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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 The Greater Cincinnati Homeless Coalit ion and the Affordable Housing Advocates present this report to help educate our community 
on one of the greatest challenges to meeting the need for affordable housing for the men, women, and children of Greater Cincinnati: 
community opposition.  

Many times the general public believes that funding or lack of available land is what prevents the development of affordable housing. 
However, our experience in Cincinnati is that even when funding and land is available, community opposition prevents the housing 
from being built.  

The Alaska Commons project is one such case that captured the city?s attention in a long and drawn out f ive-year battle that ended in 
2014. The project had received the top rating from the state, had all the funding and zoning permissions, and was supported by 
Cincinnati City Council on four separate votes. Yet, because of opposition by a small, very vocal and polit ically connected group the 
project languished and was ultimately kil led. This eliminated what would have been ninety-nine permanent supportive units of 
housing that would have directly l if ted ninety-nine adults with disabilit ies out of homelessness. This signif icant loss, as well as 
countless other cases of neighbors and polit icians pushing out or blocking affordable housing, led to this year?s affordable housing 
report theme: ?Responding to the Crit ical Need for Affordable Housing in Cincinnati: Lessons on Overcoming Local Governance and 
Community Opposition?.   

This report accomplishes three goals, 1) it provides a general, up to date overview of the data available on affordable housing and 
homelessness, 2) it uses case studies to demonstrate the inf luence of local government, communities, and voluntary responses and 
services on the development of affordable housing, and 3) it offers a guide on how to be an effective advocate for the development of 
affordable housing. 
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We share three stories of local affordable housing that succeeded, despite community resistance. These case studies provide the 

context in which to understand local housing needs, the complexity and competing interests among the stakeholders, and ultimately 

how community opposition was overcome. They include: 

A section on our local subsidized housing system managed by the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA) is included. We 
cover site-based public housing, multi-family housing, and the Housing Choice Voucher program. These subsidized housing programs 
are often the most vehemently opposed. We explain these programs and make recommendations for how to help better meet the 
large, unmet need for housing assistance.  A section ?Common Themes of Organized Opposition to Affordable Housing? presents 
various accounts including the relocation of the Drop Inn Center, Alaska Commons, and f inally the Anna Louise Inn. These stories 
reveal the challenges to public decision-making on issues of affordable housing, socio-economic diversity, zoning, planning, and 
funding.   The challenge to secure funding and zoning to develop affordable housing is signif icant. Yet we know the need is great, as 
the problem of homelessness is only getting worse. Once developers have the means and permissions to build homes for men, 
women, and children who are f inancially poor, fear and prejudice prevents this housing from being built. The voices of fearmongering 
and bullying can be overcome. This report shows how crit ical community support is, and offers a guide on how we can all be 
champions for affordable housing.                                                                                  -The Greater Cincinnati Homeless Coalition 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY CONT.

Case Study # 3: The New Foundations Transitional Living 
 

Amid a heroin epidemic, the City of Cincinnati tries to close 
the doors on an organization that offers ?sober living? to men 
and women in recovery. This story shows how used the Fair 

Housing Act to save their housing. 

Case Study # 2. The Jimmy Health House 

Jimmy Heath House is a twenty-f ive unit apartment building 
that uses the Housing First model for men and women who 

have alcohol and mental disorders and have been chronically 
homeless. The long road to developing this housing was fraught 

with delays and polit ical opposition. 

Case Study # 1. The Volunteers of America 

(VOA) Home of the Brave 

 A story of how the tragic murder of a young girl inf luenced the 
development of housing for veterans experiencing 

homelessness. In the end, a new home was found for the 
housing in Mt. Healthy. 
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INTRODUCTION: A SOCIAL JUSTICE APPROACH

We stand with persons experiencing homelessness and we demand the 
right to housing, rather than asking for aid. We challenge government, 
non-prof its, and communities to operate out of justice, and remind 
them because of our standard of human rights set forth by the United 
Nation?s Universal Declaration of Human Rights, justice is demanded of 
them. We share the view that extreme poverty and homelessness is 
directly attributable to the way our society allocates resources, and is 
rooted in structural inequality. 

We work with people experiencing homelessness, not on behalf  of 
them. We do not label people who need affordable housing ?clients? or 
?consumers?. Instead, we are partners together in the f ight to prevent 
and end homelessness. We model people-f irst language when we 
speak about homelessness. Referring to ?people experiencing 
homelessness?, not ?the homeless? helps reinforce the truth that 
housing status is something about a person at a specif ic t ime; it does 
not def ine them. We challenge people to understand and make the 
connection between policy decisions and homelessness.  We rely on 
people who have lived without a home to share their personal 
experience; their stories are the focus of our education programs. In 
this report we rely on the stories of men and women who advocated, 
and fought for affordable housing. 

The Homeless Coal it ion raises the consciousness of  our local  
community about  homelessness and the af fordable housing crisis 
using a social  just ice approach. It  is the lens through which we 
educate about  housing t rends, analyze pol icy and funding priorit ies, 
and explain on why thousands of  local  men, women, and children do 
not  have a home of  their own. 

05

Using a social justice approach as we f ight for housing for all 
means asking dif ferent questions, so we can get to the right 
answers. 

- How can we reduce homelessness?  vs. Why are there 
people who have to sleep on our city?s streets? 

- What programs are needed to help the homeless? vs. What 
institutional and social change is necessary to end 
homelessness? 

- How can individuals make sure they do not become 
homeless? vs. What collective action is necessary to end 
homelessness? 

- What are individuals doing to help themselves? vs. What is 
our community doing to help end homelessness? 

In this report we hope to challenge your thinking about 
affordable housing and homelessness. If  we can change 
hearts and minds about the problem of homelessness, people 
will be more likely to work on solutions to ending it. 
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Our study begins with a description of the need and availability of affordable housing in Cincinnati. This summary reveals we 
are stil l in an affordable housing crisis, and sets the stage for Section 1 where we describe various public housing programs, 
and the affordability gap families who work low-wage jobs face. Both the Greater Cincinnati Coalit ion for the Homeless and 
the Affordable Housing Advocates have long recognized affordable housing as important ?solutions? for homelessness.  We 
often say the solution to homelessness is housing. As we advocate for an end to homelessness, we often encounter the 
considerable inf luence that local governance and community can have on thwarting the development of affordable housing. 
Section Two offers three case studies of housing projects that were developed despite opposition. We decided it was 
important to tell these stories in this year?s report, as we educate about the need for affordable housing.  A publication tit led: 
?Telling Your Story; A Guide to Preparing Advocacy Case Studies? (The Advocacy Institute, 1992) lists the many benefits of 
the advocacy case study, and some are of particular relevance to affordable housing development advocacy. These benefits 
include: 

? Case studies demyst ify and make accessible the publ ic pol icymaking process. 

? Coal it ions and community groups can build on a sense of  accompl ishment and history.   

? Writ ing a case study of  a successful  campaign celebrates community part icipat ion, recognizes act ivists, and    
   st rengthens the base for future advocacy act ions. 

The advocacy case study provides an opportunity for activists and advocates to record their stories. Many times we are so busy and 
caught up in the f ight, that once it is over we simply move on to the next one. The opportunity for ref lection, and for sharing and 
communicating strategies that worked, seem to be a luxury that rarely happens. Yet, the Advocacy Institute encourages us to take the 
time for this activity; ?Public policy advocates should have access to a comprehensive body of case histories about various advocacy 
strategies, opportunities, resources, failures, and successes? .few, if  any, case histories chronicle the obstacles facing victories won 
by advocates in low-income communities or communities of color, for example. (p. 8)?. 

Section Three covers the f ight for inclusionary zoning in Cincinnati?s Land Use Development Code, and summarizes common themes 
of organized opposition to affordable housing. 

Section Four contains key recommendations that emerged from the case studies in the section How to Fight the ?NIMBY?s (Not in My 
Backyard!), and our ?Be A YIMBY (Yes In My Back Yard) Guide? to help everyone learn how they can be a champion for affordable 
housing.  The Appendix contains additional information that supplements the Affordable Housing Gap section, and a table that l ists 
various types of affordable housing programs. This year?s report records some of the successes we?ve had in Cincinnati. We hope that 
it will both reveal the opposition that exists, and teach that every one of us can make a dif ference.

