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I n March 1982 President Reagan present
ed a long-awaited enterprise zone proposal
to Congress. As a major component of the
president's urban program, the plan pro
poses to foster economic development in
blighted urban areas by offering tax and
regulatory relief to businesses locating in
such areas. The concept was borrowed from
legislation introduced in 1980 by New York
congressmen Jack Kemp (Rep.) and Robert
Garcia (Oem.).

Although the fate of the president's
proposal is an open question, fourteen states
including Virginia already have passed
enterprise zone legislation, and additional
states are seriously considering such legisla
tion. In view of the extensive attention being
given to enterprise zones, this News Letter
examines the rationale underlying the zone
concept and describes various forerunners of
the zone approach. The analy 'is then review
the enacted state programs and the proposed
federal plan. Finally, the News Letter
suggests possible pitfalls with the concept
and assesses the potential utility of urban
enterprise zones.

THE PURPOSE OF ENTERPRISE ZONES

The design of any type of incentive for
economic development is demanding be
cause economic development is a multi
faceted process that cannot be measured
along a single dimension. Therefore, the very
real possibility exists for significant tradeoffs
among development outcomes. These trade
offs might arise, for example, in a situation
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where two potential projects were competing
for a given bundle of assistance. One project
might offer the prospect of greater initial
employment gains, but lower wages and
value added per employee; this typically
would be the case with firms that are less
capital intensive. The other project might
result in smaller employment gains but
higher wages and value added per employed
worker. The tradeoff between these two
projects would be greater employment gains,
on the one hand, versus higher wages and
productivity, as measured by value added,
on the other. Thus, one would have difficulty
predicting which project would have the
greatest economic payoff in the local
economy.

The intent behind the enterprise zone
program is not to stimulate a particular kind
of activity, but instead to let the market
decide what activities should take place in
the zones. Even though the program's tax
incentives are skewed toward labor-intensive
activities and jobs for disadvantaged
workers, the program also includes a
relatively balanced set of incentives for' a·
broad range of economic activities. l'he
Reagan administration has proposed enter
prise zones as anew, experimental
program-one that is in keeping with the
basic premise that the federal government, in
coordination with state government, should
give assistance priority to severely distressed
areas to overcome the effects of economic

,dislocation. The administration also has
retained two key programs, community
development block grants and'urban devel-'
opment action grants, but has improved
these programs to allow a focus on develop
ment needs.

In the case of community development
block grant funds, the decision-making

authority has been given to local government
by replacing the burdensome application
process with a statement of proposed uses. ]n
addition, the purpose of block grant funds
has been extended to include support of for
profit organizations that encourage econom
ic development. The planning process for the
Urban Development Action Grants
(UDAGs) has been streamlined to reduce the
time and paperwork burdens on applicants.
This program's focus on economic develop
ment has been sharpened by placing its
primary emphasis on industrial and com
mercial projects. Mixed-use projects that
include housing as an integral part of a local
development strategy also receive strong
consideration.

THE RATIONALE OF ENTERPRISE ZONES

The original concept of the enterprise zone
is credited to Peter Hall of Great Britain, a
professor of economics at the University of

, Reading. He views the idea as the vehicle for
recreating th~t spirit of enterprise character
istic of the successful economies of present
day Japan and Taiwan. Under Professor
Hall's concept, specially designated areas
would be outside the effective control of the
parent country, with a maximum degree of
freedom of movement for capital and labor.
These areas would be free of taxes, customs,
control, and social services. Professor Hall
believes that this climate would allow new
enterprises to flourish.

The British Parliament enacted enterprise
zone legislation in 1980, an~ the program
became operational in the summer of 1981.
Regarded as experimental, the British
program only partially achieves Hall's
model. Ten zones, including urban as well as
rural sites, were initially selected. The
incentives were pared down from Hall's



ideas; however, they consist of lessened fiscal
burdens and regulatory streamlining.

