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Purpose

To our Working Group Members, and others Working Group members werermed with the
interested in Plan Cincinnati: backgrounchecessary to make good decisions.
For that reason, not all pieces of information or
This document is theecondin a series of Existing data requested will be contained in these
Conditions Reports for Plan Cincinnati. documents, and not everything contained was

requested by a Working Group.
The information in this document is provided to

give basic background information that is All Existing Conditions Reports released will be

appropriate for use byhe Housing and available to the public on our website:

Neighborhood Development  Working Group. www.plancincinnati.orgnd we encouraggou to
review all of the Reports, not only those that

On Septembei2, 201Q we releasd the first pertain to your particular Waking Group.

Existing Conditions report, which was appropriate

for use by all 12 Working GroupsThis document The maps in this and future documents may be

is asupplemento that report, and others wilbe scaled to fit the document, and are not appropriate

released that wilfocus on information and data for detailed viewing. For this reason, all maps will

thatis needed for each Working Group. be available in their original size on our website.

All of the information and data provided is based Thank you for your participation in & Cincinnati!

not only on what was requested by individual We hope you enjoy this process of learning more

Working Groups, but also the information that about our City.

Planning Staff felt was necessary to provide so that

DOWNTOWN |
RIVERFRONTS

CINGINNATI
COVINGTON
NEWPORT

Source: Cincinnati Metropolitan Master Plan (1948)
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Housing and Neighborhood Development In
Past Comprehensive Plans

Cincinnati holds a prestigious position in the The Coordinated City Plan: Volumes | and Il
history of Planning in our nation. In 1925, (1980)
Cincinnati was the first city in the United States to The four primary objects of the Plan are to: plan to
have a Comprehensive Plan approved by a City produce with our available limited assets; plan to
Council. Since thaime,there have been only two develop the assets of a mature city; plan to
other Comprehensive Plaran 1948 and in 1980. conserve and rehabilitate in order to avoid costly
replacement; and, plan to improve the quality of
The following is an analysis of how eafhhese the physical environment rather than expand the
plans addressddousing and Neighborhood qguantity of physical facil
Development development, Cincinnati was facing decreased
revenue. Because of this, redevelopment and
Official Plan of the City of Cincinnati (1925) seeking new sources of revenue became themes of
The 1925Comprehensive Plan was a very general the plan. This makes ¢hplan seem like more of an
plan, with visionary ideas. The scope of the plan analysis of existing conditions than anything else.
aimed to coordinate with the regionds needs, not
only the needs of the City. Citizen involvement In 1948, the plan forecasted a rise in population
was stressed very heavily; the plan suggested and employment, and increases in development. In
including citizen groupsontests with prizes, 1980, population was not projected to grow, and

exhibits of the plan in libraries and museums, and the Cityds noeeasegn Watopwh s no |
even cartoons about the plan to be deployed inthe  that, the demand for services was increasing.
newspaper. Because longange trends and conditions are

impossible to predict accurately, the 1980

Coordinated Plan focuses on many shmnhge

Cincinnati Metropolitan Master Plan (1948) projects geared towards the realities of funding.
The scope of the 1948 plan is the whole
Metropolitan Area (defined in thplan as urbanized The second volume of the 1980 plan outlines
portions of Hamilton County in Ohio, and Kenton 0Strategies for Comprehens|
and Campbell counties in Kentucky). This plan strategies are structured around three basic
aims to assess the existing conditions of all of these concepts. The first is that the physical setting of
areas, and then, through intergovernmental Cincinnati is that of a welleveloped city with an
cooperation, address the needs of the comntyni established andasily recognizable urban form.
to ensure healthful living conditions and the highest The o0f or mé of Cincinnat. b
degree of economic webeing possible. areas are generally on the hilltops, the ron
residential uses are generally in the valley
To accomplish this goal, the plan acts as a guide, corridors, and the two are separated by
showing relationships between different aspects of undeveloped hillside. The second concept
the community, and it estimates conditions that characterizes Cincinnat. a .
will exist in the future. In doing this, the plan declining or stabilized population, limited tax
realizes goals that may be set very shiagtm, or revenue, and increasing demands for public
for ten years in the future. services. This means that planners must look at

the priorities of the city as a whole and recognize
the economicconstraints that shape its
development. The third concept is that the plan is
a process and a set of documents. The process
follows a method whereby the plan map
recommendations incorporate on a continuing
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basis all proposals adopted by City Council atid
proposals from other sources that conform to the
strategies and policies.

The plan suggests rezoning in neighborhoods to
assist in revitalization efforts. These rezoning
efforts are proposed to conform residential
densities to existing land use patte or
revitalization goals, to protect sensitive
environmental areas such as hillsides, to
concentrate business district activity and protect
from intrusion into residential areas, to provide
areas for expansion and
industrial basgeto provide for new development
sites in accord with recommendations in the
community plan, and to assist business district
stabilization by providing urban design controls.

The second volume of the 1980 plan outlines
0Strategies
strategies are structured around three basic
concepts. The first is that the physical setting of
Cincinnati is that of a wellleveloped city with an
established and easily recognizable urban form.
The oformdé of Ci ncdemiaat i
areas are generally on the hilltops, the ron
residential uses are generally in the valley

corridors, and the two are separated by
undeveloped hillside.

The second concept characterizes Cincinnati as a
Omature cityd with a

population, limited tax revenue, and increasing
demands for public services. This means that
planners must look at the priorities of the city as a

whole and recognize the economic constraints that
shape its development.

The third concept is that the piais a process and

a set of documents. The process follows a method
whereby the plan map recommendations
incorporate on a continuing basis all proposals
adopted by City Council and all proposals from
other sources that conform to the strategies and
policies.

Residential Land Use

Betweennl94B and 196¢4f residdnteal d&veldpments
increased by 38% to 18,500 acres. There was also
a population decrease from 504,000 in 1950 to
383,000 in 1980, which was attributed to eut
migration from the City of middle and upper

income working age resahts. Similarly to the

overall Industrial Land Use goal, the Residential

forU€empr el b dandWse godl is to dromote the stability of

communities by planning for new residential land
use as well as for the retention and rehabilitation
of existing residential land use. &but-migration
led to a reduced density of dwelling units in the
City e This was vidwadtas & pbséive infusnice
toward stabilizing communities. The Residential
Land Use Plan looks at where new development
can occur, and also where existing residentiasus
should be retained. 33,000 dwelling units could be
accommodated by the 3,560 vacant acres zoned
residential, but because of constraints such as

d e c lcdnstructiog costs andsavagabilitylofi utilitees, the

number of dwelling units likely to be built is much
less.
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Housing Unit Characteristics

This section includes the following information on
housing trends in the City of Cincinnati:

A Homeownership rates

A Vacancy rates

Housing unit type (e.gsinglefamily, multi
family)

Housing values

Age of housing stock

Density

Public housing

Rental affordability and needs
Homeownership affordability and needs

D> > > P

Housing Stock and Homeownership
(Tenure)

The City of Cincinnatids hi
nearly 166,000 housing uni:
number of housing units has decreased by 5% since

1980. Unfortunately there has also been a large

increase in the number of vacant units. In 1980

vacant units accounted for 8.6% of the total

housing stock.That number has risen 20% by 2000

to account for 10.8%f the total housing stock

It is also interesting to note that according the
20060 2008 ACS , there was a further decrease in
total housing units and a further increase in the
number of vacant urst

HOUSING UNITS (Source: 2000 Census)

Total housing units

Occupied housing units

Vacant housing units

Owner occupied

165,945
147,991 90%
17,954 11%
57,655 39%

Renter occupied

90,336 61%

HOUSING UNITS (Source: 2006 -2008 ACS)

Total housing units

Occupied housing units

Vacant housing units

163,575
126,111 7%
37,464 23%

Owner occupied

53,681 43%

Renter occupied

72,430 57%

Cincinnati is considered to have a low
homeownership rate (also calléenurg at 39%.

For occupied housing units, the percentage of
owner-occupied has increased from 38%9% in

the past 20 years. (According to the 206008

ACS, the percentage of aver-occupied units
increased to about 43%.)
of homeownership is 60%. The homeownership

rate of the larger region is 67%, exceeding both the

rate in Cincinnati and Hamilton County. The larger
region is defined as the Cincinn&tamiton, OH-

KY-IN CMSA (the 15county Combined

Metropolitan Statistical Area covering Southwest
Ohio, Northern Kentucky, and Southeast Ohio
including the following counties: Boone, Bracken,
BrowhaButliel, CampbellChermorit, Péaborrr, a t e
Franklin, Gallatin, GrapnHamilton, Kenton, Ohio,
Pendleton and Warren).
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Cincinnati Housing Tenure in Comparison to the CMSA

Cincinnati, OH -KY-IN PMSA,;
Hamilton Cincinnati, Cincinnati -Hamilton, Cincinnati -Hamilton, OH -KY-IN
Housing Units County, Ohio Ohio OH -KY-IN CMSA CMSA
Total Units 373,393 165,945 820,756 690,963
Occupied Units 346,790 147,991 768,130 645,048
Owner-Occupied Units 207,533 57,655 515,195 427,074
RenterOccupied Units 139,257 90,336 252,935 217,974
Vacant Units 26,603 17,954 52,626 45,915
Rental Units 13,711 10,033 23,284 20,382
Units for sale only 3,349 1,566 9,187 7,458
Other (0.1%)
50 unitsor Number
more (82%) of Units
Single family, Single family, detached 66,124
i detached (38.3%
5 to 50 units ( ) Single family, attached 7,425
(26.3%)

2 to 4 units 39,253

5to 50 units 45,275

50 units or more 14,114

Other 243

Single family, |
2 to 4 units attached (4.3%) Total 172,434
(22.8%)

According to the 2009 American Community
Survey, nearly 39% of all housing units are single
family detached

units. The next highest percentage of units are in
multi-family buildings with 5 to 50 units (26.3%),
followed closely by units in 2 to 4 unit bdihgs
(22.8%).

The overwhelming majority of homeowners in
Cincinnati live in a singlamily detached units
(84.4%). Nearly 40 percent of renters (39.6%) live
in muti-family buildings with 5 to 50 units. More
than a quarter of all renters live in buildggith 2

to 4 units.
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Single family 84.4%
detached 14.8%
670 Number of Number of
* Owner-occupiec Renter-occupied
single family |1 4-9% Units Units
attached 4.7%
i 6.9% Single family, detached 46,650 12,373
2 to 4 units ' . .
28.6% Single family, attached 2,723 3,889
1 2 to 4 units 3,805 23,911
1.8% )
5 to 50 units 5 to 50 units 1,016 33,100
39.6%
] 50 units or more 988 10,159
50 units || 1.8% Owner
ormore 12.2% Renter
T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

homes selling for less than $50,000. The biggest
decrease between 2010 and 2000 has been for
homes selling between $50,001 to $10I00
followed by homes selling from $100,0001 to
$150,000.