METHODOLOGY FOR THE STUDY
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THE STATE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

HOMELESSNESS 

One of the most common questions received at the Homeless Coalit ion is 
?How many people are homeless in Cincinnati?? The answer? It?s 
complicated. Truthfully, there is no way to know an exact, accurate count of 
how many men, women, and children are experiencing homelessness at 
any given time. There is some accurate data available that show a trend, but 
an exact number is impossible to know. The federal agency HUD 
(Department of Housing and Urban Development) sets specif ic def init ions 
for what is considered ?homeless?, and local agencies use this def init ion to 
count people experiencing homelessness. The problem is that the HUD 
definit ion does not include persons staying in motels, such as 
pay-by-the-week motels, or persons who are staying with relatives of 
friends (or ?doubled up?). This is why the Homeless Coalit ion, offers 
stipulations along with any reporting of the number of persons 
experiencing homelessness: HUD data does not ref lect a true count of 

everyone who is without a home. A report by the Partnership Center, Ltd. ?2014 VESTA Community Data Report? provides the 
off icial unduplicated count of homelessness for Greater Cincinnati* .  As the public is educated on the problem of homelessness 
and the crisis of affordable housing, it is important for advocacy organizations to provide and address realit ies behind the 
numbers.

 It would be misleading to think that there are only 7,810 people experiencing homelessness, and that there is a decrease from 
prior years. Sadly, this is not the case. Periodically HUD makes changes to the definit ions of homeless ?beds?, which affects the 
way agencies count persons experiencing homelessness. In the Strategies to End Homelessness (STEH) report, ?Homeless in 
Cincinnati, 2014? which is based on the information in the VESTA report, the accompanying summary explains that because of a 
change in definit ion of ?transitional housing beds? it appears there was a 5.7%  decrease from 2013 to 2014. In fact there was 
not a real reduction in persons in these types of beds, it was the total number of beds that were counted was decreased. STEH 
explains, ?Re-typing TH (transitional housing) to RRH (rapid re-housing) led to a decrease of 26%  in persons in Transitional 
Housing.?

Using the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development?s methodology for counting the 

homeless, the annual count represents the 
unduplicated count of persons in Street Outreach, 
Emergency Shelter, and Transitional Housing. The 
count of persons experiencing homelessness for 

2014 was 7,810: 

 1,188 persons served by Street  Outreach 

6,250 persons residing in Emergency Shel ters 

1,432 persons who l ived in Transit ional  Housing 

4,450 persons who resided in Permanent  Housing 

Source: 2014 VESTA Community Data Report 

*Under the HUD definit ion.
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THE STATE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The report also points out a change in service delivery resulted in a decrease in numbers of persons counted in the street.  The 
explanation provided is, ?In 2014 there were 1,188 persons who were living in places unfit for human habitation or on the streets 
and were working with an outreach worker. The number appears to be a 22%  reduction in street homelessness. Was there a 
decrease in the street homeless population?  We don?t think so.  All data indicators are that the population remained steady.  
However, the largest outreach project changed their service delivery which caused what appears to be the decline.  In 2013, the 
74%  of the cases (and 53%  of the contacts) served by the project were street homeless persons, in 2014, that number had 
declined to 36%  of the cases (and 28%  of the contacts).  Instead, the outreach workers moved inside of a shelter and 100%  of 
those served were from Emergency Shelter projects.?  

FORECLOSURE 

Another indicator to consider when looking at the state of affordable housing in our city is the recent foreclosure crisis. The federal 
government subsidizes American homeowners with tax deductions for mortgage interest and real estate tax at about $100 bill ion 
dollars every year for households at all levels of income. This is more than four times the HUD budget for affordable rental 
housing. Yet, despite this support for homeownership, foreclosure remains a painful reality. The organization Working in 
Neighborhoods (WIN) compiles an annual report on foreclosures. Their 2014 report is t it led, ?After the Crash: The Lingering Results 
of the Foreclosure Crisis in Our Communities?. Their summary: although the overall numbers are down for 2014, the devastation of 
23,905 homes (or 6.4%  of all homes in Hamilton County) sold at Sherif f?s sale between 2006 and 2014 continues to have an 
overall negative impact. 

Foreclosure is not l imited to the inner city of Cincinnati, in fact the f ive Hamilton County communities most impacted by 
foreclosure in 2014 were in the suburbs including: Golf  Manor, Elmwood Place, Forest Park, North College Hill, and Fairfax. 

Local foreclosure rates ref lect the continuing challenges at local, state, and federal levels of decreasing support for housing. At the 
federal level more could be done to offer better loan modif ications and housing counseling. At the state level there is great need 
for more land bank funding and more rehab dollars; additionally the state has signaled that the state is ?out of the foreclosure 
business?. At the city level there are challenges of allocating very limited housing dollars, and watching those limited funds 
diverted to other uses that are not housing (like job training). Cincinnati and Hamilton County should allocate Community 
Development Block Grant (CDGB) and HOME funding for preserving and increasing affordable housing, fully restoring both to 
housing purposes. Advocates continue to assert the urgent need to keep housing money in housing, where it belongs. 
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THE STATE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING 

The National Low Income Housing Coalit ion?s (NLIHC) report ?Out of Reach 2015: Low Wages & High Rents Lock Renters Out? 
presents data documenting the affordable housing crisis across America. One indicator  NLIHC uses is the ?Housing Wage?, an 
estimate of how much a household must earn per hour in order to afford an apartment at fair market value, while spending no more 
that 30%  of total household income for housing. NLIHC research shows there does not exist anywhere in America a city where 
apartments' fair market rent is affordable to a worker that earns minimum wage. 

 The fair market rate for a  two-bedroom apartment in Hamilton County as 
established by HUD is $769 a month, not including util it ies. A minimum wage 
earner has to work 73 hours a week all year round, no vacations, in order to 
afford a two-bedroom apartment at this rate. (Full-t ime employment at 40 hours 
per week is 2,080 hours annually; 73 hours per week is 3,796 hours annually.) 
The Housing Wage for our area for a two-bedroom apartment is $14.79, and for 
a one-bedroom its $11.13; both well above the state?s minimum wage of $8.10, 
and well above what many sub-minimum wage workers earn.  

NLIHC f indings include the fact that job growth since the Great Recession has 
been concentrated in low-wage industries such as home health aides, retail, fast 
food, day cares, and nursing homes.  Workers in these industries who earn 
minimum wage are severely cost-burdened by the cost of housing.  

 A closer look at why men, women, and children use the City?s emergency 
shelters, reveals an economic dilemma with a solution that l ikewise is 
economic. Thousands of Cincinnati-area families are surviving 
paycheck-to-paycheck working at jobs where well over half  of their income 
goes to rent, and ?sick time? is not even offered ? especially crit ical for working 
parents for whom it is a necessity, especially for families with small children. A small crisis such as il lness, or car repairs, gets them 
behind. And then they fall further behind. And then the eviction notice comes. They double up with family and friends for as long 
as they possible for both households, perhaps turn to relatives for help, and then they sleep in their cars, outside, f inally turning to 
emergency shelters. The local shelter system could only offer emergency shelter to 30%  of the families with children who called 
needing it. We do not know where the other 70%  ended up.  