The enterprise zone idea was introduced in
the United States in 1979 by Stuart Butler of
the Heritage Foundation. Butler based his
enterprise zone concept on a very specific
economic rationale: most jobs are created by
small businesses, and the key difference
between economically growing areas and
economically declining areas is not the death
rate of businesses, which is about the same in
the two kinds of areas, but the birth rate of
businesses. Very few public policies, Butler
asserts, have addressed successfully the
needs of those entrepreneurs who create
small businesses. He believes that what is
necessary is an indirect approach: create an
entrepreneurial climate by reducing the
restrictions, regulations, and tax barriers
that prevent would-be entrepreneurs from
going into business. 1

The ideas of both Hall and Butler
represent a departure from the theory that
has governed past urban development
initiatives in the United States. Previous
initiatives relied on direct federal subsidies;
these included revitalization programs such
as community development block grants and
urban development action grants, antipover
ty programs sponsored by the former Office
of Economic Opportunity, andjob creation/
job training programs authorized under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act. In contrast to these previous develop
ment efforts, which relied primarily on direct
subsidies, enterprise zones are subsidized
largely through the tax system. Benefits are
not received as a cash grant, but instead are
realized as a result of reduced taxes.

An America~ predecessor of enterprise
zones is Operation Bootstrap in Puerto
Rico. Signed into law by President Truman
in 1950, Operation Bootstrap made-Puerto
Rico subject to the same laws as mainland
America, and its residents were eligible for
federal benefit programs, like social securi
ty. 2 On the other hand, Bootstrap exempted
Puerto Rico's corporations from mainland
taxes, especially profit taxes. This experi
ment was supposed to produce a showcase
for American enterprises. Yet while econom
ic growth was substantial, the program was

IStuart M. Butler, "The Enterprise Zone as an Urban Frontier,"
I Journal ofCommunity Action 14-15 (September/October 1981).

2Edward Humberger, "The Enterprise Zone Fallacy," 1 Journal
o.(Community Action 20-21 (September/October 1981).
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questionable in terms of long-term growth.
For example, Operation Bootstrap did not
produce long-term balanced development
,because the local economy became reliant
upon outside investors who did not reinvest
in that economy.

STATE ENTERPRISE ZONE BILLS

Historically, tax incentives have appeared
more often when economies are bad than
when times are good. As an example, the
South was especially active during the first
three decades of this century in its attempts
to revive specific areas of its slumping
economy. Arkansas, for instance, in 1926
amended -its-state constitution tQ pr-Qvid~ a
seven-year exemption for all capital invested
in cotton mills. Alabama, hoping to encour
age "the building, extending and operating
of factories," passed a statute in 1927 that
exempted factories from all county and
municipal taxes for a period of five years.
Georgia had amended its 'constitution three
years earlier to include a similar provision.
South Carolina in 1925 enacted a statute
that, like the enterprise zone concept, offered
tax incentives only to those businesses
located in certain areas. 3

The tax incentives for economic develop
ment currently found in the states range
from offering tax abatement and financial
assistance for' construction to planning
industrial parks and constructing shell
buildings. Of fifty-five widely accepted state
tax incentives, Virginia offers twenty-two.
All of Virginia's immediate competitors for
industry (Maryland, West Virginia, Ken
tucky, Tennes~ee, North Carolina, and
South Carolina) provide a broader range of
incentives than does the Commonwealth.
North Carolina, the next lowest to Virginia,
provides twenty-four incentives; Maryland,
at the top- of the scale, provides thirty-six. 4

The purpose and intent of enterprise zones
are distinctively different from those of
previous states incentives. Enterprise zone
incentives are not so broadly based
geographically as most state incentives, and
the zone incentives are targeted to specific
localities, and not to a state. In addition, the
zone incentives are not intended to stand
alone. For example, federal and state

JRobert W. Benjamin, "The Kemp-Garcia Enterpri e Zone Bill:
A New, Less Costly Approach to Urban Redevelopment," 9
Fordham Urban Law Journal 674-75 (1981).

4George Asimo, Jr., "Commentary: Comparing Virginia's
Economic Development Efforts," 17 Virginia Town & City 2
(August 1982).

governments encourage the "piggybacking"
of financial assistance prQgrams to produce
significant impact in targeted areas. Other
possible funding .sources such as industrial
revenue bonds and neighborhood assistance
funds should be combined with zone
incentives to produce this impact.