Housing Values

According to the Cincinnati Area Board of

Realtors MLS Datdhe percentage of homes sold

at higher home values (over $200,000). The biggest
increase between 2010 and 2000 has been for

2010 Sale Prices of Homes Sold (Between 1/1/10 and 8/31/10)

100%
é 2000
50% 2005
2010
40% 39.1%
0% 30.2%
o
23.5% 22 9o?3.8%
20%+ 17.4% 17.4%
13.4% 13.3% 13.2%, 5 50, 12 4054 4%
10.0%
10% | 7.8% 7.2%
0, 0
31% 4.6% 5.3% 3.7% 5.1%
0%
$50,000 or $50,001 to $100,001 to $150,001 to $200,001 to $300,001 to $400,000
less $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $300,000 $400,000 more
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Current MLS Listings

There are approximately 2,600 units for sale in
Cincinnati. The median listing price is $119,900 and
average listing price is $193,000. The following map
highlights the average listing prices of current

active and pending MLS listings by neighborhood.

Legend

Less than $100,000
[0 $100,000 to $200,000
I $200,000 to $400,000
I $400,000 to $500,000
I $500,000 or more

No current listings

0 COMT
WEST PRICE HILL GO0 "Il\iﬁlr&'ﬂ'b‘]

RIVERS|
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Age of Housing

According to the 2009 American Community

Survey, approximatelytwo hi rds of Cincinnati ds

housing stock is more than 50 years old (66.8%

constructed before the 1960s). Less than 4% of the

Cityds housing stock was constructed within the
last 10 years. Leshan 8% of housing was

constructed within the last 20 years (7.7%

constructed after 1990).

55.2%
Before 1940 34.7%
12.2%
1940s 9.0%
14.6%
1950s 13.0%
5.9%
1960s 17.1%
3.2%
1970s 10.7%
2.9%
1980s 6.6%
2.8%
1990s 4.5% Owner
0,
2000 or later 34243 Renter
. 0
T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Owner Renter
Before 1940 30,533 29,030 Total
Housing
1940s 6,745 7,548 owner Renter Stock
1950s 8,048 10,858
1960 3242 14.305 Before 1940 55.2% 34.7% 42.9%
S
' ’ 1940s 12.2% 9.0% 10.3%
1970s 1,787 8,925 1950s 14.6% 13.0% 13.6%
1980s 1,609 5547 1960s 5.9% 17.1% 12.6%
1990 1528 3737 1970s 3.2% 10.7% 7.7%
S ! ! 1980s 2.9% 6.6% 5.2%
2000 or later 1,778 3,637 1990s 2.8% 4.5% 3.8%
Total 55’270 83,587 2000 or later 3.2% 4.4% 3.9%
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Owner Occupancy

Legend

l:l River

l:l City of Cincinnati
Owner Occupancy

[ Jox.3sex
- 3%% and Up

Date: Oceaber 2010 Department of City Plarving and Buildings

Charles € Graves, [, Director

CINCINNATI C 2 comprehensive pin for he future

(513) 3524845
wven plancineinnati Larg
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Density

Density is a measurement used to describe units
per area. There are two applications for density:
population density (people per acre) ahdusing
density @welling units per acie

Density patterns throughout the City are relatively
low, with only 0.8percent of the City having a
density sufficient to support frequent bus service
that can be categorized as having a high multi
modal potential (15 dwelling units per acre
(du/acre) or greater) and 10.5 percent able to
support intermediate bus service-&du/acre),

light rail (910 du/acre), or rapid transit (:25
du/acre).

Density
Level Service

(In Units

per Acre)

4-6 Minimal bus service (approx. 1
bus/hour), subsidized marginal
multimodal potential

7-8 Intermediate bus service (30 minut
headway)

9-10 Light Rail (5 min. peak headway) a
feeder buses

12 Rapid transit (5 min. peak headway

15 Frequent bus service (120/day), hi
multimodal potential

3 Densityby
DENSITY . 4
> 4
Legend
Housing Units per Acre
(Density)
0-6
uuuuu -
B s
kﬂﬂ ((((( 4 ‘ ]:m“ City of Cincinnati
o s River
N Date:August 2010 ?cpmtnzcrg o[Cny’ Pigmmg and Buildings
¥ . harfes raves, I, Director R’y of
0 5 10 mM‘I @ Map No.:PC_CPB_08_2010_KK|! CINCINNATI C 4'compretienitie pla & the e wwwpl.::(l.jn’ci\snz.{:g;
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Public Housing

The Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority
(CMHA) is the public housing authority form
Cincinnati and greater Cincinnati. CMHA is

responsible for providing quality, affordable housing

for low- to moderateincome families. CMHA
owns or operates nearly 800 public housing units
throughout Hamilton County.

The Housing Choice Voucher program is a federal
government program to assist very leiwcome
families, the elderly, and the disabled to afford
decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private
market. Individuals and families can find their own

housing using a voucher. The housing subsidy is
paid to the landlord directly by the Cincinnati
Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA) and the
individual or family pays the difference between
actual rent chargedly the landlord and the amount
subsidized by the voucher. CMHA administers the
program in the greater Cincinnati area. There are
currently more than 10,000 vouchers in use and
4,000 households on the waiting list. (Source:
Department of Housing and Urbandvelopment
and CMHA)

2010 Location of Public Housing

Legend

Public Housing

Legend

Housing Choice Voucher
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Inclusionary Housing : Inclusionary housing is a tool used by several communities across the country to
increase affordable housingportunities for low and moderateéncome households. In this model, housing
developers are either mandated or encouraged to provide low cost housing at affordable rates taidw
moderateincome households. These affordable housing units are tygicdllyas part of the market rate
housing in order to allow for a mixethcome neighborhood.

Inclusionary busing in several communities is ainagrovidingworkforce housing, defined as housing
affordable to teachers, firefighters, police officers atiter essential workforce who are increasingly being
priced out of market rate housing.

Sources for Additional Information :
http://www.housingpolicy.org/toolbox/strategy/policies/inclusionary_zoning.html

Rental Affordability and Needs

The following analysis of rental affordability and different income levels, including the number of
needs is based on the 2009 American Community renters in each income category ancethnumber
Survey. Affordabilitysibased on the ability of a of rental units that are affordable in each income
household to spend no more than 30% of annual category. More than 50% of housing units are
income on housing. The tables below show the available to households earning between $20,000
number units that are affordable to households at and $24,999.

Rent Distribution

Maximum Number Percent  Cumulative

Number Affordable of Rental of Rental Percent of

Income Range of Renters Rent Units Units Rental Units
Less than $5,000 8,582 $ 125 5,775 5% 5%
$5,000 to $9,999 14,040 $ 175 3,954 4% 9%
$10,000 to $14,999 9,945 $ 300 7,686 7% 16%
$15,000 to $19,999 8,109 $ 425 20,055 19% 35%
$20,000 to $24,999 7,440 $ 550 29,813 28% 63%
$25,000 to $34,999 9,654 $ 775 24,463 23% 86%
$35,000 to $49,999 11,943 $ 1,125 9,981 9% 95%
$50,000 to $74,999 7,881 $ 1,750 3,424 3% 98%
$75,000 to $99,999 3,438 $ 2,350 1,788 2% 100%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,847 $ 3,575 - 0% 100%
$150,000 or more 708 $ 4,825 - 0% 100%
Total 83,587 106,939 100% 100%
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Rent Gaps

The following table highlights the gap in the housing There are $15,152 more housing uniteeded at
that is available and the housing that is needed at an affordable rent than are available for these
each income level. The greatest gap is for households.

households with an income of less than $14,999.

Maximum Gap in

Affordable Supply
Income Range Rent and Need
Less than $5,000 $ 125 (2,807)
$5,000 to $9,999 $ 175 (10,086)
$10,000 to $14,999 $ 300 (2,259)
$15,000 to $19,999 $ 425 11,946
$20,000 to $24,999 $ 550 22,373
$25,000 to $34,999 $ 775 14,809
$35,000 to $49,999 $ 1,125 (1,962)
$50,000 to $74,999 $ 1,750 (4,457)
$75,000 to $99,999 $ 2,350 (1,650)
$100,000 to $149,999 $ 3,575 (1,847)
$150,000 or more $ 4,825 (708)

Homeownership Affordability and Needs
Home Value Distribution
The following analysis is based on data from the The majority of owneroccupied units are

Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors Multiple Listing affordable to households earning between $25,000
Service and the 2009 American Community Survey. and $74,999.

Cumulative
Maximum Number Percent Percent
Affordable of Owned of Owned of Owned
Income Range Home Price Units Units Units
$0 to $9,999 $ 14,693 587 1% 1%
$10,000 to $14,999 $ 33,073 590 1% 2%
$15,000 to $19,999 $ 51,433 2,146 3% 5%
$20,000 to $24,999 $ 69,792 4,815 7% 13%
$25,000 to $34,999 $ 99,177 13,353 21% 33%
$35,000 to $49,999 $ 150,614 17,075 26% 60%
$50,000 to $74,999 $ 242,462 13,363 21% 80%
$75,000 to $99,999 $ 330,618 5,273 8% 89%
$100,000 to $149,999 $ 510,622 3,802 6% 94%
$150,000 or more $ 694,371 3,605 6% 100%
Total 64,608 100%
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Purchase Gaps

There is a surplus of affordable housing units purchased, the homeownership rate would only
available for renters to buy in each income increase by 2%.
category. If all 2,617 available units were

Affordable

Maximum Housing

Affordable Number Unitsto
Income Range Home Price of Renters Buy
Less than $5,000 $ 14,693 8,582 -
$5,000 to $9,999 $ 33,073 14,040 97
$10,000 to $14,999 $ 51,433 9,945 190
$15,000 to $19,999 $ 69,792 8,109 226
$20,000 to $24,999 $ 99,177 7,440 183
$25,000 to $34,999 $ 150,614 9,654 395
$35,000 to $49,999 $ 242,462 11,943 492
$50,000 to $74,999 $ 330,618 7,881 443
$75,000 to $99,999 $ 510,622 3,438 230
$100,000 to $149,999 $ 694,371 1,847 179
$150,000 or more 708 182

Total 83,587 2,617
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Population Characteristics

This section includes the following information on Washington, and Sayler Park. These
population trends in the City of Cincinnati: neighborhoods have at least 45% of residents
qualifying asMI individuals. Conversely, while
A Population EvanstorEast Walnut Hills, Mt. Airy, Riverside
A Incomeand poverty Sayler Park, West Price Hill, and Westwood are
A Race and ethnicity currently LMI eligible, the percentage of their
A Household composition residents living at 80% AMI or below is less than

the City average of 60.3%nétherefore these
neighborhoods could improve enough to lose LMI

Population eligibility.

