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Cincinnati. For those who know the city, the word Cincinnati brings to
mind a dramatic landscape of rolling hills, a wide but gentle river,
historic buildings and an unsurpassed collection of 1840-1900
architecture. A first time visitor will be struck by the city’s unique
topography with sloping streets reminiscent of San Francisco. Culturally,
the city combines a bit of the Eastern, Midwestern and Southern United
States into a place that’s all its own.

Despite these amenities, the city’s residential market has been
challenged. Like most Midwestern cities during the past decade, the
Cincinnati metropolitan area (MSA) experienced a dramatic growth of
suburban living outside urban city boundaries. Households left the city
for the suburban promise: new housing, more space, larger lots and, for
families, suburban schools.

Cincinnati has been luckier than many cities because its core
employment industries—educational services, manufacturing, and
professional and technical services—have provided a relatively stable job
base through the national recession. But many of the workforce leaves
the city at dusk for housing in surrounding counties. To achieve the
city’s future planning goals of “creating and sustaining a thriving urban
community” where “local pride and confidence is contagious,”
Cincinnati must create a more competitive residential experience for its
workforce, current and future residents.

Purpose of this study. This housing market study is meant to help
the city better understand the strengths and weaknesses of its residential
housing market. It pinpoints what type of housing the city needs more
(and less) of. The ultimate goal of the study is to help Cincinnati create a
balanced housing community—one that adequately serves its residents
with the greatest needs—and offers new and exciting housing
opportunities for existing and potential residents.

What drives housing demand?

As a city tries to determine what kinds of residential housing it should
plan towards, the following primary drivers of housing demand must be
taken into consideration:

m Desirability. Nationally, what is the level of demand for relocating to
the city? Is the city considered a “hot spot;” has it achieved a “best
place to live” or “creative class” designation?

® Economic health. Can residents relocating to the city find good-paying

jobs? Are corporations interested in moving to the city?

® Demographics. Do typically mobile resident groups—young adults
(25-34 years old) and immigrants—have a presence in the city? Are
they relocating here? Do residents with large disposable incomes want
to live here? What are the age distribution, income and household
composition of existing residents?

m Affordability and type of housing. Is housing affordable to a broad

range of residents? Where are there affordability gaps? Does the city
offer the types of housing that are competitive regionally and
nationally?
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Demand factors in Cincinnati. How do these demand drivers affect
the housing market in Cincinnati?

Desirability. Current residents of Cincinnati know that the city is
an interesting, fun place to live with new energy. But outsiders do not.

Why not?

According to the stakeholders who contributed to this study, current
perceptions of crime and compromised safety may prevent Cincinnati
from attracting new residents. Although residents admitted that safety
was a concern in some neighborhoods, the perception and reality of
crime in many portions of the city did not align. Some residents blamed
local media for the attention given to crime in the city, while other
residents suspected that the unkept appearance of some neighborhoods
may be contributing to the perception that the neighborhood was
unsafe. Others noted that school quality is an issue for attracting
residents, especially families, into the city.

Residents also believe that the city has lost potential residents because of
weak relationships with the city’s corporate community and lack of
marketing. Realtors participating in the public input process suggested
that new residents look for safety, walkability, proximity to work and
amenities when purchasing a new home—all of which the city possesses.
Public input attendees suggested that the city reconnect with its
corporate community to better sell Cincinnati as a desirable place to live
and work. Without exposure to the benefits of living in Cincinnati, new
residents may be steered towards other regional communities.

This means that: If Cincinnati did a better job marketing its assets and
dispelling its myths, current and new workforce and residents would be
more attracted to the city.

Economic health. The city’s unemployment rate is about the same as
the national average. Cincinnati hasn’t suffered terribly in the current
economic recession, but it has not been immune to the recession either.

This means that: Cincinnati’s economic recovery will be slow, but the

impact will be less severe than in other cities.

Demographics.

m  Twenty-nine percent of Cincinnati’s residents are between the ages
of 25 and 44. Cincinnati benefits from its many colleges and should
ensure that graduating students can find the jobs and housing they
desire in order to make their homes in the city.

This means that: The city needs to seize the opportunity to heavily
market long-term city living to these residents. Many in this age
group are moderate- to high-income renters who work in the city.
These current residents will be an important part of continued
stabilization and revitalization. Improving the types of housing
available for purchase will improve the likelihood that these renters
become long-time city residents.

m  The city’s poverty rate has changed little during the past decade.
This is good news considering that many cities in the U.S.
experienced large jumps in poverty between 2000 and 2010.
However, Cincinnati has historically had high poverty—especially
among its youngest residents—and this remains the case.

This means that: More economic development programs targeted to
assist low-income individuals attain self sufficiency are needed,
coupled with additional low-rent housing. Since 2000, the city lost
many affordable rental units from its housing stock that helped to
stabilize the lives of its poorest residents.
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m  Baby Boomers will become seniors in the next decade and their
housing needs may change as they age.

This means that: Low maintenance living—patio homes, homes with
first floor master bedrooms and condos with accessibility features, all
near transit and services—will grow in demand. The city’s
traditionally historic housing stock may be difficult to adapt to the
needs of the growing senior population. The city must focus on
creating more low-maintenance, quality housing options near transit
and health services for its growing senior population.

Affordability and type of housing. Overall, Cincinnati’s housing is
affordable to all but its very low income renters, who would benefit from
more affordable units.

In many communities, lack of affordable housing to buy or rent is a
major barrier to future growth. Instead, in Cincinnati, limited housing
type, housing quality and supply are barriers. The city’s primary housing
products, although interesting and unique, have not been competitive
enough to attract residents in the region.

There are, however, neighborhoods that lack housing priced for
workforce and would benefit from increased housing price diversity.

This means that: The city needs to diversify its housing stock in terms of
price ranges, product type and the mix of housing in each neighborhood.

Top Findings from Housing Study

The quantitative and qualitative analyses conducted for this study
revealed the following top housing needs:

Homeownership options have decreased. In 2000, 75 percent of
homes for sale were affordable to households earning less than $50,000 a
year; by 2010, this proportion dropped by 60 percent.

Although the city remains affordable overall, a handful of neighborhoods
have few affordable products for purchase. Neighborhoods on the east
side and near downtown have experienced solid gains in average prices
during the past decade. Starter homes are largely located on the far west
and south central portions of the city.

Rental affordability has worsened. The city’s renters experienced a
loss of purchasing power during the past decade, as the median rent rose
while their incomes declined. In addition, the city lost more than 1,500
assisted units (vouchers, public housing properties and Section 8 project-
based developments) between 2000 and 2010, making very affordable
rentals even more difficult to find.

Homeownership is low. A focus on homeownership is important to
ensure a new generation of residents who will stay and invest in the city.
The city needs to make sure that people who want to buy in the city can.

Compared to peer cities, Cincinnati has a very low homeownership rate
at 39.8 percent. The student population explains some of this, as does
the city’s housing types—just 38 percent of all housing units are single
family detached, which are most preferred by homeowners.
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However, the city’s low homeownership is not due to these factors alone.
Lack of supply and reluctance of potential buyers to invest in the city are
other major factors.

By our calculation, there are an estimated 19,000 renters earning
between $35,000 and $75,000 who are likely potential candidates for
homeownership. The homeownership rate of these renters is low (49
percent), especially given the city’s affordability at this range. For
example, Denver’s homeownership rate among households earning
$35,000 to $75,000 is 54 percent; Indianapolis, 64 percent; Charlotte,
59 percent; and Pittsburgh, 54 percent.

Thus, demand for ownership housing appears to be present—but supply
is very limited. The 19,000 renters have a little more than 2,000 units
for sale to choose from. Therefore, an estimated 10 percent of these
renters could become owners in the city if they could find a home they
prefer and are creditworthy.

As many stakeholders noted throughout our study, part of the low
homeownership rate is due to the city’s housing stock. Much of the city’s
housing is very old, beautiful, and full of character—which can also
mean homes that need maintenance, are located on small lots and are
more conducive to renting rather than owning. That said, younger,
would-be-homeowners generally prefer unique housing, so the city’s
stock should be attractive to them. Indeed, most cities are trying to
become more dense and develop attached products that appeal to young,
first-time homeowners and new retirees.

A 2011 report by the Urban Land Institute (ULI)—its annual Emerging
Trends—predicts that after 2012, when the economy is expected to
begin recovering, echo boomers (young adults) will begin to buy
discounted homes. ULI also reports that “developers (will) have less

success with greenfield subdivisions and (should) concentrate on infill
areas. Attached homes (townhouses) and other forms of in-town housing
(will) become more favored.”

Housing and neighborhood quality has declined. Despite the
beauty of many of the city’s homes, Cincinnati also contains a stock of
obsolete homes that are either in disrepair or no longer align with
modern housing preferences. Vacancy rates in the city are high,
primarily because the city’s built environment was constructed to
accommodate a much larger population.

Opportunities exist for identifying outdated and dilapidated homes
throughout the city and strategizing whether reconstruction or
demolition would help meet the city’s housing needs.

The city also contains homes that are in need of rehabilitation, but with
market values that make rehabilitation uneconomical. In other words, the
cost of rehabilitation would exceed the home’s value. Public input
participants felt that improving code enforcement and creatively reducing
or improving vacant properties would help improve property values in
neighborhoods where rehabilitations are currently uneconomical.

Assisted housing is well dispersed, mostly. Except for the east side
neighborhoods, the city’s affordable rental units are well dispersed
throughout the city.

The city’s public housing authority provides a vital role in housing the
city’s low income renters, almost 40 percent of whom earn less than
$15,000 per year. And it has done a good job making sure that its almost
12,000 assisted rental units are not heavily concentrated in any one area
of the city. That said, dispersion could be improved if more units were
located in the eastern neighborhoods.
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Political cohesion is lacking. Public input attendees noted that the
county and regional entities are important partners in order for the city
to achieve its vision of being a thriving urban experience. Some noted a
duplication of services between city and county government, which
should be addressed in a time of budget constraints. Participants also
noted that the city’s various departments operate in silos, which makes
the residential and commercial permitting process inefficient and
challenging, and prevents a coordinated approach to addressing the city’s
needs.

Development approval process could be improved. Real estate
professionals cited the need for a simplified permitting process and
greater departmental leadership that fosters collaboration with other city
departments. That said, developers and builders who participated in the
study identified fewer administrative barriers to development than we
hear about in other cities. However, they would like the process to be
more streamlined, for steps to be completed concurrently, which would
allow faster approval of projects and help to sustain construction
employment.

A few tweaks to the development process, more incentives for
development and an intentional and coordinated approach to achieving
a housing plan should be the focus of the city, rather than a complete
overhaul of the development review process.

Geographic dispersion of amenities and services is unequal.
Residents suggested that factors improving quality of life were not
equally distributed throughout the city. For example, while some
neighborhoods are thriving, others struggle to receive basic services, such
as garbage pickup and recycling. Public input attendees noted that active
neighborhood councils often generate a stronger response from the city,

which leads to better service provision. If a neighborhood lacks a strong
neighborhood council, it will likely struggle with service provision.