Enterprise zone-related bills have been
passed by fourteen state legislatures-those
of Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois,
Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio,
Rhode Island, and Virginia. These bills
range from approval of zone incentives that
take effect only upon passage of the federal
proposal to enactment designed to proceed
regardless of how the federal proposal fares.
Conne--cticut,' additiun-nrthre- her states
(Florida, Louisiana, and Maryland), has
designated zones. Connecticut officials
required local governments to provide a
"local commitment" contract that outlined
the willingness of' local government to
provide tax breaks, reduce regulations, and
provide public services.

The following brief look at selected state
programs illustrates the diversity of the
various approaches.

Connecticut. The Connecticut program
has three features: (1) a 50 percent corporate
business tax credit for manufacturing
facilities locating or expanding within a
zone; (2) a seven-year property tax abate
ment for construction and rehabilitation of
property; and (3) a sales tax exemption for
repair and replacement parts. 5 Beyond these
features, Connecticut's program is mainly a
series of subsidies geared toward capital
formation and job creation. A $1 million
Capital Formation Revolving Loan Fund
had been created, and the law also authorizes
a doubling, from $500 to $1,000, of an
alreaay existing employee grant for manu
facturing businesses in the zone.

In addition to the tax and loan provisions,
the Connecticut program authorizes a
unique job voucher system. The voucher
allows low-income persons to buy on-the
job manpower training from depressed
businesses.

Florida. The Florida program was passed
after racial riots had occurred in Miami's
Liberty City. The program is a combination

5John Sidor, State Enterprise Programs (Washington, D.C.:
Council for State Community Affairs Agencies, 1982), pp. 16-17.



A closer look at the potential benefit of
business tax credits offered by state zone
programs reveals a dilution of anticipated
benefits. For example, if a state's enterprise
zone program gave a 50 percent state tax
credit to a business, the state would forego
only $500 in taxes to generate a $1,000
business investment in a zone. At the same
time, however, such a tax credit would have
its drawbacks because the business receiving
the state tax credit would have to pay federal
income tax on that credit. Missouri officials
estimate that a state might forego $500 in
taxes, but the business would only keep $273
of that state tax credit, since the remaining
$227 would be forwarded to the federal
government. \0

3. Locational impact. Empirical and
statistical evidence has accumulated to
support the conclusion that a tax incentive
alone does not playa significant role in a
corporate decision to locate in a given
jurisdiction. A combination of factors
influence locational decisions. In addition to
considering taxes, firms consider wage rates,
access to capital, quality of infrastructure,
proximity to labor force and markets, access
to training programs, relationships with
jurisdictions, and a variety of less tangible
factors.

During the spring 1982 congressional
hearings for enterprise zone legislation,
Samuel·R. Pierce, Jr., Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, stated that "our
own investigatio~s indicate that given the
costs of relocation and the tendency of
existing firms to be structured to take
advantage of the opportunities at their
present location, it is unlikely that currently
existing businesses will relocate into enter
prise zones. However, new business might."

A second question about the locational
impact of ent~rprise zone legislation is
whether an urban policy like that of
enterprise zones should be directed toward a
specific place. In contrast to a people
oriented. policy, a place-prosperity policy
may work CQunter to the changing economic
advantages of a region. Such place-oriented
policies include not only the enterprise zone
concept, but also the urban development
action. grant, the Area Redevelopment Act,
the Appalachian Regional Act, and the

IONational Council for Urban Economic Development, "States
Must Weigh Pros and Cons of Tax Credits," 7 Urban Economic
D.evelupments 2 (Jan. 29, 1982).
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Urban Mass Transportation Act. As noted
in President Reagan's 1982 National Urban
Policy Report, the federal government too
often has responded to temporary symptoms
of national economic change with policies
and programs intended to halt or to slow
that change rather than to accommodate the
process of adjustment. II For example, in
1978 the Economic Development Adminis
tration (EDA) embarked on a $100 million
loan guarantee program to support the
beleaguered steel industry. Since govern
ment efforts to reverse such market forces
are unlikely to succeed, it is not surprising
that the EDA's steel program has expe
rienced such limited success that the federal
government was forced to buy millions of
dollars of steel-making equipment when a
firm went bankrupt.