As of July 1, 2009, Cincinnati is estimated to have a

population of 333,013. At a time when many Of all groups, African Americans are most likely to
Midwestern cities are losing population, this slight be living in poverty. Many predominantly African
increase from the year 2000 Census nwenbf American neighborhoods also have high

331,285 provides hope. concentrations of poverty. Fay Apgarents, North

FairmountEnglish Woods, Ovethe-Rhine, South
However, snce 1960, Cincinnati has experienced a CumminsvilleMillvale, the West End, and Winton
decline in populationBetween 1960 and 2000, Hills all have high concentrations of African
Cincinnatid6s popul ati on dmearigapresttients gnd averi5G% of tine dotal
171,000Ci nci nnati s modest gneighbothbod gopuratioe lives b pa¥erty. When

does not reverse decades of waningopdation. defininghigh concentrations as neighborhoods with
poverty levels that are higher than the CGiayerage

In recent decadesnajor increases in population (21.5%), then 19 neighborhoods qualify which

growth haveoccurred outside of Hamilton County. includemore racialy diverse neighborhoods

Since the 197Q%opulation in both Hamilton

County and the City of Cincinnati has declined or In comparison to the County and the Metropolitan

stagnated despite population growth in the Region, a greater peentage of Cincinnati

metropolitan region. residents had a household income that was below
the poverty level in 1999. Of particularhpote, a

Income and Poverty higher percentage of children are in poverty than

The 2000 Census reveal ed anybthetagdgnoap. Ci t yds medi an
household income had increased to $29,483

1999. The percent of people living in poverty had The City of Cincinnatids p
decreased 2% and the number of families living in was$23,894, which was 86% of the Cincinpati

poverty decreased 3%. Unfortunately, poverty still Hamilton, OHKY-IN CMSA per capita income

pl agues a | arge portion @afveCiamgei mhatbi2ds 7@Opul dthieo 1T
In 2000, 69,722 persons and 13,227 familiesswer compared with the region declined slightly

living below the poverty line. Thirtwo of the between 1999 and 2008, form 87% to 86%.

Cityds 48 Statistical Nei ghborhood Areas (SNAs)

are Low-Moderate Incomel(M)) eligible. LMI

eligibility is defined as having 51% or more

residents |living at 80% or below the areads medi an
income (AMI). There arealsoseven

neighborhoods that are close to becoming LMI

eligible. They are Clifton, College Hills, East

Walnut Hills, Hartwell, Kennedy Heights, Mt.

19
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POVERTY STATUS IN 1999 BY AGE - Universe: Population for whom
poverty status is determined (Source: 2000 Census)

Age Cir_1ci_nnati city, Cinci_nnati city, Percent of City in
Ohio in Poverty Ohio Total Poverty
Total: 69,722 318,152 2204
Under 5 years 8,366 23,276 36%
5 years 1,617 4,401 37%
6 to 11 years 9,180 26,953 34%
12 to 17 years 6,644 24,676 27%
18 to 64 years 38,319 200,976 19%
65 to 74 years 2,993 19,597 15%
75 years and over 2,603 18,273 14%
A Hamilton ' Hamilton _ Percentage of
g€ C%ugtg/\,/gtr; 0 Couqtgft,a(l)hlo County in Poverty

Total: 97,692 826,628 12%
Under 5 years 11,136 55,605 20%

5 years 2,129 11,702 18%

6 to 11 years 12,702 73,924 17%

12 to 17 years 9,739 73,882 13%

18 to 64 years 52,653 504,469 10%

65 to 74 years 4,542 58,033 8%

75 years and over 4,791 49,013 10%

Cl_i:;?:]r;lrtlgrt]i - Cincinnati --
Age OH —KY —-IN Hamilton, OH - Percentage of
CMSA in —KY——TllztEC;IMSA Region in Poverty
Poverty

Total: 184,253 1,934,439 10%
Under 5 years 20,759 137,327 15%

5 years 3,685 27,837 13%

6 to 11 years 22,268 177,260 13%

12 to 17 years 17,756 173,953 10%

18 to 64 years 102,223 1,200,212 9%

65 to 74 years 8,498 123,943 7%

75 years and over 9,064 93,907 10%

PER CAPITA INCOME - (Source: 2000 Census and 2006 - 2008 ACS)

Cincinnati . . Cincinnati-Hamilton,
city, Ohio | Hamilton County, Ohio OH--KY--IN CMSA

Per capitancome in 1999 $19,962 $24,053 $22,947
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Per capita income in 2008 ‘

(dollars) $23,894‘

$28,853 $27,770

Race and Ethnicity

The racial statistics that are used in the following
analysis were gathered from U.S. Census data
collected from 1980, 1990, and 200The 2000
Census allowedgnpleto classify themselves as
members ofup to six races. This reporting change
between 199(and 2000 inhibit2000 data from
being directly compared to that of previous years.

The Census also considgHispanic origin, or
ethnicity, to be separate from racel herefore,
people of Hispanic origivould align themselves
with a racial categorgr categories, and also
designate themselves as being Hispanic or Latino

The 2000 Census
predominant races as African American and White.
Whites comprise the maj
population at nearly 53%, while African Aricans
comprise nearly 43% of
making them the largest minority population in
Cincinnati. Cincinnati
population is the fastest growing minority group in
the City. They comprise raly 2% of the total
populationin both the 2000 Census as well as the
2006- 2008 ACS.

Cincinnatids White
In the pastdatadecade (from 1990 Census to 2000
Census) the White population in Cincinnati has
been decreasingHowever, there are still a

number of neighborhoods that are predominantly
White. The neighborhoods of California, Hyde
Park, Linwood, Mt. Adams, Mt. Lookout, Mt.
Lookout-Columbia Tusculum, Mt. Washington,
Sayler Park, and West Price Hill all have White
concentrations of 90% or more. Sixteen of
Cincinnati s 48
have a White concentration of 75% or more.

Cincinnatidés African
The African American population in the
metropolitan area increased rapidly frob®50 into
the early 1960s in conjunction with the great
northward migration of blacks out of the American
rural south. During that period of time, the
number of African Americans increased nearly 3
percent a year.

After the Second World War, the larger Aitan
American population moved beyond the West End
community where it had previously been confined
by restrictive real estate practices. The City made
several dramatic attempts at urban renewal,
including the bulldozing of large sections of the
West End.African American residents of the area
had to move, first into Avondale and Evanston, and
since then, more slowly

communities. Since 1960, the increase in the size of

the African American population has been a more
modest 1.3 percena year.
Currently,t wel ve of Cinci

of African Americas. These communities with an

o rAfridary American pdpudatio@ of 75¢ctismore are

Avondale, Bond Hill, Evanston, Fay Apartments,

t KKenredyiHeights, North Bapnuolrnglisho n

Woods, Overthe-Rhine, Roselawn, South

0 Cunthinsvielitvales WanotdHillsl. thetWest Bnd,

and Winton Hills

Cincinnati ds Hispanic
The City of Cincinnati
population is thefastest growing minority group.

Po p ul a&heipresence of Hispanics and Latinos almost

doubledbetween 1990 and 200@rom 0.66% of
the total population to 1.28%).

The population is dispersed across the City.
Westwood currently houses the largest
Hispanic/Latingpopulation of 334 individuals who
comprise | ess than
population. Lower Price Hill contains the largest
concentration of Hispanics at nearly 11%. The

St ati st i oetlhighdst cogcantration lofdlispdnica is 224% in

Mt. Airy.

A me Neadya/ 8%offMHspanics ant lLatnas in Cincinnati

are citizens of the United States. The majority of
Hispanics have at least some college; most have a
Bachel or 6s
of respondents identified that they speak only
English orspeakgnl i sh overy wel
(primarily the older Hispanic residents) do not
speak English at all. The majority of the adult
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population is between the ages of 22 and 39, and
the majority of the children are under the age of
nine. The median age is 2§€ars old.

Households are typically 2 person families or adults

living alone. The numbers of family and fiamily
households are generally even (48% family
households, 52% nefiamily households). A vast
majority of Hispanics in Cincinnati are renters
(74%) . The
transportation are personal vehicles. Twenty
three percent of Hispanics live below the poverty
line, the majority of them are females.

Appalachians in Cincinnati
Cincinnati has a significant proportion of msints

that began migrating from Appalachia in the 1960s

in hope of finding opportunity. Being poor, many
Appalachians originally settled in Oxee-Rhine
and formed a large ethnic enclave with complex
social networks; however, as individuals gained

educdion and economic prosperity, many migrated

outward, leaving Ovethe-Rhine as a primarily an
African American communityln more recent
decades Appalachian migration to Cincinnati has
slowed, but it contimies to comprise the largest
immigrating populativinto Cincinnati.

The Appalachian population @incinnati is
comprised of both Whites and African Americans;
however, theavailable data only represents the
W hite portion of the population because they are
easier to identify. Most African American
Appalachians align themselves with the African
American population because they are larger,
better mobilized, and have a weléveloped
support system.

Appalachians are historically characterized as a
predominantly poor group with large households
and higp dropout, teen pregnancy, and
unemployment rates; however, tracking statistical

data for the group is difficult because Appalachians

are very hard to idenfy. The Census does not
trackb Appal achi and as an
individuals from Appalachidentify themselves as
Appalachian. Even lower is the number of
Appalachian descendents who categorize
themselves as such.

popul ati onds

A studyreleased everytenyeassnt i t | ed,
Social Areas of Cincinnati: An Analysis of Social
N e e d s Isix writer@a toidentify the

neighborhoods in which Appalachians reside. The

study suggests that Appalachian neighborhoods
must meet all of the following criteria: 1) greater
than 16% of families are living below the poverty
line,r2) lessatliay 39%h are African érhericangels
than 76% of persons 25 years and older are high

school graduates, 4) more than 15% of the persons
16-19 years old who are not in school, are not high
school graduates, 5) more than 31% of the persons

16-19 years old are jobless (persons unemployed
plus persons under 65 years not in the civilian

labor force), have more than 3.1 persons per family

on average.

Advocates and scholars have acknowledged ten of

Cincinnatids Statistic
being large Appalachian communities. They are
Camp Washington, Carthage, the East End, East
Price Hill, Linwood, Lower Price Hill, Northside,
RiversideSayler Brk, SedamsvillRiverside, and

South Fairmount, with the largest concentrations in

Lower Price Hill, Northside, Camp Washington
and the East End.

While the neighborhoasd
highest unemployment and draqut rates were
Appalachiarommunities, a recent study suggests
that poverty, unemployment, and high school
dropout rates among Appalachians are declining:
0The vast majority of
metropolitan area are not poor, not on welfare,
and are not high school dropouts. Igbown their

0Th
al N
s t hi
Appal

homes and have relatively stable families. They are

a predominantly blueollar group. About 10

percentholdmaager i al and pro

f ess

Source: Maloney, Michael and Christopher Auffrey.