The major cause of homelessness is 
that individuals and families are living 
in poverty, and cannot afford housing. 
Therefore, solutions usually fall into 

one of two categories: 

# 1) expand and preserve the supply of 
affordable housing (via subsidies, tax 
credits, block grant funding, housing 

trust funds, etc.), and 

# 2) set pay at minimum wage levels for 
workers so they can afford a place to 

live. 
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THE STATE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

CONCLUSION 

Advocates for affordable housing continue to sound the clarion call to address the growing crisis of affordable housing in our city. 
As this study once again shows, problems of homelessness are not about shelter, but rather an enduring shortage of affordable 
housing. For most who seek it, shelter is a solution of ?last resort.? As advocates look across the continuum of where people f ind 
shelter ? from the street, to emergency shelters, to rental units, to homeownership ? the reality remains that men, women, and 
children in our city continue to sleep in places unfit for human habitation and in places with no permanence, as they wait for 
affordable housing.
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SECTION ONE
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Publ ic Housing:

Public housing was established by the United States Housing Act of 1937, in response to a need that was not addressed in the 
National Housing Act of 1934. Loans were authorized by the United States Public Housing Authority, and managed by local 
government-owned housing authorit ies. Today, funding for the implementation, development, and maintenance of these 
programs comes through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and is managed by a local housing 
authority. The Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA) serves all of Hamilton County. The local public housing 
properties are owned and managed by CMHA. It is a polit ical entity, incorporated through the state by way of state legislation.  
CMHA has a Board whose members are appointed by a variety of elected off icials. The current sitt ing Board is l isted in the 
Appendix. 

 Some public housing projects are quite large, and include locations such as Winton Terrace, Millvil le, Findlater Gardens, and Sutter 
View.  Public housing also consists of some smaller apartment buildings, single-family homes, and duplex homes. Currently there 
are approximately 5,000 units dedicated to public housing in Hamilton County. Rent for public housing residents is 30%  of their 
income and annual Federal funding is needed to meet the cost of managing and maintaining the properties. The wait t ime 
associated with gaining access to public housing locally can range from as litt le as two weeks to as long as three years.  
Preferential status is given to families, individuals with disabilit ies and the elderly. 

THE HOUSING PROGRAMS

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING GAP

 As the need for affordable housing grows within the city of Cincinnati and the surrounding areas, we 
strive to meet these needs in a diverse and supportive manner. This section of the report examines the 

current, overall impediments and successes within the affordable housing programs in the Greater 
Cincinnati area. 
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HUD- "Project  Based" Housing

In the 1970s and early 1980s the Federal government moved to greater reliance on the private market to provide affordable housing.  
HUD offered funding to rehabilitate properties and provided long-term contracts that allowed the private owners to charge the 
low-income tenants rent based on their income. With the combination of the rental income and the HUD subsidy, owners are able to 
cover their costs and make a prof it.  Data from 2013 shows that Cincinnati has 6,887 HUD-assisted units, although many are in need of 
repairs and renovation.  A complete list of these properties is available on the HUD website. Unlike public housing and vouchers, HUD 
manages this program directly without the involvement of a local housing authority.  HUD is no longer entering into new rental 
assistance contracts with private owners. As the buildings age, if  the owners are not able to obtain funding for rehabilitation, the 
buildings fall into disrepair and HUD withdraws the subsidy funding. 

 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program 

In recent decades the Federal government has moved to providing rent subsidies for low income families through tenant-based 
vouchers, rather than contracting with owners to subsidize whole buildings. Off icially named 
Housing Choice Vouchers, this program is often referred to as ?Section 8.? The rental subsidy is given 
in the form of a voucher directly to the tenant who then must f ind housing on the private market with 
a landlord will ing to accept the voucher for part of the rent.  The program is administered through the 
local housing authority; in Hamilton County it is administered by the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing 
Authority. CMHA determines eligibil ity of the tenants, inspects the housing chosen by the tenant, and 
manages the payments to the landlords. 

 In theory, the vouchers give low-income families greater choice in where to live.  However, it is 
dif f icult for families to f ind landlords will ing to accept the vouchers outside of traditional low 
income neighborhoods.  Some states and cit ies have passed laws prohibit ing ?source of income? 
discrimination, but in the greater Cincinnati area landlords are free to decline the payments and the 
tenants. 

 The Housing Choice Voucher program currently provides rental subsidies for approximately 11,000 
households in Hamilton County.  However, the demand is much greater. It is dif f icult to even get on 
the waiting list for a voucher because the waiting list is rarely open.  It was open for 5 days in 2014 
which was the f irst t ime it was open since 2011. During the 5 days it was open, applications could be made online and 17,000 people 
applied. A lottery was used to reduce the list and assign numerical waiting list order. The amount of Federal funding for rental vouchers 
is l imited and is not increasing; therefore vouchers can be issued to a new participant only when a prior participant leaves the program. 

THE GAP THE PROGRAMS, CONTINUED...
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THE PROGRAMS, CONTINUED...THE GAP

Solution: Bracket an individual's income similar to that of a tax bracket.  This will allow for an opportunity to build up a savings.

Crunching the numbers: HUD set the 2015 fair market rate for a two-bedroom apartment, in Hamilton County at $769.  In order to 
afford the $769/month that HUD deems to be  "fair market rent", an individual needs to earn at least $16.02/Hr.

The Publ ic Housing Program covers rent  up to 
30%  of  a yearly income of  $51,350 for a 

3-person household.
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Af fordable Housing Advocates (AHA): Affordable Housing Advocates (AHA) is a group of housing providers, advocates and consumers 
dedicated to the goal of ensuring good, safe, accessible, affordable housing for all people in Southwest Ohio. (Source: 
http:/ /www.ahacincy.org/ ). A list of AHA members can be found in Appendix A. 

Cincinnat i City Council :  Elected by the residents of Cincinnati and serving four-year terms, City Council is a legislative body that makes 
appropriations, approves the City budget, enacts ordinances, establishes policy, and can approve or veto the hiring of key city staff .  The 
mission of the Cincinnati City Council is to make Cincinnati a better place to live by serving its cit izens in a democratic and transparent 
way.  A list of council members, and committees on which they sit, can be found in Appendix A. 

THE PLAYERS

THE GAP

Whenever people try to create affordable housing, there are a number of inf luencers involved in the 
process.  We'll call them "The Players" to help describe what can be an intricate drama.  We describe some 

of the more common inf luencers, but this is by no means an exhaustive list.

Cincinnat i Community Council :  Each of Cincinnati?s 52 neighborhoods has it?s own community council.  The purpose of a community 
council is to represent the interests of that particular neighborhood to City Council.  Typically community councils operate per the 
stipulations of a set of by-laws.  These by-laws state how one can become a voting member of the community council and how one may 
become a board member.  Community councils in their ideal serve as a place for residents to organize around issues they deem 
important.
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THE GAP THE PLAYERS, CONTINUED...

Housing Opportunit ies Made Equal  (HOME): HOME has a long history of advocacy, dating back to 1959. HOME?S mission is to 
eliminate unlawful discrimination in housing with a primary focus on racial discrimination. Established in 1968, HOME advocates for 
and enforces housing regulations for all protected classes and promotes stable, integrated communities. HOME primarily serves the 
Greater Cincinnati metropolitan area. (Source: http:/ /www.cincyfairhousing.com/ ) 

 Homeless to Homes Ordinance: Originating as Emergency Ordinance 347-2008, later evolving into the Homeless to Homes Plan, and 
culminating into the Homeless to Homes Ordinance in 2008, this plan addresses the ever-changing inadequacies of current services.  
The plan was created by the Hamilton County Continuum of Care, and currently has the limited scope of addressing the needs of 
single individuals in need of housing.  This ordinance also has a profound effect on where new developments may be built due to 
language about saturation of services and zoning that has been written into the ordinance.

Housing and Urban Development (HUD):  A U.S. government agency created in 1965, HUD?s mission is to create strong, sustainable, 
inclusive communities and quality affordable homes for all. HUD is working to strengthen the housing market to bolster the economy 
and protect consumers; meet the need for quality affordable rental homes; util ize housing as a platform for improving quality of l ife; 
build inclusive and sustainable communities free from discrimination, and transform the way HUD does business.  (Source: 
http:/ / portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/about/mission) 

Cincinnat i Metropol itan Housing Authority (CMHA): Created in December of 1933 under the provisions of the Ohio Housing Authority 
Law, the vision of CMHA is to ?shape our future by util izing sustainable funding models to develop quality, affordable housing 
solutions in partnership with our community stakeholders?. A list of CMHA board members can be found in the appendix. 

