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Locational tournaments (Mytelka 1999), or bidding wars among multiple jurisdictions for 

specific investment projects, have long been a common phenomenon in the world economy, and 

appear to be growing in frequency as developing countries participate in them both as 

competitors for industrialized nations and as sites of subnational bidding wars. Thailand‟s use of 

tax incentives to attract a washing machine facility from New Zealand is an example of the 

former (O‟Sullivan 2007), while China, India, and Brazil all have seen subnational competition, 

particularly in the automobile industry (Markusen and Nesse 2007). Further examples could 

easily be multiplied. 

Such competitions are referred to as “tournaments” because payoffs are not awarded to all 

participants, but only to the winner (David 1999, 115). Even though many jurisdictions expend 

substantial administrative and promotional costs over the course of the tournament, only one of 

them can have a potentially positive outcome from the tournament (and that is not guaranteed, 

should the winner pay too much, a phenomenon usually characterized as “winner‟s curse”).
1
 

The totality of locational tournaments can be thought of as comprising what Gusinger (1985) 

called the “market for investment.” Governments seek investment and investors seek locations, 

and overall outcomes can be affected by the competitiveness of various segments of this market, 

and by the ability or necessity of the players (governments and investors) to cooperate with each 

other to restrict competition among themselves. As Thomas (2000) has argued, there are multiple 

                                                 
1
 See, for example, Charlton 2003. 



reasons to think that in most cases the dominant trend is that governments will compete for 

investment rather than investors compete for locations. One basic factor is that the number of 

really large investments made per year is far smaller than the number of governments competing 

for them, and governments do not generally know when the next large appropriate project will 

become available. The number of governments in the market for investment in North America 

alone numbers in the thousands, because both state governments and local governments in the 

U.S. have substantial amounts of fiscal autonomy (by contrast, in Canada, most provinces 

prohibit their municipalities from offering investment incentives; while in Mexico, subsidy 

negotiation is centralized at the federal level and relatively opaque). According to Conway Data, 

the number of projects with a minimum of $1 million dollars in investment, 50 employees, or 

20,000 square feet of floor area was only 4055 in the entire world outside the United States for 

the five year period 2002-2006 (Conway Data 2007).
2
 

These bidding wars are characterized by substantial asymmetry of information between 

governments seeking investment and the firms making location decisions (Thomas 2000). 

Governments have little information on the exact intentions of a potential investor, what its 

operating costs at various locations might be, what competitive offers it might be entertaining, 

and so forth. On the other hand, companies seeking to invest can take advantage of the fact that 

much information is published by and about multiple jurisdictions (especially in democracies). In 

some instances, firms will use the services of site location consultants to exacerbate this 

information asymmetry, at times going so far as to have the consultant negotiate for them 

without even disclosing their identity. As Joseph Stiglitz showed in his Nobel Prize-winning 
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research (Stiglitz 2002, 11), even small asymmetries in information can lead to large differences 

of outcomes in bargaining situations. 

As they are generally portrayed, an important outcome of locational tournaments is that the 

locational rents of various jurisdictions are transferred to the investors (David 1999, 116). As I 

have put it elsewhere (Thomas 2007, 52), companies have discovered that the site selection 

process is itself a rent-generating activity and acted to take advantage of this. 

To summarize, locational tournaments help determine the actual patterns of direct investment 

(which may or may not be foreign), transfer locational rents from governments to investors, and 

impose costs on losing jurisdictions. Indeed, they may impose economic costs on given regions 

by interfering with the process of forming agglomerations or clusters that produce more 

efficiently than more geographically dispersed production (David 1999, 116). Since their 

frequency and geographic spread have tended to grow over the last 30 years, their importance for 

real economic activity has become increasingly significant. 

In both the United States and the European Union, examples of locational tournaments are easy 

to find. Indeed, it is much easier to identify political jurisdictions that have begun offering 

investment incentives after long resisting their use than to find governments that were able to 

cease using them on more than a short-term basis. Ontario, North Carolina, Indiana, and Poland 

are all in the former camp (along with South Africa in the call center sector), whereas only 

Alberta and Estonia have been able to move away from the use of location subsidies (Thomas 

2007). Some well-known tournaments include the multi-state bidding war for Daimler-Benz‟s 

first assembly plant in the U.S. in 1993 (Thomas, 2000) as well as those for Kia Motors and 



Hankook Tire involving several of the new Member States of the European Union (Thomas 

2007). 

