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Introduction
I̅ ԽԻԼՄ, C̖̅ʒ͔ɦͧͧ ˠǻΑ̅Ɋʞɦɕ ̖̅ɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅’ͧ  ˠǻ͔ʒɦͧ͸ֱɦϒɦ͔ ɦϟ͋ɦ͔ʱ˾ɦ̅͸ͧ ʱ̅ Αͧʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ʇɦɕɦ͔ǻˠ ͸ǻϟ Ɋ̖ɕɦ 
to attract private investment into economically distressed communities: Opportunity Zones. The tax 
ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦ ̖ʇʇɦ͔ɦɕ ͸ǻϟ ɂɦ̅ɦʇʱ͸ͧ ͸̖ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸̖͔ͧ ϖʞ̖ ɕʱ͔ɦɊ͸ɦɕ ɦˠʱʒʱɂˠɦ Ɋǻ͋ʱ͸ǻˠ ʒǻʱ̅ͧ ʱ̅͸̖ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ ˠ̖ϖֱ
income census tracts. The underlying proposition was straightforward but consequential: Patient private 
capital, encouraged by a federal incentive, could help generate economic activity in communities that 
Ɋ̖̅ϒɦ̅͸ʱ̖̅ǻˠ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ͋ΑɂˠʱɊ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ʞǻɕ ʇǻʱˠɦɕ ͸̖ ͔ɦǻɊʞ, ̖͔ ʞɦˠ͋ ǻɊɊɦˠɦ͔ǻ͸ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥֱˠɦɕ ɦʇʇ̖͔͸ͧ 
to advance local development goals.

O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ Z̖̅ɦͧ ֤OZ֥ͧ ɦ˾ɦ͔ʒɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ ǻ ˠ̖̅ʒ, ɂʱ͋ǻ͔͸ʱͧǻ̅ ʞʱͧ͸̖͔Ϥ ̖ʇ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ ̖͋ˠʱɊϤ. Across 
ͧɦϒɦ͔ǻˠ ͔͋ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ǻɕ˾ʱ̅ʱͧ͸͔ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ, ʇɦɕɦ͔ǻˠ ̖͋ˠʱɊϤ˾ǻ˗ɦ͔ͧ ʞǻϒɦ Αͧɦɕ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ͸̖̖ˠͧ ͧΑɊʞ ǻͧ E̅͸ɦ͔͔͋ʱͧɦ 
Communities, Empowerment Zones, the New Markets Tax Credit, Promise Zones, and—more recently—
the Justice40 initiative to concentrate resources, reduce barriers to investment, and improve economic 
conditions in communities facing persistent challenges. These programs vary substantially in their design 
and implementation, yet each reflects a recurring recognition that equitable and sustainable economic 
ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ʱͧ ̅ɦʱ͸ʞɦ͔ ʒΑǻ͔ǻ̅͸ɦɦɕ ̖͔̅ ɦϒɦ̅ˠϤ ɕʱͧ͸͔ʱɂΑ͸ɦɕ, ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ ˠ̖̅ʒֱ͸ɦ͔˾ ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ ͋ɦ͔ʇ̖͔˾ǻ̅Ɋɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ 
United States depends, in part, on whether more communities can connect their residents and business to 
investments, jobs, infrastructure, and a better quality of life. 

The scale and flexibility of OZs distinguished the tax incentive program from many of its predecessors. 
Governors designated thousands of eligible census tracts and investors were given considerable 
discretion over where and how to deploy capital within them. Supporters argued that this flexibility could 
move resources more quickly and support projects that otherwise struggled to secure financing. Critics 
warned ͸ʞǻ͸ ˠʱ˾ʱ͸ɦɕ ͔ɦ̖͔͋͸ʱ̅ʒ ͔ɦ͑Αʱ͔ɦ˾ɦ̅͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ǻ͔ʒɦ͸ ͔Αˠɦͧ ǻͧ ϖɦˠˠ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ǻɂͧɦ̅Ɋɦ ̖ʇ ɦϟ͋ˠʱɊʱ͸ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥֱ
benefit standards could direct subsidies toward projects that would have proceeded without the incentive 
or toward neighborhoods already positioned for growth. These competing claims have shaped the public 
debate over OZs since the first investments were made. 

Tʞʱͧ ͔ɦ̖͔͋͸ ɂ͔ʱ̅ʒͧ ̅ɦϖ ɦϒʱɕɦ̅Ɋɦ ͸̖ ͸ʞǻ͸ ɕɦɂǻ͸ɦל I͸ ̖ʇʇɦ͔ͧ ͔ɦ͸͔̖ͧ͋ɦɊ͸ʱϒɦ, ͸͔ǻɊ͸ֱˠɦϒɦˠ ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧʱͧ ̖ʇ Մ,ԼՄՀ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ 
7,826 designated OZ tracts across all 50 states and Washington, D.C., from 2018 through 2025. We use a 
novel dataset of building activity (albeit one that does not distinguish buildings by cost or size) to examine 
how the tax incentive has shaped construction activity and neighborhood change (namely, displacement). 
We also assess how these outcomes vary across communities with different predominant land uses. 
The central question is not whether OZs uniformly succeed or fail, but to understand where they have 
generated stronger economic and community outcomes, where they have not, and what local factors help 
determine success. 

We know investment alone is not synonymous with shared prosperity. In some places, OZ capital has 
expanded housing supply, supported business formation, created jobs, and leveraged underutilized 
community assets—while in others, it flowed toward projects with limited community benefits or into 
neighborhoods already on a growth path. A rigorous assessment of OZs must therefore look beyond 
͸̖͸ǻˠ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ͸̖ Α̅ɕɦ͔ͧ͸ǻ̅ɕ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ֱˠɦϒɦˠ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦͧל Tʞʱͧ ͔ɦ̖͔͋͸ ǻ͋͋ˠʱɦͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ʇ͔ǻ˾ɦϖ̖͔˗ ͸̖ ׌OZ ԼלԻ׍ ֛͸ʞɦ 
ԽԻԼՄ ʱ͸ɦ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͔̖͋ʒ͔ǻ˾ ʇ͔̖˾ ͸ʞɦ Tǻϟ CΑ͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ Ċ̖ɂͧ AɊ͸, ϖʞʱɊʞ ʱͧ ɕʱͧ͸ʱ̅Ɋ͸ ʇ͔̖˾ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔˾ǻ̅ɦ̅͸ ׌OZ 
ԽלԻ׍ ϒɦ͔ͧʱ̖̅ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖʱˠˠ ʞǻϒɦ ̅ɦϖ ͔̖Α̅ɕ ̖ʇ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ʱ̅ ԽԻԽՃ֥, ʱɕɦ̅͸ʱʇϤʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖̅ɕʱ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ Α̅ɕɦ͔ ϖʞʱɊʞ 
ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ͸͔ǻ̅ͧˠǻ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅͸̖ ʱ̅ɊˠΑͧʱϒɦ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ʱ̅ ̖͔ɕɦ͔ ͸̖ ʱ̅ʇ̖͔˾ ˾̖͔ɦ ɦʇʇɦɊ͸ʱϒɦ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦʒʱɦͧ ʒ̖ʱ̅ʒ 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2026-02/Federal_Place-Based_Programs.pdf
https://eig.org/opportunity-zones/
https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/opportunity-zones-need-be-retooled-achieve-impact
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forward. Our key findings include:

	y The OZ period aligns with a period of increased building in the United States. Builds per year rose 
Նێ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱϒɦ ͸̖ ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅל

	y AΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ͧʞʱʇ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅͸̖ OZͧ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ ֤ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ֥ל OZͧ ͔ɦ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ 
ՆלՆێ ̖ʇ ǻˠˠ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅ, ͸ʞɦʱ͔ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ϖǻͧ ̖̅ˠϤ ՁלՅלێ Aʇ͸ɦ͔ 
ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅, ͸ʞɦ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ǻˠˠ UלSל ̅ɦϖ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ʱ̅ OZͧ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦɕ ԼԿלՅێ ֛ʇ͔̖˾ ՁלՅێ ԽԻԼՄֽ
ԽԻԼՅ ͸̖ ՃלՃێ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ֥ל Yɦ͸ ɦϒɦ̅ ϖʱ͸ʞ ͸ʞɦ ʒɦ̅ɦ͔̖Αͧ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦ, OZͧ ͔ɦ˾ǻʱ̅ ɂɦˠ̖ϖ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ 
parity, consistent with their economic circumstances.

	y The existing land use of a tract matters, as do macroeconomic conditions. We classify OZs into five 
types by dominant land use. Of the five tract types, three saw big increases in building activity after 
designation, while two saw notable declines.

	y Almost half of OZs saw accelerated growth: 46% of designated OZs saw increases in building 
activity of at least 15%. However, tract type plays a big role in those increases. In three out of five 
tract types, the median OZ saw almost no building activity.

	y We found no association between growth and displacement in most OZ tract types and 
states. However, only 26% of OZ tracts saw growth without displacement. This speaks to the 
macroeconomic and demographic conditions facing these tracts, which have greater influence than 
the tax incentive.

	y Tract characteristics beyond land use also matter. Our exploratory statistical analysis suggests some 
tract characteristics that may be more conducive to positive outcomes.

Taken together, our findings reveal interdependent—and at times, seemingly contradictory—patterns of 
ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦֱˠɦϒɦˠ ϒǻ͔ʱǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʱ̅ OZ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦͧל Tʞɦͧɦ ɕʱʇʇɦ͔ɦ̅Ɋɦͧ ͧΑʒʒɦͧ͸ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ ʇɦɕɦ͔ǻˠ ͸ǻϟ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦ’ͧ  ɦʇʇɦɊ͸ͧ 
were shaped not only by the flow of OZ capital, but also by local market conditions and complementary 
state and local policies. Overall, however, the results are consistent with much of the existing literature: 
OZs can be a powerful financing tool for accelerating capital deployment into less economically dynamic 
communities, particularly for real estate development.

The experience of OZ 1.0 also makes clear that capital is a means, not an outcome. As states approach 
OZ 2.0, they should work closely with local governments, residents, and businesses to define success 
before selecting tracts. That definition should identify both the policy objectives the incentive is 
intended to advance—such as housing production, clean energy deployment, rural redevelopment, 
̖͔ ɦ̅͸͔ɦ͔͋ɦ̅ɦΑ͔ͧʞʱִ͋ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦͧ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧ ͧɦɦ˗, ʱ̅ɊˠΑɕʱ̅ʒ ˠ̖Ɋǻˠ ̖ϖ̅ɦ͔ͧʞʱ͋, 
community wealth creation, affordability, and stronger economic mobility. States should then develop 
an explicit theory of change that explains what the capital is intended to accomplish and identifies the 
Ɋ̖˾͋ˠɦ˾ɦ̅͸ǻ͔Ϥ ̖͋ˠʱɊʱɦͧ, ͋ΑɂˠʱɊ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ͧ, ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦͧ, Ɋǻ͋ǻɊʱ͸ϤֱɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦʒʱɦͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ͔ɦʒΑˠǻ͸̖͔Ϥ 
͔ɦʇ̖͔˾ͧ ͔ɦ͑Αʱ͔ɦɕ ͸̖ ǻɊʞʱɦϒɦ ͸ʞ̖ͧɦ ͔ɦͧΑˠ͸ͧל Tʞʱͧ ͋ˠǻ̅̅ʱ̅ʒ ϖʱˠˠ ɂɦ ɦͧ͋ɦɊʱǻˠˠϤ ʱ˾̖͔͋͸ǻ̅͸ ʱ̅ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ϖʞɦ͔ɦ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱ
family housing is the predominant land use and the tax incentive alone may be insufficient to support 
meaningful development or broader community benefits.
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Context and literature review
The Opportunity Zone tax incentive was part of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017; in 2025, the One 
Aʱʒ AɦǻΑ͸ʱʇΑˠ Aʱˠˠ AɊ͸ ˾ǻɕɦ ǻ ˾̖ɕʱʇʱɦɕ ϒɦ͔ͧʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ʱ͸ ֛׌OZ ԽלԻ֜׍ permanent. In both versions of the 
program, investors can defer or avoid taxation of realized capital gains by reinvesting those gains in an 
investment vehicle, known as a Qualified Opportunity Fund, that holds at least 90% of its assets as new or 
substantially improved property in census tracts the IRS has  designated as Qualified Opportunity Zones.

Tʞɦ ̖͔ʱʒʱ̅ǻˠ ͔̖͋ʒ͔ǻ˾ ǻˠˠ̖ϖɦɕ ɦǻɊʞ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ʒ̖ϒɦ͔̖͔̅ ͸̖ ̖̅˾ʱ̅ǻ͸ɦ ǻͧ OZͧ ǻ ̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ ̖ʇ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ɦ͑Αǻˠ ͸̖ 
ɦʱ͸ʞɦ͔ן ԽՁێ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ ̖ʇ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧ ǻͧ ɕɦʇʱ̅ɦɕ ʱ̅ ԽՃ USC ؜ ՀՁD֛ɦ֛֜Լ֜ ֛ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ 
ԽԻԼԼֽԽԻԼՁ ̖͔ ԽԻԼԽֽԽԻԼՃ A˾ɦ͔ʱɊǻ̅ C̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ SΑ͔ϒɦϤ ɕǻ͸ǻ, ǻ̅ɕ ͔̖Α̅ɕʱ̅ʒ ɕ̖ϖ̅֜ע ̖͔ ԽՁ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, ϖʞʱɊʞɦϒɦ͔ 
was greater.

A Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ Ɋǻ̅ ͑ΑǻˠʱʇϤ ǻͧ ǻ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅ ͸ϖ̖ ϖǻϤͧן ɦʱ͸ʞɦ͔ ʱ͸ ʞǻͧ ǻ ̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ̖ʇ ǻ͸ ˠɦǻͧ͸ 
ԽԻێ, ̖͔ ʱ͸ͧ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ ʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ֤M�I֜ ʱͧ ɂɦˠ̖ϖ ՅԻێ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ǻ͔ɦǻ M�I ֛͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦϖʱɕɦ M�I ̖ ,͔ ʱʇ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ʱͧ ʱ̅ 
ǻ ˾ɦ͸͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ ǻ͔ɦǻ, ͸ʞɦ ʒ͔ɦǻ͸ɦ͔ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦϖʱɕɦ ǻ̅ɕ ˾ɦ͸͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ ǻ͔ɦǻ M�I֥ל Aͧ ǻ ͔ɦͧΑˠ͸, ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ˠǻ͔ʒɦ͔ 
̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ͧ ̖ʇ ͑ΑǻˠʱʇϤʱ̅ʒ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧ ʒɦ̅ɦ͔ǻˠˠϤ ͔ɦɊɦʱϒɦɕ ˾̖͔ɦ OZͧ, ϖʞʱˠɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ʇɦϖɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ 
100 such communities could designate up to 25 tracts, giving them a proportionally larger allocation.

Aˠ̖̅ʒ ϖʱ͸ʞ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧ, Α͋ ͸̖ Ձێ ̖ʇ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ OZͧ ϖɦ͔ɦ ͋ɦ͔˾ʱ͸͸ɦɕ ͸̖ ɂɦ ֱ̖̅̅ˠ̖ϖֱ
ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦֱɊ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧל H̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ ʇ̖͔ ͧΑɊʞ ǻ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ͸̖ ɂɦ ɦˠʱʒʱɂˠɦ, ʱ͸ ʞǻɕ ͸̖ ɂɦ Ɋ̖̅͸ʱʒΑ̖Αͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ǻ ˠ̖ϖֱ
ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦֱɊ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ OZ ǻ̅ɕ ʞǻϒɦ ǻ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ ʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ̖̅͸ ɦϟɊɦɦɕʱ̅ʒ ԼԽՁێ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ ʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ 
of that OZ.

In addition, while the program initially only included the 50 U.S. states and Washington, D.C., the Bipartisan 
Budget Act of 2018 amended this, designating all Puerto Rico census tracts ʱɕɦ̅͸ʱʇʱɦɕ ǻͧ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ 
Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧ ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ ԽԻԼԼֽԽԻԼՁ A˾ɦ͔ʱɊǻ̅ C̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ SΑ͔ϒɦϤ ֤ACS֜ ɕǻ͸ǻ ǻͧ OZͧל

Overall, 8,764 census tracts have been designated as OZs, with 7,826 of them in the 50 states and 
Wǻͧʞʱ̅ʒ͸̖̅, DלCל ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Լ֥ל OZͧ ʞǻɕ ͔̖ΑʒʞˠϤ ͸ϖʱɊɦ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ ̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ϖֱ̖͸ʞʱ͔ɕͧ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ 
family income of tracts overall, as well as elevated unemployment rates, housing and transportation costs, 
and populations of racial and ethnic minorities. A set of descriptive statistics for OZs in the 50 states and 
Washington, D.C., can be found in Table 1. Additional statistics are included in Table 3 in the Appendix.

https://www.congress.gov/115/plaws/publ97/PLAW-115publ97.pdf
https://eig.org/eig-hails-passage-of-landmark-tax-legislation-making-ozs-permanent/
https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/businesses/invest-in-a-qualified-opportunity-fund
https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/businesses/certify-and-maintain-a-qualified-opportunity-fund
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-drop/n-18-48.pdf
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-drop/n-19-42.pdf
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/opportunity-zones
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TABLE 1

SOURCE: All data from 2014-2018 ACS 5-year estimates except for housing and transportation costs, which are 
calculated based on the Center for Neighborhood Technology’s H+T Affordability Index.
NOTE: These statistics are for OZs in the 50 states and Washington, D.C.; Puerto Rico and island area OZs are excluded.

