to crosswalk census tracts from

1990 to the relevant census tract in the ACS data. The LTDB allows for researchers to

match census tracts from as early as 1970 through the 2010 Decennial Census. It also

provides the fraction of residents in the 1990 census tract that are in both 2000 and 2010

census tracts, which can be used to determine the fraction of residents in the census tract

that would be treated by Renewal Community or Empowerment Zone designation which

we use along with survey weights to estimate equations 2 and 3. I also use the fraction

of observed census tract residents and ACS survey weights to construct the aggregate

measures for the tract level estimates.

6 Results

Because the nature of the tax benefits of the Renewal Community program, its expiration

may have differential effects depending upon both the location of an individuals residence

and the location of their employment. As a result, I separately look at distinct populations

to see if there is heterogeneous effects of policy expiration.

6.1 Residents

The broad class of zone residents is likely the most important population from a policy

perspective, as the programs were designated to improve the status of residents, and not

workers, within the designated areas. The clearest benefit from Busso et al. (2013) is

in employment outcomes of zone residents. Therefore, I estimates 2 and 3 on the ex-

tensive margin and income to examine how Renewal Community expiration impacted

these important measures of residential wellbeing. In Figure 110, I present event study

9The data also contained information relating to the main office and contact information for the
primary organizers for the tract, but this information offers little value for research.

10Difference in difference estimates showing these results can be found in Table 6
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estimates of RC expiration on the extensive margin. Overall, residents are approximately

1.7 percentage points less likely to be employed once Renewal Communities expire, with

women seeing a larger, 2.5 percentage point reduction in the likelihood of being employed.

Directly comparing these results to the estimated impacts of receiving RC status, the re-

moval eliminates all gain in employment by RC residents. Given that one of the main

benefits is an employment credit targeted towards residents, it suggestive that the expira-

tion of the credit caused firms to reduce their employment levels of RC residents as they

no longer receive a credit for paying their wages. However, the primary credit required

individuals to both live and primarily work within a Renewal Community, and less valu-

able credits were available for zone residents who worked outside the zone. This requires

a more thorough analysis to determine which policy is driving the decline in employment

levels.

Naturally, declines in employment often lead to reduction in the income of resi-

dents. Therefore, I estimate the effect of Renewal Community expiration on tract level

measures medians of earned income and household income. In figure 2, household income

and earned income both seem to decline, although these estimates are not statistically

different from zero. In addition, both earned income and household income declines be-

come more prominent over time. This is potential evidence for scarring in the labor

market, where those who were exposed to more difficult labor market conditions see long

run negative impacts on labor force outcomes such as employment and wages. While

the event study results are mostly statistically insignificant, static difference in difference

results in Table 6 columns 3 and 4, show that RC expiration reduced household income

by 3.7 percent and earned income by 4.6 percent, which from a baseline level of around

$26,500 in 2009 dollars, suggesting declines of approximately $ 1,000 per household.

Given these programs are primarily targeted at individuals and families that are

near the bottom of the income distribution and may not significantly be impacted by

changes in median income, I examine the impact of RC removal on different measures

of poverty, with equation 4 specifically the tract poverty rate and the average income

to poverty ratio. Figure 3 shows the estimated effects on poverty. Overall, the poverty

rate within the tract seems to gradually increase after the RC expiration although it

is not statistically different from zero11 , while the income to poverty ratio is generally

unchanged. Looking at the difference in difference estimates in table 6, the results are

largely confirmed, where RC expiration increases the poverty rate by 1.3 percentage

points which is while it reduces the income to poverty ratio by roughly 5 percentage

points, although this is not meaningfully different than zero in either the event study

11Similar results hold for measures of deep poverty in appendix figure ??, although deep poverty
seems to be even less affected.
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or the static difference in difference. Once again, these results seem to suggest that any

gains measured from the RC introduction are largely offset by their subsequent removal.