Recommendations and Action Items

To improve the residential experience in Cincinnati and create a more
balanced housing market, we recommend the city do the following.
These recommendations are framed around the Housing and
Neighborhood Development Draft Goals established by the Housing
Working Group.

It should also be noted that there have been many other recent reports
analyzing the City’s housing market and recommending intervention
strategies. In our assessment, the findings from the various reports
recommend consistent strategies. For example, in a recent presentation,
Alan Mallach, Senior Fellow at the Center for Community Progress,
offered the following recommendations to Cincinnati:

e Encourage infill and rehabilitation of existing housing, rather
than promoting new construction on the urban fringe;

e Build stable neighborhoods by targeting resources to viable
areas at risk;

e Capitalize on the City’s assets—historic character, walkable
neighborhoods, natural features, proximity to employment;

e Focus on sustainable homeownership;

e Target high opportunity low-poverty areas for new rental
housing production;
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e Improve the quality of existing privately-owned housing stock;
and

e Make sure housing investments strengthen neighborhoods, not
simply add units to an already ample housing stock.

INCLUDE and LIVE goals:

Each neighborhood of Cincinnati is racially, ethnically,
and financially diverse.

Cincinnati’s neighborhoods include a wide variety of
housing types for residents in all stages of life.

The housing stock in all neighborhoods of Cincinnati
includes more units that are quality and affordable to
its residents.

Neighborhoods of Cincinnati include a mix of uses,
including residential, retail, office, and recreation uses.

To achieve these goals, the city should:

Strategy: Add affordable housing to pricey neighborhoods; allow some

gentrification in other neighborhoods. To create a city that offers all
residents a mix of housing opportunities across neighborhoods, some
neighborhoods need to add affordability, while others need to add higher
end housing stock. Many of the city’s priciest neighborhoods (Hyde Park,
Oakley, Linwood, Mt. Lookout, Clifton, East End) have few, if any,
affordable rental or home purchase opportunities.

Action items. 1) To increase affordability, the city should work with local
builders to identify parcels for new, mixed-income developments in high-
cost areas. The city can help the developers acquire these parcels through its
land bank and support creation of affordable housing through incentives
(see below) and political support to deflect NIMBYism.

2) Because land costs in these areas are some of the highest in Cincinnati,
the city should offer incentives—fee waivers, expedited development
review, development subsidies and support against public resistance to
affordable housing in these neighborhoods—to make such developments

happen.

3) The city must also add value to neighborhoods that surround high-
demand areas to encourage some gentrification of these areas. This
means focusing on safety, beautification and ensuring that basic services
(e.g., trash pickup) operate at the same level as in higher cost areas. As
one stakeholder eloquently put it: “Neighborhoods feel safer because of
more people on the street. Much of safety is perception. The best way to
improve safety is to build neighborhoods.”
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As housing in the most popular neighborhoods becomes less affordable,
surrounding neighborhoods will benefit as residents seek out substitutes.
The city must convince new homeowners that they will reap a benefit
from their investment in these areas.

4) The city should dedicate its financial and staff resources to improving
the housing stock and neighborhood experience in the city’s lowest
income neighborhoods. This includes stronger code enforcement,
community policing, provision of city services that are on par with
higher income neighborhoods and strategic investments in public service
and business nodes to stabilize the retail and commercial environment.

Strategy: Continue to care for the neediest residents. The city should

work closely with the public housing authority to ensure that residents
who are displaced through sold or demolished assisted housing are able
to find suitable replacement housing. The city should also support and
encourage the addition of housing choice vouchers and new construction
of affordable rental units to alleviate housing costs for the many renters
who are cost burdened. The loss of very affordable units in the last
decade was significant and lowered rental affordability in the city.

Action items: 1) The city should also aggressively assist the housing
authority with acquisition and construction of new low-income rental
units in the city and regionally.

2) The city should set a goal of lowering the low income rental gap by
one-fourth (i.e., creating 3,750 new units) in the next five years.

3) The city should help the housing authority bring back its self-
sufficiency, job creation and training and substance abuse prevention
programs that have been lost to budget cuts.

4) The city should also fund and support fair housing testing and

enforcement activities to mitigate discrimination in housing.

5) Finally, residential rehabilitation efforts should include energy
efficiency improvements to help make the housing stock more efficient
and increase affordability by lowering utilities payments.

SUSTAIN and COMPLETE goals:

The City of Cincinnati has a strategy to address its
vacant and underutilized housing stock.

All aspects of neighborhoods are clean and well-
maintained, including those that are publicly and
privately owned.

Cincinnati’s neighborhoods are inclusive and welcoming
places to live, work, and play for the attraction and
retention of residents in all stages of life.

Strategy: Create and actively promote a residential experience that is

not available elsewhere. Creating a “brand” for residential living in
Cincinnati will not only help improve its economic development
competitiveness, but also its draw in the region as a place to work and
live.

Action items. 1) Cincinnati needs to brand itself.

Cities like Oklahoma City and Ogden, Utah have capitalized on the
country’s growing emphasis on recreation and health to change their
images. Oklahoma City has invested in rowing and kayaking
opportunities downtown, in addition to completing a 57-mile trail
system, making sidewalk improvements and building a series of senior
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health and wellness centers. Ogden, Utah set a goal of becoming the
nation’s premier “high-adventure recreation capital,” has marketed this
concept nationally and invested in a parkway running/biking and hiking
system that links downtown to the foothills.

The city may also want to focus on sustainability. The city could set a
goal for sustainability components of all neighborhoods (e.g., all
residents should be able to walk/bike/bus to a grocery store or
neighborhood market, a coffee shop, a restaurant, a fun retail experience)
and market this to residents in nearby suburbs, where walkability is
lacking.

As part of any sustainability plan, the city should market the savings
from reduced transportation costs from living in the city (fuel, car
purchase and lost time). The city may want to create an online
demonstration showing how costs can be reduced by city living.

Many cities that have similar, or worse, demographic indicators than
Cincinnati have recently reinvented themselves using who they are—
manufacturing towns that have shrunk in population and suffered
economic downturns, but which are very rich in character. As the
country begins to resettle and expensive homes and lifestyles become
impossible to maintain, a movement back to familiar, down-to-earth,
comfortable and affordable living is beginning. This is also a brand that
Cincinnati could adopt.

Part of the city’s “branding” needs to include the support and promotion
of historically African American business nodes.

The city also needs to improve perceptions of safety, in addition to
marketing itself as fun place to live and be after work. Consider a City of
Cincinnati “You Tube” channel used for promotion of the city.

Participate in online magazines like Rustwire.com. Let people submit
videos of great things that are happening in Cincinnati! This could be
led by historic preservation groups or the Chamber of Commerce,
partnering with the college community.

2) The city should continue and enhance, as redevelopment sites become
available, the Citirama program. The city may want to change the name
of Citirama to be more specific if its pairing with the Homearama
program is discontinued.

Cincinnati should also consider a program like Richardson, Texas’
homeowner remodeling program. The purpose of the program is to:

®  Encourage reinvestment in residential neighborhoods

m  Help distinguish Richardson from surrounding communities by
providing an economic incentive to prospective buyers

m  Dositively affect the value of the city's housing stock

m  Lower the financial hurdle for homeowners to make significant
improvements to their homes

®m  Demonstrate a strong commitment by the city to reinvest in
residential neighborhoods

The program provides upfront incentive payments equal to 10 times the
increase in property taxes that result from the improvements. The
program is available to any homeowner in the city who is not delinquent
in taxes.

3) The city should continue its tax abatement program that provides
incentives for both rehabilitation and new construction in the city. The
city’s residential tax abatement program encourages rehabilitation and
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new construction of structures through property tax incentives, which
are “available for any increased valuation that results from the
improvements to the property.”’ Additional benefits are given to
properties that meet LEED standards. All tax abatements are subject to
approval from the Hamilton County Auditor’s Office.

It is difficult to determine whether the program is directly responsible
for stimulating both new construction and rehabilitations in Cincinnati;
however, there is no denying that the program has been accessed in
recent years. According to the city, between 2007 and 2010, nearly
2,000 properties were certified for participation in the tax abatement
program and an additional 104 properties qualified, meaning that an
application has been processed by the city, but is waiting for approval
from Hamilton County.’

The program has been particularly effective in spurring rehabilitation of
housing units in the city. In 2007, 932 properties were certified for tax
abatement, 645 of which were for improvements made through home
rehabilitations. In 2008, 311 of the 478 properties certified for the
program were improved through home rehabilitations.

The program is still valuable for spurring new construction in the city, as
well. Developers interviewed as part of the study said this program is a
powerful marketing tool when selling new properties in the city.

To ensure the program is helping the city “promote a residential
experience that is not available elsewhere,” the city should monitor the

! hetp://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/cdap/pages/-3521-/

2 . . . . .

All information on the Residential Tax Abatement Program is taken from
information provided directly from the city in a report entitled “Community
Reinvestment Area Tax Exemptions (1-3 Units).

number of program participants seeking LEED certification. For
example, only four of the 932 certified properties in 2007 were LEED
certified, and only nine properties were LEED certified in 2008. The
program provides a unique opportunity for the city to develop an
inventory of energy efficient units, which could help differentiate
Cincinnati from other communities in the region. If program
participants are not seeking LEED certification, particularly when
constructing new units, the city should strategize as to how to improve
the incentive or investigate other ways to spur energy efficiency in its
housing units.

4) The city should consider establishing a rental inspection program.
Many cities have adopted such programs to protect renters who live in
housing that is not well maintained by landlords. In most programs, all
landlords are required to be registered with the city and must allow
routine inspections of the units they own. A fee imposed by the
landlords pays for the cost of inspections. Many cities also offer a rental
rehabilitation program in conjunction with rental inspection
requirements, available to landlords offering affordable units.

5) Finally, we recommend that the city work closely with the school
board to coordinate school improvement initiatives with housing efforts.
School quality and housing prices are linked, and the reality or even
perception of a school can influence residents” decisions about moving
into a neighborhood. The city should meet regularly with the school
district and discuss one another’s efforts and how they might work in
tandem to revitalize neighborhoods.

Strateqgy: Acquire and demolish or rehabilitate vacant and underutilized

properties. The city needs to develop an aggressive strategy for removing
vacant and underutilized residential housing units using a combination

of federal and general funds.
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Action items: 1) The first step is to inventory, identify and prioritize
parcels for redevelopment potential.

2) Next, the city’s intentions for acquisition and redevelopment—as well
as available subsidies—should be made known to the development
community.

3) The city should acquire housing along strategic corridors where
transit systems will be improved and create mixed-income, mixed-use
housing.

4) The city also needs to improve code enforcement and more
aggressively enforce building code standards. Investors need to see that
the city takes quality seriously.