Descriptive statistics of Opportunity Zones and all census tracts

7,826

26%

68%

$45,500

21%

11%

77%

12%

7%

41%

13%

8%

54%

Opportunity Zones

Median poverty rate

% of tracts with poverty rate of at least 20%

Mɦɕʱǻ̅ ʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ֤M�I֥

% of tracts that meet low-income community definition 
̖̅ˠϤ ɂϤ M�I Ɋ͔ʱ͸ɦ͔ʱ̖̅ ֛̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ˠɦͧͧ ͸ʞǻ̅ ԽԻ֥ێ

% of tracts that are not low-income communities

% in a metropolitan statistical area

ʱ̅ ǻ ˾ʱɊ͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ ͧ͸ǻ͸ʱͧ͸ʱɊǻˠ ǻ͔ɦǻ ֛ΕSA֜ ێ

Median foreign-born population share

Median non-Hispanic white population share

Median non-Hispanic Black population share

Median unemployment rate

Mɦɕʱǻ̅ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ ǻ̅ɕ ͸͔ǻ̖͔̅ͧ͋͸ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ Ɋ̖ͧ͸ ǻͧ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ M�I

Number of tracts

12%

27%

$68,800

15%

59%

83%

9%

7%

70%

4%

5%

43%

All census
tracts

73,054

https://htaindex.cnt.org/map/
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FIGURE 1

SOURCE: IRS and Community Development Financial Institutions Fund data

The IRS certified the final OZ designations on July 9, 2018. Since then, research has yielded some 
illustrative insights into the program. A study conducted by group of authors that included employees of 
the U.S. Treasury Department with access to the confidential tax records of Opportunity Funds found that 
half of OZ capital was invested exclusively in housing, and 75% included a residential component. This is 
consistent with reporting from industry sources. 

The primary benefit of the OZ designation appears to be new housing. Designated OZs saw on average 
47.5 additional new housing units per tract between 2019 and 2025, with the effect accelerating over time. 
In urban areas, researcher Harrison Wheeler found that designated tracts saw significant increases in 
new construction for both residential and commercial land uses compared to eligible but undesignated 
tracts. In addition, designated OZs saw increases in job creation, but that was often associated with job 
decreases in nearby tracts, and changes in OZ resident employment likely benefited new movers to those 
zones, not existing residents.

Examinations of OZs have found significant variations in the process by which states designated the 
zones, including both political effects and already planned development activity, and thus real differences 
in the characteristics of OZ tract populations between states. As implementation proceeded, a 2021 

Eligible and designated Opportunity Zones, 2018

Designated tracts Eligible tracts

WYWY
WIWI

WVWV

WAWA

VAVA

VTVT

UTUT

TXTX

TNTN

SDSD

SCSC

RIRI

PAPA

OROR

OKOK

OHOH

NDND

NCNC

NYNY

NMNM

NJNJ
NVNV NENE

MTMT

MOMO

MSMS

MNMN

MIMI

MDMD

MEME

LALA

KYKYKSKS

IAIA
ININILIL

IDID

HIHI

GAGA

FLFL

COCOCACA

ARARAZAZ

AKAK

ALAL

https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-drop/n-18-48.pdf
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w33414/w33414.pdf
https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/more-than-200000-homes-financed-by-qofs-tracked-by-novogradac
https://eig.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/The_Impact_of_Opportunity_Zones_on_Housing_Supply.pdf
https://hbwheeler.github.io/files/JMP_HW.pdf
https://www.nber.org/papers/w34589
https://www.hachettebookgroup.com/titles/david-wessel/only-the-rich-can-play/9781541757202/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2021.104588
https://www.clevelandfed.org/publications/working-paper/wp-2617-cre-development-potential-and-selection-of-opportunity-zones
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.38.3.113
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survey ̖ʇ ՁՃ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒ̖ϒɦ͔̅˾ɦ̅͸ ̖ʇʇʱɊʱǻˠͧ ɂϤ ͸ʞɦ G̖ϒɦ͔̅˾ɦ̅͸ AɊɊ̖Α̅͸ǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ OʇʇʱɊɦ ֤GAO֜ ʇ̖Α̅ɕ ͸ʞǻ͸ ̖̅ˠϤ 
20 respondents felt the program was a net positive. This is likely in part because OZ investment is not 
ʒɦ̖ʒ͔ǻ͋ʞʱɊǻˠˠϤ ɦϒɦ̅ˠϤ ͔ͧ͋ɦǻɕ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ̖͔ ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧל OZ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ͸ɦ̅ɕͧ ͸̖ ʇˠ̖ϖ ͸̖ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ 
͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ʱ̅ ʞʱʒʞɦֱ͔ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖Α̅͸ʱɦͧ, ǻ̅ɕ 65% of OZ fund capital went to the top 20% of tracts ɂϤ ͔͋ɦֱ
existing investment history. An Urban Institute study ̖ʇ Oʞʱ̖’ͧ  O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ Z̖̅ɦͧ ʇ̖Α̅ɕ ɦϒɦ̅ ˾̖͔ɦ ʞʱʒʞˠϤ 
Ɋ̖̅Ɋɦ̅͸͔ǻ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸, ϖʱ͸ʞ ˏΑͧ͸ ̅ʱ̅ɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ͔ɦɊɦʱϒʱ̅ʒ ̖ϒɦ͔ ʞǻˠʇ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  OZ Ɋǻ͋ʱ͸ǻˠ ʇˠ̖ϖ ֤Oʞʱ̖ ʞǻͧ 
320 designated OZs). Ultimately, the Urban Institute finding on capital concentration juxtaposed with the 
Treasury study suggests that the OZ experience from state to state continued to vary after designation 
and into outcomes.

Many of the neighborhoods experiencing demographic and economic change were already on 
that trajectory before OZ designations took effect. An early analysis from the National Community 
Rɦʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ C̖ǻˠʱ͸ʱ̖̅ ʇ̖Α̅ɕ ʞʱʒʞ ̖ϒɦ͔ˠǻ͋ ǻ̅ɕ ǻɕˏǻɊɦ̅ɊϤ ֤ՃՆ֜ێ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ OZͧ ǻ̅ɕ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ 
were already gentrifying prior to designation, and a unique exploration by Kurban et. al., using local 
ǻɕ˾ʱ̅ʱͧ͸͔ǻ͸ʱϒɦ ɕǻ͸ǻ ʇ̖Α̅ɕ ǻ̅ ǻ̖ͧͧɊʱǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ OZ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅, ʱֱ̅˾ʱʒ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ʞʱʒʞɦֱ͔ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ 
͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ̖Α͸ֱ˾ʱʒ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ˠ̖ϖɦֱ͔ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ Dʱͧ͸͔ʱɊ͸ ̖ʇ C̖ˠΑ˾ɂʱǻל Wʞʱˠɦ ͸ʞɦͧɦ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒͧ ɕ̖ 
not establish that OZ designation alone caused displacement, they do suggest states often selected areas 
where revitalization was already underway and where incentives may have accelerated existing market 
trends.

Further research is needed to clarify when OZ investment contributes to displacement and which policies 
best ensure that residents and business can remain in and benefit from revitalizing communities. Overall, 
these findings from the existing literature raise two key, mostly unanswered research questions that we 
explore in this paper. First, to what extent do OZ outcomes vary by state, and what states are potential 
candidates for showing helpful lessons learned on designation and implementation? And second, to what 
extent did designated OZs actually see change, and was the change positive or negative?

Data and methods
OΑ͔ ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧʱͧ ʱͧ ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ ǻ ɕǻ͸ǻͧɦ͸ ̖ʇ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ɕǻ͸ɦͧ ɂϤ Ϥɦǻ͔ ǻɊ͑Αʱ͔ɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ C̖͸ǻˠʱ͸Ϥ’ͧ  
ListSource database. This database, compiled from state and county real property records, covers the 
District of Columbia and all states except Idaho, Kansas, Montana, and South Carolina. In addition, several 
Ɋ̖Α̅͸ʱɦͧ ʱ̅ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ǻ͔ɦ ˾ʱͧͧʱ̅ʒ ̖͔ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾͋ˠɦ͸ɦל Wʱ͸ʞ ͸ϖ̖ ɦϟɊɦ͋͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ֤Pɦ̅̅ͧϤˠϒǻ̅ʱǻ ǻ̅ɕ Mǻʱ̅ɦ֜, ͸ʞɦͧɦ 
̖˾ʱͧͧʱ̖̅ͧ ϖɦ͔ɦ ̖̅͸ ˠǻ͔ʒɦ ɦ̖̅Αʒʞ ͸̖ ʱ̅ϒǻˠʱɕǻ͸ɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦֱˠɦϒɦˠ ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧʱͧל ֤Sɦɦ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦ͸ʞ̖ɕ̖ˠ̖ʒʱɊǻˠ ǻ͋͋ɦ̅ɕʱϟ ʇ̖͔ 
details on the data quality and exclusions.)

The Cotality dataset consists of the addresses of all buildings recorded as built between 2017 and 2024, 
ʱ̅ɊˠΑͧʱϒɦ, ʇ̖͔ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧל Wɦ ʒɦ̖Ɋ̖ɕɦɕ ͸ʞɦͧɦ ǻɕɕ͔ɦͧͧɦͧ ǻ̅ɕ ɊǻˠɊΑˠǻ͸ɦɕ ͋ɦֱ͔Ϥɦǻ͔ Ɋ̖Α̅͸ͧ ̖ʇ 
ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸Α͔ɦͧ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ ɦǻɊʞ ԽԻԼՅ žΑǻˠʱʇʱɦɕ O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ Z̖̅ɦ ʇ̖͔ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕͧ ɂɦʇ̖͔ɦ ֤ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅ֜ ǻ̅ɕ 
ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ֤ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ֜ ͸ʞɦ OZ ͔̖͋ʒ͔ǻ˾ ϖɦ̅͸ ʱ̅͸̖ ɦʇʇɦɊ͸ל Wɦ ǻˠ̖ͧ ʞǻϒɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦֱˠɦϒɦˠ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ͸̖͸ǻˠͧ ʇ̖͔ ͸ʞɦ ͧǻ˾ɦ 
͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕל Wɦ Αͧɦ ͋ɦֱ͔Ϥɦǻ͔ Ɋ̖Α̅͸ͧ ͸̖ ̖͔̅˾ǻˠʱϼɦ ͸ʞɦ ɕǻ͸ǻ ͸̖ ǻɊɊ̖Α̅͸ ʇ̖͔ ͸ʞɦ ʇǻɊ͸ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ ʞǻϒɦ ̖̅ˠϤ ͸ϖ̖ Ϥɦǻ͔ͧ 
of baseline data available to compare to the six years of data for the period after OZ designation.

I͸ ʱͧ ʱ˾̖͔͋͸ǻ̅͸ ͸̖ ˗ɦɦ͋ ʱ̅ ˾ʱ̅ɕ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦֱ͔Ϥɦǻ͔ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ Ɋ̖Α̅͸ͧ ʒɦ̅ɦ͔ǻ͸ɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ ͸ʞɦ C̖͸ǻˠʱ͸Ϥ ɕǻ͸ǻͧɦ͸ 
represent numbers of structures, without regard to the sizes or use types of those structures. In other 
ϖ̖͔ɕͧ, ǻ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦ, ǻ ʇ͔ɦɦֱͧ͸ǻ̅ɕʱ̅ʒ Ɋ̖̅ϒɦ̅ʱɦ̅Ɋɦ ͧ͸̖͔ɦ, ǻ ʞΑ̅ɕ͔ɦɕֱΑ̅ʱ͸ ǻ͋ǻ͔͸˾ɦ̅͸ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ, 

https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-22-104019
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w33414/w33414.pdf
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/geographic-spread-opportunity-zone-capital
https://ncrc.org/gentrification20/
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol24num1/ch7.pdf
https://www.listsource.com/homepage/index.html
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ǻ̅ɕ ǻ ԽԻֱͧ͸̖͔Ϥ ̖ʇʇʱɊɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ϖʱˠˠ ɦǻɊʞ ǻ͋͋ɦǻ͔ ǻͧ ǻ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ɕǻ͸ǻל Wʞʱˠɦ ͸ʞʱͧ ˾ɦǻ̅ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ 
cannot measure the scale of what is built in terms of, for example, number of housing units or square feet 
̖ʇ Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ͧ͋ǻɊɦ, ʱ͸ ǻˠ̖ͧ ˾ɦǻ̅ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ ʞǻϒɦ ɂ͔̖ǻɕɦ͔ ϒʱͧʱɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅͸̖ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ͸ʞǻ̅ ˾̖͔ɦֱʇ̖ɊΑͧɦɕ 
ɕǻ͸ǻͧɦ͸ͧ ϖ̖Αˠɕ ͔̖͋ϒʱɕɦן A̖͸ʞ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ǻ̅ɕ ǻˠˠ ʇ̖͔˾ͧ ̖ʇ ֱ̖͔̅̅ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒͧ ǻ͔ɦ ʱ̅ɊˠΑɕɦɕ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ 
Cotality dataset.

I̅ ǻɕɕʱ͸ʱ̖̅, ̖̅ˠϤ ̅ɦϖֱɂΑʱˠɕ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅, ̖͔ ͔ɦ̖̅ϒǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͧʱʒ̅ʱʇʱɊǻ̅͸ ɦ̖̅Αʒʞ ʇ̖͔ ʒ̖ϒɦ͔̅˾ɦ̅͸ ͔ɦǻˠ ͔̖͋͋ɦ͔͸Ϥ 
͔ɦɊ̖͔ɕͧ ͸̖ Α͋ɕǻ͸ɦ Ϥɦǻֱ͔ɂΑʱˠ͸ ϒǻˠΑɦͧ, ϖʱˠˠ ͧʞ̖ϖ Α͋ ʱ̅ ͸ʞʱͧ ɕǻ͸ǻͧɦ͸ל Tʞʱͧ ˾ɦǻ̅ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ Ɋǻ̅ ˾̖͔ɦ ǻɊɊΑ͔ǻ͸ɦˠϤ 
measure the amount of change through new investment compared to working with counts of housing units 
from the ACS or counts of addresses from the U.S. Postal Service, where demolition projects are conflated 
with new construction.

ASSESSING THE EFFECT OF LAND USE TYPE ON TRACT GROWTH

To account for the differences in building types and associated differences in the significance of a given 
̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ ̖ʇ ̅ɦϖ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ϥɦǻ ,͔ ϖɦ ɕʱϒʱɕɦɕ OZ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ʱ̅͸̖ ʇʱϒɦ ʒ͔̖Α͋ͧ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Խ֜ ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ ͸ʞɦʱ͔ ɂΑʱˠ͸ 
environment:

	y Rural tracts: All tracts the IRS has identified as qualifying as Rural Opportunity Zones under the One 
Big Beautiful Bill Act of 2025. Because these tracts generally cover large areas and contain a variety 
of land use types, it was not judged to be useful to subdivide them by type.

	y Commercial tracts: Nֱ̖͔̅Α͔ǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ Ɋ̖̅͸ǻʱ̅ʱ̅ʒ ʇɦϖɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ ԼԻԻ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ͧ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՅ, ̖͔ ϖʱ͸ʞ ˾̖͔ɦ 
͸ʞǻ̅ ͸ϖʱɊɦ ǻͧ ˾ǻ̅Ϥ ˏ̖ɂͧ ǻͧ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՅ ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ LEHDֽLODES ˏ̖ɂͧ ɕǻ͸ǻל DΑɦ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦ ǻɂͧɦ̅Ɋɦ 
̖ʇ ԽԻԼՅ LEHDֽLODES ɕǻ͸ǻ ʇ̖͔ Aˠǻͧ˗ǻ, ̖̅ˠϤ ͸ʞɦ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ Ɋ̖Α̅͸ ͔Αˠɦ ϖǻͧ ǻ͋͋ˠʱɦɕ ͸̖ Aˠǻͧ˗ǻ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧל

	y Single-family home (SFH) residential tracts: Nֱ̖͔̅Α͔ǻˠ, ֱ̖̅̅Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ǻ͸ ˠɦǻͧ͸ ͸ϖֱ̖
͸ʞʱ͔ɕͧ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦʱ͔ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ͧ Ɋ̖̅ͧʱͧ͸ʱ̅ʒ ̖ʇ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦͧ, ϖʞɦ͸ʞɦ͔ ǻ͸͸ǻɊʞɦɕ ̖͔ ɕɦ͸ǻɊʞɦɕל

	y Mixed residential tracts: Nֱ̖͔̅Α͔ǻˠ, ֱ̖̅̅Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ̖̅ɦֱ͸ʞʱ͔ɕ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ϖֱ̖͸ʞʱ͔ɕͧ ̖ʇ 
͸ʞɦʱ͔ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ͧ Ɋ̖̅ͧʱͧ͸ʱ̅ʒ ̖ʇ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦͧ, ϖʞɦ͸ʞɦ͔ ǻ͸͸ǻɊʞɦɕ ̖͔ ɕɦ͸ǻɊʞɦɕל

	y Multi-family home (MFH) residential tracts: Nֱ̖͔̅Α͔ǻˠ, ֱ̖̅̅Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ʇɦϖɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ ̖̅ɦֱ
͸ʞʱ͔ɕ ̖ʇ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ͧ Ɋ̖̅ͧʱͧ͸ʱ̅ʒ ̖ʇ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦͧל

https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-drop/n-25-50.pdf
https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/QOZ-Rural-Area-Notice-Methodology-12012025.pdf
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FIGURE 2