Greater Cincinnat i Homeless Coal it ion (GCHC):  Established in 1984, the mission of The Greater Cincinnati Homeless Coalit ion is one 
of a unif ied social action agency.  They are fully committed to its ult imate goal: the eradication of homelessness with respect for the 
dignity and diversity of its membership, the homeless and the community. The Coalit ion works towards this goal by coordinating 
services, educating the public, and engaging in grassroots organizing and advocacy. (Source: http:/ / cincihomeless.org/ ) 

http://www.cincyfairhousing.com/
http://cincihomeless.org/
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Rental  Assistance Demonstrat ion (RAD):  A voluntary program that allows Public Housing Authorit ies (PHAs) and owners of HUD 
assisted properties to convert their units into project-based, Section 8 programs. This program is open to any PHA by submission of 
an application, after tenants have been notif ied. In Cincinnati the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA) is proceeding to 
implement RAD in several of its developments. (http:/ / portal.hud.gov/hudportal/ documents/huddoc?id=Toolkit1WhyRAD.pdf) 

Strategies to End Homelessness: This organization is led by President and CEO, Kevin Finn.  Its principal goal is to reduce 
homelessness by 50%  by the year 2017, by util izing coordinated system of care that includes the organizations and direct providers 
that are listed in Appendix A.  Strategies to End Homelessness also helps to develop, and currently manages, the Continuum of Care 
plan that guides the implementation of the Homeless to Homes Ordinance of 2008. 

Mayor: Elected on November 4, 2013 and eligible to serve two consecutive four-year terms, John Cranley is Cincinnati?s current 
Mayor.  In most cases, Mayor Cranley is recognized as the off icial representative of the city and presides over all meetings of 
Cincinnati City Council, proposes new legislation, and appoints or remove the vice-mayor and chair of any council committee.

Legal  Aid: Founded in 1908, the Legal Aid Society of Cincinnati works to protect the rights of those in need by working to resolve their 
legal issues. The Legal Aid Society of Greater Cincinnati and its aff il iate The Legal Aid Society for Southwest Ohio and The Volunteer 
Lawyers Project provide coordinated services for low-income residents living in seven southwest Ohio counties. 

Neighbor(s):  This word is described as the following: 1) one's fellow human being: 2) a person who shows kindliness or helpfulness 
toward his or her fellow humans: 3) to live or be situated near to; adjoin; border on. 

THE GAP THE PLAYERS, CONTINUED...
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Myths & Rebuttals

Myth# 2: Minorit ies, the mental ly disabled, and individuals who l ive in poverty are 
dangerous and they do not  belong in my neighborhood. Fear of others can be passed 
down just as much as other types of familial history. Individuals share with one another the physical areas of the city that should be 
avoided, certain people to be wary of, and so on. Additionally, many members throughout our community believe laziness is an 
underlying reason for existence of poverty.  This type of close-minded thinking can be found across all socioeconomic lines and is a 
large barrier to a strong community and the expansion of affordable housing.  

Myth Rebuttal # 2: Minorit ies, the mental ly disabled, and individuals that  l ive in poverty are part  of  our community and should be 
embraced. Simple math shows that minimum wage does not equate to a ?living wage?.  This means that many hard-working community 
members are forced to live in poverty. Poverty (situational or long term) is often just a paycheck away for many of our community 
members.  Since fear seems to be generational, it will take a concerted effort to  and f ind commonalit ies with individuals that we view 
as dissimilar.  Rebuilding strong communities requires interacting with our neighbors and being open-minded, while understanding and 
celebrating our dif ferences.

Myth # 1: Subsidized housing destroys property values & the f inancial  stabil i ty of  neighborhoods.  It is a pervasive belief that the 
presence of low-income housing will decrease property values in a given area.  This school of thought has recently contributed to the 
prevention of the implementation of a housing project in Avondale, known as Alaska 
Commons. 
Myth Rebuttal # 1: Research conf irms that  the presence of  low-income housing 
actual ly increases property values of  nearby homes. A study by New York 
University?s Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy examined the sale prices 
of apartment buildings, condominiums and individual homes in New York City 
neighborhoods where 123 supportive housing developments were opened between 
1985 and 2003. The results were that the prices of buildings nearest the supportive 
housing development experienced ?strong and steady growth,? and appreciated 
more than comparable properties that were slightly farther away.

Safety is a large factor for the 
majority of  tenants who are in the 
process of  choosing a place to l ive.  
No one wants to l ive in a high-crime 
area; however, this is of ten the only 

opt ion available. Lobbying for 
support  and more funding in order to 

secure subsidized housing in low 
crime areas can, over t ime, help build 
a more posit ive image of  af fordable 

housing. 

THE GAP
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Myths & Rebuttals
Myth# 3: ?We support  the expansion of  af fordable housing, just  not  here. Our neighborhood is al ready saturated with subsidized 
housing.? One of the biggest myths about affordable housing is the belief that the city is already reached its saturation point. 

Myth Rebuttal # 3:  Overal l , only 7.4%  of  households in Hamil ton County, including Cincinnat i, receive some type of  publ ic housing 
assistance. (Brown 2014, p. 25)  In most cases, as noted by the graph below, the claim of saturation is unfounded, and is the cause of 
great resistance in the push to expand affordable housing programs in the Cincinnati area.  It should also be noted however, that 
some neighborhoods have a disproportionately high number of subsidized housing units.                                                                                                                                     

                       Graph sourced from City of Cincinnati  2014,

THE GAP

(2014)
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Recommendations

Increase knowledge of  af fordable housing opportunit ies: 

Once a tenant is approved for a  Housing Choice Voucher (HCV), they are charged with securing an approved rental unit within 90 
days.  In an effort to aid the tenant in their search, CMHA points participants to a national website known as www.gosection8.com 
to search for housing.  Tenants also scour newspapers and other viable sources in an attempt to f ind a landlord who is will ing to 
accept the subsidy voucher. 

 Housing Opportunities Made Equal (HOME) until a short while ago, operated a Mobility Program which helped to connect will ing 
landlords to appropriate tenants, in an effort to relieve some of the pressures of this process.  Due to recent cuts in CDBG 
(Community Development Block Grant) funding, this program is no longer available. It is recommended that we work with CMHA 
and communities to create an educational campaign about the benefits of an economically diverse neighborhood.  It is also 
suggested that CMHA allocate funding to HOME in an effort to revive their Mobility Program. 

Improve the Treatment of  Landlords: 

As cited in a recent study of the HCV program published in Cityscape Journal, landlords who participate in the HCV program do 
not feel that they are treated with courtesy or respect.  They have expressed frustration with the amount of ?red tape? 
involved throughout the process of having their property approved for the program, and securing a tenant who possesses a 
subsidy voucher, requiring them to keep a unit unoccupied for several months without rent payment.  With a reported rise in 
the strength of the rental market, it is not hard to understand why fewer and fewer landlords are will ing to become involved. 
We recommend encouraging CMHA to expedite and simplify the property approval process for the HCV program to avoid 
revenue loss and bolster landlord participation.  We also suggest creating a position within CMHA dedicated to strengthening 
relationships with current landlords and kindling relationships with new ones. 

THE GAP
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Recommendations Cont.

Build Community Col laborat ion with CMHA: 

Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing  Authority (CMHA) lacks transparency. It is exceedingly dif f icult to accomplish what should be the 
goal of CMHA, the expansion of affordable housing programs. We want to encourage and support CMHA in their efforts to reach out 
to neighborhood community councils for the purpose of education and expansion.  We recommend that they keep records of their 
educational efforts and the responses in order to monitor the effectiveness of the educational activit ies being carried out. It will also 
be important to work with current CMHA board members and the electing bodies to ensure the appointment of a diversif ied, 
transparent, and invested group of individuals so that this Housing Authority is able to best serve the communities in which they 
work and live. We also recommend the creation of a community advisory board to the CMHA board. 

Bus Routes: 

Many individuals who participate in housing 
subsidy programs are without access to 
personal vehicles.  Therefore, many rely on 
public transportation to shop for groceries, 
attend work, take children to school, and so 
on.  This poses a problem when individuals 
attempt to use a Housing Choice voucher to 
f ind an apartment in a suburb or the outskirts 
of the city.  The bus lines simply do not 
extend that far.  (Map sourced from City of 
Cincinnati, p.25) 

 We recommend continuing to collaborate 
with the City of Cincinnati, SORTA, and 
Hamilton County to work towards the 
expansion of the bus lines to ?areas of need?. 