5) The city should continue to fund rental rehabilitation and
homeowner repair programs to ensure that the city’s housing stock does
not continue to fall into disrepair.

6) The city should explore using vacant parcels for small business
creation and sustainability efforts. For example:

m  With state funding, the Youngstown Business Incubator has
provided free and reduced rent and equipment to startup software
companies. Cincinnati could acquire and convert vacant
commercial parcels into flexible sites for such companies.

®  In Japan, a website enables fruit sellers to set up shop temporarily
on unused land, These spaces might be in front of office buildings
in business districts, spots temporarily vacant (parking lots).
Tenants rent the space at relatively low costs by the hour, day or
week. Such a program could be coupled with community gardening
initiatives. Acquisition of land for neighborhood gardens and

allowing residents to grow and share fruits and vegetables, produce
honey and raise chickens is a growing movement (with Portland
being the epicenter).

The city may also want to consider a Richardson, Texas homeowner
remodeling incentive program (see above).

Strategy: Restructure the land bank program. A land bank program can

be a successful program for acquiring vacant residential and commercial
parcels and readying them for more productive use. The largest problem
with the city’s existing land bank is that there are no economics of scale
in developing scattered site homes. Land banks work best when they are
used to assemble large parcels that can be developed into a small
community of homes, apartments or mixed-use housing.

Action items: 1) The first step in making the city’s land bank program
work more efficiently is to dispose of the 40 to 50 lots the city currently
owns.

The city should explore establishing a master agreement with local
developers (nonprofit or for-profit) to acquire the lots at a deep discount
and develop 2 to 3 approved housing prototypes on the lots. The homes
should be restricted in their first sale to low- and moderate-income
households, with a cap on appreciation to retain the initial subsidy.

2) If this is successful, the city should expanding the land bank to
acquire residential and commercial existing buildings, rezone them for
residential or mixed use, demolish the units or ready the site for
rehabilitation/new construction and then issue an RFP to the
development community for proposals to purchase the lots and build
mixed income residential units (perhaps with a small retail component),
including for sale units in the 80 percent to 120 percent AMI range.
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CONNECT goal:

Each neighborhood of Cincinnati is walkable and livable,
including safety and accessibility for all residents.

Strategy: Improve accessibility. The extent of accessible housing in the

city is unclear and as city residents age, accessible housing will grow in
demand.

Action items. 1) The city should conduct an accessibility inventory/survey
to determine the location and number of accessible residential units. The
accessible units should be examined for their proximity to transit,
recreation facilities that accommodate persons with disabilities and vital
city services. The city should set a goal for improving the number of
accessible units in desirable locations.

2) The city should also work with the architecture departments at its
many local colleges to develop prototypes for making older homes
accessible, perhaps acquiring a unit and demonstrating how affordable,
accessible improvements can be made. In some cities, accessible housing
fairs are conducted in conjunction with the Parade of Homes.

SUSTAIN and COLLABORATE goals:

City and federal housing dollars are invested more
strategically to have a greater impact rather than being
split equally amongst all neighborhoods.

The City of Cincinnati has thriving clusters of
neighborhoods that each have their individual, unique
characteristics and coordinate together strategically to
capitalize on the limited public funds available.

Strategy: Reprioritize funding. In the past, the city has used its federal

housing and community development funds on a variety of programs
spread across many neighborhoods. As one attendee at the community
meetings noted, “The city is starving 52 neighborhoods instead of
feeding a few.”

The city should prioritize its limited funding to neighborhoods—or
neighborhood clusters with similarities—with the greatest needs.

Action items. 1) Using demographic, housing market, health and
crime/safety statistics, the city should characterize its neighborhoods by
these indicators.

®  High performing: Few vacant properties, few foreclosures, thriving

business community, high performing schools, limited
improvements needed to infrastructure, high housing prices,

engaged leadership.

m  Stable or improving: Moderate vacancies and foreclosures, close

geographic proximity to high performing neighborhoods, changing
or stable demographics, improving home prices, presence of private
sector investment in market.

®  Needsinvestment: High vacancy rates and foreclosures, high crime,
concentrations of low income renters, few amenities and services,
very affordable housing, declining property values, many
vacant/underutilized commercial buildings, limited private
investment and neighborhood market activity.
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The city’s annual allocation of housing and community development
funds should be concentrated in the “needs investment” areas. The city
should consider Section 108 loans to fund large, transformative
investments in the “needs investment” areas. These areas should also be
the focus of residential rehabilitation activities. The city can use other
techniques to address the needs of the high performing and
stable/improving neighborhoods.

How this worked in Richmond, Virginia: An example of how this might
work is found in Richmond’s successful Neighborhoods in Bloom
revitalization effort. In 1999, Richmond focused its housing funding and
crime reduction code enforcement efforts in 7 neighborhoods with the
greatest needs. A total of $21 million was invested in these neighborhoods
over 6 years, resulting in an estimated $51 million increase in property
values. Overall, crime in the areas declined by 32 percent. The number of
occupied homes and apartments in the neighborhoods increased by 11
percent; 395 homes or apartments were built or renovated.

2) In addition, we recommend that the city consider reallocating the
housing and community development federal grants that are supporting
economic development activities to neighborhood revitalization and
housing activities if these programs do not have a demonstrated record of
job  creation. For example, a job training  housing
rehabilitation/construction program/job corps would provide youth and
unemployed adults with skills while restoring the city’s housing stock and

stabilizing neighborhoods.

Strategy: Implement a citywide housing strategy—and support it. The

recommendations and action items listed above are necessary, in the
consultant’s assessment, to create a better balanced and regionally
competitive housing stock. They should be used by the city to craft a
housing strategy that can be supported and implemented by both the
planning and housing departments, as well as city leadership.

The city and departments may not decide to adopt or implement all of
the recommendations listed above. Regardless, we believe that the
following two elements are critical to the success of any housing plan:

® A concerted, strong marketing effort must be part of a housing
strategy to publicize the benefits of city living. The city needs to
instill an Austin-style attitude. The reemergence of Rust Belt cool
(e.g., see the article in the New York Time Magazine about
Braddock; many recentarticles about Youngstown; online magazine
Rustwire.com) provides an opportune time to do this.

m  Changes will require very strong leadership. There is no solution to
improving the housing stock that will make everyone happy:
Preservationists will be angry about demolitions; advocates for
renters will be unhappy with homeownership efforts; residents in
tony neighborhoods will fight inclusion of affordable housing.

The city must decide on a housing strategy, implement it with all of
city leadership and staff being behind it and wait for a few years to
see results. Reprioritizing neighborhoods that should be the focus of
investment will be particularly difficult, but is needed, especially
with federal budget cuts.
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As we have highlighted in this report, one of the most successful
neighborhood revitalization programs in the U.S. is Richmond’s
Neighborhoods in Bloom program. Political cohesion was a large reason
for this success, according to representatives from organizations active in
the program. To quote:

m  “The crafters of Neighborhoods in Bloom agree that
committed leadership is vital to replicating the program in
other communities. “The exact project is situationally
dependent, but committed leadership is the key.”

m “Neighborhoods in Bloom was absolutely successful because
it brought key partners together: city officials, community
development corporations, the housing authority and civic
leaders. They were forced to come together and to have a
share division of the use of redevelopment funds. City leaders
depoliticized the funding process. It took willpower on the
part of the city council to understand the value of targeted
funding in order to have the greatest impact.”

Indeed, this is what Cincinnati needs to strive for in implementing a
housing plan and supporting activities.
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In the fall of 2010, BBC Research & Consulting was contracted by the
City of Cincinnati’s Department of City Planning and Buildings to assist
the city in completing a citywide Housing Market Study. This study is
part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, PLAN CINCINNATI.

PLAN CINCINNATI —Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan

PLAN CINCINNATI began in the fall of 2009. The intent of the Plan
is to provide a “road map” for Cincinnati's future. The Plan will provide
direction for the city’s future development in the following areas":

= Arts & culture;

m Economic development & business retention;
m Fiscal impact;

m Health, environment & open space;

m Historic conservation;

= Housing and neighborhood development;
= |nstitutions;

m Intergovernmental cooperation;

m Land use;

m Transportation & transit;

= Urban design; and,

m Utilities & infrastructure.

1 . . . . .
Each of these areas is considered an “element” in the city’s comprehensive plan.

This study informs the housing and neighborhoods development
portion of PLAN CINCINNATI.

A City in Transition

Since the city’s last Comprehensive Plan was completed in 1980, a
number of changes have taken place:

m Between 1980 and 2000, Cincinnati’s population dropped by 14
percent. With fewer residents paying taxes, city revenues have
declined, making service delivery and infrastructure improvements
more difficult to finance. According to the city’s 2010-2014
Consolidated Plan, the city’s low- and moderate-income (LMI)
neighborhoods have been particularly impacted by these losses.

m The city’s household composition has changed. There are more
“Baby Boomers” living in the city and these residents will drive
growth in the city’s senior population in coming years.

m Married families with children have moved out of the city. The
decline in these households has been offset by an increase in single
person households.

m Poverty has increased, but only slightly. During the last decade,
Cincinnati has not experienced the increase in poverty rates seen in
many other areas.
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Methodology for Housing Study

The primary data and information sources used to complete this housing
study include the following:

Population and household levels and projections from 2009 Census
American Community Survey (ACS);

Social, economic and housing market information from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census’ 2009 American Community Survey (ACS),
the 2000 Census and past Census’z;

Data on subsidized rental units from the Cincinnati Metropolitan
Housing Authority;

Data on historical and current planning activity and housing
programs from the city;

Data on home resales—2010 listings and historical—from the
Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors; and

Rental cost ranges from CB Richard Ellis (as of late September 2010)
and the ACS (2009).

? At the time this report was produced, 2010 Census data were not available. Detailed
socioeconomic information from the 2010 Census is not expected to be reported
until May 2011 and later.

Geographic Level of Analysis

This study was conducted within the boundaries of the City of
Cincinnati; it is not a regional study or a study to support development
in a particular market area. Where data were available, maps are
provided at the neighborhood level.

Report Outline

The remainder of this report is made up of the following sections:

m Section Il. The City. This section provides information on the
demographic drivers of housing demand: population growth,
household characteristics, income and poverty.

m Section IIl. The City’s Housing. This section describes the city’s
existing housing stock in terms of tenure (renter/owner), cost and
affordability and condition. Where data are available, this section
contains neighborhood-level maps and comparisons.

m Section IV. Housing Affordability. This section examines the
affordability of housing in Cincinnati through a model that
compares the supply of housing at different price points to demand
for housing by household income level. It demonstrates where the
city’s housing market is underserving residents with housing needs.

m Section V. Public Input. This section presents the results of the
public process, conducted to elicit public opinion and housing
preferences of residents.

m Recommendations. BBC’s recommendations for addressing the
identified housing needs appear in the Executive Summary.
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The characteristics of city residents—as well as the characteristics of a
city’s housing stock—play a large factor in determining housing needs.
The first step in assessing the housing needs of a city is understanding its
residents.