4. Small business impact. A principal
concern of witnesses at the spring 1982
congressional hearings was the lack of start
up capital for small businesses. Small
businesses are the heart of new economic
activity. In fact, som~ policy analyses
consider the creation of new small businesses
as the most important criterion for measur
ing the success of the zone; new small
businesses are by far the best generators of
jobs. In addition, while major corporations
show a clear desire to establish themselves
almost anywhere except deteriorated or
declining areas, small businesses are still
willing to take the risk.

Unfortunately, as a tax incentive pro
gram, enterprise zone co'ncessions do not
provide start-up capital, which is the
primary resource needed for small business
increases. Federal loan assistance to small
businesses accounts for only 3 percent of all
start-up capital;' 89 percent of all start-up
capital for new businesses comes from
personal savings. As noted by Senator
Rudolph Boschwitz (Rep.-Minn.) during the
1982 hearings, "most small businesses start
up by leasing equipment and office space.
They need money to cover such things as
payroll, inventory, lights and office supplies,
and an investment tax credit on captial gains
exclusion isn't going to help much here."
Note, as 3; precautionary point, that one
should interpret carefully the small business.
figures and their relationship to a successful

"U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
President's National Urban Policy Report-1982 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, July 8, 1982), p. 23.

enterprise zone. For example, high failure
rates are not indicative of a weak economy.
The failure rate of businesses in Houston is
noticeably higher than in the declining
Northeast. High failure rates are generally
an indicator of risk taking, and people take
risks because the economic climate is
conducive to growth. In addition, small
firms perform poorly on the criterion of
value added per employee, a standard
measure of productivity. It is probable,
therefore, that a sharp tradeoff exists
between the new employment generated by
small firms and potential productivity gains
that would occur with larger scale firms.

5. Rural impact. Mr. Barton D. Russell,
Executive Director of the N'ational Associa
tion of Towns and Townships, noted at the
1982 congressional hearings that "many
distressed rural communities lack the exper
tise and specialized knowledge often needed
to put together complicated applications."
Mr. Russell recommended that technical
assistance for rural communities be made
available for preparation of proposals. The
Virginia act is no exception to these
comments; it does not include any provisions
for technical assistance to rural communi
ties. While Virginia towns may not submit a
proposal directly, towns may submit a
proposal through an adjacent city or county.

SlJMMARY

The enterprise zone idea, as perceived at
both the state and federal levels, is a "bottom
up" approach that operates upon the
initiative of local government. In principle,
this approach is distinctively different from
the approach used in Great Britain or from
Puerto Rico's Operation Bootstrap. Each of
these is a centralized approach that packages
incentives at the top level of government. To
evaluate fairly both the present federal
proposal and the Virginia approach will
require an experimental "wait-and-see" atti
tude.

Because the enterprise zone program is as
yet untested, comments and evaluations of
the concept are speculative. State programs,
including Virginia's act, will be the first to
test the concept, and the success of these
programs will depend upon many factors.
Not the least of these factors will be the
ability of state and local governments to
agree upon a "local contract" that provides
tax relief, regulatory relief, improved local
services, and neighborhood involvement
sensitive to the needs of individual commun
ities.



2. A business must have 50 percent
of its gross receipts attributable
to the active conduct of such
trade or business in the zone.

Note that a business will not receive the zone
incentives simply because the business is
eligible. The business must request the tax
incentives through the Virginia Department
of Housing and Community Development

, (VDHCD).
The tax package for Virginia's state zones

includes a public land auction for develop
ment purposes, a provision for local regula
tory tax relief, and three tax concessions.
Table 1 outlines Virginia's tax concessions
and compares these concessions with those
of President Reagan's federal proposal.

The public land auction is open only to
those persons willing to develop a non
designated public land, which is an area that
has not been designated for public use.
Several states have included this option in
their enterprise zone legislation. The pur
pose of this incentive is to increase the
potential for development in state zones
while reducing speculation.

The least specific component of the
Virginia bill is the involvement of local
organizadons and neighborhoods. While
brief references are made to local incentives,
the legislation does not address local
implementation. This lack of local focus is a
common characteristic of both state bills and
the federal bill. As explained by the federal
administration, this implementation gap
allows flexibility and innovation, which is
critical to the concept. It is the task of those
involved with each zone to explore local
participation.