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Census Bureau ACS and LEHD data

MEASURING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROWTH AND DISPLACEMENT IN 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES

Wɦ ǻ̅ǻˠϤϼɦɕ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ǻ̅ɕ ɕʱͧ͋ˠǻɊɦ˾ɦ̅͸ ʱ̅ OZͧ ϒʱǻ ǻ ͸ϖֱ̖ɕʱ˾ɦ̅ͧʱ̖̅ǻˠ ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧʱͧ, ϖʱ͸ʞ ʱ̅ɕɦ͋ɦ̅ɕɦ̅͸ 
determinations of whether each tract had experienced growth and displacement over the period from 
2018 to 2024. We identified tracts as experiencing displacement following Acharya and Morris 2022: 
Dʱͧ͋ˠǻɊɦ˾ɦ̅͸ ̖ɊɊΑ͔͔ɦɕ ʱʇ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ɦϟ͋ɦ͔ʱɦ̅Ɋɦɕ ǻ ˠ̖ͧͧ ̖ʇ ͸̖͸ǻˠ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖͔ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ǻ ͋ˠΑ͔ǻˠʱ͸Ϥ ͔ǻɊʱǻˠֱ
ɦ͸ʞ̅ʱɊ ʒ͔̖Α͋ ֛̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ ֱ̖̅̅Hʱͧ͋ǻ̅ʱɊ ϖʞʱ͸ɦͧ֜ל Wɦ Ɋˠǻͧͧʱʇʱɦɕ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻͧ ɦϟ͋ɦ͔ʱɦ̅Ɋʱ̅ʒ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ʱʇ ͸ʞɦ ǻϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ 
ɂΑʱˠɕͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ϥɦǻ͔ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ϖǻͧ ǻ͸ ˠɦǻͧ͸ ԼՁێ ʞʱʒʞɦ͔ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ͸ʞǻ̅ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ 
ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅל

IDENTIFYING NON-LAND-USE DETERMINANTS OF GROWTH IN OPPORTUNITY 
ZONES

T̖ ǻ̅ǻˠϤϼɦ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦ͸ɦ͔˾ʱ̅ǻ̅͸ͧ ̖ʇ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ ˠǻ̅ɕ Αͧɦ ʱ̅ OZͧ, ϖɦ ͋ɦ͔ʇ̖͔˾ɦɕ ɦϟ͋ˠ̖͔ǻ͸̖͔Ϥ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱ
variable linear regressions with the common logarithm of the number of builds per year over the period 
ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦ͋ɦ̅ɕɦ̅͸ ϒǻ͔ʱǻɂˠɦ ǻ̅ɕ ϖʱ͸ʞ ǻ ˠǻ͔ʒɦ ͧɦˠɦɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ̖͋͸ɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ʱ̅ɕɦ͋ɦ̅ɕɦ̅͸ ϒǻ͔ʱǻɂˠɦͧל Dɦ͸ǻʱˠͧ 
on model fits and the variables used can be found in the methodological appendix.

Distribution of Opportunity Zone tracts by land use, 2018
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Finding #1: The OZ period aligns with a 
period of increased building in the United 
States

The larger context around the OZ program is the dramatic decline of the U.S. construction sector after 
the 2007 Great Recession, as reported by the industry (per Chart 4a of CWPR 2025) and observed in 
public macroeconomic data. By 2018, when the OZ program was created, the construction sector had 
Ɋ̖˾͋ˠɦ͸ɦɕ ǻ ͔̖ΑʒʞˠϤ ɕɦɊǻɕɦֱˠ̖̅ʒ ͔ɦɊ̖ϒɦ͔Ϥ ͸̖ ʱ͸ͧ ԽԻԻՄ ˠɦϒɦˠ ̖̅ ͧɦϒɦ͔ǻˠ ˾ɦǻͧΑ͔ɦͧ, ʱ̅ɊˠΑɕʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ 
̖ʇ ֱ̖̅̅ɦ˾͋ˠ̖Ϥɦ͔ ɦͧ͸ǻɂˠʱͧʞ˾ɦ̅͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ͔ɦǻˠ ϒǻˠΑɦ ǻɕɕɦɕ ͸̖ ʒ͔̖ͧͧ ɕ̖˾ɦͧ͸ʱɊ ͔̖͋ɕΑɊ͸ל Tʞʱͧ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ Ɋ̖̅͸ʱ̅Αɦɕ 
in subsequent years, as U.S. building activity per capita increased by 24% between 2017 and 2021 
֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Կ֥ל M̖͔ɦ ͔ɦɊɦ̅͸ˠϤ, Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ʞǻͧ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ ʱ͸ͧ ԽԻԽԼ ͋ɦǻ˗ ǻ˾ʱɕ ǻ sharp surge in 
Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱֱ̖̅ͧɦɊ͸̖͔ ʱ̅ʇˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʱ̅ ԽԻԽԽ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͧΑɂͧ͸ǻ̅͸ʱǻˠˠϤ ɦϟɊɦɦɕɦɕ ̖ϒɦ͔ǻˠˠ Ɋ̖̅ͧΑ˾ɦ͔ ʱ̅ʇˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ל

AϤ ԽԻԽՀ, ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ͋ɦ͔ Ɋǻ͋ʱ͸ǻ ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ǻˠˠϤ ʞǻɕ ʇǻˠˠɦ̅ ɂǻɊ˗ ͸̖ ʱ͸ͧ ԽԻԼՄ ˠɦϒɦˠ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Կ֥ל OZͧ ϖɦ͔ɦ ǻ 
̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ɦϟɊɦ͋͸ʱ̖̅ל Aˠ͸ʞ̖Αʒʞ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅ OZͧ ǻˠ̖ͧ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ ʱ͸ͧ ͔͋ɦֱʱ̅ʇˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ǻ͔Ϥ ͋ɦǻ˗, ɂΑʱˠɕͧ 
per 100,000 residents remained 28% above their 2017 level in 2024, narrowing the gap with the country 
as a whole by 47%. This relative performance is especially notable given the composition of designated 
OZͧן Sʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻ͔ɦ ͧΑɂͧ͸ǻ̅͸ʱǻˠˠϤ Α̅ɕɦ͔͔ɦ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ɦɕ, ϖʞʱˠɦ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻ͔ɦ ̖ϒɦ͔͔ɦ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ɦɕ 
֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Խ֥ל AɦɊǻΑͧɦ ɂΑʱˠɕͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ɋǻ͋ʱ͸ǻ ǻ͔ɦ ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸Α͔ǻˠˠϤ ˠ̖ϖɦ͔ ʱ̅ ɕɦ̅ͧɦ ,͔ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ǻ͔ɦǻͧ, ͸ʞʱͧ Ɋ̖˾̖͋ͧʱ͸ʱ̖̅ 
would tend to depress the OZ measure rather than improve it.

FIGURE 3

SOURCE: Cotality; Census Bureau
NOTE: Population estimates are from the 2018 1-year ACS estimates for OZs and the Census Bureau’s annual population 
estimate for the United States. Population is held constant in the calculations presented in this graph.
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https://www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/economic_brief/2025/eb_25-31
https://www.cpwr.com/wp-content/uploads/CPWR_Construction_Chart_Book-7th.pdf
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1X4b8
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1X4bE
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In addition to the larger context of the recovery from the Great Recession, the story of building activity 
trends in the United States cannot be understood without noting the ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱɕɦɊǻɕɦ ͔ʱͧɦ of the Sun Belt. For 
most states outside the Sun Belt, building market share trends were just slightly negative when looking 
ǻ͸ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ɂɦʇ̖͔ɦ ǻ̅ɕ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ͸ʞɦ OZ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ˾ʱˠɦͧ͸̖̅ɦ, ϖʞʱˠɦ Cǻˠʱʇ̖͔̅ʱǻ’ͧ  ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ˠ̖ͧͧ ͧ͸ǻ̅ɕͧ ̖Α͸ 
֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Հ֥ל Tʞʱͧ ˾ǻɊ͔̖ ͸͔ɦ̅ɕ Ɋ͔ɦǻ͸ɦɕ ǻ ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸Α͔ǻˠ ɕʱͧǻɕϒǻ̅͸ǻʒɦ ʇ̖͔ OZͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞ̖ͧɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ, ϖʞʱˠɦ SΑ̅ Aɦˠ͸ 
gains, especially in Texas and Florida, could have given marginal locations in those states a lift.

FIGURE 4

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data

Trends in building activity market share by state, 2017-2018 to 2019-2024
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Finding #2: Building market share shifted 
into OZs during the designated period

Tʞɦ ǻϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ ǻ̅̅Αǻˠ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ̖ʇ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅ OZͧ ̖ϒɦ͔ ͸ʞɦ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦɕ ԽՃێ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱϒɦ ͸̖ 
ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅל S̖˾ɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞʱͧ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦ ͔ɦ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ͧ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖ̖Αˠɕ ʞǻϒɦ ̖ɊɊΑ͔͔ɦɕ ǻ̅ϤϖǻϤ ʱ̅ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ 
͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ̖ͧ˾ɦ ʱͧ ͋ɦ͔ʞǻ͋ͧ ̅ɦ͸ ̅ɦϖ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥל T̖ ɦϟ͋ˠ̖͔ɦ ͸ʞʱͧ, �ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Ձ ˏΑϟ͸ǻ̖͋ͧɦͧ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔Ɋɦ̅͸ǻʒɦֱ
̖͋ʱ̅͸ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʱ̅ OZ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦ ͋ɦ͔Ɋɦ̅͸ǻʒɦֱ̖͋ʱ̅͸ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ 
̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ǻˠ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ɂɦʇ̖͔ɦ ǻ̅ɕ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ OZ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕל Iʇ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱϒɦ ͸̖ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ 
ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅, ʱ͸ ʱͧ ͋ˠ̖͸͸ɦɕ ̖̅ ͸ʞɦ ͔ʱʒʞ͸ ͧʱɕɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ Yֱǻϟʱͧל Iʇ ǻͧ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ, ͸ʞɦ OZ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ 
ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ͧʱ˾͋ˠϤ ʒ͔ɦϖ ǻ͸ ͔̖ΑʒʞˠϤ ͸ʞɦ ͧǻ˾ɦ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ǻͧ ǻˠˠ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ, ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ̖͋ʱ̅͸ 
ϖ̖Αˠɕ ͔ɦ˾ǻʱ̅ ̅ɦǻ͔ ͸ʞɦ Xֱǻϟʱͧ ֛ʇ̖͔ ɦϟǻ˾͋ˠɦ, ǻͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ Ɋǻͧɦ ̖ʇ Tɦ̅̅ɦͧͧɦɦ֜ל Iʇ ǻͧ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ, 
OZͧ ɕʱ͔̖̖͔ͧ͋͋͸ʱ̖̅ǻ͸ɦˠϤ ͧʱ͸ɦɕ ͸ʞǻ͸ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ, ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ̖͋ʱ̅͸ ʱͧ ˠ̖Ɋǻ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ Α͋͋ɦ͔ ͔ʱʒʞ͸ ͑Αǻɕ͔ǻ̅͸ ֛ǻͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ 
N̖͔͸ʞ Cǻ͔̖ˠʱ̅ǻ, �ˠ̖͔ʱɕǻ, ǻ̅ɕ Tɦϟǻͧ֜ל

I͸ ʱͧ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ͔ɦ ǻ͔ɦ ̖̅ Ɋǻͧɦͧ ʱ̅ ϖʞʱɊʞ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ǻ̅ɕ OZͧ ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ˠ̖ͧ͸ ͧΑɂͧ͸ǻ̅͸ʱǻˠ 
˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ֛͸ʞɦ ϒǻɊǻ̅͸ ˠ̖ϖɦ͔ ͔ʱʒʞ͸ ͑Αǻɕ͔ǻ̅͸ ̖ʇ �ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Ձ֥ל Tǻɂˠɦ Ձ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ǻ͋͋ɦ̅ɕʱϟ ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ͧ ͸ʞɦͧɦ 
ͧ͸ǻ͸ʱͧ͸ʱɊͧ ʇ̖͔ ɦǻɊʞ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦל I̅ ͸ʞʱͧ ͸ǻɂˠɦ, U͸ǻʞ ͧ͸ǻ̅ɕͧ ̖Α͸ ǻͧ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ɦϟ͋ɦ͔ʱɦ̅Ɋɦɕ ǻ ϒɦ͔Ϥ ˠǻ͔ʒɦ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦ ʱ̅ 
OZ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ, ɂΑ͸ ϖʞɦ͔ɦ OZͧ ͸ʱɊ˗ɦɕ ͧˠʱʒʞ͸ˠϤ ɕ̖ϖ̅ ʱ̅ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ 
ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒ͔ɦϖ ɦϒɦ̅ ˾̖͔ɦל

�IGURE Ձ

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data
NOTE: District of Columbia not shown: -0.1 percent point change in state’s building activity market share; +9.6 percent 
point change in OZ market share within state.
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Most states had close to stable national market share, as shown by the very large cluster of points around 
͸ʞɦ Yֱǻϟʱͧל Tʞɦ ͔ͧ͋ɦǻɕ ǻ͔̖Α̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ Xֱǻϟʱͧ ʱͧ ʇǻ͔ ˾̖͔ɦ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦן S̖˾ɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ͧǻϖ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱϒɦˠϤ ɕ͔ǻ˾ǻ͸ʱɊ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ 
ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ͧʞʱʇ͸ ʱ̅͸̖ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ OZͧ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ԽԻԼՅ ֛ɦלʒל, Wɦͧ͸ Vʱ͔ʒʱ̅ʱǻ֜, ̖ͧ˾ɦ ͧǻϖ ̖̅ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ֛ɦלʒל, Nɦϖ Y̖͔˗ ǻ̅ɕ 
Tɦ̅̅ɦͧͧɦɦ֜, ǻ̅ɕ ǻ ͧ˾ǻˠˠ ̅Α˾ɂɦ͔ ͧǻϖ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ɦͧ ֤WϤ̖˾ʱ̅ʒ, Nɦϖ MɦϟʱɊ̖, ǻ̅ɕ I̖ϖǻ֜ל AɦɊǻΑͧɦ ϖɦ ɕ̖ 
̖̅͸ ʞǻϒɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ֱˠɦϒɦˠ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ɕǻ͸ǻ ʇ̖͔ ͸ʞɦ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ͔ɦ ɦˠʱʒʱɂˠɦ ɂΑ͸ ̖̅͸ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ 
as OZs, we do not know from this analysis whether market share gains for OZs came at the expense of 
Α̅ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ̖͔ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ǻͧ ǻ ϖʞ̖ˠɦל I̅͸ɦ͔͔͋ɦ͸ʱ̅ʒ �ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Ձ, ʞ̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ 
ʱ͸ ʱͧ Ɋˠɦǻ͔ ͸ʞǻ͸ ˾̖ͧ͸ ʒǻʱ̅ͧ ʇ̖͔ OZͧ Ɋǻ˾ɦ ʇ͔̖˾ ϖʱ͸ʞʱֱ̅ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ͧʞʱʇ͸ͧ ͔ǻ͸ʞɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ ̅ɦ͸ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒǻʱ̅ͧ ֛͸ʞɦ ̖͋ͧͧʱɂˠɦ 
exceptions being North Carolina, Florida, and Texas). This may explain the limited enthusiasm for the 
program among the state government officials the GAO surveyed.

This finding remains notable from a parity perspective. The share of all new U.S. building construction 
ʞǻ͋͋ɦ̅ʱ̅ʒ ʱ̅ OZͧ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦɕ ʇ͔̖˾ ՁלՅێ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅ ͸̖ ՃלՃێ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ǻʒʒ͔ɦʒǻ͸ɦ ̖ʇ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀל I̅ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ 
words, OZ national building market share increased 13.8% after designation. However, many of the 
states where OZs gained significant market share are relatively small, and these national gains are driven 
primarily by Texas and Florida. Without Texas and Florida, the OZ share of new building construction rises 
from 5.6% to 5.9% rather than 5.8% to 6.6%.

Opportunity Zones are 9.9% of all census tracts, and the movement toward parity (i.e., if 9.9% of tracts 
got 9.9% of builds) can be summarized in a single statistic as the ratio of OZ building market share to OZ 
Ɋ̖ϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ, ͧʞʱʇ͸ʱ̅ʒ ʇ͔̖˾ ԻלՃ ͸̖ ԻלՄ, Ɋˠ̖ͧɦ͔ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦ ͋ǻ͔ʱ͸Ϥ ɂΑʱˠɕֱ͸ֱ̖Ɋ̖ϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖ ̖ʇ Լל Tϖɦˠϒɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ, ͧʞ̖ϖ̅ 
in the left half of Figure 6, outperformed the national parity measure of 0.7, and two states outperformed 
͋ǻ͔ʱ͸Ϥ ʱ͸ͧɦˠʇ ֛ʱלɦל, ʞǻɕ ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖ͧ ʒ͔ɦǻ͸ɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ Լ֥ל �̖͔ ɦϟǻ˾͋ˠɦ, Nɦϖ MɦϟʱɊ̖ ʞǻɕ 499 census tracts in 2017. 
Oʇ ͸ʞɦͧɦ, ՃԿ ֤ԼԽלՃ֜ێ ϖɦ͔ɦ designated as OZs. Per Table 5, these tracts contained 16.1% of the building 
activity in New Mexico between 2019 and 2024. The ratio of 16.1 divided by 12.6 is 1.27, indicating that New 
Mexico OZs captured more building activity than their proportionate share should have been based on 
geographic coverage.