6.2 Effect on Residents by Work Location

The individuals who are eligible for the Empowerment Zone and Renewal Community

tax credit are those who both live and primarily work within the RC or EZ. As a result,

given that we see evidence that suggests an overall lack of persistence of these policies

one would expect to see the greatest negative effect from their expiration. While for those

who work outside the zone, the only real benefit for employers is the work opportunity

tax credit, which while large, can only be used for the first year an individual works,

while the zone credits can be used as long as they are employed for 90 days that year.

In order to examine how employment levels change between the two separate groups, I

aggregate employed zone residents into two separate groups by their tract of residence,

those who work in an RC or EZ and those who work outside an RC or EZ.

I first present the effects of repeal on those who work in the zone. Event study

estimates on the log of the total number of workers who reside and work within the

zone are presented in figure 4. Overall, there is no evidence of any decline in levels of

employment of zone residents, which while noisy, shows no clear pattern with regards

to employment levels once the RC program expires. In order to gain some precision,

static difference in difference estimates are presented in table 7 in column 1. Consistent

with the event study results, the ending of the RC program seems to have a negligible

impact on levels of within zone employment. Because the RC employment credit is

targeted at this population, and previous studies have shown that within zone workers

employment seems to be the largest driver of employment gains from these programs, this

provides some suggestive evidence that this aspect of the Renewal Community program

does appear to persist to a certain degree.

In Figure 4b, I look at the employment effects of residents who live work outside

the zone. Here I consistently find negative effects of RC expiry on the log of total

employment that become stronger throughout the post repeal period. Thus this suggests

there are increasing declines in the share of employment in areas outside the Renewal

Community. Comparing the results of the commuters and non-commuters, it appears

that the decline in resident employment is almost exclusively driven by workers outside

the zone. Interestingly, this is not where the benefits are primarily found in Busso et al.

(2013), but an important distinction between the treatment periods between the Busso

et al. (2013) and this paper is that the Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) was

not initially part of Empowerment Zone legislation and was added only in 2001 for ages

18-24 then expanded to 18-39 in 2007, which is outside of their sample window. If the
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WOTC increased hiring of zone residents regardless of the location of employment, and

zone residents face high job turnover, its expiration could plausibly cause a reduction of

Renewal Community employment relative to Empowerment Zones, but generally evidence

on the effect of the WOTC on employment is somewhat limited (Czurylo, 2022). The

difference in difference estimate in Table 7 column 1 suggests that RC expiration reduces

the level of out of zone employment by over 10 percent on average.

In the sample of all residents, it appeared that there were some declines in both

earned income and in household income. Because workers in the zone appear not to see

any decline in employment or hours worked, one would expect their income to generally

be unaffected as well. Looking at Figure 5, we can see that that for earned income has

no consistent increase or decrease for those who work in the zone. When looking at

household income, similarly there is no consistent evidence for a decline in income in

either the event study or the difference in difference in Table 7. Similarly, in Figure 6

and Table 7 , there doesn’t seem to be any measurable impact on household or wage

income for those who work outside the zone. It is entirely plausible, and potentially

likely, that the small income losses found in the tract wide estimates are driven by labor

force exits and not those who are still working, consistent with the idea that job loss

has a larger impact than adjustments within the working age population, either reducing

hours worked or working for lower wages. In addition, compositional effects may explain

the null effect of RC expiration on income of working households, as those who are less

attached to the labor force or less able to earn are likely to be the majority of the job

exits.

6.3 Nonresidents

While residents are the target of place-based policies, they are not the only populations

that are affected. Notably, anyone who works within a targeted area will work for an

employer than has access to these benefits like employment tax credits, special deduc-

tions, and preferential treatment on capital gains. The previous literature does tend to

find positive effects of program designation on the level of employment in a zone and

here I investigate whether all individuals who work within a zone are impacted by their

expiration.