2004. The Social Areas of Cincinnati: Arsi&rd

Social Needs. Fourth Edition. A report sponsored by

thime cuniyvemoirt yfoofal Ci nc

i nna:

UC Institute for Community Partnerships (UCICP).
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Areas of Racial/Ethnic Concentration, 2000

2000
SNA # Statistical Neighborhood Area Black Hispanic White
Total Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent
31 Avondale 16,298 14,839 91.05% 113 0.69% 1,116 6.85%
29 Bond Hill 9,682 9,032 93.29% 95 0.98% 402 4.15%
16 California 475 0 0.00% 5 1.05% 473 99.58%
8 Camp Washington 1,506 382 25.37% 32 2.12% 1,068 70.92%
27 Carthage 2,412 225 9.33% 41 1.70% 2,095 86.86%
3 CBD -Riverfront 3,189 1,246 39.07% 78 2.45% 1,780 55.82%
32 Clifton 8,546 1,283 15.01% 193 2.26% 6,425 75.18%
37 College Hill 15,269 8,476 55.51% 113 0.74% 6,388 41.84%
10 Corryville 3,830 1,904 49.71% 50 1.31% 1,610 42.04%
15 East End 1,692 223 13.18% 14 0.83% 1,439 85.05%
43 East Price Hill 17,964 3,869 21.54% 240 1.34% 13,287 73.96%
41 East Walnut Hills 3,630 1,209 33.31% 56 1.54% 2,286 62.98%
12 Evanston 7,928 6,996 88.24% 49 0.62% 735 9.27%
13 Evanston-East Walnut Hills 1,805 1,017 56.34% 16 0.89% 743 41.16%
7 Fairview - Clifton Heights 7,366 1,436 19.49% 137 1.86% 5,379 73.02%
39 Fay Apartments 2,453 2,326 94.82% 13 0.53% 79 3.22%
26 Hartwell 4,950 1,034 20.89% 80 1.62% 3,638 73.49%
21 Hyde Park 13,640 416 3.05% 199 1.46% 12,723 93.28%
25 Kennedy Heights 5,296 4,016 75.83% 60 1.13% 1,113 21.02%
20 Linwood 1,042 6 0.58% 13 1.25% 1,019 97.79%
42 Lower Price Hill 1,309 140 10.70% 142 10.85% 1,044 79.76%
23 Madisonville 10,827 6,521 60.23% 100 0.92% 3,865 35.70%
5 Mt. Adams 1,514 25 1.65% 17 1.12% 1,452 95.90%
38 Mt. Airy 9,710 4,514 46.49% 235 2.42% 4,684 48.24%
6 Mt. Auburn 6,516 4,755 72.97% 67 1.03% 1,551 23.80%
19 Mt. Lookout 3,236 20 0.62% 29 0.90% 3,143 97.13%
18 Mt. Lookout - Columbia Tusculum 3,081 158 5.13% 29 0.94% 2,862 92.89%
17 Mt. Washington 11,691 447 3.82% 123 1.05% 10,896 93.20%
30 North Avondale - Paddock Hills 6,212 3,256 52.41% 83 1.34% 2,772 44.62%
40 North Fairmount - English Woods 4,510 3,657 81.09% 44 0.98% 741 16.43%
34 Northside 9,389 3,637 38.74% 97 1.03% 5,425 57.78%
22 Oakley 11,244 935 8.32% 223 1.98% 9,846 87.57%
4 Over -the -Rhine 7,638 5,876 76.93% 172 2.25% 1,482 19.40%
24 Pleasant Ridge 8,872 3,158 35.60% 117 1.32% 5,378 60.62%
1 Queensgate 641 465 72.54% 11 1.72% 155 24.18%
47 Riverside -Sayler Park 1,451 168 11.58% 6 0.41% 1,241 85.53%
28 Roselawn 6,806 5,245 77.06% 47 0.69% 1,337 19.64%
48 Sayler Park 3,233 74 2.29% 25 0.77% 3,091 95.61%
46 Sedamsville -Riverside 2,223 207 9.31% 14 0.63% 1,921 86.41%
35 South Cumminsville - Millvale 3,914 3,696 94.43% 29 0.74% 136 3.47%
41 South Fairmount 3,251 1,479 45.49% 75 2.31% 1,556 47.86%
9 University Heights 8,753 1,616 18.46% 141 1.61% 5,745 65.63%
11 Walnut Hills 7,790 6,555 84.15% 71 0.91% 1,038 13.32%
44 West Price Hill 17,115 1,223 7.15% 182 1.06% 15,406 90.01%
2 West End 8,115 7,066 87.07% 119 1.47% 850 10.47%
45 Westwood 35,730 11,744 32.87% 334 0.93% 22,370 62.61%
36 Winton Hills 5,204 4,524 86.93% 48 0.92% 566 10.88%
33 Winton Place 2,337 1,080 46.21% 53 2.27% 1,141 48.82%
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| TotaL | 331285 | 142176 |  42.92%| 4230 | 1.28%| 175402 |  e.85%
Concentrations of 75% or greater

Household Composition housing unit. A family is a group of two or more
people who are related by birth, marriage, or
Households and Families adoption that occupy a housing unit. A néamily
The total number of households in the City of household can be one or more personsitvno
Cincinnati decreased 6between 1980 and 2000, relation between those living in the housing unit.
but the number of total families in the City
decreased more dramatically. The number of According to the 2009 American Community
families has dwindled 20% since 1980 (from 90,644  Survey 55% of all households in Cincinnati are
to 72,496), with the largest loss experienced of non-family households while the remaining 45
married parents, which has decreased 41%. percent are family households. The following
Subsequently, the number of femaleaded graphic highlightsow those family and nefamily
households with children hascreased 20%A households are broken down.

household includes all of the people who occupy a

Cincinnati Households and Families
1980 - 2000

B
140,000 1980
120000
100000
80,000
60.000
40000
20,000

1330

E -

Total Households Total Families

Cincinnati Household Types 1980 - 2000

100000
90000
80000 [
70000
60000
50000
40000
30000
20000
10000

— 01980
o 1990
— m 2000

Family Married Married Female Female Non-Family Single
Households w/Children w/out HH HHw/out Households Person
Children w/Children Children
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2009 Household Composition

With kids
Married 10%
Couples
24% Withoutkids
14%
With kids
Male 2%
— Householder
4% Withoutkids
HOUSEHOLDS 2%
BY T YPE
With kids
Non- Family Eemale 12%
family (45%) L Householder
(55%)
17% Withoutkids
5%
Householder

Living Alone
46%

Non-family
55%

Househaolder:
Not Living Alone

9%

The following table highlight he composi ti on of Cincinnati ds marri e
Cincinnati and the region.
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Number
Family Households 63,054 Percent
Married With Without
Married Couples 33,873 Couples Children Children
With kids 14,063
Without kids 19,810 Ohio Cities:
Other family households 29,181 Akron 30.5% 11.6% 18.9%
Male householder 5,050 Cincinnati 24.4% 10.1% 14.3%
With kids 2,081 Cleveland 20.9% 7.5% 13.5%
Without kids 2,969 Columbus 33.8% 16.0% 17.7%
Female households 24,131 Dayton 25.2% 10.5% 14.7%
With kids 17,316 Toledo 34.3% 14.8% 19.5%
Without kids 6,815
Regional Cities:

Non-family Households 75803 Indianapolis 36.6% 15.2% 21.4%
Householder living alone 63,351 St. Louis 23.7% 9.9% 13.8%
Householder not living alone 12,452 Pittsburgh 26.2% 8.4% 17.8%

Total Households 138,857

Age
It is important to understand the age distribution are young adults between the ages of 25 to 44.
of the population to accommodate the needs and This group decreased slightly between 2000 and
preferences of different age groups. For example, 2009, while the percentage of BaBoomers (45
housing preferences for seniors include low to 64 years old) has increased from 19% to 24% of
maintenance living, enabling them to age in place, the total population. The percent of scheabed
and close praimity to health services and other children (5 to 17 years old) also decreased slightly
daily needs. According to the 2009 American between 2000 and 2009.
Community Survey, 29% of Cincinnati s popul ati on
1990 2000 2009
| ‘ Toddiere 0 to 4)
2009 7% 14% 29% - 12% Infants and Toddlers (0 to 4) 30,595 23,708 24,821
— ‘ ) School-Aged Chidren (5to 17) 60,757 57,233 47,515
1 e College-Aged Adults (18 to 24) 47,225 42,467 45,920
2000 7% 13% 3% - | I Young Adults (25 to 44) 117,869 105,001 97381
: Sl Baby Boomers (45 to 64) 56,868 61,339 78,456
i v v — (ngﬁfgﬁ)m”s Senior Citizens (65 and older) 50,726 40,824 38,920
1980 8% (e L . il , Total 364,040 330,662 333,013
- Senior Citizens
(65 and older)
0% 26% 46°/o 60“’/0 SOI% 100%
Following is a more detailed summary of the work-force, this is a population that is often
population change between 1980 and 2000: soughtafter by cities because of the vibrancy and
spending power they can bring to a city. The
Young Professionals population of those between the ages of 284 is

Between 1980 and 2000, the greatest decrease in roughly 31.78% (or just over 105,000 indivals)
population in Cincinnati was in the 2024 age
group. Often considered colleggged or new to The Elderly
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At the time of the 2000 Census, 40,654 persons in
Cincinnati (12.3 percent) were age 65 or older.
The elderly population has decreased
approximately 27% in the City of Cincinnati since
1980, but with the aging of the baby boomers, this
number may begin to rise again around the year
2010.