THE GAP
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SECTION TWO
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THE JIMMY HEATH HOUSE
CASE STUDY 1:
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

 
Concentrat ion of  Social  Service Agencies 
Argument: 

For many years some have argued that, ?there is 
an unusually large number of social service 
agencies in the Over-the-Rhine area of the City of 
Cincinnati;? and ?? the unchecked proliferation of 
these agencies has the potential to negatively 
impact the residential character and the 
neighborhood serving commercial uses of 
Over-the-Rhine.? 

 While the overwhelming successes of market-rate housing, upscale 
housing, and high-end restaurants and boutiques clearly disproves that 
hypothesis, it remains today as the context in which many decisions are 
made. At the time of the Jimmy Heath House development it was a strong 
narrative that had the support of corporate Cincinnati and elected City 
off icials. 

Historical  Context : 

The story of the Jimmy Heath House is one of perseverance, commitment, 
and timing. 

 In the years prior to the Jimmy Heath House (JHH) several factors played 
large roles in the resistance to social services in the Over-the-Rhine and 
downtown neighborhoods that became pervasive. The momentum of the 
Over-the-Rhine redevelopment was the larger framework in which the 
specif ic issues arose. The efforts of the corporate community and local 
government off icials to remove shelters, transitional, and permanent 
supportive housing from Over-the-Rhine interestingly created a dynamic 
where the idea of the JHH was ultimately supported.  

Removing so-called ?undesirable individuals? from the area in order to 
make the area more acceptable to a more aff luent cit izenry was the idea 
underlying many actions. 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

Department of  Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Funding 

Federal funding was allocated for a Housing First project through the Samaritan init iative in 2006. A task force was formed by the 
Drop Inn Center with representation from Greater Cincinnati Homeless Coalit ion, City of Cincinnati, the Health Foundation (now 
called Interact for Health), alcohol drug and mental health providers, shelters, and persons battl ing homelessness (Burke-Rivers M. , 
2014) (Gregg Pieples MSW). Init ially the Drop Inn Center was the lead agency for the Samaritan Init iative (which later became the 
Jimmy Heath House) and led the many planning meetings. The program was being planned for the corner of Race and Liberty 
Streets. The project?s original design called for a new building. The project was progressing, but the location was eventually rejected 
by Cincinnati Center City Development Corporation(3CDC), who owned the land. After many months of frustrated attempts to get 
the project underway, the lead role was handed over to Over-the-Rhine Community Housing (OTRCH) in 2007. In an effort to site the 
project OTRCH turned to 3CDC because of their large inventory of vacant property in Over-the-Rhine. 3CDC suggested a site 
consisting of f ive adjacent freestanding buildings at 209-219 Odeon St. A for-prof it developer had intended to develop the site but 
could not make the site work for market housing. OTRCH was able to purchase the property and put together a renovation f inancing 
plan to include 25 units of permanent supportive housing for people who were chronically homeless and chronically alcoholic. 
OTRCH served as the developer and is the owner of the project.  3CDC provided the acquisit ion f inancing, consulting and polit ical 
support. The site now houses 25 individuals in 14 one-bedroom apartments and 11 eff iciencies. 

Homeless to Homes Plan: 

The Homeless to Homes Plan was adopted in 2009 during the 
construction of the Jimmy Heath House. The plan began as a study 
called for by Cincinnati City Council and carried out by the Continuum 
of Care (COC) and a large group of volunteers. The result of this study 
was a comprehensive set of recommendations to attack the problem of 
single person homelessness in Cincinnati. The plan cited the Jimmy 
Heath House and Housing First as part of the solution to ending 
homelessness in the single adult population. 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

Housing People Who are Experiencing Chronic Homelessness

In Cincinnati the population of individuals experiencing chronic homelessness has 
been growing. In 2008, 1,013 individuals met the criteria for being chronically 
homeless and in 2013 that number grew to 1,884 (The Partnership Center, Ltd., 
2013). This population suffers from the harsh conditions of spending extended 
periods of t ime without a home. Individuals who struggle with chronic 
homelessness also have high rates of mental il lness (48% ), alcohol abuse (38% ), 
drug abuse (37% ), chronic il lness (29% ), physical disabilit ies (6% ), developmental 
disabilit ies (5% ), and HIV/AIDS (2% ) (The Partnership Center, Ltd., 2013).  

One thing that is readily apparent by these statistics is that individuals who 
experience chronic homelessness have a high risk of substance abuse. Those who 
are chronically homeless are men and women who may have been in and out of 
treatment programs, often labeled as failures due their lack of progress towards 
sobriety. This leaves individuals with no other options but to live on the streets and 
util ize services such as the Drop Inn center as a long-term shelter solution.  

The Jimmy Heath House operates on a Housing First Model, a service model def ined by the Federal Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) as housing individuals f irst, then providing services to them, which is known to be effective for this 
population. The individuals housed by Jimmy Heath House are people who struggle with chronic homelessness and alcohol abuse. 
The basis of this model is that it operates without a sobriety requirement (Glazer Works, Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, 
2009). Moreover, Jimmy Heath House is a ?single site operation? meaning that services are provided in the same building where the 
individuals are housed, offering easy and quick access to service providers. Greater Cincinnati Behavioral Health Services (GCBH) is 
the service provider on site. Additional treatment techniques offered include strength-based case management (SBCM), 
motivational interviewing (MI), and Integrated Dual Disorder Treatment (IDDT) (Glazer Works, Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, 
2009)
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE
Funding Sources for Jimmy Heath House: 

The funding sources include the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service 
Administration (SAMSHA). Funding also came from the Federal Home Loan Bank 
(FHLB) as well as Ohio Finance Housing Agency (OHFA) and local City of 
Cincinnati HOME funds. Also included were private sources such as Union 
Savings Bank and, later, Fif th Third Bank and local foundations. In all, the project 
cost was $4.2 mill ion including zoning, building and legal costs. 

                                Zoning:    

Zoning can be a challenge for permanent 
supportive housing and can serve as a tool 

for those opposed to the project. The Jimmy 
Heath House zoning was init ially approved 

using the §1401-01-C16 Congregate 
Housing designation. At some point during 

the development process, OTRCH was 
informed that the zoning had been denied 

and a new designation was to apply.  
Transitional Housing §1401-01-T code was 

determined by city planning staff  to be more 
appropriate, but it was not an explicit ly 

permitted use in that block. OTRCH had to 
apply for a conditional use. 

Historic:

Because the buildings that became the Jimmy Heath House are in OTR?s 
Historic District l isted in the National Register of Historic Places, federal, 
state, and local funding,  approvals from the City and State Historic 
Conservation Board (HCB) were required. OTRCH was required to get HCB 
approval as well as  approval by the Ohio Historic Preservation Off ice (OHPO). 
OHPO is a state level body whose board members are appointed by the 
governor and are responsible for the preservation of historic sites by 
coordinating at the local state and federal level. Consequently, this body is 
governed by specif ic federal regulations. 

106 Review :

A 106 review is a review done by a federal agency, which assesses the impact of construction on the historical landscape in the area. A 
large portion of OTRCH?s seven month interaction with OHPO involved this 106 review, ult imately leading to the decision that the 
plans for renovation would be detrimental to the historical value of the property. As a result, OTRCH  was required to develop a 
mitigation plan to minimize the projects? impact on the historic aspects of the buildings. OTRCH was required to pay $50,000 to have a 
historic housing inventory study done.