The final subpopulation of interest is the workers who reside outside of a Renewal

Community or Empowerment Zone and commute into a zone. These workers would not

be eligible for the employment credits, but their workplace, absent reform, would still

be recipients of a subset of tax benefits and in the presence of agglomeration economies,

any subsequent productivity benefit from locating near other firms. Therefore if firms

relocated in response to the expiration of Renewal Communities, we would see an negative
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effect on employment levels. Figure 7 shows tract level estimates of equations of 3 on the

log employment within designated 1990 census tracts. There appears to be a negative

effect on total employment levels after an unexpected increase in 2009, followed by a sharp

and consistent fall in the log of total employment. The difference in difference estimates

from Table 8 suggests that employment within the zone by nonresidents falls by 8.9

percent. Unfortunately, due to data limits, I am unable to tell the precise mechanism

for the decline in employment as I do not have establishment data, but it suggests that

employers hired less or relocated elsewhere after the expiration of the RC program. In

addition, I estimate event study results for household and earned income in figure 8 and

find no consistent decline in earned income and a modest, but statistically insignificant

decline in household income, potentially suggesting that broader economic conditions

may play an additional role that is difficult to target in this setting.

7 Robustness and Mechanisms

Because the Renewal Community expiration follows closely in timing with the peak of

the great recession, I want to control for local changes in broad economic conditions and

insure differential exposure to the great recession is not systematically driving the results.

In order to do so, I follow a modified version of Yagan (2019), where I use the change

in the county unemployment rate calculated with the ACS, between 2007 and 2009 and

interact it with year fixed effects to control for the intensity of the great recession. The

results can be found in appendix Tables A.1,A.2, and A.3. Overall, controlling for the

great recessions changes the estimated effects very little, suggesting that the results are

not being systematically driven by comprehensive changes in local economic conditions

and are likely to be driven directly by the RC expiration.

Further, because of the disproportionate impact of RC expiration on commuters

outside the zone, I try to examine whether individuals eligible for the WOTC are dis-

proportionately impacted by the removal of the RC program. Individuals are eligible

for the WOTC if they reside in a Renewal Community and are between the ages of 18

and 40 in 2007 and 18-24 if before 2007. Although WOTC eligibility expands in the

pre-period, I still limit the sample to the latter age range, because before the expiration,

that age group is treated equally between the two types of zones. I estimate equation 3

on individuals between the ages of 18 and 40 and the results of this exercise are provided

in Figure A.1. Overall, we see clear declines in employment rates of individuals eligible

for the WOTC after 2009 which are larger in magnitude than the estimates for the full

population, although they are not statistically different. Combining these results, this

gives suggestive evidence that the removal of the WOTC played an important role in the
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decline of employment following RC removal, although without directly being able to link

WOTC receipt to individuals and their employers, it can’t be directly interpreted as the

causal impact of the WOTC.

8 Conclusion

Looking at the results in aggregate, they generally suggest that the gains that were found

in Busso et al. (2013) did not persist once the Renewal Community program ended. While

they find increases in employment, wages, and housing values, I find evidence of decreases

in all three outcomes for zone residents but the effect appears to be heterogeneous. The

decreases in employment seem to be concentrated in individuals who reside in Renewal

Communities and commute elsewhere to work while RC workers who were residents saw

no subsequent decreases.While further analysis is needed, this would suggest that employ-

ment credits created some level of agglomeration economies for certain industries that

predominantly hire zone residents or that they lead to a stronger attachment between

workers and employers. The number of individuals who commute into the zone seems to

decline as well, which could be driven by the outmigration of firms due to the ending of

generous tax benefits. Declines in income are likely driven by the disemployment of zone

residents and not by adjustments to wages or hours, as no significant or consistent effect

are found for earned income of employed populations.