FIGURE 6

Opportunity Zone market strength metrics for top-performing states
Ratio of build share to coverage share
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SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data, Census Bureau 2018 annual population estimates, and Census Bureau 
2010 tract geographies

Even with the generous OZ incentive, most zones in most states remained below market share parity, 
consistent with their economic circumstances. For example, even though Texas had more builds in OZs 
per capita than any other state, OZs still saw lower build market share than they would have if building 
activity was distributed evenly. This illustrates how challenging it is for economic development policy to 
move the needle or even hold the line in contexts with higher concentrations of poverty or macroeconomic 
Ɋ̖̅͸͔ǻɊ͸ʱ̖̅, ͧΑɊʞ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ǻͧ ǻ ϖʞ̖ˠɦ ˠ̖ͧʱ̅ʒ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦל ĊΑͧ͸ ǻͧ ʱ͸ ϖǻͧ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ԽԻԼՆֽ
ԽԻԽՀ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ ̖̅ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ Α̅ˠɦͧͧ ͸ʞɦʱ͔ OZͧ’ ϖʱ͸ʞʱֱ̅ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ͔ɦ˾ǻʱ̅ɦɕ ͧ͸ǻɂˠɦ ̖͔ 
also grew, it is arguably even more noteworthy that the upper left quadrant of Figure 5 shows states where 
OZͧ ʒǻʱ̅ɦɕ ϖʱ͸ʞʱֱ̅ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ɦϒɦ̅ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ǻˠ ͋ʱɦ ͧʞ͔ǻ̅˗ ֛ɦלʒל, C̖ˠ̖͔ǻɕ̖, 
Washington, and Delaware).

Given the market share gains of OZs in many states, this also raises the question of whether there is 
ǻ̅Ϥ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ͧʞʱ͋ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  OZ Ɋ̖ϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ ǻ̅ɕ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦל AɦɊǻΑͧɦ ̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ʱͧ ̖̅͸ ɦϒɦ̅ˠϤ 
distributed geographically across or within states, some states have more OZs than others. For example, 
ԼՅלՆێ ̖ʇ WϤ̖˾ʱ̅ʒ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻ͔ɦ OZͧ, ϖʞʱˠɦ ̖̅ˠϤ ՄלՃێ ̖ʇ Hǻϖǻʱʱ’ͧ  ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻ͔ɦ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕל C̖Αˠɕ ʒ̖ʱ̅ʒ 
 ʞɦˠ͋ ǻ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʒǻʱ̅ ˾ǻ͔˗ɦ͸ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ֕ Wɦ ͸ɦͧ͸ɦɕ ʇ̖͔ ǻ̅ɕ ʇ̖Α̅ɕ ̖̅ ͧ͸ǻ͸ʱͧ͸ʱɊǻˠ Ɋ̖͔͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ׍ǻˠˠ ʱ̅ ̖̅ OZ׌
OZ coverage and change in state market share. A complete set of the statistics referenced in this section 
for each state can be found in Table 5 in the appendix, while the right half of Figure 6 shows the eight 
states as of 2024 that had more builds in OZs per capita than the national OZ trend shown in Figure 3 
above. The list is a mix of Sun Belt states and states that have the very highest shares of tracts designated 
ǻͧ OZͧ ֤WϤ̖˾ʱ̅ʒ ǻ̅ɕ Mʱͧͧʱͧͧʱ͋͋ʱ֜ל C̖ˠ̖͔ǻɕ̖ ǻʒǻʱ̅ ͧ͸ǻ̅ɕͧ ̖Α͸ל
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Finding #3: The existing land use of a tract 
matters, as do macroeconomic conditions

�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Կ ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ɦɕ ǻ ׌ɂΑʱˠɕ ʒǻ͋׍ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ OZͧ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖Α̅͸͔Ϥ ǻͧ ǻ ϖʞ̖ˠɦל H̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ ϖɦ ˗̖̅ϖ ʇ͔̖˾ �ʱʒΑ͔ɦ 
2 that OZs contain different dominant residential land uses than are more typical in the nation at large. To 
distinguish apples from oranges, Figure 7 presents the same statistic for OZs typologized by their built 
ɦ̅ϒʱ͔̖̅˾ɦ̅͸ל I̅ ԽԻԼՄ, ͸ʞɦ͔ɦ ϖǻͧ ǻ ׌ɂΑʱˠɕ ʒǻ͋׍ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ɦϒɦ͔Ϥ ͸Ϥ͋ɦ ̖ʇ OZ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖Α̅͸͔Ϥ ǻͧ ǻ ϖʞ̖ˠɦל Tʞɦ 
ʒǻ͋ ϖǻͧ ϖʱɕɦͧ͸ ʇ̖͔ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ, ϖʞʱɊʞ ʱͧ ͧʱ˾͋ˠϤ ǻ̅ ɦϟ͔͋ɦͧͧʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ϖʞǻ͸ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖Αͧʱ̅ʒ ʱͧל 
Tʞɦ ͸͔ɦ̅ɕ ʱͧ ˾̖͔ɦ ͔ɦϒɦǻˠʱ̅ʒן Oϒɦ͔ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ, ͸ʞɦ ɂΑʱˠɕ ʒǻ͋ Ɋˠ̖ͧɦɕ ʇ̖͔ ͔Α͔ǻˠ ǻ̅ɕ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ 
ϼ̖̅ɦͧ, ̅ǻ͔͔̖ϖɦɕ ʇ̖͔ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ˾ʱϟɦɕ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ϖʱɕɦ̅ɦɕ ʇ̖͔ Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ǻ̅ɕ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ, ǻͧ 
summarized in Figure 8.

FIGURE 7

SOURCE: Cotality; Census Bureau
NOTE: Population estimates are from the 2018 1-year ACS estimates for OZs and the Census Bureau’s annual population 
estimate for the United States. Population is held constant in the calculations presented in this graph.
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Designated OZs saw their annual build rates increase 26% on average—nearly triple the national average 
over the same period. Of five tract types, three saw big increases in building activity after designation, 
ϖʞʱˠɦ Ɋ̖˾˾ɦ͔Ɋʱǻˠ ǻ̅ɕ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͸Ϥ͋ɦͧ ͧǻϖ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ɦͧל Tʞɦ ˠǻ͸͸ɦ͔ ͸ϖ̖ ͸Ϥ͋ɦͧ Ɋ̖˾ɂʱ̅ɦɕ Ɋ̖˾̖͋ͧɦ 
ԽՁێ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Խ֥ל Z̖̅ɦͧ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦͧɦ ͸Ϥ͋ɦͧ ͸ɦ̅ɕ ͸̖ ɂɦ ˠ̖Ɋǻ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ ǻ̅ɕ ǻ͔̖Α̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ϒɦ͔Ϥ 
Ɋɦ̅͸ɦ͔ ̖ʇ ˾ɦ͸͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ ǻ͔ɦǻִͧʱ̅ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ϖ̖͔ɕͧ, ɕ̖ϖ̅͸̖ϖ̅ͧל ֤Wɦ Ɋ̖̅ʇʱ͔˾ɦɕ ͸ʞʱͧ ɂϤ ǻ̅ǻˠϤϼʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ͔ɦʒʱ̖̅ǻˠ 
ʒɦ̖ʒ͔ǻ͋ʞϤ ̖ʇ ɦǻɊʞ ϼ̖̅ɦ ͸Ϥ͋ɦ ɂϤ ɊǻˠɊΑˠǻ͸ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ɕʱͧ͸ǻ̅Ɋɦ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ɦǻɊʞ ϼ̖̅ɦ Ɋɦ̅͸͔̖ʱɕ ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ʇʱʇ͸ʞֱ
nearest regional activity center of the top 110 metropolitan areas by population. The median distances for 
each tract type are in Table 6 in the appendix.) Some downtown areas were challenged even prior to 2020, 
but the pandemic certainly collapsed demand for central business districts with the surge in remote work. 
It is therefore perhaps unsurprising to see a decline in building activity in these types of zones during the 
ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ, ɦϒɦ̅ ϖʱ͸ʞ ͸ʞɦ ǻϒǻʱˠǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ ̖ʇ ǻ ̅ɦϖ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦל

FIGURE 8

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data
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Cֱ͔̖ͧͧ͸ǻɂΑˠǻ͸ʱ̅ʒ OZ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦͧ ɂϤ ɂ̖͸ʞ ˠǻ̅ɕ Αͧɦ ǻ̅ɕ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ʱͧ ʱˠˠΑ˾ʱ̅ǻ͸ʱ̅ʒל Tʞɦ ǻ͋͋ɦ̅ɕʱϟ ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ͧ ǻ 
Ɋ̖˾͋ˠɦ͸ɦ ͧɦ͸ ̖ʇ ͸ǻɂˠɦͧ ֤Tǻɂˠɦͧ Յ ͸̖ ԼԽ֜ ͧʞ̖ϖʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ׌ɂΑʱˠɕןɊ̖ϒɦ͔ǻʒɦ׍ ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ׌ɂΑʱˠɕ̖͋͋ןΑˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅׍ ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖ͧ 
̖ʇ OZͧ ɂϤ ͸Ϥ͋ɦ ʇ̖͔ ɦǻɊʞ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ, ǻ̅ɕ Tǻɂˠɦ Խ ɂɦˠ̖ϖ ͧʞ̖ϖͧ ǻ ͧʞ̖͔͸ˠʱͧ͸ ̖ʇ ͸ֱ̖͋͋ɦ͔ʇ̖͔˾ʱ̅ʒ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ɂϤ ͸ʞɦ ˠǻ͸͸ɦ͔ 
˾ɦ͸͔ʱɊל Tʞɦ ׌ɂΑʱˠɕ̖͋͋ןΑˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅׍ ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖ ʱͧ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ǻˠˠ OZ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅ ǻ ͋ǻ͔͸ʱɊΑˠǻ͔ ͸Ϥ͋ɦ ̖ʇ 
ϼ̖̅ɦ ɕʱϒʱɕɦɕ ɂϤ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ’ͧ  ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͸̖͸ǻˠ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ Ɋ̖ϒɦ͔ɦɕ ɂϤ ̖Α͔ ɕǻ͸ǻͧɦ͸ל Tʞʱͧ ʇʱʒΑ͔ɦ ͧʞ̖ϖͧ ͸ʞɦ 
ɕʱϒɦ͔ͧɦ ϒǻˠΑɦ ͔̖̖͋͋ͧʱ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ͋Α͔ͧΑɦɕ ɂϤ O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ �Α̅ɕͧ ʱ̅ ɕʱʇʇɦ͔ɦ̅͸ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧל MΑˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ 
District of Columbia led the nation, while Colorado saw much more development in commercial zones, and 
A͔ʱϼ̖̅ǻ ͧǻϖ ǻ ˠ̖͸ ̖ʇ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥל N̖ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ɕ̖˾ʱ̅ǻ͸ɦͧ ǻɊ͔̖ͧͧ ǻˠˠ ͸Ϥ͋ɦͧל

TABLE 2

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and Census Bureau 2010 census tract geographies

Opportunity Zone building share to population share ratios by land use for top
performing states
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Finding #4: Almost half of Opportunity 
Zones saw accelerated growth

Aˠ˾̖ͧ͸ ʞǻˠʇ ֤ՀՃ֜ێ ̖ʇ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ OZͧ ͧǻϖ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦͧ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ̖ʇ ǻ͸ ˠɦǻͧ͸ ԼՁێ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ԽԻԼՅ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ 
Ն֥ל �ʱʇ͸ɦɦ̅ ͋ɦ͔Ɋɦ̅͸ǻʒɦ ̖͋ʱ̅͸ͧ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ՀՃێ ͔ɦ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ ̖̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ǻ͸ ǻˠˠ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՄ ǻ̅ɕ ԽԻԼՅ 
ǻ̅ɕ ǻ͸ ˠɦǻͧ͸ ̖̅ɦ ɂΑʱˠɕ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ԽԻԼՆ ǻ̅ɕ ԽԻԽՀ ֱ֛̖̅׌ɂΑʱˠɕ ͸̖ ɂΑʱˠɕל֜׍ Wɦ ɂΑɊ˗ɦ͸ ͸ʞʱͧ Ɋǻ͸ɦʒ̖͔Ϥ ͧɦ͋ǻ͔ǻ͸ɦˠϤ, 
ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ ͸ʞɦ ǻͧϤ˾˾ɦ͸͔Ϥ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ̖Α͔ ͔͋ɦֱ ǻ̅ɕ ̖͋ͧ͸ֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕͧ, ɦͧ͋ɦɊʱǻˠˠϤ ͸ʞɦ ɂ͔ɦϒʱ͸Ϥ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ 
͔͋ɦֱ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕ, Ɋ̖Αˠɕ ͔ɦͧΑˠ͸ ʱ̅ ̖ͧ˾ɦ ̖ϒɦ͔ɦͧ͸ʱ˾ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͔ɦǻˠ ˾ǻʒ̅ʱ͸Αɕɦ ̖ʇ ͸͔ɦ̅ɕͧ, ǻͧ ǻ̅Ϥ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʇ͔̖˾ ϼɦ͔̖ 
͸̖ ֱ̖̅̅ϼɦ͔̖ ʱͧ ʱ̅ʇʱ̅ʱ͸ɦ ̖̅ ǻ ͋ɦ͔Ɋɦ̅͸ǻʒɦ ɂǻͧʱͧל H̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ ϖɦ ǻ͔ʒΑɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ϖ̖ Ϥɦǻ͔ͧ ʱͧ ǻ̅ ǻɕɦ͑Αǻ͸ɦ ϖʱ̅ɕ̖ϖ 
to provide some insight into the level of building activity in an area the size of a typical census tract, and 
ʱ͸ ʱͧ ͸ʞɦ͔ɦʇ̖͔ɦ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ̖̅ɦֱ͸ʞʱ͔ɕ ̖ʇ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ OZͧ ͧǻϖ ǻ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ɦ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ϥɦǻ͔ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ל 
Cˠɦǻ͔ˠϤ, ͸ʞɦ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʱͧ ̖̅͸ ǻ ͧʱˠϒɦ͔ ɂΑˠˠɦ͸ ʇ̖͔ ǻɊɊɦˠɦ͔ǻ͸ɦɕ ̖͔ ɦϒɦ̅ ͧ͸ǻɂˠɦ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖̅͸ɦϟ͸ ̖ʇ ˠ̖ϖɦֱ͔
ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸ʱɦͧל H̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ ʱ͸ ʱͧ ɦ͑ΑǻˠˠϤ Ɋˠɦǻ͔ ͸ʞǻ͸ ǻ̖̅͸ʞɦ͔ ̖̅ɦֱ͸ʞʱ͔ɕ ̖ʇ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ ̖Α͸͋ɦ͔ʇ̖͔˾ɦɕ 
͸ʞɦ UלSל ǻͧ ǻ ϖʞ̖ˠɦ ֛ϖʞʱɊʞ ʞǻɕ ǻ Նێ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ϥɦǻ ,͔ ͋ɦ͔ �ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Յ֥ל

FIGURE 9

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data

A ˾ΑɊʞ ͧ˾ǻˠˠɦ͔ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ֤ԼՃ֜ێ ͧǻϖ ϒɦ͔Ϥ ˠǻ͔ʒɦ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦͧ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥל Tʞʱͧ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒ ʱͧ 
consistent with what we know from the analysis of confidential tax records done by a research team that 
included authors from the U.S. Treasury, which found that 35% of OZ dollars go to the top 20% of tracts 
ɂϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ֤Table 17 ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ˠʱ̅˗֜ל Yɦ͸ ̖Α͔ ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧʱͧ ͧΑʒʒɦͧ͸ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ͸Ϥ͋ɦ ǻˠ̖ͧ ͋ˠǻϤͧ ǻ ɂʱʒ ͔̖ˠɦ ʱ̅ ʱˠˠΑͧ͸͔ǻ͸ʱ̅ʒ 
ϖʞɦ͔ɦ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦͧ ̖ɊɊΑ͔͔ɦɕ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Յ֥ל RΑ͔ǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ϖɦ͔ɦ ɕʱ͔̖̖͔ͧ͋͋͸ʱ̖̅ǻ͸ɦˠϤ ˠʱ˗ɦˠϤ ͸̖ ͧɦɦ ͧ͸ǻɂˠɦ 
Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ֽ֤ԼՁێ ͸̖ ԼՁێ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ֜ ǻ̅ɕ ˾̖ɕɦ͔ǻ͸ɦ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦͧ ͔ɦˠǻ͸ʱϒɦ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦʱ͔ ǻɊ͸Αǻˠ 
share of the designated tract mix, while mixed residential tracts had divergent outcomes and were more 
ˠʱ˗ɦˠϤ ͸̖ ͧɦɦ ɂʱʒ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ֛ɦʱ͸ʞɦ͔ ʇˠʱ͋͋ʱ̅ʒ ʇ͔̖˾ ̖̅ ɂΑʱˠɕ ͸̖ ɂΑʱˠɕ ̖͔ ǻ ʒ͔ɦǻ͸ɦֱ͔͸ʞǻֱ̅ԼԻԻێ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕ 
rate).
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FIGURE 10

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data

Two things can be true at the same time: In three out of five tract types, the median OZ saw almost no 
Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ ʱ̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ ԼԼ֥, ϖʞʱˠɦ Ɋˠ̖ͧɦ ͸̖ ʞǻˠʇ ̖ʇ OZͧ ʞǻϒɦ ͧɦɦ̅ ʱ̅Ɋ͔ɦǻͧɦɕ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ֤�ʱʒΑ͔ɦ Յ֥ל 
Tʞɦ OZ ʒˠǻͧͧ ʱͧ ʞǻˠʇ ɦ˾͋͸Ϥ ǻ̅ɕ ʞǻˠʇ ʇΑˠˠל Tʞɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦֱˠɦϒɦˠ ɦϟ͋ɦ͔ʱɦ̅Ɋɦ ʱͧ ɦϒɦ̅ ˾̖͔ɦ ϒǻ͔ʱǻɂˠɦ ֤Tǻɂˠɦ ԼԿ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ 
appendix). While in 18 states, the median OZ saw no change in the rate of building activity, in three states 
֤Hǻϖǻʱʱ, Vɦ͔˾̖̅͸, ǻ̅ɕ Dɦˠǻϖǻ͔ɦ֜, ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ OZ ͧˠ̖ϖɦɕ ɕ̖ϖ̅ל I̅ ǻ̖̅͸ʞɦ͔ ԽԼ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ, 
the median OZ building rate grew more than in the nation as a whole (most notably, Washington, D.C., and 
Florida). This wide range of outcomes for the OZs themselves both within and across states may also help 
to explain the mixed feelings about the program reported in the GAO survey.