Given the potential for transfers from taxpayers to investors and simultaneous threats of 

economic distortion and inefficiency, there has been a great deal of interest in creating ways of 

controlling bidding wars for investment. Australia‟s Interstate Investment Cooperation 

Agreement attempts to do this for investments thought to be definitely coming to the country, 

though its main focus has been on inhibiting the states from using subsidies to attract existing 

facilities from other states (Thomas 2007, 47). By far the most comprehensive effort to do this 

has been in the European Union, where the rules on regional aid were designed in part 

specifically to keep Member States from outbidding each other for investment
3
 and a Multi 

Sectoral Framework was introduced in 1997 specifically to address investment incentives given 

to large projects. As Wishlade (2008b, 497-98) shows, the original version of the framework 

(“MSF 1998”) produced little reduction in maximum aid intensities, whereas the second version 

(“MSF 2002”) created sharp reductions through the use of what she calls a “reduction matrix” as 

explained below. This led to a significant reduction in the size of investment subsidies approved 

under the MSF 2002 than under the MSF 1998 (see Table 2 below). The MSF rules are now part 

of the overall Regional Aid Guidelines as of 2007. They apply to all investments over €50 

million, and work to reduce the amount of state aid large investments could otherwise receive 

given a particular region‟s designated aid maximum: While the first €50 million of investment 

can potentially receive the regional maximum, the next €50 million can only receive half the 

maximum, and any amount over €100 million is limited to 34% of the usual maximum. 
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Moreover, the formula also takes into account job creation, and the competitive situation of the 

sector (demerits for a dominant firm). A well-known example of these rules in action came in 

2005 when Ireland wanted to award Intel €170 million in regional aid for a new, €1.6 billion chip 

fabrication facility in Leixlip, outside of Dublin. The Competition Directorate notified the 

government that it would open an investigative procedure under Article 88(2) EEC to determine 

if the aid was allowable under the rules of the Multi Sectoral Framework because of Intel‟s 

dominant position in the microchip industry and because the location was scheduled to lose all 

eligibility for regional aid; as a result, Ireland withdrew the proposed aid (Staunton 2005). 

Interestingly, despite holding a highly public “opening” of the facility in June 2006 (Shoesmith 

2006), the project was not completed, but may be finished under a new round of Intel investment 

(Lyons, 2009). 

In contrast with the regulated nature of competition for investment, there are no rules governing 

location tournaments in the United States, which is the only economic unit in the world 

comparable in size to the EU. While previous evaluations of the effectiveness of state aid law 

have been increasingly positive (Thomas 2000, Dreyhaupt 2006, Wishlade 2008a, among 

others), there has been little work done to date on the extent to which the rules have affected the 

size of investment incentives. Wishlade (2008a) is the most extensive effort along these lines, but 

is hampered in that the size of incentives in the U.S. and EU are not usually expressed in 

comparable terms: that is, while the Commission expresses all aid amounts in terms of their 

present value, neither the press nor subsidy reform campaigners in the U.S. routinely do so. As a 

result, the values of incentives in the U.S. have been overstated relative to those in the EU. This 

paper moves the debate forward by calculating the largest 25 incentives given in the U.S. since 

1999 on a present value basis to give a more accurate comparison with the largest EU incentives, 



as part of a broader project to ask whether the EU really has anything to show for the resources 

devoted to state aid control. Besides comparing the incentives in currency amounts, it also 

compares them in terms of cost per job and aid intensity. The basic answer is that marquee 

projects in the U.S. receive more money than do similar projects in the EU. 



 

Table 1: 25 Largest Incentives in U.S. Since 1999 

Company   Year  City       State Amount 

Boeing 2003 Everett WA $1,984,000,000 

Advanced Micro Devices 2006 Malta NY $1,118,000,000 

ThyssenKrupp 2007 Mount Vernon AL $734,304,000 

Scripps Research Institute 2003 
Palm Beach 

County FL $566,500,000 

IBM 2000 East Fishkill NY $533,083,333 

Volkswagen 2008 Chattanooga TN $450,139,048 

Kia 2006 West Point GA $353,083,333 

Toyota 2006 Blue Springs MS $291,634,000 

Nissan 2000 Canton MS $289,666,667 

Sematech 2007 Albany NY $269,444,444 

Hyundai 2002 Montgomery AL $233,936,363 

Ford 2006 Detroit MI $219,780,000 

Toyota 2003 San Antonio TX $218,100,000 

International Sematech 2002 Albany NY $175,636,364 

Dell 2004 Winston-Salem NC $174,230,401 

Goodyear 2004 Akron OH $173,099,088 
Samsung Austin 
Semiconductor 2006 Austin TX $171,244,444 