In 2000, eight percent of these older persons were
living in group quarters, 89 percent of which were
living in institutions. Of the total number of
disabilities tallied in the City of Cincinnati, 29

percent were reported by persons over the age of
65. There were 28,920 householders age 65 or
over. More than half (56%) were owners, meaning
that elderly residents of Cincinnati are more likely
to be homeowners than renters. In 2000, there
were 5,596 persns, or approximately 14 percent
of the population, over the age of 65 living at or
below poverty level. Those ovehe age 65 make

up only 8 percent ofhe total population of
Cincinnatiliving in poverty.

t h

Poverty
The overall poverty r at e thbse stati€icahNeighbanhaad Aréas (SHAsS)oMith at i ¢
was 25.7% in 2009. The following table highlights a poverty |l evel greater
Persons Below Poverty Level in 2009 by SNA
Percent  Low Income Percent  Low Income Percent  Low Income
Low Households Low Households Low Households
Neighborhood Income >25.7% Neighborhood Income >25.7% Neighborhood Income >25.7%
Avondale 57.6% Vv Hartwell 20.7% Over-the-Rhine 64.6% VvV
Bond Hill 37.0% Vv Hyde Park 11.3% Pleasant Rdge 24.6% Vv
California 6.3% Kennedy Heights 26.4% Vv Queensgate 0.0%
Camp Washington 44.6% \Y) Linwood 34.3% VvV Riverside-Sayler Park 25.4%
Carthage 38.3% Vv Lower Price Hill 66.1% Vv Roselawn 35.5% \Y)
CBD-Riverfront 49.0% \Y) Madisonville 21.0% Sayler Park 21.1%
Clifton 34.7% Vv Mt. Adams 20.2% Sedamsville/Riverside 28.2% Vv
College Hill 23.9% Mt. Airy 24.0% Vv South Cumminville/Millvale 70.6% Vv
Corryville 58.2% \Y Mt. Auburn 36.9% VvV South Fairmount 44.2% Vv
East End 18.0% Mt. Lookout 5.5% University Heights 55.5% Vv
East Price Hill 39.8% Vv Mt. Lookout/Columbia Tusculum 13.4% Walnut Hills 58.1% \Y)
East Walnut Hills 27.4% \Y) Mt. Washington 19.7% West End 64.0% Vv
Evanston 43.7% Vv North Avondale/Paddock Hills 28.7% VvV West Price Hill 22.7%
Evanston/East Walnut Hills 27.7% Vv North Fairmont/English Woods 64.6% \Y) Westwood 32.7% \Y)
Fairview/Clifton Heights 45.1% \Y) Northside 31.7% Vv Winton Hills 71.4% Vv
Fay Apartments 70.3% Vv Oakley 24.5% Winton Place 29.7% Vv
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Legend
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Income by Race and Ethnicity Median Median
Family Household
Family and household incomes vary greatly in Income Income
Cincir_mati based on race. According to fthe 2009 A $47.654 $32.754
American Community Survey, the citywide median
incomefor families was $47,654 and $32,754 for By Race:
families. The following table shows the median White $64.511 $42.868
family and household incomes by race and African American $29,486 $21,971
ethnicity. The incomes of African American Asian $59,332 $43,813
households trails that of White households by TWO OF MOre races $60,548 $12,483
more than 50%.
By Ethnicity
Hispanic NA $21,272
Not Hispanic $65,130 $43,475
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Other Neighborhood Characteristics

Neighborhood Plans

After the 1948 Metropolitan Master Plan, the City
of Cincinnati began preparing a series of plans for
individual neighborhoods or development areas
within neighborhoods such as a Neighborhood

Business District or special site being prepared for
development

The following table lists all Plans approved by the
City Planning Commission from January 1975 to
the Present:

MASTER PLANS

YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE
1980 City of Cincinnati Coordinated City Plan: Volumes | & Il
1986 CBD/Central Riverfront Cincinnati 2000 Urban Renewal Plan

COMMUNITY PLANS

(Typically community plans have-45 year life span)
YR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE
1975 Pleasant Ridge Pleasant Ridge Community Plan
1975 West End West End Community Plan
1975 Mt. Auburn Mt. Auburn Community Plan
1975 Mt. Airy Mt. Airy Community Development Plan
1975 Clifton Clifton-Goal And Objectives
1975 Evanston Evanston Community Plan
1975 Madisonville Madisonville/Eastwood Community Plan
1976 North Fairmount North Fairmount Community Plan
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1976 College Hill College Hill Community Plan

1976 South Fairmount South Fairmount Community Plan

1977 Paddock Hills Paddock Hills Community Plan

1978 Price Hill Price Hill Community Plan

1978 Bond Hill Bond Hill CommunityPlan

1978 California California Land Development Plan

1981 Camp Washington Camp Washington Community Plan

1981 California California Executive Summary

1982 Clifton Clifton Community Plan

1983 Hyde Park Hyde Park Plan

1983 Kennedy Heights KennedyHeights Community Plan

1983 Roselawn Roselawn Community Plan

1983 Northside Northside Community Plan

1985 Over-The-Rhine Over-The-Rhine Comprehensive and UR Plan

1986 Clifton Heights Clifton Heights, University Heights, Fairview Comm. Plan

1990 Walnut Hills Western Walnut Hills Plan/Southwest Quad.

1992 East End East End Riverfront Community Dev. Plan

1992 Walnut Hills Walnut Hills Community Plan

1992 Mt. Auburn Mt. Auburn Community Plan

1998 Pleasant Ridge Pleasant Ridge Vision Plan

2002 Riverside Riverside Strategic Community Plan

2002 Over-The-Rhine Over-The-Rhine Comprehensive Plan

2002 Linwood Linwood Neighborhood Strategy

2003 Kennedy Heights Kennedy Heights Comprehensive Community Plan

2003 Sedamsville Sedamsville Community Plan

2004 West End West End Community Plan

2007 Northside Northside Comprehensive Land Use Plan

2007 Mt. Washington Mt. Washington Comprehensive Plan

2009 Mt. Adams Mt. Adams Neighborhood Strategic Plan

2010 est. Westwood Westwood Community Planiif progregs

URBAN DESIGN /NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS DISTRICT  PLANS

YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE

1975 CBD/Central Riverfront Garfield Place Urban Design Plan

1975 Walnut Hills Walnut Hills Urban Design Plan

1976 College Hill College Hill NBD Urban DesigRlan

1977 East End East End Urban Design Plan

1977 Mt. Auburn Mt. Auburn Urban Design Plan

1978 Northside Northside NBD Focus Area |

1978 Clifton Clifton NBD Urban Design Plan

1978 Camp Washington Camp Washington Urban Design Plan

1979 Mt. Washington Mt. Washington Architectural Focus Study

1979 Nassau NassatEden

1979 Northside Northside NBD

1979 Madisonville Madisonville Urban Design Plan Il

1979 CBD/Central Riverfront W. Fourth Street Urban Design

1980 Bond Hill Bond Hill NBD Urban Design Pan

1980 Hartwell Hartwell NBD/Urban Design Plan

1980 Roselawn Roselawn NBD Urban Design Plan

1980 East Price Hill East Price Hill NBD Urban Design Plan Area 1

1980 CBD/Central Riverfront Garfield Place Urban Design Plan

1981 Evanston O'Bryonville NBDUrban Design Plan

1981 Roselawn Roselawn NBD

1981 Hartwell Hartwell Business District

1981 Queensgate Liberty-Dalton Sub. Area Urban Design Plan

1981 Burnet Avenue Burnet Avenue NBD

1981 Westwood Westwood NBD Urban Design Plan

1982 Clifton Heights CUFRClifton Heights NBD Urban Design Plan

1982 Kennedy Heights Kennedy Heights/NBD Urban Design Plan

30

10/21/2010




PLAN CINCINNATI

a comprehensive plan for the future

Housing and Neighborhood Developesting Conditions Report #1

1982 Oakley Oakley Square NBD Urban Design Plan
1982 Hartwell Hartwell Business District
1982 Pendleton Pendleton Area
1983 Madisonville MadisonvilllNBD Urban Design Plan
1983 Linn Street Linn Street
1983 Carthage Carthage NBD/Urban Design Plan
1984 Hyde Park Hyde Park Square NBD
1985 Camp Washington Camp Washington Urban Design Plan
1986 Northside Knowlton's Corner/Northside focus Area Il
1990 Mt. Adams Mt. Adams Hillside Urban Design
1992 Oakley Oakley Square Business District
1993 Corryville Corryville Urban Design Plan
1994 Madisonville MadisonvilleGrtr. Cinti. Foundation NB Plan
1995 Corryville Corryville-University Village BD
1995 North Avondale North Avondale Reading Road UDP
1996 Mt. Washington Mt. Washington NBD
1996 Mt. Airy Mt. Airy NBD Urban Design Plan
1997 Hyde Park Hyde Park East NBD
1998 Madisonville Madisonville Industrial Corridor UDP
1998 Mt. Lookout Mt. LookoutNBD Urban Design Plan
2000 Paddock Hills/Bond Hill Paddock Hills/Bond Hill UDP
2004 Westwood Glenmore Avenue NBD Urban Design Plan
2007 Kennedy Heights Kennedy Heights NBD Urban Design Plan
2010 (est.) Hartwell Hartwell Neighborhood Business Distri€®lan {n progregs
URBAN RENEWAL PLANS
(Plans prepared as required for Urban Renewal designation per City's Municipal Code)
YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE
1982 Corryville Corryville
1984 Camp Washington Camp Washington Urban Renewal Plan
1985 IAMS IAMS
1986 CBD/Downtown Cincinnati 2000 Plan
1986 Lower Price Hill Lower Price Hill
1990 IAMS IAMS Part I} East Section
1990 West End West End Industrial Study
1991 Madisonville Madisonville Urban Renewal Plan
1995 Queensgate Queensgate South Urbarenewal Plan
1996 ColumbiaTusculum ColumbiaTusculum NBD
1996 Northside Northside NBD Urban Renewal Plan
1997 Oakley Brotherton Court Urban Renewal Plan
1997 RiversideSedamsville RiversideSedamsville Urban Renewal Plan
1997 Walnut Hills Walnut Hills McMillan Street NBD
1998 Evanston Evanston NBD Urban Renewal Plan
1998 West Price Hill Western Hills Gateway
2000 Pleasant Ridge NBD Pleasant Ridge NBD Urban Renewal Plan
2000 E. Price Hill East Price Hill NBD
2001 Oakley NBD Oakley Square NBMJrban Design Plan
2001 Oakley Robertson Avenue Corridor URP
2001 Clifton HeightsUC Clifton HeightsUC Joint Urban Renewal Plan
2001 Oakley North Oakley North Urban Renewal Plan
2001 West End West End Urban Design Plan
2002 Bond Hill & Roselawn Reading Road Corridor Plan
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2002 College Hill College Hill NBD Urban Renewal Plan

2002 Madisonville Madisonville NBD Urban Renewal Plan

2003 Evanston Evanston Five Point Urban Renewal Plan

2003 Lower Price Hill Lower Price Hill Industrial Area UR Plan

2004 Westwood Harrison Avenue NBD Urban Renewal Plan
2005 Corryville Corryville University Village Urban Renewal Plan
2006 Avondale Burnet Avenue Urban Renewal Plan

SPECIAL PLANS

(Typically initiated in response to a specific issue, opportunitgrea)

YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE
1976 Queensgate Queensgate Il Town Center
1976 East End Lunken Airport Master Plan
1977 Queensgate Queensgate West Industrial Plan
1979 Hollister Hollister Triangle
1980 Mt. Airy Kirby Valley Hillside Study
1980 Mt. Auburn Mt. Auburn Historic Conservation
1981 City/Mult-Comm. Coordinated City Plan Vol. Il
1981 City/Multi-Comm. Cincinnati Riverfront
1981 Camp Washington Camp Washington Industrial Study
1982 California California Flood Plain Residences
1983 Walnut Hills Western Walnut Hills Plan
1983 Colerain Colerain Corridor Study
1983 South Cumminsville South Cumminsville Indust. Study Existing Cond.
1985 University UC Med. Center Master Plan and Facility Plan
1985 Eggleston Eggleston Plan
1985 DeSales DeSales Corner Conservation Plan
1990 Uptown Uptown Development Plan
1990 City/Mult-Comm. Uptown Comprehensive Development Plan
1992 CBD/Central Riverfront Cincinnati 2000 Plan Review Committee
1992 City/Multi-Comm. Cincinnati TransportatiofPolicy
YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD/AREA TITLE
1992 City/Mult-Comm. Cincinnati Parks & Greenways Plan
1992 South Cumminsville South Cumminsville Industrial Study
1993 South Cumminsville South Cumminsville Eligibility Study
2000 Bond Hill/Roselawn Seymour Avenu®&lBD Redevelopment Strategy
2000 Pleasant Ridge Pleasant Ridge Urban Design
2001 Northside Colerain Connector
2002 City/Multi-Comm. Eastern Corridor Land Use Vision Plan
2002 East Price Hill Seminary Square Eddllage Work Plan
2009 Camp Washington Camp Washington Industrial Area Plan
addressedpecific issues, opportunities and
Active Plans challenges in a given neighborhood at a given time.