This section does just that. Section Ill, which follows, discusses
Cincinnati’s housing supply in terms of housing type, price, age and
quality. Section IV provides an in-depth analysis of housing
affordability.

The City’s Residents

In some ways, Cincinnati has seen big changes in the past decades. In
other ways, little has changed. Specifically,

m After 50 years of population decline, the city’s population has
stabilized and is currently estimated at 333,000. Population loss has
been attributed to both suburban outmigration and regional
outmigration.

m The age distribution of the city’s population has remained relatively
unchanged in the last 20 years. The city will likely begin to see
growth in its senior population, as the city’s sizeable Baby Boomer
population continues to age. If no one is lost from the city’s current
Baby Boomer population, either by outmigration or death, the city’s
senior population could nearly double by 2020.

m Married couple households with children make up a much smaller
portion of the city than in the past and, conversely, single-person and
single-parent households make up a larger portion. Since 1980, the
proportion of married parents with children has dropped by 41
percent.

m Unlike many cities in the U.S., there has been little movement in
Cincinnati’s poverty rate. The city did not experience a dramatic
increase in its poverty level in the past decade; rather, poverty has
always been relatively high.

Cincinnati’s decades of population fluctuations, followed by recent
stabilization provide little direction of what to expect in the near
future—except to suggest that the city is in a state of transition.




SECTION Il. The City

PAGE 2

Population. Cincinnati had a 2009 population of 333,012 people,
making it the 57th largest incorporated place in the country and the 3rd
largest in Ohio behind Columbus and Cleveland, respectively.' The
city’s population peaked in 1950 at 503,998 and has only recently
stabilized after years of decline. This decline is due to residents moving
out of the city and into surrounding suburbs, other parts of the state and
out of the state. During the past decade, trends of large population
decline were reversed and the city’s average household size increased,
both signs of stabilization.

E)fhlbl_t 1-1. _ e TEE
Historical Population Total AT
Change, Cincinnati, Population Growth Rate
1950 to 2009
1950 503,998 1950-1960 -0.3%
Source: 1960 502,550 1960-1970 -10.0%
U.S. Census and U.S. Census
Population Estimates. 1970 452,524 1970-1980 -14.8%
1980 385,457 1980-1990 -5.6%
1990 364,040 1990-2000 -9.0%
2000 331,258 2000-2009 0.5%
2009 333,012

Why population change? A major component of population change is
“net migration,” which includes residents moving into and out of a
community. Domestic in-migration is primarily responsible for the
population growth seen in Boone County, KY and Warren County,
OH. Although some of this growth could be from residents moving
from outside the Cincinnati region, much of the growth is likely due to a
regional shift in residents moving from Cincinnati and Hamilton
County.

* Source is U.S. Census Population Estimates. Columbus had a 2009 population of
769,332 and Cleveland had a population of 431,369.

Because the city has experienced overall population decline since 1990, it
is no surprise that nearly all Census Tracts have experienced some
population loss. However, Census Tracts in the city’s central core have
experienced the greatest loss. Few Tracts have added population in the
last 20 years; however, those Tracts that have grown in population are
primarily located in the outskirts of the city.

Exhibit I1-2.
Percent Change of Population
by Census Tract, Cincinnati, 1990 to 2010

Legend
Mare than 25.0% loss
- 25.1% to 0.0%
B o.0% 10 25.0%

W 25.0% or more

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and Claritas, 2010.
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Few neighborhoods in the city have grown by 25 percent or more since
1990, with the exception of Queensgate and California. It should be
noted that both neighborhoods are extremely small, making them
sensitive to population changes. Mt. Airy, Hyde Park, Mt.
Lookout/Columbia Tusculum and Mt. Washington all fall within the
next category of positive population growth, adding between O percent
and 25 percent population in the last 20 years. West End, Winton Hills
and East End have experienced the greatest population loss since 1990.

Exhibit I1-3.
Population Change by
Neighborhood, Cincinnati, 1990 to 2010

Legend
More than 25.0% loss.

B 250 w0.0%

I o.1% 1o 25.0%

I 25.1% or more

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and Claritas, 2010.
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Household composition. Household composition in the city has
changed since 1990, with the biggest change a dramatic decline in the
proportion of married coupled families. In 1990, one-third of all
households were married couple households. In 2009, this proportion
declined to 24 percent. As a result, nonfamily households are now the
largest household type in the city at 55 percent of all households’. Many
of these nonfamily households are persons living alone.

Since 1989, the population of married parents with children living in
Cincinnati has dropped by 41 percent.

The Census distinction between “family” and “nonfamily” is determined by the
relationship of household members. Households made up of people who are not
related by birth, family or marriage are called “nonfamily.” Single households are also
considered to be “nonfamily.”

PAGE 4
Exhibit I1-4.
Households by Type, Cincinnati, 2009
__ Withchildren
Married L
Couples ]
20 | Withoutchildren
14%
Family With children
45% Male 00
— Householder
4% Withoutchildren
HOUSEHOLDS 2%
BY TYPE -
With children
Female 12%
L Householder
17% Withoutchildren
5%
Householder
Living Alone
46%
Non-family
55%
Householder
NotLiving Alone
9%
Source:  U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2009.
Exhibit I1-5.
Trends in Households by Type, Cincinnati, 1990 and 2009
1990 2009
Number Percent Number Percent
Family Households 83,399 54.1% 63,054 45.4%
Married Couple Family 50,817 32.9% 33,873 24.4%
With Children 22,440 14.5% 14,063 10.1%
Without Children 28,377 18.4% 19,810 14.3%
Other Family 32,582 21.1% 29,181 21.0%
Male Householder 4,498 2.9% 3,324 2.4%
Female Householder 28,084 18.2% 7,046 5.1%
Nonfamily Households 70,844 45.9% 75,803 54.6%
Total Households 154,243 138,857

Source: U.S. Census, 1990 and U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2009.
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As seen in Exhibit I1-6, Cincinnati has a larger proportion of single- Exhibit I1-6.
person households than neighboring regional cities. And, as displayed in Percent of Persons Living Aloneto
. . . . Total Households, Ohio and Regional Cities, 2009
Exhibit 11-7, the city also has the lowest proportion of married couple
households with children. This is partially due to Cincinnati’s large (" Akeon
universities; however, nearly all regional cities included in the Cincinnati
comparative table also contain large universities. veland
O_h_io < Clevelan
Cities Columbus
Dayton
> Toledo
Indianapolis
Regional
%?;:)er;a < st Louis
Pittsburgh
~ 1 T T T T T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 100%
Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2009.
Exhibit 11-7. Percent
Contribution of Married  With  Without
Married Couples to Couples  Children Children
Total Household
Composition, Ohio Cities:
Ohio and Regional Akron 30.5% 11.6% 18.9%
Cities, 2009 Cincinnati 24.4% 10.1% 14.3%
Cleveland 20.9% 7.5% 13.5%
Source: . Columbus 33.8% 16.0% 17.7%
U.S. Census American
Community Survey, 2009. Dayton 25.2% 10.5% 14.7%
Toledo 34.3% 14.8% 19.5%
Regional Cities:
Indianapolis 36.6% 15.2% 21.4%
St. Louis 23.7% 9.9% 13.8%
Pittsburgh 26.2% 8.4% 17.8%
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Age. Since 1990, the overall age distribution of Cincinnati’s population Exhibit 11-8. _ o _
has changed very little, with the exception of the following: Age Distribution of Population, Cincinnati, 2009

. . . Infants and
= The proportion of infants and toddlers and school-aged children has Toddlers (0 to 4)
. 2009 |7% By
slowly declined; ° mm School-Aged

Children (5 to 17)

m  The city contained a lower proportion of young adults in 2009 than m College-Aged
Adults (18 to 24)

in both 1990 and 2000—the presence of this population is closely 2000 7%.-..
linked to the health of the local job market; mm| oung sdults

(25 to 44)

m  The proportion of Baby Boomers increased substantially between -
1990 and 2009—these individuals have likely lived in Cincinnati for 1990 8% BEtl cenior Citizens

a while and are transitioning through the age cohorts; and, (65 and older)

0% 20% 40% 0% 0% 100%
m  The portion of senior citizens has declined slightly since Source:  U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2009.

1990. However, if Baby Boomers remain in Cincinnati
into their 60s and 70s, this trend will change.

The city’s Baby Boomers have historically provided stability to the city.
As young adults, they accounted for nearly one-third of all residents in
the city. They are now driving the growth of the Baby Boomer and
future senior age cohorts in the city.
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The following maps show areas in the city where a larger proportion of Exhibit 11-9. o )
Baby Boomers and seniors reside than the city overall. These Concentrations of Baby Boomers (Aged 45 to 64), Cincinnati, 2010
concentrations exist throughout the city, but are more prevalent on the
city’s east side. In the future, these areas will likely require some
attention from the city to ensure that the appropriate services are in place B 2o o e iy
to meet the needs of older adults. Examples of these services include i
public transit, congregate meal sites and handicap accessible sidewalks.

Source: Claritas, 2010.

Exhibit 11-10.
Concentrations of Seniors (Aged 65 and older), Cincinnati, 2010

Legend

I 12% or more

Senior Concentration

Source: Claritas, 2010.
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By 2015, one in four Cincinnati residents
is expected to be aged 45 to 64, which
nearly equals the proportion of young
adults. The proportion of senior citizens
is expected to equal the percentage
experienced in 1990. By 2020, the city’s
senior population could nearly double, growing from approximately
39,000 seniors to nearly 70,000 seniors.’

The biggest demographic
change in Cincinnati in
the future will likely be

a doubling of the senior
population.

Income and poverty. In 2009, the family median income for
Cincinnati was $47,654. This means that in 2009, exactly half of
Cincinnati’s families earned less than $47,654 and exactly half earned
more. The household median income in 2009 was a lower $32,754, and
much less than the MSA’s household median income of $51,832".

The median household income in Cincinnati dropped by $808 between
2000 and 2009. During the same period, the Consumer Price Index
increased by 21.7 percent. Therefore, during the past decade, the median
income household in Cincinnati lost both spending power and
experienced a slight decrease in income.

BBC used the base age distribution from the 2009 ACS. A normal distribution was
assumed for each age cohort. It was also assumed that no residents moved out of the
city or died.

* The household median in lower than the family median because it includes single-
person and single-parent households, who usually have lower earnings.

Income fluctuated differently for renters than for owners. Renter
incomes stayed roughly the same during the past 10 years. The
proportion of low income renters was virtually unchanged; nearly 60
percent of all renter households in the city earn less than $25,000 per
year; 40 percent earn less than $15,000.

In contrast, as shown in the following table, homeowner incomes
increased. A higher proportion of homeowner households in the city
now earn $50,000 or more annually than in 2000.