FIGURE 11

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality data
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Finding #5: We found no association 
between growth and displacement in most 
OZ tract types and states

While accelerated growth is a key outcome of interest for OZs from an economic development 
perspective, a key question for community development practitioners has been whether there are specific 
benefits or harms—especially gentrification and displacement—that accrue to or impact existing residents 
of designated tracts. In other words, are OZs ׌ʒɦ̅͸͔ʱʇʱɊǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖̅ ͧ͸ɦ͔̖ʱɕͧ׍?

Wɦ ɕʱɕ ̖̅͸ ǻ̅ǻˠϤϼɦ ͸ʞɦ ʱֱ̅˾ʱʒ͔ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ ɕɦ˾̖ʒ͔ǻ͋ʞʱɊǻˠˠϤ ɕʱͧ͸ʱ̅Ɋ͸ ʒ͔̖Α͋ͧ ֛ɦלʒל, ɂϤ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ, ͔ǻɊɦ, ǻ̅ɕ֭
or education). Instead, we focused on the specific harm of displacement, which may be racialized 
(impacting a specific racial group) or spatialized (impacting a whole tract). Our definition of displacement 
includes either or both potential outcomes. At the national level, we found that displacement is a common 
dynamic in OZs. However, this is not unique to designated OZs. The University of Minnesota Institute on 
Mɦ͸͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ’ͧ  American Neighborhood Change project found that about 30% of all tracts in 
metropolitan areas are experiencing strong neighborhood change, and that the most common trajectories 
ʱ̅ϒ̖ˠϒɦ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ˠ̖ͧͧ ̖ʇ ̖ͧ˾ɦ ˗ʱ̅ɕ ֛˾̖ͧ͸ Ɋ̖˾˾̖̅ˠϤ, ʞʱʒʞɦֱ͔ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ʞ̖Αͧɦʞ̖ˠɕͧ ˠɦǻϒʱ̅ʒ, ɂΑ͸ ǻˠ̖ͧ ˠ̖ϖֱ
income displacement). We found displacement in 45% of designated OZs; given that these zones are 
ǻˠ˾̖ͧ͸ ǻˠˠ ɕ͔ǻϖ̅ ʇ͔̖˾ ͸ʞɦ ͧ˾ǻˠˠɦ͔ ̖̖͋ˠ ̖ʇ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ʱ̅ɊˠΑɕɦ ͧΑɂͧ͸ǻ̅͸ʱǻˠ ͔Α͔ǻˠ ǻ͔ɦǻͧ, ʱ͸ ʱͧ ̖̅͸ 
surprising that population loss of one kind or another is more common than in the University of Minnesota 
analysis.

FIGURE 12

SOURCE: Brookings analysis of Cotality and 2018 and 2024 five-year ACS estimates
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https://shelterforce.org/2019/02/04/who-will-benefit-from-opportunity-zones-its-still-unclear/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/will-opportunity-zones-help-distressed-residents-or-be-a-tax-cut-for-gentrification/
https://kinder.rice.edu/urbanedge/opportunity-zones-gentrification-steroids
https://law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/studies/housing-and-planning/american-neighborhood-change
https://law.umn.edu/sites/law.umn.edu/files/metro-files/american_neighborhood_change_in_the_21st_century_-_full_report_-_4-1-2019.pdf
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At the national level, we found that displacement is more common in OZs that did not experience 
substantial accelerated growth in their building rate. In addition, we found that accelerated growth without 
displacement is more common than with. In Table 13 in the appendix, we report these same distributions of 
̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦͧ ʇ̖͔ ɦǻɊʞ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ͸Ϥ͋ɦͧ ɕɦͧɊ͔ʱɂɦɕ ʱ̅ ͸ʞʱͧ ͔ɦ̖͔͋͸ ǻ̅ɕ ɦǻɊʞ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦל Tʞʱͧ Ɋֱ͔̖ͧͧ͸ǻɂΑˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͔ɦϒɦǻˠͧ 
̖ͧ˾ɦ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦֱˠɦϒɦˠ ɕϤ̅ǻ˾ʱɊͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ǻ͔ɦ Ɋ̖̅ͧʱͧ͸ɦ̅͸ ϖʱ͸ʞ Ɋ̖̅Ɋɦ͔̅ͧ Ɋ͔ʱ͸ʱɊͧ ʞǻϒɦ ͔ǻʱͧɦɕ ǻɂ̖Α͸ ͸ʞɦ OZ ͔̖͋ʒ͔ǻ˾ל 
The District of Columbia in particular stands out as a jurisdiction with very high rates of displacement in 
the context of accelerated growth, and it is notable that the District received the highest OZ investment 
per capita, by far, relative to any other state (see page 10 of Coyne and Johnson 2026֥ל H̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ ʱ̅ ǻˠˠ 
other states and land use contexts, the share of zones with accelerated growth and no displacement 
is comparable or (in most cases) greater than zones with both acceleration and displacement. The one 
̖͸ʞɦ͔ ɦϟɊɦ͋͸ʱ̖̅ ʱͧ ďɦ̅͸ΑɊ˗Ϥ, ϖʞʱɊʞ ʱͧ ǻˠ̖ͧ ̖̅͸ǻɂˠɦ ʇ̖͔ ʱ͸ͧ ϒɦ͔Ϥ ʞʱʒʞ ͧʞǻ͔ɦͧ ̖ʇ ̖̅׌ Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦ׍ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ ǻ̅ɕ 
לϼ̖̅ɦͧ ׍ɕʱͧ͋ˠǻɊɦ˾ɦ̅͸ ϖʱ͸ʞ̖Α͸ ǻɊɊɦˠɦ͔ǻ͸ɦɕ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ׌

Finding #6: Tract characteristics beyond 
land use also matter

Wɦ ˾̖ɕɦˠɦɕ ԽԻԼՆֽԽԻԽՀ ɂΑʱˠɕͧ ͋ɦ͔ Ϥɦǻ͔ ǻͧ ǻ Ɋ̖̅͸ʱ̅Α̖Αͧ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦ ϒǻ͔ʱǻɂˠɦ ʱ̅ ʇʱϒɦ ɦϟ͋ˠ̖͔ǻ͸̖͔Ϥ ˾Αˠ͸ʱϒǻ͔ʱǻ͸ɦ 
regressions (one for each tract type) with a large panel of potential explanatory variables in order to 
derive insights about what characteristics are associated with higher levels of building activity. These 
characteristics could be helpful variables for states to consider as they designate future OZs. This model 
specification allows us to investigate building activity in OZs in a slightly different way than the other 
ǻ̅ǻˠϤͧɦͧ ͔͋ɦͧɦ̅͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ ͸ʞʱͧ ͋ǻ͋ɦ  Tʞɦ ˾̖ɕɦˠͧ ɕ̖ ̖̅͸ ɦϟǻ˾ʱ̅ɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ɕΑ͔ʱ̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ԽԻԼՄֽԽԻԼՅ ל͔
period, so the outcome variable treats as equivalent a zone that has always had a high level of activity 
ϖʱ͸ʞ ǻ ϼ̖̅ɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ɂɦɊǻ˾ɦ ʞʱʒʞɦֱ͔ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ל I̅ ǻɕɕʱ͸ʱ̖̅, ϖɦ ˠʱ˾ʱ͸ɦɕ ͸ʞɦ ˾̖ɕɦˠ ͧǻ˾͋ˠɦ ͸̖ 
̖̅ˠϤ ˠ̖ϖֱʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, ̖̅͸ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ϖɦ͔ɦ ɦˠʱʒʱɂˠɦ ʇ̖͔ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ ̖ʇ Ɋ̖̅͸ʱʒΑ̖Αͧ̅ɦͧͧ, ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ 
contiguous tracts are not eligible for designation in the OZ 2.0 program. The full model specifications are 
included in the appendix.

Our analysis identified only one characteristic that had a statistically significant (at 95% confidence) 
positive relationship with building activity across all five tract types: newer housing stock, as measured by 
the share of housing inventory built after 2009. In other words, tracts with more relatively recent housing 
construction activity also had more building activity during the OZ period. This is consistent with findings 
from other studies. Similarly, we found that zones with more small business lending activity reported 
͸ʞ͔̖Αʒʞ C̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ Rɦʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ AɊ͸ Ɋ̖˾͋ˠʱǻ̅Ɋɦ ʞǻɕ ˾̖͔ɦ ɂΑʱˠɕͧ, ɦϟɊɦ͋͸ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ 
˾̖ɕɦˠל �ǻͧ͸ɦ͔ ˏ̖ɂ ǻ̅ɕ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ, ǻͧ ϖɦˠˠ ǻͧ ʞʱʒʞ ͔ǻ͸ɦͧ ̖ʇ ͧɦˠʇֱɦ˾͋ˠ̖Ϥ˾ɦ̅͸, ϖɦ͔ɦ ǻ̖ͧͧɊʱǻ͸ɦɕ ϖʱ͸ʞ 
increased builds for all of the residential tract types, but not rural and commercial zones. Finally, we found 
that physically larger tracts with more land area had more builds, except in the commercial model.

Looking specifically at the rural model, we found that rural tracts with lower poverty, that were closer to 
activity centers in metropolitan areas, and that were more racially diverse had more builds. These three 
variables alone could compose, and perhaps already have composed, an Opportunity Fund investment 
thesis.

Within the residential tract types, the varying association of median household income was notable. In 
ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, ˠ̖ϖɦ͔ ʱ̅Ɋ̖˾ɦͧ ǻ͔ɦ ǻ̖ͧͧɊʱǻ͸ɦɕ ϖʱ͸ʞ ˾̖͔ɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒל I̅ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ, 

https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/WP-128.pdf
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/geographic-spread-opportunity-zone-capital
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4024514
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higher incomes are associated with more building. This divergence is logical considering the baseline 
conditions that developers are seeking arbitrage around—namely, lower and more attainable cost to enter 
ʱ̅ ǻ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ Ɋ̖̅͸ɦϟ͸ ͧΑ͋͋ˠϤʱ̅ʒ ̖ϖ̅ɦֱ͔̖ɊɊΑ͋ǻ̅͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ʞʱʒʞɦ͔ ̖͋͸ɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ͔ɦ̅͸ ͔ɦ͸Α͔̅ͧ ʱ̅ ǻ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ 
Ɋ̖̅͸ɦϟ͸ ͧΑ͋͋ˠϤʱ̅ʒ ͔ɦ̅͸ǻˠ Α̅ʱ͸ͧל Yɦ͸ ͸ʞʱͧ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒ ɕɦ˾̖̅ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ͔ɦ ǻ͔ɦ ̖̅ ̖̅ɦֱͧʱϼɦֱʇʱ͸ֱͧǻˠˠ ǻ̅ͧϖɦ͔ͧ 
͸̖ ϖʞǻ͸ ׌˗ʱ̅ɕ׍ ̖ʇ ϼ̖̅ɦͧ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ͧ׌ʞ̖Αˠɕ׍ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦל Iʇ ͸ʞɦ ɕɦͧʱ͔ɦɕ ̖Α͸Ɋ̖˾ɦ ʱͧ ˾̖͔ɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ, ʇ̖͔ 
example, the answer is not zones of one land use or income type, but a checkerboard target crosstab of 
two variables.

What the data look like in place
Census tract 08015000402 illustrates the OZ dynamic. The tract is one of two designated OZs covering 
the town of Buena Vista, Colo., which is located in Chaffee County at the base of the Sawatch Range. The 
Ɋ̖Α̅͸Ϥ’ͧ  ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ ɕɦϒɦˠ̖͋˾ɦ̅͸ Ɋ̖͔̖͔͋ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ highlights ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖Α̅͸Ϥ’ͧ  ǻͧͧɦ͸ͧ ǻ̅ɕ ǻˠʱʒ̅ɦɕ ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦ ͔̖͋ʒ͔ǻ˾ͧל 
Tʞɦ ͸̖ϖ̅ ʱͧ ʱ̅ ǻ ͔Α͔ǻˠ ǻ͔ɦǻ, ̖̅͸ ˠ̖Ɋǻ͸ɦɕ ʱ̅ ǻ̅Ϥ ˾ɦ͸͔̖̖͋ˠʱ͸ǻ̅ ͧ͸ǻ͸ʱͧ͸ʱɊǻˠ ǻ͔ɦǻ, ǻ̅ɕ ǻ ͸ϖֱ̖ʞ̖Α͔ ɕ͔ʱϒɦ ϖɦͧ͸ 
of Colorado Springs. About 3,000 people live in Buena Vista, ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ֤ՄלԿ֜ێ ʱͧ ˠ̖ϖɦ͔ ͸ʞǻ̅ 
both the state and country as a whole. However, the town qualified to be designated as an OZ because 
the median family income in one census tract is 76% of the state level (below the 80% threshold for 
ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅֜, ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ͸̖ϖ̅’ͧ  ̖͸ʞɦ͔ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ʱͧ Ɋ̖̅͸ʱʒΑ̖Αͧל Wʞʱˠɦ ˾̖ͧ͸ ͔ɦǻɕɦ͔ͧ ϖ̖Αˠɕ ̖̅͸ Ɋ̖̅ͧʱɕɦ͔ ǻ ͋ˠǻɊɦ ϖʱ͸ʞ 
3.1% unemployment to be economically struggling, ͔׌Α͔ǻˠ ͔ɦ̖͔ͧ͸׍ counties such as Chaffee face a housing 
ǻʇʇ̖͔ɕǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ Ɋ͔ʱͧʱͧ Ɋ̖˾͋ǻ͔ǻɂˠɦ ͸̖ ͧΑ͋ɦ͔ͧ͸ǻ͔ Ɋ̖ǻͧ͸ǻˠ Ɋʱ͸ʱɦͧן ՀՆלՆێ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖Α̅͸Ϥ’ͧ  ͔ɦ̅͸ɦ͔ ʞ̖Αͧɦʞ̖ˠɕͧ ǻ͔ɦ 
Ɋ̖ͧ͸ֱɂΑ͔ɕɦ̅ɦɕ, ǻ̅ɕ ͸ʞɦ ˾ɦɕʱǻ̅ ʞ̖˾ɦ ͔͋ʱɊɦ ʱͧ ԛՃՆԻ,ԻԻԻל

In response to this market dynamic, the Four Points Funding O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ �Α̅ɕ ʇ̖ɊΑͧɦͧ ͔͋ʱ˾ǻ͔ʱˠϤ ̖̅ ˾Αˠ͸ʱֱ
family workforce housing in rural areas of Colorado. The portfolio includes a Buena Vista subdivision of 90 
Α̅ʱ͸ͧ ̖ʇ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦͧ, ͸̖ϖ̅ʞ̖˾ɦͧ, ǻ̅ɕ ǻɊɊɦ̖͔ͧͧϤ ɕϖɦˠˠʱ̅ʒ Α̅ʱ͸ͧ ɂΑʱˠ͸ ̖̅ ՀՁ ͋ǻ͔Ɋɦˠͧל Tʞʱͧ ͔̖͋ˏɦɊ͸, 
ǻ˾̖̅ʒ ̖͸ʞɦ͔ͧ, ɂΑ˾͋ɦɕ ͸ʞɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ͔ǻ͸ɦ Α͋ ʱ̅ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ԻՅԻԼՁԻԻԻՀԻԽ ɂϤ ՁԻێ ǻʇ͸ɦ͔ ԽԻԼՅ ǻ̅ɕ ɕɦˠʱϒɦ͔ɦɕ ˾ΑɊʞֱ
needed new housing to the town. However, it is worth noting that the building rate actually declined by 
ԼԻێ ʱ̅ AΑɦ̅ǻ Vʱͧ͸ǻ’ͧ  ̖͸ʞɦ͔ OZ, ɦϒɦ̅ ͸ʞ̖Αʒʞ ʱ͸ ϖǻͧ ǻˠ̖ͧ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ɦɕִ͋ɦ͔ʞǻ͋ͧ ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ ͸ʞɦ ͔͋ɦֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ 
period growth rate in that zone was already high, leaving less available land for development in the 
̖͋ͧ͸ֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕל I̅ ԽԻԽԼ, ǻ modular housing factory opened in Buena Vista, which is supplying 
units to multiple projects, including a ՃԻֱΑ̅ʱ͸ ǻʇʇ̖͔ɕǻɂˠɦ ͔̖͋ˏɦɊ͸ in the town also partially financed by an 
O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ �Α̅ɕל M̖ͧ͸ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ ʇǻɊ͸̖͔Ϥ’ͧ  ϖ̖͔˗ɦ͔ͧ, ʞ̖ϖɦϒɦ ,͔ come from outside the town, ʒʱϒɦ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͸̖ϖ̅’ͧ  
already low unemployment rate.