There are nearly 50 plans that are currently

In all plans, there is an emphasis on improvement

recogni zed abythéDepartmentef P | afrpublic areas, including aesthetic improvements,

City Planning and Building&.Plan is considered

transportation improvements and improvements to

to be O0Act i v bliowingfriteriat it me e tusinelsshdstricts.
is less than 15 years in age and not superseded by

another plan adopted or approved at a later date;
or, a Plan that is older than 15 years but still
nei ghborhoodds Community

recognized by the

The top 10 planrecommendations fronall Active
Plansnclude:

Council as the guide for planning anelvdlopment. 1. Roadway Improvements, Traffic/Pedestrian

A review of the recommendations found in the
Active Plandound thatrecommendations often

Safety
2. Streetscape/Gateway Impravents
3. Business Recruitment and Retention
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4. Blight Removal/Code Enforcement

5. NBD/Neighborhood Marketing
6. Housing Renovation/New

Construction/Mixed Use
7. Collaboration with Other Neighborhoods,

Cities, Groups
8. Better Lighting
9. Multi-Modal Transit

10. Parks, Recreationnal Greenspace

Education

Educational Attainment

The levels of educational attainment of Cincinnati
residents have increased over the last 20 years.

There has been a 75% increase in the number of

people who have attended some college and a 39%
increase in the number of residents who have
receivedaBaehl or s Degree or hig
have been significant increases in educational

attainment of residentsieven Ci ncinnati 0
poorestneighborhoods, and the number of

residents without a high solol education has

dropped by 196. However, there is still a v

large percentage of residents who have not

obtained a high school degree, and school

enrollment levels have dropped slightly among

elementary and high school students.

100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000

Cincinnati Educational Attainment 1980 - 2000

m1980

B 21990
02000

Less than High High School

School

Grad

Some College

Bachelor's
Degree or
Higher
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Schools

The Cincinnati Public School district (CPS) is one
of the largest school districts in the State of Ohio.
The CPS administration (the Board of Education) is
a separate governing body from the City of
Cincinnati, although the success of each is
inexorably mtertwined. The entire City and other
small portions of the county are included in the
district. The current estimated student enrollment
is 34,680. There has been a steady decline in the
student population of CPS and increasing racial and
socio-economicdisparity with suburban districts.
Minorities make up 76.3% of the student body. For
the 2010- 2011 school year, 68.7% of students are
eligible for the Free/Reducd@rice Lunch

Program.

Approximately 33,551 students use transportation
provided by thedistrict, including transportation to
nonpublic and charter schools. There are 336
vehicle covering 713 routes over 28,099 miles
daily.

The graduation rate within the district has risen
approximately 32%, from 51% in 2000 to 82.9% in
2008. The Performancedex Score has also
increased from 53.2 in 2000 to 80.6 in 2008,
peaking at 81.9 in 2007.

There are currently 58 operating schools in the
district, 16 high schools and 42 elementary schools.
Until 2005, the district had 81 buildings that were,
on averge, 61 years old; however, renovation and
construction of new schools is nearly complete as

a result of the
approval of a $98%nillion Facilities Master Plan in
2002 that has rebuilt or modernized all schools,
thus bringingall buildings up to state standards. In
all, the district will build 35 new schools and fully
renovate 31 others, with the goal of operating 66
schools by 2012, which is 14 fewer buildings than
operating in 2001 because some schools will
merge.

CPS develped the building plan jointly with the
Ohio School Facilities Commission (OSFC), the
state agency directing a statewide campaign to
upgrade all Ohio school buildingh.is divided into
four segments of about 30 months eachhe
community also participat in shaping the plan,
and regularly participates in implementation of the
building project for each school on a neighborhood
level. Since the approval of this Plan, the City has
been working cooperatively with CPS in order to
coordinate neighborhood animfrastructure
improvements.The City sees this as a catalyst that
may provide opportunities for economic
development and additional neighborhood
improvements.

(For more information, visithttp://www.cps

k12.org)

School Performance

For the first time since the state began rating public
school districts a decade ago, Cincinnati Public
Schools has advanced to the Effective category on
the Ohio Report Card.

CPS attained Effective status on the Ohio Report
Card through the Ohio Department of Education's
(ODE) ValueAdded Measure. For two years in a
row, the district's 33,006plus students achieved
more than a year's worth of expected growth on
their test score results. The district also met
federal Adequate YearlProgress standards on all
but one of its eight student subgroufis another
condition for moving to Effective.

One-third of the district's 57 schools have moved

Ci nci nn a tup oneBootaa reportocérd categoriesa resulting i s

more schools in higher ratings and fewerthe
lowest rating.

Excellent schools include College Hill Fundamental
Academy, Covedale, Fairvigdlifton, Hartwell,
Kilgour, Taft Information Technology High School,
Schiel and Walnut Hills High School. Rated
Effective are Aiken College & Career Higth8ol,
Clark Montessori, Dater Montessori, Hoffman
Parham, North Avondale Montessori, Sands
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Montessori, SCPA, Western Hills University High
School, Winton Montessori and Woodford Paideia.

Community Organizations Community Councils
Community Development Corporations (CDGs
provide a number of services to neighborhoods
including housing, social services, and youth
development.

Fityone of the Cityds 52
Community Councils that are registered with the
State of Ohio as noiprofit corporations.
Queensgate, which has a minimal residential
population, does not have an operating Community
Council or bylaws (it does, however, have a
business association).

nei

The following organizations are members of the
Community Development Corporation Association
of Greater Cincinnati .

Invest In Neighborhoods, Inc., has alay format
that it provides to canmunity councilas a guide
for the formation of bylaws However, because
Community ®uncils are independently
incorporated entities governed by the laws of the

e Brewery District Community Wban
Redevelopment Corporation

¢ Bond Hill Community Urban Redevelopment
Corporation

e Camp Washington Community Board

Cincinnati Housing Partners

Cincinnati Northside Community Urban
Redevelopment Corporation

Clifton Heights Community Urban
Redevelopment Corporation

College Hill Community Urban Redevelopment
Corporation

Community Land CeéDp

Cornerstone for Shared Equity
Corporation for Findlay Market

Family Housing Developers
Homesteading Urban Redevelopment
Corporation

Over The Rhine Community Housing
Price Hill Will

Resident Home Corporation

Santa Maria Community Services
Working In Neighborhoods

Village Development Corporation

State of Ohio, Invest In Neighborhoodsic. is of
the opinion that itdoes nothave the authority to
require Community @uncils to adopt a universal
by-law format. The City Courithas, on prior

occasions, passed ordinances that imposed specific
provisions on community councils for participation

in the Neighborhood Support Program.

Avondale Community Council

Bond Hill Community Council

California Community Council
CampWashington Community Council
Carthage Civic League

Clifton Town Meeting

College Hill Forum

Columbia Tusculum Community Council
Corryville Community Council

CUEF- Clifton Heights University Heights Fairview

Downtown Residents Council

East End Are€ouncil

East Price Hill Improvement Assoc.
East Walnut Hills Assembly

East Westwood Improvement Assoc.
English Woods Civic Association
Evanston Community Council

Fay Community Council

35
10/21/2010



PLAN CINCINNATI

a comprehensive plan for the future

Housing and Neighborhood Develofmesting Conditions Report #1

Hartwell Improvement Assoc.

Hyde Park Neighborhood Council
Kennedy Heights Community Council
Linwood Community Council

Lower Price Hill Community Council
Madisonville Community Council
Millvale Residents & Community Council
Mt. Adams Civic Association

Mt. Airy Town Council

Mt. Auburn Community Council

Mt. Lookout Community Council

Mt. Washington Community Council
North Avondale Neighborhood Association
North Fairmount Community Council
Northside Community Council

Oakley Community Council
Over-the-Rhine Community Council
Paddock Hills Assembly

Pendleton Neighborhood Council
Pleasant Ridge Community Council
Riverside Civic & Welfare Club
Roselawn Community Council

Sayler Park Village Council

Sedamsuville Civic Association

South Cumminsville Community Council
South Fairmount Community Couiic
Spring Grove Village Community Council
The Heights Community Council
Walnut Hills Area Council

West End Community Council

West Price Hill Community Council
Westwood Civic Association

Winton Hills Community Council

Community Boundaries and  Statistical
Boundaries

Cincinnati is knowrior having 52 Neighborhoods,
and 52 ceoresponding Community Councils. The
City Administration adheres to the list of 52
Community Councils and their individual
boundaries when providing notification to

community organizations regarding zoning changes,

text amendments, onotwithstanding ordiances.

Some areas are claimed by more than one
Community Council; these areas are called

0Cont est eWhenfan &rem $s designated as

a o0Contested Area, O

Councils claiming the area.

Sections 1111 (Hearings on Zoning Ratations)
and 1115 (Notice and Hearings on
Notwithstanding Ordinances) of the Cincinnati
Municipal Code both set the process and
procedures for hearings. According to both of
these sections: 0A
an organization participating the neighborhood
support program or included on a list of
community councils approved by the city council

and filed with the clerk. The area of representation

of a community council shall be shown on a map

approved by the city council and filed with the

clerk. City council may approve a map showing an

area as being represented by more than one
community council . o

However,when analyzing demographic data the
City uses a list of 48 areas called Statistical
Neighborhood Approximations (SNAs). This
systemadopted by the Cincinnati City Planning

Commission, distributes the 116 census tracts or

partial tracts within

Ci

statistical areas that can be used for data collection,

research, and planning.