Eli Lilly 1999 Indianapolis IN $150,916,667 

Marathon Oil 2007 Detroit MI $148,800,000 

Honda 1999 Lincoln AL $144,221,818 

General Motors 2000 Lansing MI $138,844,542 

Alenia/Vought 2004 Charleston SC $133,133,333 

Dell 1999 Nashville TN $132,373,334 

Hemlock Semiconductor 2007 Hemlock MI $124,226,666 

Google 2007 Lenoir NC $114,637,037 

 

Sources: See appendix; author‟s calculations based on details of each agreement; list updated 

from Good Jobs First (n.d.)  



Table 2: 25 Largest Incentives in the European Union Since 2000 

 

Company   Year Country Amount (million €) Legal Basis 

   Comm. Decision 

 

Advanced Micro Devices 2004 Germany 545   MSF 1998 

ST Microelectronics  2002 Italy  542   MSF 1998 

BMW    2002 Germany 363   MSF 1998/MV 

Advanced Micro Devices 2007 Germany 262.40   MSF 2002 

Infineon   2002 Germany 219   MSF 1998 

Ford Craiova   2008 Romania 143.00*  RAG 2006 

Qimonda   2006 Germany 140.94   MSF 2002 

Wacker Siltronic  2004 Germany 120.904  MSF 1998 

Wacker Chemie  2001 Germany 119   MSF 1998 

Iveco    2002 Italy  109   MSF 1998/MV 

Repsol Polimeros  2007 Portugal 103.32   MSF 2002 

Hankook Tire   2006 Hungary   92.61   MSF 2002 

Atlantica Invest AG  2007 Italy    89.56   MSF 2002 

De Tomaso   2005 Italy    81   MSF 1998/MV 

Artensa   2007 Portugal   80.09   MSF 2002 

Volkswagen   2001 Germany   74   MSF 1998/MV 

HighSi GmbH   2006 Germany   73.45   MSF 2002 

Solar World   2003 Germany   73.15   MSF 1998 

Propapier   2008 Germany   72.15   RAG 2006 

DHL Airways GmbH  2004 Germany   70.8   MSF 1998 

Autoeuropa Portugal  ? Portugal   69.4   MSF 2002 

CELBI    2007 Portugal   68.07   MSF 2002 

Intico Solar   2008 Germany   65.62   RAG 2006 

Peugeot Citroën  ? Spain    58.3   MSF 2002 

Getrag Ford   2006 Slovakia   53.50*  MSF 2002 

 

 

 

Source: European Commission (2001); Haufler and Mittermaier (2008), Table 1 (author 

corrected currency conversion on Volkswagen decision); Wishlade (2009), Figures 17 and 20. 

Starred amounts are gross values, not present values. MV=Motor Vehicle Framework. At the 

time of this writing, €1=$1.35 approximately. 



Perhaps the most obvious observation is that the largest incentives mainly occurred under the MSF 1998,
4
 

which accounts for four of the top five incentives in the Table 2. With the introduction of the MSF 2002, 

there was a significant decline in the amount of awards given. This improvement is even clearer when we 

compare the size of MSF 2002 and RAG 2006 incentives with those in the United States. 

For example, the award American Micro Devices received in New York State dwarfed that received in 

Dresden under the MSF 2002 ($1.1 billion vs. approx. $354 million). The next largest computer-related 

aid in the EU, Qimonda‟s DRAM facility in Germany, received approximately $190 million, compared to 

$533 million for IBM in New York in 2000, and less than even the third-largest U.S. computer industry 

incentive, $269 million for Sematech. In terms of aid intensity (incentive as a percentage of the 

investment), the levels in Germany (all in Dresden) were 11.99% for AMD and 13.25% for Qimonda, 

compared to 34% for AMD, 21.32% for IBM, and 44.8% for Sematech in New York State (all in the 

Albany area). 