While trying to figure out which specific benefits lead to which outcomes is diffi-

cult, it appears that the employment credits are likely to be the most effective in creating

lasting benefits. Unfortunately, in the most recent iteration of place-based policies in

Opportunity Zones, contains no employment credit and exclusively relies on preferential

treatment of capital gains. The initial evidence on Opportunity Zones suggests little ben-

efit for Opportunity Zone residents to begin with (Freedman et al., 2021), there should

not be great expectations for leading to lasting improvements in broad economic condi-

tions. Comparing these programs with those that were found to have more persistent

benefits (Ehrlich and Seidel, 2018; Kline and Moretti, 2013; Ziliak, 2012; Freedman, 2017)

the common theme in these programs having persistent effects is substantial public in-

vestment projects such as infrastructure, schools, and other local amenities. Even within

private subsidies, it is likely the case that those focused on supporting labor of disad-

vantage communities would be more beneficial than capital investment (Neumark et al.,

2020) and future place-based policies should be designed with these two elements in mind.

While the empirical results are some difficult to interpret with only sign and sig-

nificance, this work does indicate that the Renewal Communities program did not lead to

a lasting improvement in economic conditions within the targeted areas. While the effect
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does seem to be heterogeneous and those who were eligible for the employment credit do

seem to be least negatively impacted, more work on deciphering what specific industries

see the greatest decline/persistence and whether the persistence seen in resident workers

is due to the type of employment or due to job losses from commuters. Given the goal of

these policies is to reduce deep pockets of poverty and improve the quality of neighbor-

hoods for children, it is important to know how effective these measures are in making

permanent improvements as many place-based policies in the United States only exist

for relatively short time frames like that of Renewal Communities. This evidence, while

limited, suggests that we should not expect lasting improvement from the Renewal Com-

munities and other similarly designed programs and any expectation of lasting benefits

is unlikely to occur for the latest iteration of place-based policies, Opportunity Zones.
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9 Figures

Figure 1: The Effect of RC Expiration on Resident Employment Status

(a) All

(b) Women

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 3 on an indicator for employment.
Panel (a) represents the full sample of individuals aged 18-65, while panel (b) specifically looks
at females. The regressions are weighted by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the
current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities
are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are rounded according to census
disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 2: The Effect of RC Expiration on Resident Income

(a) Household Income

(b) Wage Income

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on measures of household income.
Panel (a) represents the log of the median household total income, while panel (b) examines
the log of the median household wage income.The regressions are weighted by the ACS survey
weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment
Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level
and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 3: Effects of RC Expiration on Poverty

(a) Poverty Rate

(b) Income to Poverty Ratio

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on different measures of poverty.
Panel (a) represents the tract poverty rate based upon households levels within the tract, while
panel (b) examines the median income to poverty ratio within the tract. The regressions are
weighted by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990
census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are
clustered at the state level and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 4: The Effect of RC Expiration by Resident Workplace Location

(a) Inside Zone

(b) Outside Zone

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the log of employment by
the residents’ location of their workplace. Panel (a) represents individuals who live and reside
within the Renewal Community, while panel (b) represents individuals who live in Renewal
Communities but commute somewhere else. The regressions are weighted by the ACS survey
weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment
Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level
and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 5: The Effect of RC Expiration on Resident Workers Income

(a) Earned Income

(b) Household Income

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the log of household income for
zone residents who also work in the zone. Panel (a) represents the log of earned income, while
panel (b) presents the results for the log of household income. The regressions are weighted by
the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract
Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at
the state level and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 6: The Effect of RC Expiration on Commuting Resident Income

(a) Earned Income

(b) Household Income

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the log of household income for
zone residents who commute outside the zone for work. Panel (a) represents the log of earned
income, while panel (b) presents the results for the log of household income. The regressions
are weighted by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990
census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are
clustered at the state level and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 7: The Effect of RC Expiration on Nonresident Employment

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the log of total employed for
workers who commute into the zone. The regression is weighted by the ACS survey weights
and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones
and Renewal Communities are defined.Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are
rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 8: The Effect of RC Expiration on Nonresident Income

(a) Earned Income

(b) Household Income

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the log of household income for
workers who commute into the zone for work. Panel (a) represents the log of earned income,
while panel (b) presents the results for the log of household income. The regressions are weighted
by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract
Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at
the state level and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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Figure 9: The Effect of RC Expiration on WOTC Eligible Residents