Exhibit I11-11.
Income Distribution by Tenure,
Cincinnati, 2000 and 2009

Owner Renter Percent Change

2000 2009 2000 2009 Owners  Renters
Less than $15,000 10% 8% 37% 39% 8% -2%
$15,000 to $25,000 11% 7% 20% 19% -1% -4%
$25,000 to $50,000 30% 24% 29% 26% -3% -6%
$50,000 to $100,000 34% 37% 11% 14% 3% 3%
$100,000 to $150,000 9% 12% 1% 2% 1% 3%
$150,000 or more 6% 12% 1% 1% 0% 6%

During the past decade, the median income household in Cincinnati lost
both spending power and experienced a slight decrease in income.

Source:  U.S. Census, 2000, and U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2009.
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While the overall income distribution of the city has

i X ) Exhibit 11-12.

changed, in the last 20 years, one thing has remained Median Household Income
consistent: the location of the city’s poorest and by Census Tract, 1990, 2000 and 2010
wealthiest households. Census Tracts in the central
core of Cincinnati have consistently had lower median Median Househeld Income
household incomes than the city overall. Conversly, Less than 50.0%
Cesnsus Tracts in the city’s southeast quadrant have [ 50,1910 100.0%
remained as some of the city’s wealthiest areas. B 100.1% 10 150.0%

. i i - 150, 1% or more
Exhibit 11-12 compares the median household income Ko
by Census Tract to the city’s overall median household

income in 1990, 2000 and 2010. For example, if a
Tract’s median income is 150 percent of the citywide
median, households in that Tract earn 1.5 times the
median citywide.

While the overall
income distribution of
the city has changed, in
the last 20 years, one
thing has remained
consistent: the location
of the city’s poorest and
wealthiest households.
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Similar to renter income, the proportion of residents living in poverty
has changed little in the last 20 years. The poverty rate in 1990 was 24
percent, compared with 26 percent in 2009. Poverty rates of all age
groups are similar to the poverty rates experienced 20 years ago. Young
adults have seen the greatest increase in poverty rates since 1990.

Exhibit 11-13
Poverty by Age, Cincinnati, 1990 and 2010

42.6%
42.0%

Infants and Toddlers
(0to 4)

School-Aged Chidren 33.7%

2009
(5t0 17) 35.1%
College-Aged Adults 35.6%
(18 10 24) 33.2%
Young Adults 22.4%
(25 to 44) 17.4%
18.7%
Baby Boomers 1090

(4510 64) 17.1%

Senior Citizens 18.1%

(65 and older) 17.3% /\/
I T T T ]
0% 20% 40% 60% 100%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990 and 2000 and Claritas, 2010.

The proportion of residents living in poverty has changed little in the last
20 years. The poverty rate was 24 percent in 1990, compared with 26
percent in 2009.
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The city’s poverty concentrations are correlated with concentrations of
the city’s African American population, largely due to the fact that
African Americans have much lower household incomes than other
races. In 2009, the median household income of African American
households was only two-thirds that of the city overall and 50 percent
lower than white households.

EXh'P't 11-16. Median Median
Median Household Family Household
and Family Income by Income Income
Race and Ethnicity,
Cincinnati, 2009 Cincinnati $47,654 $32,754
Note:
ote By Race:
Data not available for all race and .
ethnicity categories due to White $64,511 $42,868
confidentiality requirements of the city. African American $29.486 $21.971
Asian $59,332 $43,813
Source:
) ) Two or more races $60,548 $12,483
U.S. Census American Community
Survey, 2009.
By Ethnicity
Hispanic NA $21,272
Not Hispanic $65,130 $43,475

As shown in Exhibit I11-17, in a number of the city’s neighborhoods,
African American residents account for 75 percent or more of the
neighborhood’s total population. Overall, African American
neighborhoods lie along the Reading Rd. corridor, near the junction of
I-74/1-75 and in the northernmost portion of the city. The Northside
and Pleasant Ridge neighborhoods have experienced an increase in
African American residents in the last 10 years, while Queensgate, North
Avondale-Paddock Hills and Madisonville have seen declines.

Exhibit 11-17.
Percent of African American
Residents of Total Population by Neighborhood, 2010

Legend

Percent of African
Americans more
than 75% in 2000
and 2010

Percent of African
Americans more
than 75% in 2000,
but not in 2010

Bl Heighborhoods with an
Increase of 105 or more
in African American
population since 2000

- MNeighborhoods with a
decrease of 10% or more
in African American

populaticn since 2000

Source: Claritas, 2010.
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The analysis in this section identifies mismatches in supply and demand
for all households in Cincinnati—i.e., it examines housing need across
all income levels. The housing model developed for this section shows
where there are too few or too many units to meet the affordability needs
of Cincinnati’s households.

Data used in the analysis include:

m  Household projections from the 2009 American Community
Survey (ACS) and household income ranges from ACS;

m  Rental cost ranges from CB Richard Ellis (as of late September
2010) and the ACS (2009);

m  Dataon subsidized rental units from the Cincinnati Metropolitan
Housing Authority (CMHA); and

m  Current and active listings of homes for sale in Cincinnati from
the Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS.

Defining affordability. In the housing industry, housing is
“affordable” if no more than 30 percent of a household’s monthly income
is needed for rent, mortgage payments and utilities. When the proportion of
household income needed to pay housing costs exceeds 30 percent, a
household is considered “cost burdened.”

Housing programs generally focus on assisting lower income
populations. The U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development
(HUD) divides low and moderate income households into categories
based on their relationship to the median family income (MFI). In
Cincinnati, for 2010, HUD reports the MFI for a family of four at
$69,500. For this study, the following HUD income categories are used:

m  Extremely low income (earning 30 percent or less of the MFI)—
$20,850. This is roughly the same as the poverty level for a
family of four.

= Very low income (earning between 31 and 50 percent of the
MFI1)—$20,851 to $34,750.

m  Low income (earning between 51 and 80 percent of the MFI)—
$34,751 to $55,600, and

m  Moderate income (earning between 81 and 100 percent of the
MFI)—$55,601 to $69,500.
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Top Housing Affordability Needs

Rental needs. Contrary to many cities where poverty rates have risen,
Cincinnati’s poverty rate has stayed relatively level during the past two
decades. Still, as of 2009, there are more than 33,000 renters (39
percent) and 4,400 homeowners (6 percent) who earn less than $15,000
per year. Without the rental assistance provided by the Cincinnati
Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA), the city would have a
significant rental affordability problem.

Cincinnati, through its public
housing authority and other
partners, has done an excellent
job of providing affordable rental
housing to its lowest income
residents. Although there is still a
shortage of rental housing for residents earning less than $15,000 per
year, affordable rentals are less challenging to find for low income
households who earn slightly more.

One-quarter of Cincinnatians
live in poverty. Sustaining the
city’s supply of affordable rental
housing is vital.

Homeownership needs. There are many renters living in the city who
could become homeowners, but are not able to find the home they want
and/or are hesitant to buy. The largest constraint to homeownership is
limited housing supply.

After decades of population decline, many areas of

Cincinnati are revitalizing and downtown = The housing
residential living is growing in popularity. Thecity — market in

is home to many renters who are good candidates ~ Cincinnati is

for first time ownership: Indeed, 19,000 renters ~ quite affordable,
earn between $35,000 and $75,000 per year. The ~ ©OVer all.
downturn in the housing market has dampened the

supply of homes to buy for these potential owners—but as the economy
improves, the city should seize the opportunity to make these renters
long time residents of Cincinnati.
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Rental Affordability

Exhibit IV-1 shows the affordability of rental housing by price range for
households in Cincinnati. Units are affordable if no more than 30
percent of a household’s income is required to pay both rent and
utilities. For example, households earning less than $10,000 per year
could afford to pay a maximum of $175 in rent each month (accounting
for utility costs) to avoid being cost burdened.

Exhibit IV-1. .
Affordable Rents by P
Household Income Income Range (excludes utilities)
Range, 2009
Less than $5,000 $ 125
Source: $5,000 to $9,999 $ 175
BBC Research & Consulting. $10,000 to $14,999 $ 300
$15,000 to $19,999 $ 425
$20,000 to $24,999 $ 550
$25,000 to $34,999 $ 775
$35,000 to $49,999 $ 1,125
$50,000 to $74,999 $ 1,750
$75,000 to $99,999 $ 2,350
$100,000 to $149,999 $ 3,575
$150,000 or more $ 4,825

Exhibit 1V-2 shows the estimated number of renter households in each
income category in 2009, along with the number and proportion of
rental units affordable to them. The housing units include those rental
units provided by the city public authority and Section 8 vouchers. The
total number of rental units is calculated by adding the number of
occupied units (renter households) to the number of units identified as
vacant by the ACS."

Exhibit IV-2.
Renter Households Compared to Rental Units, 2009
Maximum
Renters Affordable Rental Units
Income Range Number Percent Rent Number Percent
Less than $5,000 8,582 10% $ 125 5,775 5%
$5,000 to $9,999 14,040 17% $ 175 3,954 4%
$10,000 to $14,999 9,945 12% $ 300 7,686 7%
$15,000 to $19,999 8,109 10% $ 425 20,055 19%
$20,000 to $24,999 7,440 9% $ 550 29,813 28%
$25,000 to $34,999 9,654 12% $ 775 24,463 23%
$35,000 to $49,999 11,943 14% $ 1,125 9,981 9%
$50,000 to $74,999 7,881 9% $ 1,750 3,424 3%
$75,000 to $99,999 3,438 4% $ 2,350 1,788 2%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,847 2% $ 3,575 - 0%
$150,000 or more 708 1% $ 4,825 - 0%
Total 83,587 100% 106,939 100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

For the units identified by the ACS as “other vacant,” 60 percent were considered
rental units, consistent with overall tenure in the city.
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Rental mismatch summary. Exhibit Exhibit IV-3.
I\VV-3 compares the supply of rental units Rental Gaps Analysis, 2009
to the number of renter households in :
each Category- The Rental Gap column Renters zﬂf?::(rj:ll;r:a Rental Units Rental
identifies the shortages and excesses in Income Range Number  Percent Rent Number — Percent Gap
th? market—this is the rental unit Less than $5,000 8,582 10% $ 125 5,775 5% 2sory || Srgg:fa’;:of
mismatch. $5,000 to $9,999 14,040 7%  $ 175 3,954 4% (10,086) L Z;’:‘:;‘:;f’c’: J‘;’g:s‘"
$10,000 to $14,999 9,945 12%  $ 300 7,686 7% (2,259) ;i:ggtz?oo per
$15,000 to $19,999 8,109 10%  $ 425 20,055 19% 11006 |] There is an
$20,000 to $24,999 7,440 9% $ 550 29,813 28% 22,373 — g?zgﬂg:’;ihe
$25,000 to $34,999 9,654 2% $ 775 24,463 23% 14809 | | fe"rftfﬂ% Z ;e.
$35,000 to $49,999 11,943 14%  $ 1,125 9,981 9% (1,962)
$50,000 to $74,999 7,881 9%  $ 1,750 3,424 3% (4.457)
$75,000 to $99,999 3,438 4%  $ 2350 1,788 2% (1,650)
$100,000 to $149,999 1,847 2%  $3575 - 0% (1,847)
$150,000 or more 708 1%  $ 4,825 - 0% (708)
Total 83587  100% 106,939  100%
Total gap for households earning less than $15,000/year: (15,152)

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.
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Rental gaps findings:

m  The largest shortage of rental units is for units renting between
$125 and $175 per month (rent only, no utilities). More than Overall, there is a low-rent gap for households
14,000 of the city’s renters need rents at this level to avoid cost _- % earning less than $15,000 of 15,152 units.
burden. There are 3,954 units in this rent range, leaving a gap B |
(or shortage of units) of 10,086. > This appears in the second
line, far right hand column of Exhibit 1V-3.