The situation is similar for marquee projects in the automobile industry. To take the largest deal in each 

area, Volkswagen‟s 2008 deal in Chattanooga, Tennessee, for a $450 million subsidy is 45% of the 

investment and approximately $225,000 per job; Ford‟s deal in Craiova, Romania, includes 

approximately a $193 million subsidy, amounting to 23.8% of the investment, at a cost of about $62,250 

per job. Kia‟s $353 million incentive package in Georgia is 29.4% of the investment and $141,200 per 

job, whereas Hankook Tire‟s incentive in Hungary is about $125 million, 20.55% of the investment and 

$83,350 per job. Initially, the plant was to be built in Slovakia, but the Multi Sectoral Framework limited 

the aid intensity there to 15%, so the company decided to seek a higher subsidy elsewhere in the region 

(Thomas 2007, 38). 

Overall, 17 projects in the United States since 2002 have received over $100 million in subsidies, 

compared to 8 projects in the European Union since the introduction of MSF 2002. Considering further 
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that many of the U.S. incentives were given in prosperous jurisdictions, whereas those in the EU were all 

given in poorer regions of the Union (often especially poorer ones, such as in eastern Germany, Portugal, 

and the new Member States, which together account for 12 of the 14 MSF 2002 and later projects listed in 

Table 2), it seems fair to conclude that locational tournaments are under better control in the EU; the 

Multi Sectoral Framework/Regional Aid Guidelines are doing their job at reducing the incentives given to 

large investment projects. 

A related area of interest is whether EU regional aid guidelines might hamper the EU in its competition 

for mobile investment (Wishlade 2008a, 67-8). Ireland has been particularly vocal in its concern on this 

issue, especially in cases in which it might be the only EU location being considered (i.e., Intel).
5
 After 

the effective denial of aid for Intel in 2005, the company twice warned that the country would be 

considered less competitive in the future (Smyth 2005, Staunton 2006). As Wishlade (2008a, 68) notes, it 

is not surprising that the Commission does not want to expand the scope for aid to deal with a few 

exceptional situations, but it is probably wise to monitor this issue in the future. 

One measure that would shed light on this is FDI performance. Comparing the United States with the EU-

15, for example, shows that the former‟s share of inward FDI has declined substantially, while the reverse 

is true of the latter. As Dreyhaupt (2006, 152) says, “…the EU today remains the most vibrant destination 

for global FDI.” Table 3 shows the details. 
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Table 3: Share of World FDI Flows and Stock (%) 

Year   United States    EU-15 

  Flow  Stock   Flow  Stock 

1985  36.663  19.164   28.602  28.580 

1990  23.361  20.343   46.472  39.055 

1995  17.233  18.376   34.110  38.196 

2000  22.458  21.720   48.226  35.979 

2005  10.932  16.052   46.844  41.167 

2007  12.702  13.760   40.336  41.582 

Source: UNCTAD FDI-Stat Database, consulted 10 April 2009 at 

http://stats.unctad.org/FDI/TableViewer/tableView.aspx 

 

Based on these results, the original judgment appears to stand: The EU has greater control of 

locational tournaments than does the U.S., without a cost in inward investment. While certainly 

the institutional environment is very different in the two jurisdictions, there may well be lessons 

the U.S. can learn from EU experience. 

http://stats.unctad.org/FDI/TableViewer/tableView.aspx


Bibliography 

 

Charlton, Andrew (2003). “Incentive bidding for mobile investment: economic consequences 

and potential responses,” OECD Development Centre Working Paper no. 203. 

Commission of the European Communities (1972). First Report on Competition Policy. 

Conway Data (2007). Custom database on global investments. 

David, Paul A. (1999). “Comment on „The Role of Geography in Development,‟ by Paul 

Krugman,” in Boris Pleskovic and Joseph E. Stiglitz, eds., Annual World Bank Conference on 

Development Economics 1998, World Bank. 

Dreyhaupt, Stephan J. (2006). Locational Tournaments in the Context of the EU Competitive 

Environment, German University Verlag. 

European Commission (2001). “Commission raises no objection to State aid in favour of Wacker 

Chemie GmbH,” press release IP/01/657/, 8 May. 

European Commission (2002). “Commission authorizes proposed State aid in favour of Infineon 

Technologies,” press release IP/02/517, 9 April. 

European Commission (2008). “Total State Aid by Member State in Million Euro, Table ws2_1, 

downloaded from http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/studies_reports/expenditure.html 4 

April 2009. 

Good Jobs First (n.d.). “Largest Subsidy Deals,” 

http://www.goodjobsfirst.org/corporate_subsidy/reference_material.cfm, consulted 2 April 2009. 

Guisinger, Stephen E. (1985). “A comparative study of country policies,” in Stephen E. 