32

JIMMY HEATH HOUSE
Government Resistance: 

The Jimmy Heath House also saw resistance from other sources. Council Member Chris Bortz expressed his opposition to the project 
on WVXU in a debate with Mary Burke Rivers, Executive Director of Over-the-Rhine Community Housing, which aired on Thursday, 
June 4, 2009. Council Member Bortz articulated his opposition to the Jimmy Heath House as creating too many social service 
agencies in the area and that it would draw individuals to the area who need the services (Burke-Rivers C. B., 2009). He also 
expressed some concern that the Jimmy Heath House would be enabling individuals because it does not have a sobriety 
requirement. This runs counter to the research data. He argued that the Housing First model is new to the area and unproven in this 
particular community. Other arguments included the idea that the decline in Over-the-Rhine has been inf luenced by the 
concentration of social services in the area (Burke-Rivers C. B., 2009).  This interview took place in June of 2009; construction of 
Jimmy Heath House was scheduled to begin in August (Burke-Rivers C. B., 2009). Coordination of zoning along with funding design 
and development were in place for the Jimmy Heath House. Later that month OTRCH learned from Mr. Bortz? off ice that they no 
longer had zoning  approval (Burke-Rivers M. , 2014). OTRCH had not received notif ication of the zoning change at that point. The 
actual letter informing them of the situation was issued on June 29th 2009 by the Historic Conservation Board (Over-the-Rhine 
Community Housing, 2009). Because of this new challenge, Tim Burke, a local lawyer and zoning expert, was contacted, and agreed to 
take on the case pro-bono for OTRCH (Burke-Rivers M. , 2014). He proved to be very helpful in the process. This back and forth 
started to draw the zoning issue out for broader public discussion and review and, eventually, it was resolved in part due to pressure 
of t ime and the perception that it was being drawn out for no other reason than to slow down the process (Burke-Rivers M. , 2014).  

Professional  Resistance: 

Some professionals in the treatment community also had reservations about the Jimmy Heath House, mainly based on the Housing 
First Model, and the question of ?enabling? alcohol abuse. David Logan is a leader in the treatment community and the Executive 
Director of the Prospect House, a substance abuse treatment facil ity in a long-term residential setting. Through communication with 
OTRCH and also his appointment to advisory board for the Jimmy Heath House, Mr. Logan?s concerns have been assuaged over time 
and he now says that he thinks the Jimmy Heath House does a great job providing service. He now believes that the Housing First 
Model at Jimmy Heath House is helping individuals who have been in and out of service over long periods of t ime. His service on the 
board of advisors has helped Mr. Logan to give input in to the operation, and OTRCH sees him as a valuable member of the team at 
the Jimmy Heath House.  His buy-in to the program in general was a valuable asset in easing others? anxieties about the model 
(Logan, 2014). 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

Community Col laborat ion :

In order to address opposition of the community, OTRCH created a good neighbor council which then developed a ?Good Neighbor 
Agreement.? The good neighbor council is made up of a representative from District 1 Police and 5 to 7 residents and employees 
from the surrounding area (Over-the-Rhine Community Housing , 2009 ). The ?Good Neighbor Agreement? stipulates specif ic 
standards for property upkeep, codes of conduct, and safety rules for Jimmy Heath House residents and the surrounding community 
(Good Neighbor Council, 2010). The agreement also includes guidelines about communication between residents in the surrounding 
area of Jimmy Heath House in order to address any concerns of persons involved (Good Neighbor Council, 2010). The creation of this 
Council and Agreement went a long way in easing the minds of the residents in the area. 

Photo: cornerstonemag.net

Unforeseen roadblocks?  

Another obstacle occurred just prior to the groundbreaking for Jimmy Heath 
House. The bank that was funding a portion of the project and had served as the 
conduit for the Federal Home Loan Bank funding decided that they did not want 
to participate in the project. Typically, a private bank fronts the capital and at the 
completion of the project the Federal Home Loan Bank reimburses the bank. It 
turns out the bank had misgivings about the Federal Home Loan Bank program 
and did not trust that the funding would come through to retire their loan.  
Luckily Fif th Third Bank stepped in to cover the gap in f inancing for the project 
and the project was able to begin on time (Burke-Rivers M. , 2014). Once 
construction began, things actually went very smoothly and the Jimmy Heath 
House hosted a ribbon cutting ceremony in December of 2010 (Wright, 2010). 
All told, from the beginning of this project to the ribbon cutting, JHH was roughly 
four years in the making from 2006 through 2010. 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE:  MYTH VS. REALITY

Myth # 1 

The Housing First Model?s absence of a sobriety requirement means the housing agency is simply enabling individuals with 

alcohol abuse issues.  In substance abuse terms an ?enabler? is def ined as one who enables another to persist in self-destructive 
behavior (such as substance abuse) by providing excuses or by helping that individual avoid the consequences of such behavior.

 Real ity  

Across the country Housing First Models are being implemented and showing signs of progress. The Jimmy Heath House data are 
not an anomaly, and it will continue with every new Housing First institution that opens its doors. For example Utah has 
decreased the number of individuals struggling with homelessness by 72%  over the last nine years in large part due to the 
state?s use of the housing f irst principle (Carrier, 2015).  In study after study the Housing First Model has proven to be extremely 
effective in treating individuals who may have had past dif f icult ies in other treatment programs. The Jimmy Heath House has 

collected data on its effectiveness such as the frequency of 
alcohol use and amount used on each occasion. The numbers 
show a reduction in amount of use as well as frequency of use. 
The average alcohol use for residents dropped over time, 
specif ically in reference to the question of average alcohol use 
over the last thirty days. A baseline is taken followed by a 
six-month and twelve-month follow up. The resulting data 
showed that baseline was 25.05 days. At six months it fell to 
16.48, and by 12 months it was 16.12 (Gregg Pieples). 

Alcohol use to the point of intoxication by residents has also 
signif icantly reduced. The baseline average was 15.62 days in 
the past thirty days, and at 6 months that number fell to 8.62, 
while at one year it fell to 5.61 (Gregg Pieples). 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE:  MYTH VS. REALITY
Myth # 2  

Affordable housing brings a criminal element to the area and, therefore, raises the crime rate.  

 

Real ity  

OTRCH has assessed crime rates in this area surrounding the Jimmy Heath House and the results show that crime rates have fallen. 
The arrest rate for residents fell overall by 60% , which is an extraordinary amount and highlights the large gap between the 
perceptions of affordable housing versus the reality. Not only did the rate drop for the entire population but - as one would expect - it 
also fell per individual, on average from 9.88 arrests to 4.00 (Gregg Pieples, Addictions Service Director, GCB).  

Time Period #  of  Arrests %  of  Total  Arrests 

Pre-housing period 563 71.2%  

Post-housing period 228 28.8%  

Total 791 100%  

Pre-housing period Post-housing period 

Average #  of arrests 9.88  4.00 

Statistically signif icant reduction in arrests 

 

(Gregg Pieples, Addictions Service Director, GCB) 
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE:  MYTH VS. REALITY
Myth # 3 

Permanent Supportive Housing is expensive and will therefore cost the taxpayer more money. 

Real ity: 

Factors such as util ization of emergency room services, medical outpatient, mental health inpatient, substance abuse outpatient, 
detoxif ication, emergency shelters, and jails were considered in a study done in New Mexico (Guerin, 2011). A savings of $904.96 
per individual during the one-year period following the study was found due to the reduction in use of most or all services that 
were studied (Guerin, 2011). This f inding is a conservative estimate when compared to studies done in other areas of the country. 
For example, a study done in Denver Colorado found a savings of $4,745.00 per individual over a two-year period in Housing First 
programs (Guerin, 2011). The numbers in these studies vary but the reoccurring theme is that Housing First Models consistently 
save money on cost of care for those individuals admitted to the programs. 

 

Photo: boston.com Photo: 100khomes.org
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

Corporate and Government  Interests: 

Given the environment that agencies will be working within, it is crucial to develop and maintain a working relationship with the 
corporate community. Interwoven in the story of the development of the Jimmy Heath House is an example of the inf luence of the 
corporate community, in this case as embodied in 3CDC.

  

Vocal opposition to Jimmy Heath House from city government came from a small minority on City Council and from one staff  member 
of the planning department.  Ultimately Over-the-Rhine Community Housing prevailed and the support of 3CDC was crit ical.

In other neighborhoods throughout Cincinnati the corporate interests may play out dif ferently or be embodied in other entit ies.  It is 
wise to seek out the support of these powerful stakeholders as their inf luence over elected off icials can be substantial.