The Virginia Department of Housing and
Community Development (VDHCD) will
:implement the Commonwealth's enterprise
zone act. VDHCD's responsibilities are to
establish zone eligibility criteria; to adminis
ter and enforc~ tne accompanying regula
tions; to monitor and evaluate the act; and to
assist local units in obtaining the reduction
of regulations.

The current implementation schedule calls
for public hearings to review proposed
regulations in March 1983 and local jipplica
tions to be made to VCHCD in the summer
of 1983. Any county or city will be able to
make application, or adjacent jurisdictions
may file a joint application. The application
must include a description of the location of

,the proposed area and a general statement
identifying proposed incentives to comple
ment state incentives. ~pplication review, as
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stated in the act, must be completed within
sixty days of the application deadline. After
review of the applications, the Secretary of
Commerce and Resources within thirty days
will recommend to the governor those
applications with the greatest potential. The
Act authorizes up to six enterprise zones
statewide, and future funding cycles are
anticipated.

Augmenting enterprise zone legislation in
many states is an array of distressed
community statutes, which offer accelerated
relief for investments in economically
distressed areas. In Virginia, these augment
ing community statutes include the Neigh
borhood Assistance Act and a property tax
abatement for rehabilitation.

The Neighborhood Assistance Act (Vir
ginia Code, sections 63.1-321, 63.1-323
through 63.1-325) provides a tax credit for
any business firm that engages injob training
or education for individuals not employed
by the business firm, community services, or
crime prevention services in a distressed
area. As a tax credit, sections 58-760.2 and
58-760.3 of the Code of Virginia provide for
the exemption from taxation of real estate
that has been rehabilitated for commercial
or industrial use when a structure is no less
than twenty-five years old and is improved to
increase its assessed value by no less than 60
percent. The exemption can apply for no
more than ten years and cannot exceed an
amount equal to the increase in assessed
value resulting from the rehabilitation of the
structure. The governing body of the locality
prescribes by ordinance the terms of exemp
tion and the boundaries of the zone or
district in which the exemption would apply.

AN EVALlJATION OF THE ENTERPRISE
ZONE CONCEPT

While comments were diverse during
congressional hearings on enterprise zone
legislation~ constructive criticism emerged
relevant to both state bills and the federal
bill. Some of the main criticisms ceritered on
the potential costs and benefits of' the
program, the effects of such legislation' on
the location of businesses, the actual degree
of assistance that new small businesses

I wo~ld receive, and the lack of technical,
!aSSIstance for rural areas.
I

1. Cost of program. Only rough cost
estimates have been made for the federal
program, while no cost estimates exist for
state programs such as that of Virginia. The
U.S. Department of the Treasury estimates
that the federal program's costs in federal tax

losses the first year will range from $9.3
million to $12.4 million per enterprise zone,
or from $232 million to $310 million for
twenty-five zones, the number of zones
proposed for the first year of implementa
tion. 9 The variance is due to different
assumed rates of increased business activity
in the zones: the low figure assumes no
growth, while the high figure assumes a 10
percent increase in activity.

Originally, the cost of the federal program
had been projected at over $1.5 billion. To

,reduce this cost, however, several objection
able and expensive tax incentives such as
property tax abatements and social security
payments have been deleted from the
proposal. Related to the question of cost has
been how to restrain ongfess from writing
criteria that would cover dozens of congres
sional districts, including some relatively
affluent ones. This expansion of eligible
congressional districts not only would add to

I cost but also potentially could doom the
program.

Many federal programs have fallen victim
to this congressional propensity to widen

,eligibility. This doomed the 1966-1974
model cities program and, most recently,
helped to kill the urban development bank
proposed by former President Carter. By the
time the urban development bank bill
reached its final stages, 90 percent of the
country would have been eligible for its
grants and loans. In the case of the model
cities program, a total of 150 model
neighborhoods were authorized, almost
twenty times as many as originally intended.

2. Benefit of program. In addition to tax
, relief, the enterprise zone pr<?gram has the
potential to offer both regulatory relief and
improved local services. The benefit of these
additional contributions will depend upon
the individual programs of states and the
contracts submitted by local governments.
For example, .local deregulation could be
provided in such areas as zoning, occupa
tional licensure laws-, permit requirements,
and building codes. Local governments also
could provide funding for projects that
contribute to economic development in a
zone through their community developmenf
block grants, urban development action
grants, or revenue sharing funds.