"

—_—

m  Renters earning less than $5,000, between $10,000 and $15,000
and more than $35,000 face a shortage of rental units in their
affordability range. These renters are either paying more or, for
high income renters, less than what they can afford.

\'-E-:'L_'. :

|

ﬂ
—l
.

m  Overall, there is a low-rent gap for households earning less than
$15,000 of 15,152 units. This appears at the end of the exhibit
and is calculated by adding the “gaps” numbers for renters
earning less than $15,000. These renters are all paying more
than they can afford—Ilikely between $425 and $550 per month
in rent. In this price range, rental units are abundant.

Tl

? The renters who need rents in this range are not homeless; rather, they are “renting
up” and paying more in rent than they can afford.
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Rental gap by MFI. There is not a negative Exhibit IV-4.
rental gap for the lowest income renters if the Rental Gap by HUD MFI, 2009
model is constructed by MFI (see Exhibit IV-4). Maximum
This is because the gap is calculated across a Renters Affordable Rental Units Rental
Wider income range Wthh assumes that the MFI Range Number Percent Rent Number Percent Gap
units priced between $400 and $446 per month 0% to 30% of MFI $20,850 41,941 50%  $ 446 42,544 40% 603
are affordable to all households in the 0 to 30 31% to 50% of MF $34,750 15,589 19% $ 769 49,202 46% 33,613
percent Of MEFI Category 51% to 80% of MFI $55,600 13,949 17% $ 1,265 10,748 10% (3,201)
' 100% of MFI $69,500 4,382 5% $ 1,613 1,904 2% (2,478)

. . 101% to 120% of MFI $83,400 2,889 3% $ 1,910 753 1% (2,136)
In reallty' these h-Ol-JSEhOIdS WOUId be Sllghtly 121% to 150% of MFI $104,250 2,440 3% $ 2,431 1,788 2% (652)
cost burdened. It is important to note, though, More than 150% of MFI $104,251 2,398 3%  $ 2431 0% (2.398)
that by this measure, the city’s rental gap is Total 83,587  100% 106,939 100% 23,352

minor because of the abundance of units renting
for less than $446 per month.

Note:

Source:

HUD 4 person MFI, 2010 = $69,500

BBC Research & Consulting.
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The student effect. Some of the households in the gaps that have needs
are college students. The University of Cincinnati has an enrollment of
more than 39,000 students (both part- and full-time), with only 3,000
students living on campus. Cincinnati State reports an enrollment of
20,000. Xavier University has an enrollment of about 6,600 students.
Therefore, the resident student population in the city is potentially very
large. However, not all students enrolled at these schools attend full time
and many live outside of the city.

The American Community Survey (ACS) estimates that 17 percent of
Cincinnati’s residents living in poverty are students. Therefore, an
estimated 2,500 of the renter households earning less than $15,000 per
year who face rental housing shortages could be students.

Single Family Affordability
This gaps analysis for the affordability of homes for sale was conducted
to examine two facets of the for-sale market:

m  How easily renters at different income levels can afford to buy a
home; and

m  How easily current owners could afford to sell their current
home and buy another home in Cincinnati.

The distribution of for-sale units by price for Cincinnati was based on
2010 data provided by the Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS.

Exhibit IV-5 shows what households at different income levels could
afford to buy.’® Units are affordable if no more than 30 percent of a
household’s income is required to pay both the mortgage payment
(including taxes and property insurance) and utilities.

Exhibit IV-5.

Maximum
Affordable Home Affordable
Prices by Household Income Range Home Price
Income Range, 2010
Less than $5,000 $
Source:
. $5,000 to $9,999 $ 14,693
BBC Research & Consulting and
Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS. $10,000 to $14,999 $ 33,073
$15,000 to $19,999 $ 51,433
$20,000 to $24,999 $ 69,792
$25,000 to $34,999 $ 99,177
$35,000 to $49,999 $ 150,614
$50,000 to $74,999 $ 242,462
$75,000 to $99,999 $ 330,618
$100,000 to $149,999 $ 510,622
$150,000 and more $ 694,371

Mortgage loan terms are assumed as 30-year fixed, 5.5 percent, 5 percent
downpayment. The mortgage payment is also adjusted to incorporate hazard
insurance, property taxes and utilities.
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Renter/for-sale mismatch. Exhibit 1V-7 on the following page
shows the estimated number of renter households in each income
category in 2009—the city’s potential buyers—along with the number
and proportion of homes affordable to them as of 2010. The exhibit
shows how well the for sale market is able to serve Cincinnati’s renters
who might be looking to buy.

The “cumulative” column shows the proportion of units for sale to
renters of different income levels. For example, renters earning between
$35,000 and $50,000 per year could afford to buy 60 percent of the
units for sale in Cincinnati in 2010. Renters earning between $50,000
and $75,000 per year could afford 77 percent of the units for sale.

Homeownership gap findings. There are

19,800 renters in Cincinnati who eam  gu0 homeownership
between $35,000 and $75,000 per year.  gaps analysis suggests
These renters include a diversity of people, g lack of supply in the
many of whom are good candidates for first  for sale market.

time homeownership in the city (young

professionals, young families, public servants). During 2010, if these
potential homeowners were looking to buy, they would be able to choose
among 2,000 units for sale—a small number relative to the number of
renters who could be buyers.

The inventory of homes for sale is low because of the housing market
downturn and lack of demand. As Exhibit 1V-6 demonstrates, the
number of homes sold in Cincinnati through September 2010 is
relatively low.

Exhibit IV-6.
Inventory of Sold Homes and Active Listings, 2000 to 2010

4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000

1,500

Number of Sold Homes

1,000

500

0 T T T T T T

2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Active
Listings,

Sept.

2010

Source:  Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS.
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It is likely that many of the city’s  Exhibit IV-7.
renters who could be owners are  Affordability of For-Sale Housing to Cincinnati’s Renters, 2010

choosing not t'o buy.t')ecause of I
current economic conditions. Some E— Maximum Units for Cummulative  Percent Between
may need some modest assistance (potential homeowners)  Affordable Sale, 2010 Percent of Renters and
before they purchase a home (e_g_, Income Range Number Percent Home Price Number Percent Units For Sale Units For Sale
downpayment assistance, co-sign
. Less than $5,000 8,582 10%
on their loan). Others may need $5,000 to $9,999 14,040 17% $ 14,693 97 4% 4% -13%
stronger market indicators and/or $10,000 to $14,999 9,945 12%  $ 33,073 190 7% 11% -5%
incentives to demonstrate that $15,000 to $19,999 8,109 10%  $ 51,433 226 9% 20% -1%
buying in the city is a good $20,000 to $24,999 7,440 9% $ 69,792 183 7% 27% 2%
investment. $25,000 to $34,999 9,654 12% $ 99,177 395 15% 42% 4%
$35,000 to $49,999 11,943 14% $ 150,614 492 19% 60% 5%
$50,000 to $74,999 7,881 9% $ 242,462 443 17% 77% 7%
$75,000 to $99,999 3,438 4% $ 330,618 230 9% 86% 5%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,847 2% $ 510,622 179 7% 93% 5%
$150,000 and more 708 1% $ 694,371 182 7% 100% 6%
Total 83,587 100% 2,617 100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting and Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS.
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Homeownership mismatch. Exhibit 1V-8 shows how Cincinnati’s
owner population matches up with existing units in Cincinnati’s owner-
occupied housing market. This analysis examines how easily current
owners could move within Cincinnati if they wanted or had to. In markets
with rapid appreciation, some owners find themselves in a situation where
they “cannot afford to buy the house they are living in.” Although this
usually means owners have built equity in their homes, it can also mean
that it is cost prohibitive for current owners to move within a market.

In general, most owners in Cincinnati could move into different units in
the city without experiencing greater levels of cost burden or, conversely,
losing money on the sale of their current home. The comparison between
proportions (far right column) shows some market shifts, but they are
modest. Overall, the units that are currently for sale have a slightly lower
valuation distribution than all homes in the city. This may suggest that the
homes that are for sale lack desirability and therefore are not selling—
further evidence of a mismatch between renter demand and for sale supply

Exhibit IV-8.
Homeownership Gaps Analysis, 2010
Difference in
CE Maximum Units for Sale Cummulative Units by Value Proportions
Affordable (2010) Percent of (2009) (Value % -
Income Range Number Percent Home Price Number Percent Units For Sale Number Percent For Sale %)
Less than $5,000 1,061 2% $
$5,000 to $9,999 1,309 2% $ 14,693 97 4% 4% 502 1% -3%
$10,000 to $14,999 2,073 4% $ 33,073 190 7% 11% 505 1% -6%
$15,000 to $19,999 2,302 4% $ 51,433 226 9% 20% 1,836 3% -5%
$20,000 to $24,999 1,749 3% $ 69,792 183 7% 27% 4,119 7% 0%
$25,000 to $34,999 5,765 10% $ 99,177 395 15% 42% 11,423 21% 6%
$35,000 to $49,999 7,244 13% $ 150,614 492 19% 60% 14,607 26% 8%
$50,000 to $74,999 11,957 22% $ 242,462 443 17% 77% 11,431 21% 4%
$75,000 to $99,999 8,430 15% $ 330,618 230 9% 86% 4,511 8% -1%
$100,000 to $149,999 6,691 12% $ 510,622 179 7% 93% 3,252 6% -1%
$150,000 and more 6,689 12% $ 694,371 182 7% 100% 3,084 6% -1%
Total 55,270 100% 2,617 100% 55,270 100%

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting and Cincinnati Area Board of Realtors MLS.
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Summary Housing Gaps Findings

Exhibit V-9 visually illustrates the market mismatches described in this section for
2010. The flowchart begins with Cincinnati’s population and number of
households, divides the households by current tenure (owners/renters), and,
through comparing key indicators of supply in the market with renter and owner
incomes, points out the areas of need in Cincinnati’s current housing market.

Sensitivity analysis. To examine the reliability of the rental gaps model, we
conducted several alternative scenarios. The rental model is more sensitive to
fluctuations in data estimates because rental data are more difficult to track (v. data
on for sale homes, which are listed and available on a daily basis).