Residents: 

In the process of creating the Jimmy Heath House, OTRCH did research on other successful Housing First projects. Through this process 
they discovered that a Good Neighbor Agreement had been used effectively in Columbus. The ordinance that arose from the Homeless 
to Homes Plan also specif ied that permanent supportive housing developments must develop and adhere to a good neighbor 
agreement in order to be eligible for public funding (City of Cincinnati, 2009). OTRCH set about creating a good neighbor council and 
drafting an agreement. The purpose of this is to involve the surrounding community in the process and to allow them to have an 
avenue for input into the operation of the Jimmy Heath House. It also serves as a means by which the community can complain and be 
heard if  any residents cause trouble in the area. The entire process of creating this agreement served to mitigate signif icant opposition 
in the neighborhood. Establishing communication is key in stopping misconceptions at their beginning and informing individuals in 
the area of the facts rather than the myths that seem to persist around affordable housing. 

BEST PRACTICES
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JIMMY HEATH HOUSE

The process of creating affordable housing is extremely complicated and has many unclear processes that change given the make 
up of those in power. Regrettably, this is the system that organizations that are creating affordable housing must work within. This 
dictates a heavy reliance on relationships with the corporate community, the surrounding neighborhood community and local 
government off icials in order to move projects through the pipeline. Having the majority decision-making in private hands causes 
an environment in which the levers of power are not readily apparent.  

Identifying sources of support becomes essential in successful completion of any project in OTR, as well as other neighborhoods.   
Any current project should be viewed in the context of the current privatization of public decision making in planning, housing, 
zoning, and community development. This means it is essential to identify and maintain sources of support. It is also essential to 
take actions to advocate for a more transparent and navigable system. 

 Extraordinary dedication, persistent positive attitude, exceptional communication skil ls, and large amounts of patience were the 
key factors in bringing the Jimmy Heath House to life. The women and men who have dedicated their t ime and effort to creating 
and maintaining permanent supportive housing are the most valuable resource in the struggle to f ight homelessness and poverty 
in the Cincinnati area. 

CONCLUSION:
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HOME OF THE BRAVE
CASE STUDY 2 :
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HOME OF THE BRAVE

NEW TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD:  THE HOME OF THE BRAVE 

According to the national Veteran?s Administration (VA) about 4%  of veterans experience homelessness. The tri-state area?s numbers are 
consistent with the national prevalence (Hammitt, 2014).  The Home of the Brave is one small housing project that fought long and hard to 
help house a few of the many veterans experiencing homelessness. It is operated by the Volunteers of America (VOA)?s Transitional 
Housing Unit program.  The Home of the Brave is a $1.9 mill ion, 17,500 square-foot facil ity that houses 54 Veterans: 50 males and 4 
females. The average age of residents in this facil ity is 50-60 years of age. The facility opened in June 2012, taking over four years to f ind 
a home at 7938 Hamilton Avenue in Mt. Healthy. 

 The Home of the Brave is classif ied as transitional housing; each resident may remain at the facil ity for 24 months, at which time they 
must locate to permanent housing. The facility operates in conjunction with the Veteran?s Administration, and offers veterans who are 
experiencing homelessness supportive transitional housing.   Residents include those who are involved with the justice system, have 
severe mental health il lness, or a dual diagnosis. Residents are referred to The Home of the Brave through many channels and may include 
walk-ins, a referral by the National Call Center for Homeless Veterans, or via the Veteran?s Administration.  Typically there is a waiting list 
of up to 50 veterans, the average wait t ime being two months.  Priority is given to a veteran who is ?living on the street?; and they are 
moved to the top of the waiting list. 

Fif ty beds are controlled by the VA and four beds are rented out at the discretion of the Volunteers of America (VOA).  The residents 
participate in the Grant Per Diem (GPD) program, a subsidy program, which requires they pay $200 per month or 30%  of their income 
which may include service pension, SSI, SSD-I, or a VA Pension.  They are provided with a private bedroom, three meals per day, and case 
management services.  There are also psychoeducational classes available that include cognitive-behavioral therapy and Life Skills 
training. The VOA has full-t ime social workers at all of their facil it ies including Mt. Healthy. The social worker is responsible for crisis 
intervention, healthcare and mental health interventions.   The VA requires that 65%  of those who participate in the Grant Per Diem (GPD) 
program must transition to permanent housing. As of September 30, 2014, the Home of the Brave had placed 66%  of their residents into 
permanent housing (Mboymo, 2014).  The VOA has a zero tolerance policy regarding alcohol or il legal substances and residents are 
subject to random drug testing, breathalyzer testing, or room searches. Residents must return to the facil ity by a 10:00 p.m. curfew unless 
they have been granted a pass. Any infractions to this policy are handled on a case per case basis at the discretion of the Program Director.  
Threatening behavior or assault is an immediate discharge from the facility (Salois, 2014).
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HOME OF THE BRAVE 
FUNDING THE PROJECT: 

 The Home of the Brave was funded by a $910,000 GPD Capital Grant from the Veteran?s Administration and $995,000 from the 
Federal Home Loan Bank of Cincinnati, through their Affordable Housing Program (AHP).The Federal Home Loan Bank of Cincinnati is 
comprised of 738 member banks in the 5th District that includes Ohio, Kentucky, and Tennessee.  Each member bank sets aside 10%  
of their net earnings annually for a subsidy to f inance the development of affordable housing. Funds are only made available through 
f inancial institutions who are members of the Federal Home Loan Bank. Applications are submitted by a sponsor, which is typically a 
non-prof it, local government, individual, commercial development corporation, or a for prof it organization through a member 
f inancial institution. Applications must meet specif ic program criteria. The AHP was established by Congress in 1989, and is a f lagship 
program that helps build affordable rental/ home ownership in the district?s community.  

AN UNWELCOME DETOUR? . 

 In 2006 the Volunteers of America (VOA) decided to help meet the need for transitional housing for veterans experiencing 
homelessness. The Home of the Brave facility was originally planned to be located in the Avondale neighborhood of Cincinnati. Two 
tragic incidents involving residents of another VOA facility created signif icant fear by certain neighborhood leaders, and so the 
project ended up being opposed vehemently (Clif ford, 2014). 

 The f irst incident took place on January 31, 2009 in Cold Spring, KY when Shawn Davis?s burned body was found underneath a bridge.  
Marion (Timmy) Parker III was charged in his death just days after his discharge from Noble Correctional Institution; Parker had 
previously been a resident at the Pogue Rehabilitation Center.  The second incident took place on March 7, 2009 when Anthony 
Kirkland viciously murdered a young girl after he was evicted from the Pogue Center. Kirkland was eventually sentenced for kil l ing 
four women- three of whom were teenagers, including one that was kil led after he was kicked out of Pogue Center. Following this 
tragedy, some members of the Avondale community and Cincinnati City Council were immediately enraged and called for the closing 
of the Pogue Center. 

 These two incidents aroused intense opposition from some Avondale residents to the planned Home of the Brave facility, saying they 
did not want any VOA facilit ies in their community.  They carried their opposition to elected off icials at both the city and state 
legislatures. On March 10, 2009 Councilmember Chris Monzel called for an immediate shutdown of the Pogue Rehabilitation Center. 
Monzel stated in a press conference, ?For years, the VOA has been running facilit ies in Cincinnati that have made our city a virtual 
dumping ground for sexual predators all over the state.  It?s time for this facil ity to close once and for all, and this is only going to 
happen if  the state stops paroling them here after being released from prison.? (Coolidge & Horn, 2009).   
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As a result of the two incidents and escalating fear mongering by some Cincinnati City 
Councilmembers, Governor Strickland commissioned a study on the VOA Pogue 
Rehabilitation Center. This study resulted in changes to reporting requirements for 
rehabilitation centers that house individuals who are on parole.  Even though neither of 
the residents involved were veterans, or involved in the VOA?s veteran housing programs, 
VOA was now forced to seek a new location for the Home of the Brave facility. It took over 
two years from the denial of location in Avondale to securing the current location in Mt. 
Healthy.   

FINDING A NEW HOME? . 