The census tract is the bagimit of information

available from the U.S. Census Bureau. Many types

of data are collected using this basic geographic

element, making it possible to collect data by SNA

over time, going back as far as 1900, to show
community trends and change. For thémson,
through the year 2000 Census all SNAs
correspond exactly to census tract boundaries.
While some SNAs are comprised of one census
tract, most combine several tracts to delineate a
statistical neighborhood.

The number of SNAs has changed andeased
over the years to reflect not only the creation of
new census tracts, but also to more accurately

reflect the number of active Community Councils

in the City. For example, in the 1960s through
1980s there were only 44 SNAs. For 2000 data
there are48 SNAs.
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The 2010 Census was completed just recently, and  and release the data to Plan Cincinnati Wing
the data is not expected to be released until early Groups and public at large.

2011. As soon as that data is available we will

conduct an analysis, adjust the maps if necessary,

4
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Safety

Crime Prevention Through Environmental

Design (CPTED)

Crime Prevention ThrouglEnvironmental Design
(CPTED) is based on the principle that proper
design and effective use of buildings and public
spaces in neighborhoods can lead to a reduction in
the fear and incidence of crime, and an
improvement in the quality of life for citizens.

CPTED strategies rely upon the ability to influence
offender decisions that precede criminal acts.
Research into criminal behavior shows that the
decision to offend or not to offend is more
influenced by cues to the perceived risk of being
caught tharby cues to reward or ease of entry.
Consistent with this research, CPTED based
strategies emphasize enhancing the perceived risk
of detection and apprehension.

The most common built environment strategies
are natural surveillance, natural access contral a
natural territorial reinforcementand maintenance

Natural surveillance

Natural surveillance increases the threat of
apprehension by taking steps to increase the
perception that people can be seen. Natural
surveillance occurs by designing the placamén
physical features, activities and people in such a
way as to maximize visibility and foster positive
social interaction among legitimate users of private
and public space. Potential offenders feel increased
scrutiny and limitations on their escape tes.

Natural access control

Natural access control limits the opportunity for
crime by taking steps to clearly differentiate
between public space and private space. By
selectively placing entrances and exits, fencing,
lighting and landscape to linsitcess or control
flow, natural access control occurs.
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Natural territorial reinforcement

Territorial reinforcement promotes social control
through increased definition of space and improved
proprietary concern. An environment designed to
clearly delineat@rivate space does two things.

First, it creates a sense of ownership. Owners have
a vested interest and are more likely to challenge
intruders or report them to the police. Second, the
sense of owned space creates an environment
where "strangers" or "imuders" stand out and are
more easily identified. By using buildings, fences,
pavement, signs, lighting and landscape to express
ownership and define public, sepublic and

private space, natural territorial reinforcement
occurs. Additionally, these objixees can be
achieved by assignment of space to designated
users in previously unassigned locations.

Maintenance

Maintenance is an expression of ownership of
property. Deterioration indicates less control by
the intended users of a site and indicate aages
tolerance of disorder. The Broken Windows
Theory is a valuable tool in understanding the
importance of maintenance in deterring crime.
Broken Windows theory proponents support a
zero tolerance approach to property maintenance,
observing that the presee of a broken window
will entice vandals to break more windows in the
vicinity. The sooner broken windows are fixed, the
less likely it is that such vandalism will occur in the
future.

Sources: International CPTED Association
http://www.cpted.ndittp://www.cptedtraining.net/
http://www.ncpc.org

Citizen s on Patrol Program (COPP)

The Citizens on Patrol Program (COPP) is a
outgrowth of the community oriented policing
strategy adopted by the Cincinnati Police

Department. Civilian volunteers have been
incorporated in the departments operations since
1990.

Citizens on Patrolifst deployed in 1997 in three
test neighborhoods Since thenthe program has
expangé d i nto
with an aditional unit patrolling City Parks.
Volunteers patrol their neighborhoods, acting as
the eyes and ears of the police. Patrols concentrate
around problem areas aiding the police by
increasing visibility. COPP units deter crime by
their mere presence andisibility to the general
public.

Using police radios and cell phonésam members
are able to communicate directly with officers and
report crimes in progressMuch of the COPP units
function,however, is the reporting of quality of life
issues. By lotilmg and reporting issues that
contribute to criminal activity, these teams are able
to fix the proverbial

All members have completed a basic class with
twelve hours of class training and an 8 hour rie
long with a police officer andttend additional
ongoing training throughout the year.

COPP units havalsobeen deployed for special
events, such as the Labor Day fireworks,
Riverfront Stadium implosion and support duties
during other neighborhood events.

Crime Statistics

The followving statistics are available from the
Cincinnati Police Department for Calls for Service
in 2010, as well as a detailed grid showing the
crime-arrest comparison for 2009 and 2010. More
detailed information is available on the City of
Cincinnati Police Dgartment website at
http://www.cincinnatoh.gov/police/page8039/
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49893
46328]

Calls-For-Service YTD

42704

39109}

M 2009

35634

i 2010

32070}

28505}

24940}

21376

17811}

14247

Calls-For Service 2010

By Classification

B Assault and Menacing
Drug

Il Noise and Nuisance

B Official Assistance
Other

B Weapon

Assault and Menacing
5,792

Drug
1,670

Noise and Nuisance
18,075

Official Assistance
32

Other
48

Weapon
2,876
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Crime-Arrest Comparison in Grid Format