We conducted three alternative scenarios:

1. The first scenario models an underestimate of the number of affordable units
available to households earning $15,000 per year. In this case, we assumed that
the rental data available did not accurately capture the number of public
housing authority units and Section 8 vouchers.

Outcome: Under this scenario, the gap/shortage of rental units affordable to
households earning less than $15,000 per year is reduced to 1,500 units—10
percent the gap in our original model. This exercise demonstrates the strong
impact the public housing authority has in housing the city’s poorest residents.

Exhibit IV-9.
Cincinnati Market Mismatches, 2010

333,012 people
(138,857 households)

40% owners

(55,270 households)

60% renters
(83,587 households)

o
(" Renters earning ) ( )
<$35,000 39% earn <$15,000
57,770 renters (32,600 households)
Naraeonts e . J
\_ J V.
a )
(" Renters earning ) 16% of rental units
Su pply $50,000 that are affordable
Available .
to Renters == 69,713 renters (17,400 units)
Wanting to 1,583 affordable & J
be Owners \_ homes for sale )
Gap of
(" Renters earning ) = 15,150
$75,000 rental units
77,594 renters
2,026 affordable
homes for sale
& J
o

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting.
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2. In the second scenario, we lowered the rental vacancy rate to 10 percent, Exhibit IV-10.
which is the rate that CBRE has identified in the market. CBRE largely ~ Rental Gaps, Alternative Scenarios
monitors moderate- to high-end rental properties, which may have lower i
Scenario Number Type
vacancy rates than the market overall.
1. Subsidized units and Section 8 vouchers are under estimated
Outcome: Under this scenario, the gap/shortage of rental units affordable to _
. .. . Number of renter households earning 32,500 Households
households earning less than $15,000 per year is increased to 17,500 units less than $15,000
because there are fewer units in the market to meet the needs of low income V.
households. Number of affordable rental units 31,000 Units
3. The last scenario uses our original rental gaps and eliminates rental units that Rental gap of 1,500 units priced less
are in substandard condition, as measured by inadequate plumbing and/or than $300/month
kitchen fa_C|.I|t|e§. We also adjust for h_o_useholds that are “doubling up™—i.e., 2. Rental vacancy rate is too high.
who are living in overcrowded conditions because of the lack of affordable
housing. In total, we remove 10 percent of the rental units from the model I’:';‘gﬁ;‘ggg‘gg households earning 82,500 Households
because of inadequate condition and/or overcrowded situations. ’ v
. . . Number of affordable rental units 15,000 Units
Outcome: Under this scenario, the gap/shortagfe (?f rental units affordabl.e to (assumes 10 percent rental vacancy)
households earning less than $15,000 per year is increased to 16,800 units. _
. . . . Rental gap of 17,500 units priced
Exhibit 1V-10 summarizes the various scenarios. less than $300/month
3. Adjusts for substandard condition and doubling up
Number of renter households earning 32,500 Households
less than $15,000
V.
Number of affordable rental units 15,700 Units

Rental gap of 16,800 units priced
less than $300/month

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting.
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Changes in Affordability Since 2000 Exhibit 1V-11 below shows the change in rental and home purchase

The rental market became less affordable to affordability between 2000 and 2010.

low income renters during the past decade ~ Seventy-five percent of Exhibit IV-11.
according to a gaps analysis conducted for ~ homes for sale in 2000 Change in Rental and
2000. Overall. the median rent increased were affordable to Homeownership Affordability, 2000 to 2010

; ; ; households earning
from $390 in 2000 to $490 in 2009. This
. Rental Affordability 2000 Change 2010
increase appears to have been related to 230,000 per year,
compared to 60 percent

raises in rents and losses in inventory of the in 2010, e IR S B e

City’S most affordable rental units. Renters earning less than $15k per year 33,709 -1,142 32,567

On the for sale side, prices increased slightly: There were fewer moderately Units affordable to low income renters 23,903 -6,488 17,415
. . . 0 15k

priced homes on the market in 2010 and more high end homes. Inventory (50to 313k per year)

was down S“ghtly Shortage of affordable rental units 9,806 5,346 15,152

(priced form renters earning $0 to $15k per year)
Rental affordability decreased for households earning less than $15,000.
In 2000, 37 percent of the city’s renters earned less than $15,000—a total
of 33,700 renters. This proportion increased slightly to 39 percent by Median Price of Sold Homes $97,500  $10,500  $108,000
2010, but the number of renters declined to 32,500.

Homeownership Affordability 2000 Change 2010

Number of homes affordable to renters 2,291 (708) 1,583

Why the change in rental affordability earning $50kcand fess (,Zj:f;f (Zg:/,',’;f
Cincinnati had a if it was not driven by growth in low on Market) on Market)
ST pR A RS income renters? The main reason was a drop Number of homes affordable to renters 2,742 (714) 2,056
units for renters in the number of affordable rental units. In earning $75k and less (90% of (80% of
earning less than 2000, there were almost 24,000 affordable units e e
$10,000 per year in for the city’s lowest income renters, or 23
AL, By PR il percent of all rental units. By 2010, this had ~ Souree: BECResearch & Consuting.
jiqdligcieg=cditol declined to 17,400 affordable rental units, or
shortage of 15,152 ) .
AT just 16 percent of all units.

less than $15,000.
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This section presents the results of the public input process, conducted
to elicit public opinion about Cincinnati’s housing market, including
residents’ preferences for housing.

Approach

To supplement information gathered as part of the formal
Comprehensive Planning process organized by city staff, BBC and
Starboard Strategy implemented a three part public input process to
gather specific information about the Cincinnati housing market. This
overall public input process included the following components:

m  Three stakeholder meetings;
m A series of key person interviews; and

m A focus group with members of the home builder community.

The public input process was intended to gather information on broad
questions, such as:

= What are the pros and cons of living in Cincinnati and
its neighborhoods?

m  What could help make the residential experience better in
Cincinnati, and is there anything the city could do to assist in
this process?

m  What would help make the city more competitive with
surrounding areas relative to housing to ensure the retention of
existing residents and the successful recruitment of
new residents?

Stakeholder meetings. Three public meetings provided stakeholders
and residents an opportunity to comment on the strengths and
challenges of Cincinnati and its housing market. All public meetings
were held at the Cincinnati Water Works facility located at 4747 Spring
Grove Avenue. Meeting attendees were recruited by Starboard Strategy
and the city and represented a variety of interests including:

> real estate developers and home builders;

> real estate brokers; rental property owners;

> rental companies and their tenants;

> neighborhood councils;

> condominium associations;

> the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA); and

a number of local organizations involved in housing provision,
including Housing Opportunities Made Equal, the Community
Development Councils Association, the Community Building
Institute and the Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC).

A total of 81 individuals RSVPed for the events, and 49 attended one of
the three sessions.’

! Turnout was lower than this due to inclement weather.
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The community meetings were divided into three parts. Each session
began with a brief presentation on the current state of the city’s housing
market. This was followed by a facilitated discussion on strengths and
challenges of the city’s housing market.

Lastly, attendees were asked to participate in a visual preference survey,
which required their response to a set of questions on 10 pictures that
represented both the current stock of homes in the city, as well as
potential models for future construction. The same set of questions was
asked for each of the 10 pictures included in the survey and ranged from
“What kind of person would find this type of housing most appealing?”
to “What are the disadvantages of this type of housing?” The
presentation and the visual preference survey are included in Appendix A
of this report.

Interviews. The interviews targeted members of the housing and
community development community with a specialized area of expertise
to supplement more general research completed for the study. For
example, interviews were conducted with members of the Community
Development Corporation (CDC) and Community Development
Financial Institution (CDFI) community to better understand housing
finance opportunities in Cincinnati. Members of the development
community were interviewed to discuss the city’s development process
and land acquisition.

Homebuilder and developer focus group. A focus group for
homebuilders and developers provided information on the challenges of
residential development in the city; the gaps builders see in the city’s
current housing market; and the changes that need to occur with the
city’s housing stock before Cincinnati can achieve its vision of being a
“thriving urban community.” The Homebuilders Association of Greater
Cincinnati assisted in recruitment of focus group attendees.

Summary of Findings from Public Input

The following summarizes key findings identified during the public
input process. These findings are organized under two broad categories:
strengths and necessary improvements.

Strengths of Cincinnati’s Housing

Cincinnati’s assets abound. However, four primary strengths were
identified that will help the city be competitive with neighboring
communities in retaining current residents, as well as recruiting new
residents in the future: access, a unique and rich history, livable
neighborhoods that provide a sense of community, and diversity.
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Access. Public input participants appreciate the city’s proximity to an
abundance of amenities that help improve their overall quality life.
These amenities, which are summarized in Figure V-1, are unique to
Cincinnati compared with surrounding communities in the region and
are often important factors cited to by residents that have chosen to live
within Cincinnati’s city limits.

Figure V-1.
“Access” Opportunities Identified in Public Input Process, 2011

Artsand Cultural
Opportunities

Retail Opportunities
and Neighborhood
Business Districts

Parksand

Recreation ACCGSS

Major Highway
Network for
Easy Access Around
the Region

Restaurants

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

Unique and rich history. Cincinnati has a rich and unique history
that deserves additional attention and promotion. Its stunning
architecture and city murals are the most obvious representation of the
city’s history, but they only contribute a fraction of the city’s story since
its creation in the late 18" Century.

Sense of community created by neighborhoods. Cincinnati’s
neighborhoods help create a small town feel within Cincinnati.
Residents take pride and ownership in their neighborhoods, which
creates a critical investment in the community imperative for the long-
term health of the city overall. Loyalty to neighborhoods is so strong that
residents would like to see a life-cycle of housing options available in
every neighborhood to ensure that residents would not be forced to leave
a neighborhood if they outgrew a housing type.

Diversity. Diversity of housing types and residents make Cincinnati an
interesting place to live. A diversity of architectural styles provides
opportunities for residents to own unique homes. Racial and economic
diversity of residents contribute to the city’s interesting art, music and
restaurant scene. Varied topography and captivating views from the city’s
parkways and hillsides make it a beautiful place to live.
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Necessary Improvements

In order for the city to achieve its vision of “creating and sustaining a
thriving urban community” where “local pride and confidence is
contagious,” the public input process participants believe that a number
of things must be improved upon.

Inflated perceptions about safety concerns. Current perceptions
of crime and compromised safety may prevent Cincinnati from
attracting new residents. Although residents admitted that safety was a
concern in some neighborhoods, the perception and reality of crime in
many portions of the city did not align. Some residents blamed local
media for the attention given to crime in the city, while other residents
suspected that the unkempt appearance of some neighborhoods may be
contributing to the perception that the neighborhood was unsafe.

Increased visibility. Despite Cincinnati’s accessible amenities, rich
history and diversity, public input participants cited the need for the city
to increase marketing and promotional efforts to attract new residents. In
addition to perceived crime, the city has lost potential residents because of
weak relationships with the city’s corporate and relocation community.