�Α͔͸ʞɦ͔ ̖ͧΑ͸ʞ ʱ̅ ǻ̖̅͸ʞɦ͔ ͔Α͔ǻˠ C̖ˠ̖͔ǻɕ̖ ͸͔ǻɊ͸, ǻˠ˾̖ͧ͸ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦ Nɦϖ MɦϟʱɊ̖ ɂ̖͔ɕɦ ,͔ C̖ͧ͸ʱˠˠǻ C̖Α̅͸Ϥ’ͧ  ̖̅ɦ 
OZ had a different experience. The county has a long history of land speculation and a total population 
comparable to Buena Vista. In tract 08023972600, where the poverty rate is 25.8% and 44.2% of the 
̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʱͧ Lǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖͔ Hʱͧ͋ǻ̅ʱɊ, ͸ʞɦ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ ͔ǻ͸ɦ ʇɦˠˠ ɂϤ ԼՅלԽێ ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ͸ʞɦ ͔͋ɦֱ ǻ̅ɕ ̖͋ͧ͸ֱ
designation periods. The population of the tract itself declined by a similar amount between 2017 and 
2024, ϖʱ͸ʞ ͸ʞɦ Lǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖͔ Hʱͧ͋ǻ̅ʱɊ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɕɦɊˠʱ̅ʱ̅ʒ ɦϒɦ̅ ˾̖͔ɦ ֤ԽԿלՄ֥ێ, ˾ɦɦ͸ʱ̅ʒ ̖Α͔ ɕɦʇʱ̅ʱ͸ʱ̖̅ ̖ʇ 
displacement.

Mɦǻ̅ϖʞʱˠɦ, ʱ̅ Dɦ̅ϒɦ͔’ͧ  ͸͔ǻɊ͸ 08031004404, there was no change in the (low) rate of building activity after 
designation. The vibrant, diverse East Colfax neighborhood had a relatively high rate of concentrated 
̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ʱ̅ ԽԻԼՄ ֤ԿՀ֥ێ, ϖʞʱɊʞ ͔ɦ˾ǻʱ̅ɦɕ ˠǻ͔ʒɦˠϤ Α̅Ɋʞǻ̅ʒɦɕ ɦϒɦ̅ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ ˠ̖ͧ͸ Յێ ̖ʇ ʱ͸ͧ ̖͋͋Αˠǻ͸ʱ̖̅ 
ɂɦ͸ϖɦɦ̅ ԽԻԼՄ ǻ̅ɕ ԽԻԽՀל Tʞɦͧɦ ˠ̖ͧͧɦͧ ϖɦ͔ɦ ɕʱ͔̖̖͔ͧ͋͋͸ʱ̖̅ǻ͸ɦˠϤ Ɋ̖̅Ɋɦ̅͸͔ǻ͸ɦɕ ǻ˾̖̅ʒ ͸ʞɦ ͸͔ǻɊ͸’ͧ  AˠǻɊ˗ 

https://www.buenavistaco.gov/
https://chaffeecountyedc.com/resources/
https://censusreporter.org/profiles/16000US0810105-buena-vista-co/
https://gis.dola.colorado.gov/CO_BLS_Unemployment/
https://www.chfainfo.com/getattachment/cad06816-f243-4218-b438-65df4c903f44/WP_HousingAffordabilityGap.pdf
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/colorado.housing.and.finance.authority/viz/TheGapMap/TheGapMap
https://www.fourpointsfunding.com/oz-fund
https://www.fourpointsfunding.com/portfolio
https://www.fadingwest.com/
https://www.collegiatepeaksbank.com/about/supporting-attainable-rental-housing-in-chaffee-county
https://www.pbs.org/video/tackling-the-housing-crisis-with-factory-built-homes-fkiwuo/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ju0IuyxDnxk
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSST5Y2024.S0601?g=1400000US08023972600
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP5Y2017.DP05?g=1400000US08023972600
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP5Y2024.DP05?g=1400000US08023972600
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP5Y2024.DP05?g=1400000US08031004404
https://www.eastcolfaxneighborhood.org/neighborhoodhistory
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population, resulting in racialized displacement, partially mitigated by efforts of local partners to prevent 
displacement and develop affordable housing and commercial spaces. The experience of this community 
illustrates how the building rate is just one measure of one outcome, and not always the most important 
way in which a community measures progress or impact. Other measures, such as increased occupancy 
and adaptive reuse of existing buildings, are equally worthy.

These narratives illustrate a common critique of the OZ tax incentive: that in some markets, it provides a 
subsidy to projects that were likely to happen eventually anyway, in places that are not really poor, and 
does nothing for many zones because financing is not their biggest problem. However, it also illustrates a 
Ɋ̖˾˾̖̅ ɕɦʇɦ̅ͧɦ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ OZ ͸ǻϟ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦן ͸ʞǻ͸ ʱ͸ ͧ͋ɦɦɕͧ Α͋ ˾ΑɊʞֱ̅ɦɦɕɦɕ ͔̖͋ˏɦɊ͸ͧ ͸ʞǻ͸ ʞɦˠ͋ ֱ̖̅̅ϖɦǻˠ͸ʞϤ 
households and grow the economy, though perhaps not for existing residents or businesses without direct 
state and local intervention. Critics and defenders of this program are not necessarily disagreeing with 
each other. There is also a lot of room for states and communities to define success locally and shape 
outcomes.

Limitations
There are limitations to this analysis that impact how the findings presented in this report should be 
ʱ̅͸ɦ͔͔͋ɦ͸ɦɕ ǻ̅ɕ Αͧɦɕל �ʱ͔ͧ͸, ̖Α͔ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒͧ ǻ͔ɦ ɂʱǻͧɦɕ ͸̖ϖǻ͔ɕ ͧʱ̅ʒˠɦֱʇǻ˾ʱˠϤ ʞ̖˾ɦ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥ, 
ɂɦɊǻΑͧɦ ̖̅ɦ ʞ̖Αͧɦ ʱͧ ˾ɦǻͧΑ͔ɦɕ ͸ʞɦ ͧǻ˾ɦ ϖǻϤ ǻͧ ̖̅ɦ ʇǻɊ͸̖͔Ϥ ̖͔ ̖̅ɦ ǻ͋ǻ͔͸˾ɦ̅͸ ͸̖ϖɦ  Wɦ Ɋֱ͔̖ͧͧ͸ǻɂΑˠǻ͸ɦɕ ל͔
our analyses by tract type in order to partially mitigate this bias.

Second, our analysis is based on a dataset of building activity in OZs. However, an unknown share of the 
construction activity in these zones actually used OZ tax incentives. Therefore, none of the outcomes 
presented in this analysis should be attributed exclusively to the OZ incentive. These findings present 
ϖʞǻ͸ ϖɦ ʞ̖͋ɦ ǻ͔ɦ ͔̖͋ɕΑɊ͸ʱϒɦˠϤ ͧΑʒʒɦͧ͸ʱϒɦ, ʞϤ̖͋͸ʞɦͧʱֱͧʒɦ̅ɦ͔ǻ͸ʱ̅ʒ ̖ɂͧɦ͔ϒǻ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ʱ̅ ͸ʞɦ Ɋ̖̅͸ɦϟ͸ ̖ʇ ͸ʞɦ OZ 
designation, but they do not say anything conclusive about the actual impact of the incentive.

�ʱ̅ǻˠˠϤ, ͸ʞɦ Α̅ɦϒɦ̅ ͧʱϼɦ ̖ʇ ̖Α͔ ͔͋ɦֱ ǻ̅ɕ ̖͋ͧ͸ֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ͋ɦ͔ʱ̖ɕִͧǻ ˠʱ˾ʱ͸ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɂǻͧɦɕ ̖̅ ɕǻ͸ǻ Ɋ̖ͧ͸ ǻ̅ɕ 
ǻϒǻʱˠǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥִ˾ɦǻ̅ ͸ʞǻ͸ ̖Α͔ ɦͧ͸ʱ˾ǻ͸ɦͧ ̖ʇ ͔͋ɦֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ɂΑʱˠɕʱ̅ʒ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ͔ǻ͸ɦͧ ǻ͔ɦ ̖̅͸ ǻͧ ǻɊɊΑ͔ǻ͸ɦ ǻͧ ̖Α͔ 
ɦͧ͸ʱ˾ǻ͸ɦͧ ̖ʇ ̖͋ͧ͸ֱɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ ʒ͔̖ϖ͸ʞ ͔ǻ͸ɦͧל Tʞɦ͔ɦʇ̖͔ɦ, ʒ͔ɦǻ͸ ϖɦʱʒʞ͸ ͧʞ̖Αˠɕ ̖̅͸ ɂɦ ʒʱϒɦ̅ ͸̖ ͸ʞɦ ɦϟǻɊ͸ 
magnitude of an estimate for a single zone. The utility of the analysis is in the overall patterns that emerge 
over the aggregate population of the zones in terms of the directionality of trends. 

Implications and recommendations
Tʞɦ ʒ̖ǻˠ ̖ʇ O̖͔͋͋͸Α̅ʱ͸Ϥ Z̖̅ɦͧ ̖͔ ǻ̅Ϥ ʇɦɕɦ͔ǻˠ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦʒϤ ʱͧ ̖̅͸ ͧʱ˾͋ˠϤ ͸̖ ˾̖ϒɦ Ɋǻ͋ʱ͸ǻˠל I͸ ʱͧ 
to expand opportunity so that every American, regardless of address, can live in a safe, affordable, and 
thriving community. The findings of this analysis reinforce a core lesson from our earlier OZ research 
that place matters and policy matters. Outcomes varied across tract types, states, and local conditions. 
Existing land use patterns, macroeconomic conditions, and other tract characteristics influenced where 
building activity increased and where it did not. Designation alone did not overcome the underlying 
differences among communities or produce uniform results across OZs.

The findings suggest that OZs can serve as accelerants in places where some foundations for investment 

https://urbanlandc.org/impact-east-colfax/
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https://www.arnoldventures.org/stories/opportunity-zones-a-tax-break-that-missed-its-target
https://wordpress.smartgrowthamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/LOCUS_opportunity-zones-FINAL.pdf
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are already present. This does not mean that those communities were already prosperous, that 
development was inevitable, or that they did not need public intervention. Rather, the OZ incentive existed 
ϖʱ͸ʞʱ̅ ǻ̅ɕ ϖǻͧ ͧʞǻ͋ɦɕ ɂϤ ˠ̖Ɋǻˠ ͋ʞϤͧʱɊǻˠ, ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ, ǻ̅ɕ ̖͋ˠʱɊϤ Ɋ̖̅ɕʱ͸ʱ̖̅ͧל Aʇ͸ɦ͔ ɕɦͧʱʒ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅, OZͧ’ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ 
all new U.S. building construction increased from 5.8% to 6.6%, and nearly half of the zones experienced 
at least a 15% rise in building activity. However, these gains were uneven, and OZs remained below parity 
̖ʇ ֱ̖̅̅OZ Ɋɦ̅ͧΑͧ ͸͔ǻɊ͸ͧ ɂϤ ͧʞǻ͔ɦ ̖ʇ Ɋ̖̅ͧ͸͔ΑɊ͸ʱ̖̅ ǻɊ͸ʱϒʱ͸Ϥל Tʞɦͧɦ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒͧ ͧΑʒʒɦͧ͸ ͸ʞǻ͸ ͸ʞɦ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦ ˾ǻϤ 
help accelerate development under certain conditions, but did not serve as a universal economic growth 
engine. 

This analysis also found no consistent association between increased building activity and displacement in 
most tract types and states. At the same time, only 26% of OZs experienced growth without displacement, 
and displacement was not limited to OZs with high levels of building activity. These patterns suggest that 
construction alone does not explain displacement, and underscore the influence of broader economic and 
demographic conditions as well as state and local policy frameworks affecting designated communities. 
�̖͔ OZ ԽלԻ, ͧ͸ǻ͸ɦͧ ͧʞ̖Αˠɕ ͔ɦɊ̖ʒ̅ʱϼɦ ͸ʞǻ͸ ʇǻͧ͸ֱ͸͔ǻɊ˗ʱ̅ʒ ʱ̅ϒɦͧ͸˾ɦ̅͸ͧ ϖʱ͸ʞ̖Α͸ ͋ǻ͔ǻˠˠɦˠ ǻʇʇ̖͔ɕǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ ǻ̅ɕ ǻ̅͸ʱֱ
displacement policies may leave residents and businesses vulnerable to neighborhood change pressures. 

States should also recognize that accelerating housing construction in neighborhoods experiencing falling 
poverty can actually reduce displacement. As an area becomes more desirable, there is ultimately no 
way to prevent new residents from wanting to move in. Policies can increase homeownership, strengthen 
͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ’ ǻɂʱˠʱ͸Ϥ ͸̖ ͔ɦ˾ǻʱ̅ ʱ̅ ͋ˠǻɊɦ, ǻ̅ɕ ͔ɦɕΑɊɦ ʱ̅ϒ̖ˠΑ̅͸ǻ͔Ϥ ɕʱͧ͋ˠǻɊɦ˾ɦ̅͸, ɂΑ͸ ɦϟʱͧ͸ʱ̅ʒ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ Ɋǻ̅ ͧ͸ʱˠˠ ɂɦ 
outbid when demand rises. New housing provides a way to absorb some of that additional demand without 
requiring as much turnover of the existing housing stock. Housing production can itself be an important 
ǻ̅͸ʱֱɕʱͧ͋ˠǻɊɦ˾ɦ̅͸ ͸̖̖ˠ, ϖʞʱɊʞ ʱͧ ̖ʇ͸ɦ̅ ˾ʱͧͧʱ̅ʒ ʇ͔̖˾ ɕʱͧɊΑͧͧʱ̖̅ͧ ̖ʇ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ǻ̅͸ʱֱ̖͋ϒɦ͔͸Ϥ ̖͋ˠʱɊϤל

Capital inflow and construction activity are not the same as community benefit. New development 
may represent meaningful economic activity, but it does not automatically produce affordability, local 
ownership, stronger businesses, or wealth creation for existing residents. Those outcomes depend on 
policies, partnerships, and implementation strategies that work in parallel with the tax incentive. OZ capital 
can be a catalyst, but it is not a substitute for a comprehensive place strategy.

OZ 2.0 offers states an opportunity to apply these lessons more deliberately. Because Opportunity 
Zones are now a permanent part of the federal tax code, designation should be treated as just one part 
̖ʇ ǻ ͧΑͧ͸ǻʱ̅ɦɕ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦʒϤִ̖̅͸ ǻͧ ͸ʞɦ ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦʒϤ ʱ͸ͧɦˠʇל S͸ǻ͸ɦͧ, ʱ̅ Ɋˠ̖ͧɦ Ɋ̖̖͔ɕʱ̅ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ 
with local government and communities, should define what success means; align tract selection with 
those objectives; coordinate complementary policies, investments, and incentives; strengthen local 
ʱ˾͋ˠɦ˾ɦ̅͸ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ Ɋǻ͋ǻɊʱ͸Ϥע ǻ̅ɕ ɦ̅ʒǻʒɦ ͔ɦͧʱɕɦ̅͸ͧ, ɂΑͧʱ̅ɦͧͧɦͧ, ˠ̖Ɋǻˠ ʒ̖ϒɦ͔̅˾ɦ̅͸ͧ, Ɋ̖˾˾Α̅ʱ͸Ϥֱɂǻͧɦɕ 
organizations, and investors throughout the process. These actions can help states connect OZ capital to 
responsible development, community wealth creation, and more broadly shared economic opportunity.

Further research is needed to determine what share of observed building activity directly used OZ 
financing and distinguish among different types and scales of development. Future work should also 
examine the relationships among building activity and other outcomes, including entrepreneurship, 
ͧ˾ǻˠˠ ɂΑͧʱ̅ɦͧͧ ˠɦ̅ɕʱ̅ʒ, ǻ̅ɕ ɦ˾͋ˠ̖Ϥ˾ɦ̅͸, ǻͧ ϖɦˠˠ ǻͧ ʞ̖ϖ ͋ǻ̅ɕɦ˾ʱɊֱɦ͔ǻ ɦɊ̖̖̅˾ʱɊ Ɋ̖̅ɕʱ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ǻʇʇɦɊ͸ɦɕ 
development across different tract types. Most importantly, continued research should assess not only 
whether investment occurred, but whether existing residents and local businesses participated in and 
benefited from the value it created.
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OZ ԼלԻ ɕɦ˾̖̅ͧ͸͔ǻ͸ɦͧ ɂ̖͸ʞ ͸ʞɦ ̖͋͸ɦ̅͸ʱǻˠ ǻ̅ɕ ˠʱ˾ʱ͸ǻ͸ʱ̖̅ͧ ̖ʇ ͋ˠǻɊɦֱɂǻͧɦɕ ͸ǻϟ ʱ̅Ɋɦ̅͸ʱϒɦͧל OΑ͔ ʇʱ̅ɕʱ̅ʒͧ ͧΑʒʒɦͧ͸ 
that capital can support or accelerate development under certain conditions, but it cannot substitute for 
strategy, capacity, or sustained public leadership. The hard work of OZ 2.0 now begins. States, local 
governments, philanthropy, community organizations, businesses, and investors must work together to 
ensure that the program produces lasting, shared prosperity—and gives every community and every 
American a fair chance to thrive.
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|  Appendix: Data and methods 
Descriptive statistics of Opportunity Zones in the 50 states and Washington, DC 

In Table 3, we show additional descriptive statistics of both Opportunity Zones and all census 
tracts in the 50 states and Washington, D.C., to supplement the information in Table 1 in the text. 