Guisinger and Associates, Investment Incentives and Performance Requirements, Praeger. 

Haufler, Andreas, and Ferdinand Mittermaier (2008). “Unionisation Triggers Tax Incentives to 

Attract Foreign Direct Investment,” CESIFO Working Paper #2312, May. 

Lyons, Tom (2009). “Intel mulls €1 bn plan for Kildare; Massive boost for technology and 

construction jobs as chips giant eyes investment,” Sunday Times, 8 March, Business p. 1. 

Markusen, Ann, and Katherine Nesse (2007). “Institutional and political determinants of 

investment competition,” in Ann Markusen, ed. Reining in the Competition for Capital, W.E. 

Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. 

Mytelka, Lynn (1999). “Locational tournaments for FDI: inward investment into Europe in a 

global world,” in Neil Hood and Stephen Young, eds., The Globalization of Multinational 

Enterprise Activity and Economic Development, Palgrave Macmillan. 

O‟Sullivan, Fran (2007). “Economic Policy Harms Exporters,” New Zealand Herald, 28 April. 

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/studies_reports/expenditure.html
http://www.goodjobsfirst.org/corporate_subsidy/reference_material.cfm


Shoesmith, Clair (2006). “Intel opens EUR 1.6 bn extension to Leixlip plant,” Irish Times, 23 

June, p. 1. 

Smyth, Jamie (2005). “Intel warns it will have to „reassess‟ future Irish investment,” Irish Times, 

3 March, p. 1. 

Staunton, Denis (2005). “MEP accuses State of discarding Intel aid unnecessarily,” Irish Times, 

14 April, p. 18. 

Staunton, Denis (2006). “Ireland‟s competitive at risk, says Intel chairman,” Irish Times, 27 

January, p. 4. 

Stiglitz, Joseph E. (2002) “Employment, social justice, and societal well-being,” International 

Labour Review, Vol. 141, nos. 1-2, pp. 9-29. 

Thomas, Kenneth P. (2000) Competing for Capital: Europe and North America in a Global Era, 

Georgetown University Press. 

Thomas, Kenneth P. (2007) “Investment Incentives: Growing Use, Uncertain Benefits, Uneven 

Controls,” Global Subsidies Initiative of the International Institute for Sustainable Development. 

Wishlade, Fiona (2008a). “All‟s well that ends well? Recent Developments in EU competition 

policy and regional aid control,” European Policies Research Centre. 

Wishlade, Fiona (2008b). “The Control of Regional Aid to Large Investment Projects: Workable 

Compromise or Arbitrary Restraint,” European State Aid Law Quarterly, no. 3, pp. 495-506. 

Wishlade, Fiona (2009). “Measure for Measure: Recent Developments in EU competition policy 

and regional aid control,” European Policies Research Centre. 



Appendix: Sources for Table 1 

 

The Associated Press. 2007 “Comparing Incentive Packages” The Associated Press State & 

Local Wire 19 May 

Bowermaster, David & Ralph Thomas. 2004 “What the state promised Boeing” Seattle Times 21 

January; A1 

Bradsher, Keith. 1999 “Honda Plans to Build Plant in Alabama for Larger Vehicles” The New 

York Times 7 May: C20 

Bruns, Adam. 2008 “Chattanooga Stands and Delivers” Site Selection Magazine September 

Bruns, Adam. 2005 “Dell Goes Carolina Blue” Site Selection Magazine May 

Bruns, Adam. 2007 “The Extra Mile” Site Selection Magazine May 

Bruns, Adam. 2008 “Staying Power” Site Selection Magazine May 

CanagaRetna, Sujit M. 2007 “Driving the Economy” State News August [online] Accessed 10 

February http://www.slcatlanta.org/Publications/EconDev/drivingtheeconomy.pdf   

Center for Nanoscale Science & Engineering-State University of New York at Albany. 2007 

“The Troy Record: Sematech poised to move operations to Albany” 10 May [online] Accessed 

February 1, 2009 

http://cnse.albany.edu/News/index.cfm?InstanceID=573&NewsID=649&step=sho9w_detail  

Cox, Jonathan B. 2007 “Costs of Google Incentives could hit $260 million” Raleigh News & 

Observer 8 February [online] Accessed 15 February 

http://www2.nccommerce.com/eclipsfiles/16000.pdf  

Feder, Barnaby J. 2000 “Courted by State, I.B.M. Plans Huge Chip Factory” The New York 