Realtors participating in the public input process suggested that new
residents prioritize safety, walkability, proximity to work and amenities
when purchasing a new home, all of which the city possesses. Public input
attendees suggested that the city reconnect with its corporate community
to better sell Cincinnati as a desirable place to live and work. Without
additional outreach to the corporate community, new residents may be
steered towards other regional communities without exposure to the
benefits of living in Cincinnati proper.

Housing and neighborhood quality. Despite the beauty of many of
the city’s homes, Cincinnati also contains a stock of obsolete homes that
are either in disrepair or no longer align with modern housing preferences.
Vacancy rates in the city are high, primarily because the city’s built
environment was constructed to accommodate a much larger population.
Opportunities exist for identifying outdated and dilapidated homes
throughout the city and strategizing whether reconstruction or demolition
would help meet the city’s housing needs.

The city also contains homes that are in need of rehabilitation, but its
market value makes rehabilitation uneconomical. In other words, the
cost of rehabilitation would exceed the home’s value. Public input
participants felt that improving code enforcement and creatively
reducing or improving vacant properties would help increase property
values in neighborhoods where rehabilitations are currently
uneconomical.
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Geographic dispersion of amenities and services. Residents
suggested that factors improving quality of life were not equally
distributed throughout the city. For example, while some neighborhoods
are thriving, others struggle to receive basic services, such as garbage
pickup and recycling. Public input attendees noted that active
neighborhood councils often generate a stronger response from the city,
which leads to better service provision. If a neighborhood lacks a strong
neighborhood council, they will likely struggle with service provision.
Other attendees noted that the city funding levels cannot support 52
neighborhoods. As one attendee noted, “The city is starving 52
neighborhoods instead of feeding a few.”

Political cohesion. Public input attendees noted that county and
regional entities are important partners for the city to achieve its vision
of being a thriving urban neighborhood. Furthermore, participants
noted that the city’s various departments operate in silos, which makes
the residential and commercial permitting process inefficient and
challenging. Public input participants cited the need for a simplified
permitting process and greater departmental leadership that fosters
collaboration with other city departments.
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PLAN Cincinnati

e Housing Element
LARGE GROUP DISCUSSION

*What should housing in Cincinnati
look like in 10 years? Stakeholder Input Sessions

January 11, 2011 (3 p.m. to 5 p.m.): 10 participants
January 11,2011 (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.): 16 participants
January 13,2011 (8 a.m. to 10 a.m.): 21 participants

8OC Researc/Starboard Stratedy [Plus 5 e-mailed responses to Housing Styles Survey]

TOTAL: 52 RESPONDENTS

Housing Style Survey Topline Results

February 4, 2011
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" SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION
+BARRIERS

«What are the greatest barriers in
housing development that preven
the City from attracting and
retaining more residents who
purchase their home?

BOC ResearchyStarboard Strategy

On the whole, Stakeholder Session participants reflected
the age, gender, ability and ethnic diversity of the City.

A mix of professions and vocations was represented.

All who participated shared a passion for the City of
Cincinnati and a vision of a welcoming, vibrant, accessible,
charming, safe, connected, and economically thriving
community of neighbors, where people choose to live,
work and play.
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Mixed Use, Multifamily—New Construction

Fair Selling Price

a. Lowest mentioned: $60,000

b. Highest mentioned: $1,000,000

c. $150,000 mentioned six times

d. Other mentions between $125,000 and $350,000
Monthly Rent

a. Lowest mentioned; $450/month
b. Highest mentioned: $1,250

Appeals to...
a. Young professionals (29 mentions)
b. Empty nesters/seniors/retired (13 mentions)
c. Singles, no kids (17 mentions)

Neighborhood fit...
a. Mostly urban neighborhoods, close to city core
b. Campus communities, strong economic centers with
variety of job types
c. “Inthe right context, any of them”

Key benefits...
a. Close to amenities; accessibility, walkability
b. Urban renewal; stimulate blighted areas
c. Mixed use (residential & retail on same footprint)

Disadvantages...
a. Lacks greenspace; lacks ‘older charm’
b. What about safety?
c. Notappropriate for families with children
d. Only appealing to a few household types

There is...
a. Too little (29 mentions)
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Single Family—Historic

N

Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $50,000 (and “$65K as is”)
b. Highest mentioned: $175,000 to $200,000
c. “Depends on the neighborhood”
d. Other mentions between $85,000 and $150,000

Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $400/month
b. Highest mentioned: $1,500

Appeals to...
a. Young families (23 mentions)
b. Professionals (6 mentions)
c. Middle class, any age

Neighborhood fit...
a. Most/any neighborhoods, except downtown
b. Northside (7 mentions)
c. “Where itis; we're not building (these) anymore”

Key benefits...
a. Solid construction; character and charm
b. Affordable
c. Neighborliness promoted; easy for neighbors to interact

Disadvantages...
a. Notenergy-efficient
b. Parking

c. Will need rehab due to age

There is...
a. Justright amount (23 mentions)
b. Too much (19 mentions)
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1. Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $50,000
b. Highest mentioned: $250,000 to $350,000
c. Other mentions between $80,000 and $200,000

2. Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $400/month
b. Highest mentioned: $1,500
c. $800: 4 mentions; $500: 3 mentions

3. Appeals to...
a. Empty nesters/seniors/retired (32 mentions)
b. Young families (16 mentions)
c¢. Handicapped (5 mentions)

4. Neighborhood fit...
a. All neighborhoods; great infill
b. Suitable to neighborhoods with a number of vacant lots, if
fill demand
One Story, Single Family—New Construction c. Greenhills—type doesn’t really fit Cincinnati, out of place
with historic, multi-level architecture

5. Key benefits...
a. Accessibility, one-floor plan (15 mentions)
b. Affordability (5 mentions)
c. New; easy upkeep

6. Disadvantages...
a. Cheap, lacks character, not large enough (each with 4
mentions)
b. No/small yard, no privacy
c. Don’t putin historic areas; boring
d. Tough to find land at good price point

7. Thereis...
a. Too little (30 mentions)
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Two Story, Single Family—New Construction

Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $120,000
b. Highest mentioned: $400,000
c. $200,000 to $250,000 (17 mentions)

Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $600/month
b. Highest mentioned: $2,500
c. $1,500 mentioned nine times

Appeals to...
a. Families (30 mentions)
b. Families of upper management (8 mentions)
c. Wide appeal

Neighborhood fit...
a. “Could be any neighborhood” (9 mentions)
b. Infill in selected areas (with garages in back)
c. Firstring suburbs; communities with larger lots

Key benefits...
a. New and energy efficient (4 mentions)(
b. Large, spacious; attracts families
c. “Subdivision in the City”

Disadvantages...
a. Detracts from natural charm of historic neighborhoods
b. Garage dominates; too suburban looking
c. Ifbuilt at same price as existing housing, competes
instead of providing more housing choices
d. Need space between homes; need yard

Thereis...
a. Too little (28 mentions)
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Single Family Row Homes—Historic

Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $30,000
b. Highest mentioned: $200,000

Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $200/month
b. Highest mentioned: $1,700

Appeals to...
a. Young professionals (23 mentions)
b. Singles ( 6 mentions)
c. Retired, 50+, working families, urbanites
d. Depends on neighborhood

Neighborhood fit...
a. Mostly urban neighborhoods
b. Northside (13 mentions), Downtown (8 mentions) and
Clifton/University Heights (7 mentions)
c. “Preserve intact streets such as this when possible”

Key benefits...
a. Historic character (7 mentions)
b. “What makes City unique and beautiful
c. Newer windows, roof etc. would sustain it
d. Cost, size, affordability, transportation

Disadvantages...
a. Older, may need rehabbing (6 mentions)
b. Size of yard, size of rooms, no off street parking/garage;
lots of upkeep required
c. Notenergy efficient, lack of modern amenities; too small
for families w/children
There is...
a. Justright amount (17 mentions)
b. Too much (11 mentions)
c. Too little (10 mentions
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Attached, Single Family—New Construction

Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $80,000
b. Highest mentioned: $350,000

Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $400/month
b. Highest mentioned: $2,000

. Appeals to...

a. Families (20 mentions)
b. Young professionals (12 mentions)
c. Singles and empty nesters (combined 9 mentions)

Neighborhood fit...
a. Mostly neighborhoods, except City core
b. Avondale (4 mentions) and near University (3 mentions)
c. West End, OTR, Mt. Auburn, Price Hill; Mt. Lookout, Clifton

Key benefits...
a. New and high density (each 4 mentions)
b. Garages in back
c. Higher density, higher efficiency opportunities

Disadvantages...
a. Somewhat suburban looking
b. No real ‘ownership’; too easy to become rentals
c. Lower quality construction; does not age well
d. Feeling of living in condo complex than in individual
housing
There is...

a. Too little (19 mentions)
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1. Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $80,000-$100,000 per unit
e. Highest mentioned: $1,000,000 for the building
f.  $150,000 mentioned six times
g. $80,000 to $400,000 depending on size, finishes

2. Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $250/month
b. Highest mentioned: $1,500

3. Appeals to...
a. Young professionals (16 mentions)
b. Singles, various ages (15 mentions)
c. Empty nesters (6 mentions), live-work entrepreneurs,
and “cool older people” (2 mentions)
d. Urbanites

4. Neighborhood fit...
a. Over the Rhine (18 mentions)
b. Downtown (15 mentions)
c. Walkable business district neighborhoods

Mixed Use, Multifamily—Historic

5. Key benefits...
a. Historic character (4 mentions) and appeals to urbanists
b. Proximity to downtown; preserved; inexpensive

6. Disadvantages...
a. No parking (10 mentions)
b. Old; expensive/extensive rehab, expensive to maintain
c. Lack of outdoor space; small spaces/small units

7. Thereis...
a. Too little (14 mentions)
b. Justright (12 mentions)
¢. Too much (10 mentions)
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High Density, Multifamily—New Construction

Fair Selling Price
a. Lowest mentioned: $70,000
b. Highest mentioned: $600,000

Monthly Rent
a. Lowest mentioned; $600/month
b. Highest mentioned: $2,500

Appeals to...
a. Young professionals (26 mentions)
b. Empty nesters, double-income-no-kids, seniors, singles (8
mentions)

Neighborhood fit...
a. Downtown (14 mentions)
b. Central Business District/urban core/near the River (9
mentions)
c. Mt Adams, Mt. Auburn, East End, Pendleton, Clifton, east
side neighborhoods, Price Hill; neighborhood business
districts

Key benefits...
a. Density (6 mentions) and New, walkable (4 mentions)
b. Proximity to city amenities; views
c. Attracts out of towners, young professionals

Disadvantages...

Proximity to necessities (pharmacy, grocery)
Doesn’t add to character of the City (historic)
Won't attract families

Doesn'’t fit in many places; no aging in place
No private outdoor space

>0 o

There is...
a. Too little (20 mentions)
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