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 3 on an indicator for employment
for individuals aged 18-40, the population who is eligibile for the WOTC starting in 2007. The
regressions are weighted by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract
in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard
errors are clustered at the state level and are rounded according to census disclosure guidelines.
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10 Tables

Table 1: List of Empwerment Zones and Renewal Communities with Census Tract Counts

Zone Renewal Community Empowerment Zone Number of 1990 Census Tracts

Aroostook County, Maine X 9
Atlanta, Georgia X 63

Baltimore, Maryland X 25
Boston, Massachusetts X 30

Buffalo-Lackawanna, New York X 62
Burlington, Vermont X 4
Camden, New Jersey X 14
Central Louisiana X 53

Charleston, South Carolina X 18
Chattanooga, Tennessee X 12

Chicago, Illinois X 96
Chicago, Illinois X 71
Cincinnati, Ohio X 24
Cleveland, Ohio X 32

Columbia, South Carolina X 20
Columbus, Ohio X 24

Corpus Christi, Texas X 14
Cumberland County, New Jersey X 9
Desert Communties, California X 4

Detroit, Michigan X 49
Detroit, Michigan X 59
Eastern Kentucky X 16

El Paso County, Texas X 5
El Paso, Texas X 14
Flint, Michigan X 18

Fresno, California X 18
FUTRO, Texas X 5

Gary-Hammond, Indiana X 28
Greene-Sumter, Alabama X 10

Griggs-Steele, North Dakota X 2
Hamilton, Ohio X 4

Huntington, West Virginia X 15
Jacksonville, Florida X 22
Jamestown, New York X 4
Kentucky Highlands X 7
Knoxville, Tennessee X 22

Lawrence, Massachusetts X 12
Los Angeles, California X 41
Los Angeles, California X 39
Lowell, Massachusetts X 11
Memphis, Tennessee X 49
Miami-Dade, Florida X 17
Mid-Delta, Mississippi X 8
Milwaukee, Wisconsin X 88
Minneapolis, Minnesota X 24
Mobile County, Alabama X 41
New Haven, Connecticut X 14
New Orleans, Louisiana X 20

New York City, New York X 65
Newark, New Jersey X 70
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Niagra Falls, New York X 6
Norfolk-Porstmouth, Virginia X 24

Northern Louisiana X 56
Oglala Sioux Tribe, South Dakota X 4

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma X 34
Ouachita Parish, Louisiana X 19
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania X 66

Philadelphia-Camden, PA-NJ X 18
Pulaski County, Arkansas X 20
Rio Grande Valley, Texas X 6
Rochester, New York X 56
San Antonio, Texas X 27
San Diego, California X 18

San Fransisco, California X 9
Santa Ana, California X 10
Schenectady, New York X 15

Southern Alabama X 43
Southern Illinois Delta X 6
Southwest Georgia X 6
St. Louis, Missouri X 30
Syracuse, New York X 25
Tacoma, Washington X 8

Tuscon, Arizona 16
Turtle Mountain, North Dakota X 2

West-Central Mississippi X 52
Yakima, Washington X 6
Yonkers, New York X 6
Youngstown, Ohio X 5

Table 2: Place-Based Tax Benefits

Tax Benefits EZ RC
Employment Credit X X

Work Opportunity Credit X X
Commercial Revitalization Deduction X

Increased Section 179 Deduction X X
Facility Bonds X

Qualified Zone Academy Bonds X X
Rollover of Capital Gains X

Increased Exclusion of Capital gains X
Exclusion of Capital Gains X

30



Table 3: Empowerment Zone and Renewal Community Initial Characteristics

Designation Poverty Rate Unemployment Rate Population Area
Urban Empowerment Zone 43.66 % 17.17 % 71,926 11.33 sq. mi
Rural Empowerment Zone 37.12% 12.89 % 29,948 1,192 sq. mi
Urban Renewal Community 41.33 % 18.62% 69,485 12.7 sq. mi
Rural Renewal Community 38.23 % 13.57 % 88,650 2704.6 sq. mi

Estimates are from the 1990 Census and are taken from the following GAO report (GAO, 2004).