'lU. S. General Accounting Office, Revitalizin!: Distressed Areas
through Enterprise Zones: Many Uncertainties Exist (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, July 15, 1982), p. 34.
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Table 1. U. S. Administration's Enterprise Zone Proposal and Virginia's Enacted
Enterprise Zone Bill

Virginia Bill - January 1983

over the preceding year's em
ployment. Forty percent of
these additional employees
must have had incomes below
80 percent of the median income
of the jurisdiction prior to their
employment.

2. A business must have 50 percent
of its gross receipts attributable
to the active conduct of such
trade or business in the zone.

Eligibility Criteria for Future Businesses:
1. A business must have 40 percent

of its employees with incomes
prior to their employment
below 80 percent of the median
income of the jurisdiction.

Employee Credit:
None

Employer or Business Credit:
1. A five-year decreasing (80%, 60%,

40%, 20%, 20%) business income tax
credit for qualified business firms.

2. An individual income tax credit for
each partnership in proportion to
income received from the partnership.

3. A five-year state sales tax exemption on
items purchased for the conduct of
businesses in the zone.

U. S. Proposal - March 1982

Other:
1. Publicly owned land within a zone, not

designated for public use, will be made
available for sale contingent on a
guarantee of development.

2. Localities are strongly encouraged to
pass local tax incentives including but not
limited to reduction of permit fees,
user fees, and business-professional
occupational license taxes.

SOlJRCE: Compiled by the author from The Administration's Enterprise Zone
Proposal: Fact Sheet (a press release of March 23, 1982) and Virginia's House Bill 689
Urban Enterprise Zone Act (1982 Virginia General Assembly, regular session).

NOTE: The Virginia Urban Enterprise Zone Act was re-enacted in January 1983 to repeal
section 59.1-281 of the Code of Virginia, which allowed state unemployment tax credits to
qualified businesses.

Employer or Business Credit:
1. A nonrefundable tax credit equal to

10% of all qualified zone employees,
up to $1,500.

2. A nonrefundable tax credit f<9r every
economically disadvantaged worker
hired- of 50% of their wages for the
first three years and phasing out
by 10% a year.

3. Investment tax credit of 3% to 10%
to qualified businesses for capital
improvements in the zone.

4. Elimination of capital gains taxes on
most property owned in the zone.

5. Carryover of operating losses and zone
business tax credits for the life
of the zone.

Employee Credit:
A 5% nonrefundable income tax credit
for qualified zone employees up to a
maximum of $450.
Other:
1. Use of industrial bonds in the zones

even if the bonds are otherwise
restricted.

2. Zone businesses could carry forward
operating losses for 15 years or the
life of the zone, whichever is longer.

zones~ specific size requirements will be
available from the Department in April
1983.) In addition, either the area must have
an unemployment rate of 1.5 times the state
average, or at least 25 percent of the
designated area's population must have
incomes below 80 percent of the median
income of the jurisdiction.

Virginia's incentives are available to
businesses .that exist or relocate in an
enterprise zone. For an existing or relocated
business to qualify, the business must meet
the following eligibility criteria.

Eligibility Criteria for Existing Businesses:
1. A business must increase the

average number of full-time
employees by at least 10 percent

6Coopers and Lybrand, Consultants, Tax Incentives for
Community Revitalizaton in Florida (Tallahassee, Fla.: Florida
Department of Veteran and Community Affairs, 1981), p. 5.

7Sidor, State Enterprise Programs, p. 30.

8The Virginia Urban Enterprise Zone Act was re-enacted in
January 1983 to repeal section 59.1~281 of the Code of Virginia,
which allowed state unemployment tax credits to qualified
businesses.

of three enterprise zone statutes: (1) a tax
credit of 25 percent of the salary paid to
workers employed in a slum or blighted area~

(2) a tax credit of 96 percent of ad valorem
taxes paid on property in a slum or blighted
area~ and (3) a tax credit of 50 percent of the
amount contributed by a corporation to
redevelopment of a slum or blighted area. To
qualify for these credits, a company must
locate in a slum or blighted area so
designated by the Florida Department of
Veterans and Community Affairs. To date,
eighteen areas are under consideration for
designation. 6