Last Updated:* 7/7/110 YTD Data Ends: 6/30/10
Calls for Total Agg. Non-Agg. Sexual Family Disorderly Other
service Crimes Murder* Rape Robbery Assault  Burglary  Larceny Auto Theft Assault Vandalism Offense Offense Offense  Offense
+++DISTRICT 1 TOTALS+++ | 2009 | 6216 ] 0 0 1] 0 0 4] 0 0 o 0 o o 0
2010 | 5214 0 0 0 1] 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Click to Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto
% |-161% See See See See See Clickto See See See See See See See See See
1 C.B.D./RIVERFRONT | 2009 [ 1422 893 1 3 58 15 43 512 19 137 T4 4 2 6
2010 | 1392 846 0 g 21 555 13 19 49 7 20 1
% 1% 53% -100.0% -333% -40.0% -51.2% §.4% -3L.6% -13.1% -33.8% 75000 -4.8% -83.3%
2 QUEENSGATE 2009 159 120 1 T 5 13 53 6 14 16 1 4
2010 109 140 0 5 4 17 66 T 16 19 2 4
% -3l4% 16.7%  -100.0% NiA 28.6%  -20.0% 30.8% 24.5% 16.7%% 14.3% 15.8% 100.00% N/IA 0.0% N/A
3 WEST END 2009 | 1,506 607 4 49 30 50 157 19 193 75 1 27
2010 | 1.246 537 0 8 41 29 67 126 27 148 65 1 2 22 1
% -17.3%  -11.5%  -100.0%  300.0% 16.3% -3.3% 34.0% -19.7% 41.1% -23.3% -13.3% 0.0% N/A -18.5% N/A
4 OVER-THE-RHINE 2009 | 2,759 866 2 9 111 58 84 214 24 228 97 2 3 30 4
2010 | 2.166 834 5 7 T4 40 a4 231 40 217 96 2 2 28 2
% -21.5%  -3.7% 150.0% -22.2% 33.3%  -31.0% 0.0% 10.7% 66.7% -4.8% -1.0% 0.0% -33.3% -6.7% -50.0%
5 MOUNT ADAMS 2009 94 T8 0 1 13 46 3 5 7 1
2010 79 52 0 1 3 33 1 5 & 1
% 1608 31.6% NIA NiA 100.0% N/A JTE.9% 28.3% -66.7% 0.0% 14.3% 100.0% N/A NiA N/A
6 PENDLETON 2009 276 108 4 1 9 16 27 3 24 13 1
2010 | 222 121 1 1 10 16 25 7 22 24 1 2 &8 1
% -19.6%  12.0%  75.0% 0.0% 11.1%  -50.0% 0.0% ST 4% 133.30% -8.3% 54.6% NiA 100.0%  100.0% N/A
Total Agg. Neon-Agg. Sexual Family Disorderly Other
Crimes Murder* Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Assault Vandalism Offense Offense Offense Offense
+++DISTRICT 2 TOTALS+++ | 2009 | 4415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 | 3639 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o |
Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Click to Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto
% -17.6%  See See See See See Clickto See See See See See See See See See
7 _EAST END 2009 119 113 0 1 2 3 12 65 4 14 10 2
2010 110 154 0 5 52 57 4 14 16 4
% -76%  36.28% @ N/A 100.00% 150.00% -3333%  333.33% 231%  0.00% 0.00% G000 N/A N/A 100.00% N/A
8 EAST WALNUT HILLS | 2009 [ 254 143 0 7 3 14 10 1
2010 184 115 0 6 1 24 1 4 1
% -17.6% -10.58% N/A NiA -66.67% T1.43% N/A N/A -60.00%  0.00%
9 EVANSTON 2009 | 839 450 1 3 17 54 1 1 34
2010 762 415 1 1 11 98 3 18
% -0.2% i 0.00%  -66.67% -35.20% §1.48% 200.00% 100.00% -47.06% N/A
1
10 HYDE PARK 2000 | 240 256 0 2 3 1 37 156 12 18 19 2 [
2010 179 225 0 5 6 40 108 4 18 34 1 8 1
% % 11 NA  150.00% 100.00% 100.00% 5.11% 30.77%  -66.67% 0.00% 758.95% 30.00% NiA 33.33% N/A
11 CALIFORNIA 2009 37 32 0 5 22 3 1 1
2010 30 23 0 ] 8 1 2 3
% -189% -2813% N/A N/A N/iA N/A 30.00% 63 64% N/A -33.33%  100.00% N/A NiA 100.00% N/A
12 OAKLEY 2009 421 1 2 12 3 3 289 10 35 23 1 11 3
2010 427 0 1 13 3 62 27 g 29 27 2 3
% 1.43% -100.00% -50.00%  8.33% 0.00% 100.00%% -623% 20.00%  -17.14% 17.30% N/A 0.00%
13 O'BRYONVILLE 2009 18 0 2 1 3 9 2 1
2010 9 0 1 2 1 4 1
% S3000% NIA 100.00%  0.00% N/A -33.33% -88.89% N/A 100.00%  300.00% N/A NiA N/A N/A
41
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14 PLEASANT RIDGE 2009 | 430 227 0 8 [ 36 55 19 50 32 2 2 17
2010 309 188 1 1 1 6 46 59 6 28 22 8
Y S281% 17.18% NA N/A 37500 0.00% 17.78% 7.27% 6842% 44.00% -31.25%  100.00% 100.000%% -32.04% N/A
15 KENNEDY HEIGHTS 2009 303 163 0 3 T K} 11 32 29 4 1 10
2010 269 148 0 2 9 1 3 T 38 23 1 11
Y -11.2%  -8.59% NA NA  200.00% -8571% 0.00% -36.36% 18.75%  -20069% -T5.00%  100.00%  10.00% N/A
16 MT. LOOKOUT 2009 78 84 0 1 7 2 2 1" 4
2010 65 81 0 17 1 4 7
Y 16.7%  3.57% NA N/A N/A  100.00%  142.86% S50.00%  100.00%  36.36% NiA N/A N/A
17 COLUMBIA / TUSCULUM | 2009 101 66 o 2 2 15 2 T 10
2010 126 103 0 32 52 5 5 7
Yo 24.8%  56.06%  N/A N/A 100.00% 100000  113.33%  108.00% 1500006 2857%  30.00% NiA N/A -33.33% N/A
18 LINWOOD 2009 41 31 0 2 18 2 2 3 4
2010 44 50 0 1 12 24 4 i} 1 1
Yo T.3%  6L2006 NIA N/A N/A N/A 200.00% 33.33%  100.00%  100.00%  100.00% NiA N/A N/A
19 MADISONVILLE 2009 964 402 0 2 17 T T4 91 33 83 67 1 26 1
2010 723 301 1 2 12 14 91 91 25 76 43 2 1 28
Yo 25.0% NiA 0.00%  2041%  100.00%% 11.070% 0000 2424% B43%  2B36%  l00.00%h  N/A 7.6000  100.00%
20 MT. WASHINGTON 2009 527 0 2 9 5 M a9 8 45 24 2 11
2010 | 495 258 1 2 7 5 43 98 8 44 36 2 12
Yo -6.1% 126600 N/A 0.00%  -22.22% 0.00% 26.47% 10.11% 0.00% -1.20% S0.00% 0.00% N/A 9.09%4 N/A
Total Agg. Non-Agg. Sexual Family Disorderly Other
Crimes Murder* Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Assault Vandalism Offense Offense Offense Offense
+++DISTRICT 3 TOTALS+++ | 2009 | §912 i} 0 0 1] o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 | 7,818 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 ] o 0 0 |
Click to Clickto Clickto Clickto Click to Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto Clickto
% -123%  See See See See See Clickto See  See See See See See See See See
21 SAYLER PARK 2009 107 114 0 7 23 30 5 22 24 1 1 1
2010 145 115 0 3 2 28 40 4 16 17 1 4
% 35.5%  0.58% NA N/A N/A -7143% ILT4% 33.33%  -20000%  -27.27% -29017% 100.00%  0.00%  300.00% N/A
22 RIVERSIDE 2009 138 101 0 2 1 2 15 11 17 1 2 7
2010 115 111 0 2 1 20 2 18 [
Yo -16.7%  9.90% NA 100.00% 100.00% -50.00% 33.33% -33.33% £.88%  100.00% 100.00% -14.20% N/A
23 SEDAMSVILLE 2009 | 671 101 0 3 2 18 7 17 4
2010 | 565 105 0 ] 1 26 2 29 15 3 1
Y -15.8%  3.96% NA N/A 100.00%  -50.00% S370% ST143% 26.09%  -11.76% NiA N/A -15.00% N/A
24 NORTH FAIRMOUNT 2009 87 78 0 4 3 34 2 11 5 5
2010 116 85 2 5 2 15 11 T 22 17 4
% 33.3%  8.97% NA N/A 15.00%  -3333% T.14% -67.65%  250.00%  100.00%  240.00% NiA NIA -20.00% N/A
25 ENGLISH WOODS 2009 | 232 120 0 3 1 7 16 ] 31 24 1 5
2010 235 113 0 3 2 3 16 9 33 20 1 10
% 1.3% -5.83% NA 0.00%  100.00% -57.14% 0.00% 0.00% 6.45% -28.57% 0.00% N/A 100.00% N/A |
26 EAST WESTWOOD 2009 | 301 142 1 3 3 19 25 13 38 28 3 1 8 ‘
2010 | 236 125 0 1 4 I:] 22 19 7 41 13 1 1 a8
% -21.6% -11.97% -100.00% N/A 33.33% 166.67% 15.79%% -24.00%  -46.13% 7.89% -33.57% -66.67%  0.00% 0.00% N/A
27 MILLVALE 2009 230 178 0 13 7 32 22 9 56 27 1 3 7 1
2010 | 203 156 1 8 10 a7 22 38 26 1 2 9
%o -11.7% -12.36%  N/A N/A -3846%  42.86% 15.63% 0.00% -32.14% -3.70% 000% -3333% 28.57% 100.00%
28 FAY APARTMENTS 2009 355 268 2 8 12 76 25 76 41 1 19
2010 373 364 1 1 10 94 33 110 75 2 21 1
% 51% 35.82% -50.00% NiA 15.00% 13.68% 32.00% 44.74%  §2.03% NA  100.00%  10.53% N/A
29 5. CUMMINSVILLE 2009 187 43 2 3 2 3 g ] 10 2 ‘
2010 130 42 1 1 10 11 10 3 4
% -30.5%  -2.33%  -50.00% NiA -66.67%  100.00%  233.33% 231.22% 11.11%  -70.00% N/A N/A 100.00% N/A
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30 EAST PRICE HILL 2009 1082 0 10 64 35 182 270 45 278 133 4 5 52 3
2010 1006 1 i 66 34 164 278 33 226 145 G 3
% -7.02% NiA -40.00%  3.13% -2.86% -9.89% 1.96% -18.26%  -18.71% 9.01% 50.00%  -40.00%
31 WEST PRICE HILL 2009 | 1,560 1040 0 4 39 19 182 an 439 7 134 4 5
2010 | 1.673 1182 0 7 60 24 239 366 33 233 145 7 2 45 1
% T2%  11.73%  N/A 750006 53850 16.31% 31.32% 14.02%  32.63%  7.37% 5.11% 75.00% -60.00% -3077%  0.00%
32 WESTWOOD 2009 | 2264 1792 1] 11 a8 22 257 688 13 269 228 1 8 94 3
2010 | 1,993 1803 1 a8 29 338 675 a7 289 210 90 1
Y S120% 0.61% NA 0.00%  31.82%% 31.91% -1.89%  40.71%  7.43% STBO% 7273 -4.26%  66.67%
33 LOWER PRICE HILL 2009 388 180 1 14 6 24 49 12 45 16 5 7 1
2010 | 297 182 0 7 3 32 58 9 46 20 2 5
% -23.5%  111% -100.00%  N/A -30.00%  -30.00% 33.33% 18.37%  -25.00% 2.22% 25.00%  100.00% N/A -2857%  100.00%
34 SOUTH FAIRMOUNT 2009 76 385 1 2 19 10 67 116 32 79 43 4 1 1
2010 55 390 2 3 16 13 T8 106 17 81 59 4 1
%o -17.6%  L30%  100.00% S0.00% 79%  30.00% 16.42% -8.62%  -46.88% 2.53% 37.21% 0.00%  100.00%  0.00% N/A
Total Agg. Non-Agg. Sexual Family Disorderly Other
Crimes Murder* Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Assault Vandalism Offense Offense Offense Offense
+++DISTRICT 4 TOTALS+++ | 2009 | 7,806 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 | 6,493 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 ] o 0 0 |
% |-168% See See See Sce See Clickto See See See See See See See See See
35 MOUNT AUBURN 2009 | o664 346 1 50 107 17 69 39 ] 27 1
2010 582 3B 0 1 M 110 15 93 78 4 1 14
% -123%  10.12% -100.00%  N/A -32.00% 2.80%  -11.76%  34.78%  100.00%  -20.00% N/A -48.15%  100.00%
36 CORRYVILLE 2009 | 564 365 0 46 160 20 51 ar 2 |
2010 529 274 0 3 21 5 32 a8 12 46 45 9 3
Yo -6.2% -24903% N/A N/A -3438%  44.44% -30.43% -38.75% -40.00%  -9.80% 2.62%  100.00%  N/A 12.50% N/A
37 AVONDALE 2000 | 1921 959 4 8 a9 44 138 233 45 219 126 10 1 36 5
2010 | 1557 790 & 4 40 27 99 219 3 224 106 3 1 23 2
Yo -189%  -17.62%  50.00%  -50.00%  -55.06% -38.464% -28.26% -6.01% -3261%  1.28% -15.87% -T000% 0.00% -2222%  -60.00%
38 NORTH AVONDALE 2000 | 827 306 1 7 21 7 73 79 16 109 59 1 2 2
2010 | 548 327 0 2 17 14 60 70 16 85 36 1 25 1
Yo -33.7%  -17.42% -100.00%  -71.43%  -19.05%  100.00% -17.81% -1139%  0.00% -22.02%  -3898%  100.00%  -50.00% 19.05% N/A
39 PADDOCK HILLS 2009 169 78 1 2 5 4 ] 28 g 11 ] 3
2010 101 a2 1 3 6 4 ] 32 2 17 10 1 4 3
Y -402%  17.9500  0.00%  50.00%  20.00%  0.00% 0.00% 14208 -66.67%  54.55% 11.11% NiA NIA 33.33% N/A
40 HARTWELL 2000 | 295 185 0 10 3 65 10 32 33 1 7 1
2010 274 154 0 2 3 2 59 12 27 18 7
Y S7.1% -16.76% N/A N/A ST0.00%  -3333% . -0.23% 20,000  -15.63% 45.45% N/A  100.00%  0.00%  100.00%
41 CARTHAGE 2000 | 469 190 0 2 g 4 22 82 15 24 24 4 4
2010 344 205 0 2 20 5 k] 61 16 36 21 1 2
Y -26.7%  7.89% NA 0.00%  1232.22% 25.00% 71.73% -561%  6.67% S0.00%  -12.50% -75.00% N/A N/A |
42 ROSELAWN 2009 605 405 0 5 36 7 T3 103 21 85 51 21 3 ‘
2010 638 402 2 2 32 8 53 126 25 T0 65 2 17
% 55%  0.74% NA -60.00% -11.11%  14.29% -17.40% 21.33%  19.05%  -17.65%  27.45% N/A N/A -19.03%  100.00%
43 BONDHILL 2000 | 747 422 1 1 15 58 106 56 3 1 22 4 ‘
2010 782 352 0 1 G 60 92 59 2 1 19
% 4.7% -16.59% -100.00%  (.00% -60.00% 3.45% -13.21% 5.36% -33.33%  0.00%  -13.64%  100.00%
44 WALNUT HILLS 2009 | 1,545 785 4 6 39 76 191 113 1 2 46 4
2010 | 1,138 671 2 7 20 93 160 79 3 2 36 2
% -26.3% -14.52% -50.00%  16.67% -23.19% -48.72% 11.37% -1.64% -3333%  -16.23% -30.09%  200.00%  0.00% @ -2174% -50.00% |
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