Table 4: Previous Effects from Place-Based Policies

Study Policy Type Method Outcome Effect
Hanson (2009) EZ OLS & IV Employment Rate OLS: +* IV: 0
Hanson (2009) EZ OLS & IV Poverty Rate OLS: -* IV: +

Ham et al. (2011) EZ DDD & IV Unemployment Rate DDD: -* IV: -*
Ham et al. (2011) EZ DDD & IV Poverty Rate DDD: -* IV: -
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Job Growth DD: +* ADD +*
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Employment DD: +* ADD +
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD In-Zone Res Emp DD: + ADD +*
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Out-Zone Res Emp DD: + ADD +
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Commuter Emp DD: + ADD +
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Wages DD: +* ADD +
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD In-Zone Res Wages DD: +* ADD +*
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Out-Zone Res Wages DD: + ADD +
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Commuter Wages DD: - ADD -
Busso et al. (2013) EZ % DD & Adjusted DD Housing Prices DD: +* ADD +*

Neumark and Young (2019) EZ % PSM on 1980 & 1990 levels Unemployment Rate PSM: -*
Neumark and Young (2019) EZ % PSM on 1980 & 1990 levels Poverty Rate PSM: -
Neumark and Young (2019) EZ % PSM on 1980 & 1990 levels Frac with Wage Inc PSM: -
Neumark and Young (2019) EZ % PSM on 1980 & 1990 levels Wage Income PSM: +
Neumark and Young (2019) EZ % PSM on 1980 & 1990 levels Employment PSM: -

All observations come from tables directly in the cited paper. For the method column I refer to what the authors refer to their
results as and make no attempt to say whether their methods satisfy the appropriate identification conditions or are well iden-
tified.
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Table 5: The Effect of Renewal Community Implementation on Selected Outcomes

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Unemployment Rate Poverty Rate Number Employed Median Household Income

ÂTT -0.018 -0.011 94.353 755.36
(0.005) (0.006) ( 19.378) (322.73)

This table shows the results estimating equation (1) on 4 measures of neighborhood outcomes. This estimates follow
Sant’Anna and Zhao (2020) for estimating average treatment effects on the treated in a simple two period difference
in difference. Covariates included in the estimation process include lags and the level in 1990 of the unemployment
rate, poverty rate, median family income, number of individuals employed, fraction white, fraction black, fraction
with a college degree, and population. Outcome variables are in period differences (ie 2009 - 2000). Robust stan-
dard errors in parenthesis.

Table 6: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration on Resident Outcomes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Employed Employed Log Income Log Income Poverty Rate Income to Poverty

All Female Household Earned Ratio

RC × Post -0.017 -0.026 -0.037 -0.046 0.013 -0.055
(0.005) (0.006) (0.016) (0.019) (0.006) (0.038)

N 543,000 292,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on individual and tract resident outcomes. Column 1 shows employment
status for all zone residents, column 2 shows employment status for all female zone residents, column 3 is a tract level estimate
of median wage income , column 4 is a tract level estimate of median household income, column 5 is a tract level estimate of
the poverty rate, and column 6 is a tract level estimate of the average income to poverty rate. The regressions are weighted by
the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal
Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are rounded in accordance with Census disclosure
guidelines.
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Table 7: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration by Workplace Location

(1) (2) (3)
Log Log Log

Employment Household Income Earned Income

Within Zone

RC × Post 0.011 -0.016 0.018
(0.056) (0.016) (0.062)

N 15000 15000 15000

Outside Zone

RC × Post -0.106 -0.031 -0.027
(0.050) (0.020) (0.025)

N 18000 18000 18000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on employment levels at the cen-
sus tract level, split by whether the workers work in or outside a zone. Column 1 in-
cludes all individuals who reported being employed in a designated census tract aggre-
gated to the 1990 census tract of residence. column 2 is the median household income
of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of residence. Column 3 is the median
earned income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of residence. Aggregates
are constructed using weights from the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the cur-
rent census tract as the location of their residence in the 1990 census tract for which
Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clus-
tered at the state level.