Kentucky. Kentucky's law offers a gener
ous set of tax incentives, as well as regulatory
relief, but its unique feature is the provision
for neighborhood involvement. Residents of
an enterprise zone may form a neighborhood
enterprise association corporation, which
may engage in business only within the zone
and must offer stock free of charge to any
zone resident. Certified by the state's
enterprise zone authority, these neighbor
hood corporations will receive a minimum
ninety-nine year, one-dollar-per-year lease
on all unused property within a zone that is
owned by the state and local governments. In
addition, a neighborhood corporation will
be e~empt from all state and local taxes
during the life of the zone. 7

The Kentucky law also provides for
regulatory relief from any state body that
promulgates regulations. Rules that protect
citizens' health and safety, however, are
specifically excluded from this regulatory
relief provision.

Virginia. Virginia's Urban Enterprise
Zone Act (Code of Virginia, 1950, sections
59.1-270 through 59.1-284) was passed in
March 1982. 8 With regard to the designation
of zones, the Virginia program is a competi
tive one~ while an area may meet the
eligibility criteria this does not guarantee
the area's acceptance into the program. To
be eligible as an enterprise zone in Virginia,
an area must comprise contiguous tracks or
block groups from the 1980 census. (The
Virginia Department of Housing and Com
munity Development has proposed regula
tions that specify the geographic size of
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SOURCES AND DOCUMENTS OF UNITED STATES CONSTITUTIONS

A Publication Series that Commemorates the Bicentennial of the U. S. Constitution

Edited and Annotated by

William F. Swindler, Professor of Law Emeritus, College of William and Mary

This collection of constitutional materials,
edited and annotated by Professor William F.
Swindler (John Marshall Professor of Law
Emeritus at the Marshall-Wythe Law
School, College of William and Mary), has
been published in two series.

The first series reproduces in ten volumes
the principal documents contributing to the
constitutional growth of each of the fifty
states. The second series will include three
volumes, of which only the first has been
issued; it traces American constitutional
development from the issuance of the
privileges granted to Christopher Columbus
by Ferdinand and Isabella to the establish
ment of the infant nation by 1800.

The documents published in the first
volume of the second series are grouped into
four parts, reflecting the significant stages in
American constitutional development in this
early period. Each section is preceded by a
brief editorial exposition. The sequence
portrays the development of English and
European policies and attitudes toward the
New World, and the subsequent evolution of
constitutional thought and national con
sciousness within the New WorId itself.
Reprinted are such instrumental items as the
English Bill of Rights (p. 132), William
Penn's plan of union for the colonies (p.138),
the despised Stamp and Revenue Acts (pp.
187, 236), the 1778 Treaty of Alliance with

Contents of First Series

France (p. 327), and the Alien and Sedition
Acts of 1798 (pp. 479, 481).

The projected second and third books of
this series will present the key constitutional
materials of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, respectively. This entire second
series, with its national focus, will be an
important supplement to the first series of
state documents. The first volume of the
second series includes a table entitled
"Ameri n Constit tio 1 C 10." A
valuable research aid, this table integrates all
of the documents assembled in both the first
and the second series of Sources and
Documents 0.[ United States Constitutions
(published by Oceana Publications, Inc.
New York, 1982).

This collection of state constitutional documents is assembled in alphabetical order, as follows:

Yol. 1 Alabama-California Yol. 4a Louisiana Vol. 8 Oklahoma-South Carolina
Yol. 2 Colorado--Georgia Yol. 5 Massachusetts-Mississippi Vol. 9 South Dakota-Vermont
Vol. 3 Hawaii-Iowa Yol. 6 Montana-New Jersey Vol. 10 Virginia-Wyoming
Vol. 4 Kansas-Maryland Yol. 7 New Mexico-Ohio

C,ontents of Second Series

Yol. 1 1492-1800 Vol. 2 1801-1900 Vol. 3 1901-1976

Yolume 3 of the second series will include a cumulative index to all the volumes in both series.

Persons or institutions may be placed on the mailing list to receive copies of the News Letter by sending a written request to News
Letter, 207 Minor Hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia22903. The complete mailing address shouldbeprintedor
typed, and the Zip Code should be included.
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