Table 3. Additional descriptive statistics of tracts 

 All Census 
Tracts 

Opportunity 
Zones 

Number of Tracts 73,054 7,826 

Population 322,903,030 31,501,520 

Median Poverty Rate 12% 26% 

% of Population in Poverty 14% 26% 

% of Tracts with Poverty Rate of At Least 20% 27% 68% 

Median family income MFI $68,800 $45,500 

% of tracts that meet low-income community definition only by MFI 
criterion (poverty rate less than 20% 

15% 21% 

% of tracts that are not low-income communities 59% 11% 

% in a micropolitan area (µSA) 9% 12% 

Median Foreign-Born Population Share 7% 7% 

% of Population Foreign-Born 13% 15% 

Median Non-Hispanic White Population Share 70% 41% 

% of Residents who are Non-Hispanic White 61% 43% 

# of Residents who are Non-Hispanic White 196,970,848 13,545,654 

Median Non-Hispanic Black Population Share 4% 13% 

% of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Black 12% 23% 

# of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Black 38,748,364 7,245,350 

Median Latino or Hispanic Population Share 1.50% 0.70% 

% of Residents who are Latino or Hispanic 18% 26% 

# of Residents who are Latino or Hispanic 58,122,545 8,190,395 

Median Non-Hispanic Asian Population Share 0% 0% 

% of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Asian 5% 3% 

# of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Asian 16,145,152 945,046 

Median Non-Hispanic Native/Pacific Islander Population Share 2.00% 1.90% 

 

OPPORTUNITY ZONES ANALYZING THE TAX INCENTIVEʼS IMPACTS, AND HOW TO ENHANCE THEM 35 



 

 All Census 
Tracts 

Opportunity 
Zones 

% of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Native/Pacific Islander 1% 2% 

# of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Native/Pacific Islander 3,229,030 630,030 

Median Non-Hispanic Other/Multiple Races Population Share 7% 10% 

% of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Other/Multiple Races 3% 3% 

# of Residents who are Non-Hispanic Other/Multiple Races 9,687,091 945,046 

Median Unemployment Rate 5% 8% 

% of People in Civilian Labor Force who are Unemployed 6% 9% 

# of People in Civilian Labor Force who are Unemployed 9,507,181 1,304,302 

Median Housing + Transportation Cost as Share of MFI 43% 54% 

Source: All data from 20142018 ACS 5-year estimates except for housing plus transportation costs, which 
are calculated based on the Center for Neighborhood Technologyʼs HT Index. 

Note: These statistics are for OZs in the 50 states and Washington, D.C.; Puerto Rico and island area OZs 
are excluded.  
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Cotality data coverage 

The Cotality builds dataset is based on state and local real property records and is incomplete 
because several state and county governments do not allow the required data to be sold. As a 
result, several states are excluded from our analysis, and several other states have incomplete 
data, as shown in Table 4 below. 

Table 4. States excluded from analysis or with incomplete data 

State Included in dataset? 

Idaho Excluded; entire state missing from Cotality data 

Illinois Included except for Clay County, Hancock County, and Warren County 

Kansas Excluded; entire state missing from Cotality data 

Maine Excluded; state is incomplete in Cotality data 

Michigan Included except for Livingston County 

Minnesota Excluded from Finding 2; state is incomplete in Cotality data 

Missouri Included except for Clay County 

Montana Excluded; entire state missing from Cotality data 

Pennsylvania Excluded; no data for Philadelphia County 

South Carolina Excluded; entire state missing from Cotality data 

South Dakota Excluded from Finding 2; state is incomplete in Cotality data 

Washington Included except for Walla Walla County 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data 
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Table 5. State and Opportunity Zone coverage and market share statistics 

State % OZs with 
data coverage 

OZs with data 
coverage as % 
all tracts 

% builds in 
OZs 

% change in 
builds in 
median OZ 

OZ build share 
/ OZ tract 
share 

OZ builds 
per 100,000 
residents 

State share 
all builds 
20172018 

State share 
all builds 
20192024 

Percentage- 
point change 
state share 

OZ share 
state builds 
20172018 

OZ share 
state builds 
20192024 

Percentage- 
point change 
state OZ share 

AK 88% 13.20% 0.70% 0.00% 0.05 9.9 0.20% 0.20% 0.05% 0.60% 0.70% 0.04% 

AL 97% 13.10% 7.00% 16.80% 0.54 179.4 2.10% 2.20% 0.12% 7.00% 7.00% 0.07% 

AR 100% 12.40% 5.10% 2.80% 0.41 131.6 1.30% 1.40% 0.07% 5.40% 5.10% 0.34% 

AZ 99% 10.90% 7.00% 16.70% 0.64 208.9 3.70% 3.70% 0.05% 6.10% 7.00% 0.90% 

CA 100% 10.90% 5.90% 0.00% 0.54 50.2 7.40% 6.00% 1.39% 6.30% 5.90% 0.33% 

CO 98% 9.30% 7.50% 11.90% 0.76 216.1 3.40% 2.90% 0.49% 6.70% 7.50% 0.86% 

CT 100% 8.70% 2.30% 0.00% 0.27 10.8 0.40% 0.30% 0.06% 2.70% 2.30% 0.35% 

DC 100% 14.00% 17.80% 146.70% 1.27 182.2 0.20% 0.10% 0.05% 8.20% 17.80% 9.62% 

DE 100% 11.50% 3.10% 16.70% 0.27 48.6 0.60% 0.30% 0.30% 1.60% 3.10% 1.49% 

FL 100% 10.10% 6.10% 98.70% 0.6 231.1 11.50% 14.10% 2.60% 4.50% 6.10% 1.63% 

GA 100% 13.20% 3.80% 35.40% 0.29 108.6 5.00% 5.30% 0.28% 3.50% 3.80% 0.31% 

HI 100% 7.60% 2.60% 40.70% 0.34 41.9 0.50% 0.40% 0.08% 3.00% 2.60% 0.38% 

IA 95% 7.20% 2.70% 0.00% 0.37 47.6 1.30% 1.00% 0.26% 5.40% 2.70% 2.74% 

IL 90% 9.40% 2.10% 0.00% 0.22 3.7 0.60% 0.40% 0.16% 1.40% 2.10% 0.69% 

IN 89% 9.20% 4.30% 14.30% 0.47 63.5 2.00% 1.80% 0.18% 4.10% 4.30% 0.20% 

KY 76% 9.80% 9.60% 0.00% 0.98 28.4 0.30% 0.20% 0.08% 9.20% 9.60% 0.34% 

LA 85% 11.10% 6.10% 0.00% 0.55 72.3 1.20% 1.00% 0.21% 6.60% 6.10% 0.45% 

MA 100% 9.40% 3.10% 0.00% 0.33 23.3 1.50% 0.90% 0.54% 3.50% 3.10% 0.44% 

MD 100% 10.70% 6.70% 7.60% 0.63 86.1 1.50% 1.40% 0.15% 4.50% 6.70% 2.27% 

MI 96% 10.00% 5.00% 0.00% 0.5 30.5 1.40% 1.10% 0.28% 4.30% 5.00% 0.21% 

MO 78% 9.00% 4.10% 33.30% 0.45 51.1 1.50% 1.40% 0.10% 3.30% 4.10% 0.75% 

MS 94% 14.20% 11.60% 0.00% 0.82 215 1.10% 1.00% 0.08% 11.80% 11.60% 0.18% 

NC 100% 11.50% 7.60% 45.20% 0.66 268.8 5.90% 6.40% 0.57% 6.10% 7.60% 1.53% 

ND 100% 12.20% 2.70% 0.00% 0.22 26.9 0.20% 0.10% 0.05% 1.60% 2.70% 1.05% 

NE 100% 8.30% 4.20% 25.00% 0.51 79.6 0.70% 0.70% 0.04% 3.50% 4.20% 0.68% 

NH 100% 9.20% 7.90% 33.30% 0.86 133.3 0.50% 0.40% 0.05% 5.80% 7.90% 2.12% 

NJ 100% 8.40% 6.20% 14.30% 0.74 40.1 1.30% 1.00% 0.27% 6.90% 6.20% 0.69% 

NM 100% 12.60% 16.10% 0.00% 1.27 135.4 0.30% 0.30% 0.02% 18.80% 16.10% 2.71% 

NV 100% 8.90% 1.90% 50.00% 0.22 63.7 1.60% 1.70% 0.16% 1.50% 1.90% 0.46% 

NY 100% 10.50% 7.50% 0.00% 0.72 31.9 2.40% 1.50% 0.85% 7.50% 7.50% 0.04% 

OH 98% 10.70% 4.70% 16.70% 0.44 50.9 2.40% 2.30% 0.13% 4.30% 4.70% 0.46% 
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State % OZs with 
data coverage 

OZs with data 
coverage as % 
all tracts 

% builds in 
OZs 

% change in 
builds in 
median OZ 

OZ build share 
/ OZ tract 
share 

OZ builds 
per 100,000 
residents 

State share 
all builds 
20172018 

State share 
all builds 
20192024 

Percentage- 
point change 
state share 

OZ share 
state builds 
20172018 

OZ share 
state builds 
20192024 

Percentage- 
point change 
state OZ share 

OK 100% 11.20% 6.70% 22.20% 0.6 170.2 1.70% 1.80% 0.10% 6.40% 6.70% 0.33% 

OR 98% 10.10% 8.40% 0.00% 0.83 136.9 1.50% 1.20% 0.26% 8.30% 8.40% 0.09% 

RI 100% 10.30% 5.30% 33.30% 0.51 39.9 0.20% 0.10% 0.02% 3.80% 5.30% 1.51% 

TN 100% 11.80% 7.20% 35.40% 0.61 244.9 3.60% 4.10% 0.44% 7.30% 7.20% 0.15% 

TX 92% 11.00% 9.30% 30.80% 0.85 394.9 18.60% 21.40% 2.79% 7.20% 9.30% 2.06% 

UT 92% 7.30% 2.80% 41.50% 0.38 109.2 2.10% 2.20% 0.01% 3.10% 2.80% 0.32% 

VA 98% 11.00% 6.20% 0.00% 0.56 100.3 2.70% 2.50% 0.18% 6.50% 6.20% 0.34% 

VT 100% 13.60% 5.40% 25.00% 0.4 43 0.10% 0.10% 0.03% 6.20% 5.40% 0.81% 

WA 99% 9.40% 7.00% 13.10% 0.74 136.8 3.00% 2.60% 0.43% 6.10% 7.00% 0.87% 

WI 100% 8.60% 4.20% 0.00% 0.49 7.3 0.20% 0.20% 0.05% 4.40% 4.20% 0.19% 

WV 100% 11.40% 10.80% 22.20% 0.95 117.2 0.40% 0.40% 0.03% 7.50% 10.80% 3.23% 

WY 100% 18.90% 12.00% 3.70% 0.63 231 0.20% 0.20% 0.00% 14.10% 12.00% 2.13% 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 

Note: Counts of OZs and builds in OZs only include those OZs represented in Cotality dataset. 
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Table 6 below shows how the share of Opportunity Zones with no builds in the “pre-ˮ 
20172018 or “post-ˮ 20192024 periods or both differs between tract types. 

Table 6. Frequency of Opportunity Zones with no builds in pre- and post-period by built 
environment type 

OZ Type Total 
OZs 

No Builds 20172018 
but not 20192024 

No Builds 20192024 
but not 20172018 

No Builds in Both 
Periods 

Rural 2,488 186 7% 68 3% 326 13% 

Commercial 598 110 18% 26 4% 77 13% 

Residential-SFH 1,242 217 17% 68 5% 197 16% 

Residential-Mixed 1,607 295 18% 46 3% 238 15% 

Residential-MHF 1,239 290 23% 59 5% 248 20% 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data  
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Table 7 below shows how the median distance to the fifth-nearest Brookings Institution-defined 
activity center differs between tract types. 

Table 7. Median distance to activity centers for Opportunity Zones by built environment type 

OZ Type Median Distance to 5th-Nearest Activity Center 

Rural 48 mi. 

Commercial 1.8 mi. 

Residential SFH 3.1 mi. 

Residential Mixed 2.8 mi. 

Residential MHF 1.4 mi. 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data  
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Build-coverage and build-population ratios for OZs by state and tract type 

Table 8. Build-coverage and build-population ratios by state for rural OZs 

State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

AK 0.04 4.6 

AL 0.77 116.3 

AR 0.34 75.2 

AZ 0.71 66.7 

CA 0.65 8.9 

CO 0.59 79.4 

CT 0.39 2.4 

DC - - 

DE 0.59 43.1 

FL 1.22 108.3 

GA 0.33 65.3 

HI 0.6 35 

IA 0.47 37.7 

IL 0.46 1.3 

IN 0.47 14.7 

KY 1.31 25.9 

LA 0.51 24.8 

MA 0.5 11 

MD 1.1 47.3 

MI 0.8 17 

MN 1.05 31.3 

MO 1.08 28.2 

MS 0.8 159.8 

NC 0.66 145.6 

ND 0.17 11.8 

NE 0.81 52 

NH 0.93 118 

NJ 0.62 3.2 

NM 0.26 16.4 

NV 0.47 15.8 

NY 0.64 5.8 
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State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

OH 0.82 25.9 

OK 0.81 130.5 

OR 1 68.9 

RI 1.34 12.5 

SD 2.78 48.9 

TN 0.79 157 

TX 0.82 157.3 

UT 0.47 34.8 

VA 0.62 49.2 

VT 0.4 43 

WA 1.03 91.7 

WI 0.08 0.5 

WV 0.95 117.2 

WY 0.61 167.7 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates
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Table 9. Build-coverage and build-population ratios by state for commercial OZs 

State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

AK - - 

AL 0.25 7 

AR 0.12 1.8 

AZ 0.09 4.5 

CA 0.78 4.2 

CO 0.98 27 

CT 0.16 1.1 

DC 0.05 0.3 

DE 0.06 0.9 

FL 0.23 5.9 

GA 0.12 2 

HI 0.07 0.7 

IA 0.31 6.1 

IL 0 0 

IN 0.31 5.7 

KY 0.52 1.1 

LA 0.13 1.4 

MA 0.24 1.6 

MD 1.12 14.3 

MI 0.31 2 

MN 0.15 1.7 

MO 0.25 3.4 

MS 0.18 4 

NC 0.84 14.3 

ND 0.12 2.4 

NE 0.36 6.9 

NH 0.06 0.7 

NJ 0.3 1.6 

NM 0.96 6.5 

NV 0.13 3.4 

NY 1.77 6.9 

OH 0.3 3.8 
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State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

OK 0.16 6.3 

OR 0.39 13.2 

RI 0.85 7.3 

SD 0 0 

TN 0.45 16.2 

TX 0.38 9 

UT 0.16 8.3 

VA 0.68 8.8 

VT - - 

WA 0.35 9.3 

WI 0.51 0.8 

WV - - 

WY 0.18 2.6 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
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Table 10. Build-coverage and build-population ratios by state for residential single-family OZs 

State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

AK - - 

AL 0.3 24.1 

AR 0.48 9.1 

AZ 2.13 99.9 

CA 0.83 18 

CO 1.8 70.2 

CT 0.3 0.5 

DC 0.31 1.8 

DE 0.07 3.2 

FL 0.58 59.9 

GA 0.19 9.3 

HI - - 

IA 0.19 1.6 

IL 0.09 0.3 

IN 0.53 22 

KY 0.1 0.2 

LA 0.41 15.3 

MA 0.32 1 

MD 0.25 9.5 

MI 0.3 5.1 

MN 0.18 0.7 

MO 0.36 12.1 

MS 3.94 44.1 

NC 1.03 72.5 

ND 0 0 

NE 0.36 6.4 

NH - - 

NJ 2.32 17.2 

NM 5.74 87.2 

NV 0.02 0.7 

NY 0.26 0.2 

OH 0.21 5.8 
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State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

OK 0.31 10.7 

OR 1.83 32.4 

RI - - 

SD - - 

TN 0.47 21.2 

TX 0.77 89.5 

UT 0.62 37.2 

VA 0.76 18.2 

VT - - 

WA 0.41 7.7 

WI 1.02 0.8 

WV - - 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
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Table 11. Build-coverage and build-population ratios by state for residential mixed OZs 

State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

AK 0.09 3 

AL 0.43 25 

AR 0.8 45.3 

AZ 0.32 32.1 

CA 0.42 12.4 

CO 0.48 33.9 

CT 0.61 3.4 

DC 1.48 118.3 

DE 0.03 1.4 

FL 0.42 49.6 

GA 0.27 21.4 

HI 0.09 0.9 

IA 0.08 1.4 

IL 0.14 0.6 

IN 0.55 19.5 

KY 0.16 0.6 

LA 1.35 30.7 

MA 0.4 4.3 

MD 0.38 12 

MI 0.34 4.2 

MN 0.21 7.8 

MO 0.19 6 

MS 0.24 6.7 

NC 0.4 33.1 

ND 0.65 12.6 

NE 0.35 8.7 

NH 0.72 4.2 

NJ 0.52 6 

NM 1.34 22.6 

NV 0.82 31.8 

NY 0.82 3.1 

OH 0.42 11.7 
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State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

OK 0.52 17.9 

OR 0.35 11.7 

RI 0.48 10.4 

SD 0.27 2.1 

TN 0.47 43.7 

TX 1.39 133.1 

UT 0.25 22.1 

VA 0.4 16.9 

VT - - 

WA 0.64 21.6 

WI 0.81 3.7 

WV - - 

WY 0.83 36.3 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
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Table 12. Build-coverage and build-population ratios by state for residential multi-family OZs 

State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

AK 0.09 2.3 

AL 0.45 6.9 

AR 0.03 0.2 

AZ 0.17 5.7 

CA 0.31 6.7 

CO 0.6 5.5 

CT 0.17 3.4 

DC 1.2 61.8 

DE - - 

FL 0.16 7.3 

GA 0.28 10.6 

HI 0.12 5.3 

IA 0.38 0.8 

IL 0.25 1.6 

IN 0.15 1.5 

KY 0.41 0.7 

LA 0.01 0.2 

MA 0.19 5.5 

MD 0.28 3.1 

MI 0.71 2.2 

MN 0.18 1.8 

MO 0.16 1.4 

MS 0.13 0.4 

NC 0.24 2.6 

ND 0 0 

NE 0.15 3.7 

NH 0.9 10.3 

NJ 0.49 12.1 

NM 0.56 2.8 

NV 0.05 6 

NY 0.59 15.8 

OH 0.24 3.6 
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State Build share / tract share ratio OZ builds per 100,000 residents 

OK 0.28 4.7 

OR 0.91 10.8 

RI 0.24 9.1 

SD 0.18 0.7 

TN 0.25 6.8 

TX 0.15 6 

UT 0.51 6.8 

VA 0.35 7.3 

VT - - 

WA 0.4 6.4 

WI 0.62 1.6 

WV - - 

WY 1.13 16.5 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
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Measuring growth and displacement in Opportunity Zones 

We measured growth and displacement in all Opportunity Zones, including the adjacent-tract 
OZs excluded from the analysis of the non-land-use determinants of growth in OZs. 