Times 11 October; B1 

Fox, William F., Matthew N. Murray, & Ann Boyd Watts. 2008 “Economic & Sales Tax 

Revenue Effects of Volkswagen‟s Location of its Automobile Assembly Plant in Chattanooga, 

Tennessee” Center for Business & Economic Research-University of Tennessee Knoxville 

Lam, Tina. 2008 “Marathon refinery gets OK to expand, but concerns expressed: It'll create more 

jobs, but pollution a worry for some” Detroit Free Press 21 June [online] Accessed 10 March 

2009 http://www.degc.org/major-employer-

details.aspx?SKU=Marathon&ReturnURL=%2Fmajor-

employers.aspx%3FCategory%3D81d7f89e-d678-4a7c-

b9b2e50be8851e11%26page%3D1%26pagesize%3D10%26text%3D%26EPCString1%3D%26E

PCString2%3D%26EPCString3%3D 

Lyne, Jack. 2006 “New York‟s Big Subsidies Bolster Upstate‟s Winning Bid for AMD‟s $3.2 

billion 300-MM Fab” Site Selection Magazine 10 June 



Lyne, Jack. 2003 “Toyota Picks Texas for 2000-Employee, $800M Assembly Plant” Site 

Selection Magazine 10 February [online] Accessed 5 February  2009                            

http://www.siteselection.com/ssinsider/bbdeal/bd030210.htm; http://www.c-

b.com/information%20center/land%20development/ic.asp?tID=17&pID=273; 

http://www.monthlyreview.org/mrzine/vogel200808.html 

Malaysia Industrial Development Authority (MIDA) New York. 2006 “Weekly Situational 

Report”: 25-29 September [online] Accessed 10 February 

http://digitalibrary.mida.gov.my/equip-

mida/custom/situational/New%20York/2006/NY/WEEK%2039.doc 

Mackinnon, Jim & Phil Trexlerand. 2007 “A Great Day for Akron: Goodyear is staying; new HQ 

to be built” Akron Beacon Journal 6 December 

Man, Anthony 2004 “Palm Beach County, Fla., Approves $ 200 Million Land Deal” South 

Florida Sun Sentinel 4 February 

McCurry, John W. 2005 “An Aviation Cluster Takes off in S.C.” Site Selection Magazine March 

McDermott, John P. 2004 “State investing millions in plant AH…” The Post & Courier 8 

December: 1A 

Michigan Strategic Fund Board. 2007  “Adopted Meeting Minutes” 19 December [online] 

Accessed 15 February 2009 http://ref.themedc.org/cm/attach/C1A2AEBD-21E0-4033-A212-

C031CF54A244/Dec_19_2007_MSF_Minutes.pdf 

Ohio Department of Development. 2007 4 December [online] Accessed 15 February 2009 

http://media.ohio.com/documents/stategoodyear.pdf 

Perez-Pena Richard. 2002 “Albany Chosen as Hub for the  Next Generation of Chips” The New 

York Times 18 May: A1 

Sigo, Shelly 2006 “Kia‟s Arrival in Georgia City to be Partly Financed by GOs” The Bond Buyer 

Vol. 355; No. 32338: 30 

Site Selection Magazine. 2000 “‟99‟s Top Deals:  Case Studies in Fast-Track Strategies” May 

Site Selection Magazine. 1999 “An (Eli) Lilly Blooms in Indianapolis...” September [online] 

Accessed 10 February 2009 http://www.siteselection.com/ssinsider/incentive/ti9909.htm  

Site Selection Magazine. 2003 “Florida Legislators Squabble but OK Scripps Subsidies” 

November 

South Florida Sun Sentinel. 2004 “Price Tag for Palm Beach County, Fla., Property May Rise in 

Scripps Deal” 3 February 

Starner, Ron. 2007 “How the East Won 'The Next Big Thing'” Site Selection Magazine July 

Starner, Ron. 2003 “Fast Track” Site Selection Magazine May  

Starner, Ron. 2004 “The Tex-Mex Effect” Site Selection Magazine May 



Starner, Ron. 2001 “Top Deals of 2000:  Chip Plants Deliver Big Bucks” Site Selection 

Magazine May 

Times Union. 2008 “Tug of war over Empire Zones” 31 December [online] March 17, 2009 at 

http://timesunion.com/AspStories/story.asp?storyID=755369&category=BUSINESS 

 

 