Table 8: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration on Nonresident Work-
ers

(1) (2) (3)
Log Log Log

Employment Household Income Earned Income

RC × Post -0.089 -0.019 -0.011
(0.039) (0.011) (0.012)

N 15000 15000 15000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on employment levels at the
census tract level, split by whether the workers work in or outside a zone. Col-
umn 1 includes all individuals who reported being employed in a designated census
tract aggregated to the 1990 census tract of employment. column 2 is the median
household income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of employment.
Column 3 is the median earned income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census
tract of employment. Aggregates are constructed using weights from the ACS sur-
vey weights and the fraction of the current census tract as the location of their
employer in the 1990 census tract for which Empowerment Zones and Renewal
Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level.
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A Appendix

A.1 Additional Figures

Figure A.1: The Effect of RC Expiration on Tract Estimates of Deep Poverty

This figure shows the event study estimates from equation 4 on the deep poverty rate in the
census tract. The regressions are weighted by the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the
current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities
are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are rounded according to census
disclosure guidelines.

A.2 Additional Tables

Table A.1: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration on Resident Outcomes: Controlling for Great Recession

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Employed Employed Log Income Log Income Poverty Rate Income to Poverty

All Female Household Earned Ratio

RC × Post -0.017 -0.026 -0.037 -0.045 0.013 -0.054
(0.005) (0.006) (0.016) (0.019) (0.006) (0.035)

N 543,000 292,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on individual and tract resident outcomes. Column 1 shows employment
status for all zone residents, column 2 shows employment status for all female zone residents, column 3 is a tract level estimate
of median wage income , column 4 is a tract level estimate of median household income, column 5 is a tract level estimate of the
poverty rate, and column 6 is a tract level estimate of the average income to poverty rate. Regression is weighted by the ACS
survey weights and the fraction of the current census tract in the 1990 census tract Empowerment Zones and Renewal Commu-
nities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01
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Table A.2: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration by Workplace Location:
Controlling for Great Recession

(1) (2) (3)
Log Log Log

Employment Household Income Earned Income

Within Zone

RC × Post 0.009 -0.016 0.016
(0.055) (0.016) (0.062)

N 15000 15000 15000

Outside Zone

RC × Post -0.106 -0.030 -0.026
(0.050) (0.019) (0.024)

N 18000 18000 18000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on employment levels at the cen-
sus tract level, split by whether the workers work in or outside a zone. Column 1 in-
cludes all individuals who reported being employed in a designated census tract aggre-
gated to the 1990 census tract of residence. column 2 is the median household income
of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of residence. Column 3 is the median
earned income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of residence. Aggregates
are constructed using weights from the ACS survey weights and the fraction of the cur-
rent census tract as the location of their residence in the 1990 census tract for which
Empowerment Zones and Renewal Communities are defined. Standard errors are clus-
tered at the state level.

Table A.3: The Effect of Renewal Community Expiration on Nonresident
Workers: Controlling for Great Recession

(1) (2) (3)
Log Log Log

Employment Household Income Earned Income

RC × Post -0.088 -0.019 -0.011
(0.040) (0.010) (0.011)

N 15000 15000 15000

This table shows the results estimating equation (3) on employment levels at the
census tract level, split by whether the workers work in or outside a zone. Col-
umn 1 includes all individuals who reported being employed in a designated census
tract aggregated to the 1990 census tract of employment. column 2 is the median
household income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census tract of employment.
Column 3 is the median earned income of workers aggregated to the 1990 census
tract of employment. Aggregates are constructed using weights from the ACS sur-
vey weights and the fraction of the current census tract as the location of their
employer in the 1990 census tract for which Empowerment Zones and Renewal
Communities are defined. Standard errors are clustered at the state level.
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