Displacement was defined as a loss of total population or population of a plurality racial-ethnic 
group (other than non-Hispanic whites), with racial-ethnic groups defined as: 

● Latino or Hispanic of any race 
● Non-Hispanic white 
● Non-Hispanic Black 
● Non-Hispanic Asian 
● Non-Hispanic Native American, Alaskan Native, or Pacific Islander 
● Non-Hispanic other or multiple races 

To account for uncertainty due to sampling error, a loss of population or population of a group 
was only identified when the 20202024 ACS 5-year estimate for the value was at least 5% 
lower than the 20142018 ACS 5-year estimate. 

Our definition of growth was specifically an acceleration of growth: A tract was considered to 
experience growth only if its average builds per year during the period 20192024 was at least 
15% higher than during the period 20172018. Note that tracts with no builds in the period 
20192024 necessarily did not experience growth, while those with no builds in the period 
20172018 did experience growth if there were any builds in the period 20192024.) 

To ensure that the effects seen in this analysis were not a consequence of our choice of growth 
thresholds or the margins of error in the ACS population data, sensitivity testing was performed 
for both possible effects. We compared the results with the growth threshold set at 10% as well 
as 15%, with minimal difference in the shares of tracts found to experience growth. Likewise, we 
compared the results with tracts where the reported margin of error in the overall population or 
the population of the plurality racial group was greater than 50% of the reported value removed. 
This cut-off was chosen based on the Department of Housing and Urban Developmentʼs 
reliability standard for data used to identify Qualified Census Tracts for the Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credit.) Removing these tracts was found to have minimal effect on the share of tracts 
identified as experiencing displacement: Fewer than 0.3% of tracts had margins of error larger 
than this cut-off. 
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Table 13. Growth rate change and displacement outcomes crosstab by land use type and state 

Region Total OZs Neither growth nor 
displacement: # 

% Growth without 
displacement: # 

% Displacement 
without growth: # 

% Growth with 
displacement: # 

% 

All OZs National) 7,174 2,085 29.1% 1,849 25.8% 1,769 24.7% 1,471 20.5% 
Rural OZs 2,488 852 34.2% 700 28.1% 522 21.0% 414 16.6% 
Commercial OZs 598 214 35.8% 169 28.3% 122 20.4% 93 15.6% 
Single-Family 
Residential OZs 

1,242 257 
20.7% 

301 
24.2% 

340 
27.4% 

344 
27.7% 

Mixed Residential 
OZs 

1,607 405 
25.2% 

413 
25.7% 

418 
26.0% 

371 
23.1% 

Multi-Family 
Residential OZs 

1,239 357 
28.8% 

266 
21.5% 

367 
29.6% 

249 
20.1% 

AK 22 8 36.4% 2 9.1% 7 31.8% 5 22.7% 
AL 154 40 26.0% 37 24.0% 32 20.8% 45 29.2% 
AR 85 21 24.7% 21 24.7% 26 30.6% 17 20.0% 
AZ 167 44 26.3% 51 30.5% 36 21.6% 36 21.6% 
CA 879 251 28.6% 175 19.9% 263 29.9% 190 21.6% 
CO 123 43 35.0% 42 34.1% 19 15.4% 19 15.4% 
CT 72 27 37.5% 15 20.8% 19 26.4% 11 15.3% 
DC 25 5 20.0% 5 20.0% 3 12.0% 12 48.0% 
DE 25 11 44.0% 3 12.0% 5 20.0% 6 24.0% 
FL 426 66 15.5% 162 38.0% 55 12.9% 143 33.6% 
GA 260 59 22.7% 74 28.5% 53 20.4% 74 28.5% 
HI 25 11 44.0% 4 16.0% 8 32.0% 2 8.0% 
IA 59 20 33.9% 18 30.5% 10 16.9% 11 18.6% 
IL 293 73 24.9% 22 7.5% 168 57.3% 30 10.2% 
IN 139 45 32.4% 43 30.9% 25 18.0% 26 18.7% 
KY 109 55 50.5% 9 8.3% 42 38.5% 3 2.8% 
LA 127 32 25.2% 7 5.5% 66 52.0% 22 17.3% 
MA 138 57 41.3% 44 31.9% 21 15.2% 16 11.6% 
MD 149 43 28.9% 39 26.2% 33 22.1% 34 22.8% 
MI 275 84 30.5% 54 19.6% 88 32.0% 49 17.8% 
MN 90 36 40.0% 26 28.9% 22 24.4% 6 6.7% 
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Region Total OZs Neither growth nor 
displacement: # 

% Growth without 
displacement: # 

% Displacement 
without growth: # 

% Growth with 
displacement: # 

% 

MO 126 27 21.4% 33 26.2% 30 23.8% 36 28.6% 
MS 94 29 30.9% 14 14.9% 26 27.7% 25 26.6% 
NC 252 48 19.0% 81 32.1% 38 15.1% 85 33.7% 
ND 25 8 32.0% 4 16.0% 9 36.0% 4 16.0% 
NE 44 14 31.8% 18 40.9% 6 13.6% 6 13.6% 
NH 27 5 18.5% 14 51.9% 3 11.1% 5 18.5% 
NJ 169 56 33.1% 60 35.5% 29 17.2% 24 14.2% 
NM 63 27 42.9% 12 19.0% 17 27.0% 7 11.1% 
NV 61 15 24.6% 22 36.1% 11 18.0% 13 21.3% 
NY 514 161 31.3% 109 21.2% 141 27.4% 103 20.0% 
OH 315 77 24.4% 86 27.3% 79 25.1% 73 23.2% 
OK 117 31 26.5% 36 30.8% 21 17.9% 29 24.8% 
OR 84 37 44.0% 32 38.1% 9 10.7% 6 7.1% 
RI 25 6 24.0% 11 44.0% 5 20.0% 3 12.0% 
SD 16 8 50.0% 1 6.3% 6 37.5% 1 6.3% 
TN 176 45 25.6% 65 36.9% 24 13.6% 42 23.9% 
TX 576 125 21.7% 184 31.9% 119 20.7% 148 25.7% 
UT 43 15 34.9% 16 37.2% 5 11.6% 7 16.3% 
VA 209 76 36.4% 50 23.9% 47 22.5% 36 17.2% 
VT 25 17 68.0% 6 24.0% 1 4.0% 1 4.0% 
WA 137 56 40.9% 53 38.7% 15 10.9% 13 9.5% 
WI 120 62 51.7% 17 14.2% 32 26.7% 9 7.5% 
WV 55 14 25.5% 16 29.1% 13 23.6% 12 21.8% 
WY 25 8 32.0% 6 24.0% 7 28.0% 4 16.0% 

Source: Brookings analysis of Cotality data and 20142018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
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Identifying non-land-use determinants of growth in Opportunity Zones 

Linear regressions were performed separately on Opportunity Zones in each of the five tract 
types (rural, commercial, residential single-family, residential mixed, and residential multi-family), 
both to control for the effects of land use type on growth and to control for the fact that our 
builds dataset does not distinguish buildings by size. In addition, since one of our primary goals 
was to help states and communities identify traits that make a tract a promising candidate for an 
OZ 2.0 designation, we limited our dataset for the regressions to low-income community tracts, 
excluding the “contiguous tractˮ OZs that were allowed under the original 2018 program but are 
not eligible for OZ 2.0 designation. 

For each tract type, an initial round of fitting was attempted with a set of 20 potential 
independent variables, and one or more additional rounds were performed after dropping 
variables that did not show correlation with the number of builds per year with at least 95% 
confidence. 

In addition, when the cross-correlation between pairs of independent variables was greater than 
50%, the variable less strongly correlated with the dependent variable was dropped. Table 14 
below shows which independent variables were found to have a significant positive or negative 
correlation with the common logarithm of the number of builds per year in tracts during the 
period 20192024. Unless specified otherwise, all data comes from 20142018 American 
Community Survey ACS 5-year estimates. 

Common logarithms were taken of the dependent variable and several of the independent 
variables to ensure a closer-to-normal distribution of values. Naturally, this introduces a 
complication when the variable in question can have a value of 0, since the logarithm of 0 is 
negative infinity. In these cases, linear extrapolation based on the logarithms of the values of the 
variable closest to 0 were used to generate a value to substitute for the logarithm of 0. For the 
dependent variable, this value was 1.2; for the number of Small Business Administration loans in 
2018, it was 0.48; and for the share of housing units constructed after 2009, it was 3.6. 
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Table 14. Independent variables used in regression analyses 

Independent Variable Rural OZs Commercial 
OZs 

Single-Family 
Residential 
OZs 

Mixed 
Residential 
OZs 

Multi-Family 
Residential 
OZs 

Log of Tract Population      

Log of Jobs in Tract      

Log of Housing Units in Tract      

Log of Activity Units in Tract      

Log of Tract Area (+)  (+) (+) (+) 

% Change in Activity Units 
20132018 

(+)  (+) (+) (+) 

Log of % Housing Units Built 
Post-2009 

(+) (+) (+) (+) (+) 

Poverty Rate (-)     

Share of Single-Family 
Homes 

 (+)    

Vacant Housing Unit Rate     (-) 

Housing Owner-Occupied 
Rate 

     

Self-Employment Rate   (+) (+) (+) 

Plurality Race Population 
Share 

(-)     

Share of Income on Housing 
& Transportation 

     

% Income Spent on Housing      

% Income Spent on 
Transportation 

     

Median Household Income   (-)  (+) 

National Walkability Index      

Small Business 
Administration Loans 2018 

(+) (+) (+) (+)  

Distance to 5th-Nearest 
Activity Center 

(-)   (-) (-) 

Source: Jobs data from LEHD Versions 7.5 and 8.4; expenditures on housing and transportation from 
Center for Neighborhood Technology HT Index; National Walkability Index from the EPA Smart Locations 
Database; number of Small Business Administration loans from the Small Business Administration; 
distance to activity centers from Brookings Institution; all other data from the 20142018 ACS.  
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The resulting fits for the five tract types are shown in Tables 15 through 19 below. 

Table 15. Fit parameters for rural tracts 

Dependent Variable Fit Coefficient (for 
Log of Build Rate) 

Change to Build 
Rate when 
Independent 
Variable increased 
from 25th 
Percentile to 75th 
Percentile 

Standard Error PValue 

Log of Tract Area 0.36821 236% increase 0.02085 < 10^5 

Small Business 
Administration Loans 
2018 

0.60061 84% increase 0.04507 < 10^5 

Log of % Housing 
Units Built Post-2009 

0.15784 37% increase 0.02019 < 10^5 

Plurality Race 
Population Share 

0.67495 36% decrease 0.09455 < 10^5 

Distance to 
5th-Nearest Activity 
Center 

0.3608 33% decrease 0.04439 < 10^5 

Poverty Rate 1.14796 32% decrease 0.15634 < 10^5 

% Change in Activity 
Units 20132018 

0.53019 18% increase 0.12902 0.00004 

Source: Jobs data from LEHD Versions 7.5 and 8.4; number of Small Business Administration loans from 
the Small Business Administration; distance to activity centers from Brookings Institution; all other data 
from the 20142018 ACS 
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Table 16. Fit parameters for commercial tracts 

Dependent Variable Fit Coefficient (for 
Log of Build Rate) 

Change to Build 
Rate when 
Independent 
Variable increased 
from 25th 
Percentile to 75th 
Percentile 

Standard Error PValue 

Log of % Housing 
Units Built Post-2009 

0.17257 164% increase 0.0294 < 10^5 

Share of Single-Family 
Homes 

0.93499 124% increase 0.12218 < 10^5 

Small Business 
Administration Loans 
2018 

0.49954 82% increase 0.06663 < 10^5 

Source: Number of Small Business Administration loans from the Small Business Administration; all other 
data from the 20142018 ACS 
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Table 17. Fit parameters for residential single-family housing tracts 

Dependent Variable Fit Coefficient (for 
Log of Build Rate) 

Change to Build 
Rate when 
Independent 
Variable increased 
from 25th 
Percentile to 75th 
Percentile 

Standard Error PValue 

Small Business 
Administration Loans 
2018 

0.4196 321% increase 0.06225 < 10^5 

Log of % Housing 
Units Built Post-2009 

0.2845 283% increase 0.02271 < 10^5 

Log of Tract Area 0.5525 98% increase 0.04662 < 10^5 

Self-Employment Rate 2.707 39% increase 0.5552 < 10^5 

Median Household 
Income 

7.135 × 10^6 28% decrease 1.645 × 10^6 0.00002 

% Change in Activity 
Units 20132018 

0.4539 20% increase 0.06225 < 10^5 

Source: Jobs data from LEHD Versions 7.5 and 8.4; number of Small Business Administration loans from 
the Small Business Administration; all other data from the 20142018 ACS 
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Table 18. Fit parameters for residential mixed tracts 

Dependent Variable Fit Coefficient (for 
Log of Build Rate) 

Change to Build 
Rate when 
Independent 
Variable increased 
from 25th 
Percentile to 75th 
Percentile 

Standard Error PValue 

Small Business 
Administration Loans 
2018 

0.27651 179% increase 0.04708 < 10^5 

Log of % Housing 
Units Built Post-2009 

0.19165 163% increase 0.01861 < 10^5 

Log of Tract Area 0.68115 127% increase 0.04398 < 10^5 

Self-Employment Rate 2.18925 31% increase 0.46123 < 10^5 

% Change in Activity 
Units 20132018 

0.46593 20% increase 0.11458 0.00005 

Distance to 
5th-Nearest Activity 
Center 

0.14158 17% decrease 0.03431 0.00004 

Source: Jobs data from LEHD Versions 7.5 and 8.4; number of Small Business Administration loans from 
the Small Business Administration; distance to activity centers from Brookings Institution; all other data 
from the 20142018 ACS 
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Table 19. Fit parameters for residential multi-family housing tracts 

Dependent Variable Fit Coefficient (for 
Log of Build Rate) 

Change to Build 
Rate when 
Independent 
Variable increased 
from 25th 
Percentile to 75th 
Percentile 

Standard Error PValue 

Log of Tract Area 0.5186 113% increase 0.04835 < 10^5 

Log of % Housing 
Units Built Post-2009 

0.1221 87% increase 0.01819 < 10^5 

Median Household 
Income 

8.102 × 10^6 57% increase 1.035 × 10^6 < 10^5 

Self-Employment Rate 1.31 20% increase 0.4063 0.00129 

Distance to 
5th-Nearest Activity 
Center 

0.0926 10% decrease 0.04443 0.03735 

% Change in Activity 
Units 20132018 

0.2658 12% increase 0.1108 0.01664 

Vacant Housing Unit 
Rate 

0.5989 8% decrease 0.1882 0.0015 

Source: Jobs data from LEHD Versions 7.5 and 8.4; distance to activity centers from Brookings Institution; 
all other data from the 20142018 ACS 
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