 The community of Mt. Healthy has been described as a very patriotic pro-veteran 
community, evidenced by f lag lined streets, and banners recognizing current service 
members.  The community is very supportive of the Home of the Brave; civic and 

community groups provide programming, as well donations including their annual holiday tree. 

There has been no increase in crime rates in the neighborhood of the Home of the Brave since its establishment in Mt. Healthy.  The only 
increase that may be attributed to their address is the number of EMS calls to the facil ity, largely due to the residents' health conditions. 
Overall, the community is very welcoming and inclusive of the facil ity. Another factor that made for a smooth transition was the fact that 
the transitional housing was located in a commercial district with no immediate residential neighbors.   

SUMMARY 

 Veterans who are experiencing homelessness have limited resources and options for affordable housing. The Home of the Brave is an 
excellent example of how a transitional l iving facil ity, placed in a receptive community, and operated by an organization with 
experience, can allow those veterans who have served our country to have a place to call home.  While many myths abound regarding 
veterans experiencing homelessness, we work to dispel those myths with facts. Veterans would also benefit from support prior to their 
discharge from military service regarding housing, careers, and f inancial issues. This would allow them the opportunity to better prepare 
for their future? and hopefully prevent them from experiencing homelessness. 

HOME OF 
THE BRAVE 
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The Home of  the Brave Project  Timel ine, af ter Avondale denies the project  

June 21, 2011:   Then VOA Director Phil Nunes meets with Mt. Healthy City Council and discusses the 
intention of the VOA to place the transitional housing facility in their city. This new director?s will ingness 
to take a very collaborative approach to the project with the neighborhood is met with positive results.

 

July 9, 2011:  Mt. Healthy City Council meets, it?s noted that land had been purchased and the building 
on it had been demolished. A note is made that planning commission approval is required. 

August  16, 2011: Mt. Healthy City Council notes there was no need to re-zone the land for the VOA 
Home of the Brave.  

September 6, 2011: Mt. Healthy City Council announces the VOA site is on track; however, there are 
some concerns regarding parking issues.  It is noted the plan designs were presented to the Mt. Healthy 
Planning Commission. 

September 20, 2011:  American Legion Post 513 (located adjacent to the proposed facility) states that 
they will provide up to 20 parking spaces on an as-needed basis for the Home of the Brave. 

October 4, 2011:  Mt. Healthy Planning Commission approves the proposed facility plan with some 
conditional changes that involve landscaping, l ighting, screening, and fencing. 

June 22, 2012:  The VOA Home of the Brave is off icially opened and dedicated.

HOME OF THE BRAVE: THE LONG ROAD HOME
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HOME OF THE BRAVE: MYTH BUSTERS
Many myths exist  regarding veterans who experience homelessness: 

MYTH: All veterans experiencing homelessness are drug addicts or alcoholics. 

FACT: Almost a third of veterans experiencing homelessness do not have any alcohol or substance abuse issues. 

MYTH: Transitional housing for persons experiencing 
homelessness will decrease property values. 

FACT: According to a study completed by Econsult Corporation 
on 15 transitional housing facilit ies in the Philadelphia area, it 
was found that property values in fact increased by 1.8% .

MYTH: Veterans experiencing homelessness choose to be 
homeless. 

FACT: No one chooses to be homeless, including veterans. 
Financial dif f icult ies, the lack of affordable housing, and lack 
of services are the primary reasons that veterans experience 
homelessness.  

MYTH: The VA provides housing for veterans experiencing homelessness.

FACT: The VA provides two programs that allow veterans experiencing homelessness to seek housing: GPD (Grant Per Diem) and 
HUD-VASH. These are unable to meet the needs of all veterans experiencing homelessness.
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NEW FOUNDATIONS
CASE STUDY 3 :
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New Foundat ions Transit ional  Living Program 

New Foundations Transitional Living (NFTL) is an organization that runs six sober living homes, in Cincinnati and one in Northern 
Kentucky. These homes do not have any services on site; they are simply houses where people who are recovering from substance 
abuse live together. 
The NFTL sober living homes provide structured living for the residents. There are some rules for the renters: for example they 
must maintain employment, submit to frequent drug tests, set goals, comply with curfews, participate in community service, and 
attend 12-step meetings. NFTL has been providing this crit ical housing for over four years with no use of public tax dollars. Any 
prof its are used to cover operational and maintenance expenses for the houses. 

An Epidemic? . 

There has been a signif icant increase in heroin use throughout the country, and some are calling it an 
?epidemic?. Leaders in the criminal justice system are overwhelmed by the problem. Chief Deputy 
Mark Schoonover says, ?We treated over 9,000 heroin addicts in 2013?, and from Lt. Jason Maydak 
(Perry, 2015), ?It?s a problem and it?s going to get worse?. The jails are overcrowded, and now with so 
many more individuals addicted to heroin coming through, they are not prepared to handle the 
numbers they are seeing. Sergeant Michael Hudepohl claims there were about 50 heroin-related 
vehicle accidents in all of 2014. In 2015 multiple calls are run in a day, and in one 24-hour period 
there were 10 heroin-related vehicle crashes (Huston, 2015). The effects of substance abuse can be 
job loss, f inancial hardship, and encounters with the criminal justice system. These consequences can 
result in individuals experiencing homelessness, and also being excluded from accessing both 
subsidized and market rate housing. The Ohio Mental Health & Addiction Services agency reports the 
biggest challenge for individuals working toward recovery is the lack of safe housing. 

NEW FOUNDATIONS TRANSITIONAL LIVING

Within one year of 
2012 overdose 

deaths rose from 
6.7%  to 159%  in 
Hamilton County; 
15%  to 92%  in 
Butler County, 

14.3%  to 56%  in 
Clermont County, 

and 18.5%  to 32%  
in Warren County. 
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Not In My Back Yard

The fol lowing is an out l ine of  a series of  events resul t ing f rom pressure by some neighbors and some pol it icians to get  rid of  sober 
l iving housing in the neighborhood of  Price Hil l .  In 2010 Ross Shively purchased an apartment in the Price Hill neighborhood of 
Cincinnati and decided to transition it into sober living housing. After seeing the success of the residents of this f irst home, he decided 

to purchase f ive more. From 2010 to 2014 NFTL operated these homes with no issues, and had 
positive relationships with both the city and neighbors.

In the early Spring of  2014 Shively purchased a sixth home in the neighborhood of Price Hill.  

March, 2014: Donald Strunk, a neighbor of a potential new NFTL home, noticed Shively had 
purchased a house on Rutledge. He started an on-line petit ion calling on Shively to not be allowed 
to open a sober living home in his neighborhood, and sent it to the city. 

March 29th, 2014: Shively received a letter from the City of Cincinnati stating that complaints had 
been made that he was going to use this home for sober housing, even though it was stil l 
unoccupied and in the renovation process. The city told Shively they would pull his renovation 
permit if  he intends to use the property for his NFTL program. 

April  28, 2014: Mayor Cranley made public complaints about NFTL from zoning to concerns about 
property values. An attorney for NFTL contacted the city and informed them that they believe the 
city is violating the Federal Fair Housing Act.  This act protects specif ic classes of people, such as 
individuals with disabilit ies, by stating they can live together in group settings, in single family 
housing zones, in accordance with local laws. 

NEW FOUNDATIONS

 ?We are your children, 
your spouses, your friends, 
the people who serve you 

dinner at your favorite 
restaurant, your doctor, 

your neighbor, the actors in 
your favorite f ilms, the 
musicians who perform 

your favorite songs, and so 
on.  Some of us are quite 
obvious and others are 

well hidden, suffering the 
ugly effects of this disease 

alone on their bathroom 
f loor, shaking violently, 

soaked in tears, and 
overf lowing with shame.? 

(Henry Harbor, 2014)
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April  29, 2014: Shively received complaints from the City of Cincinnati on all his Price Hill 
properties, stating they are in violation of zoning laws. He is told to cease and desist with the 
Rutledge house, or all his houses would be shut down.  Strunk?s accusations included that the homes 
had bed bugs, were over-occupied and were in violation of zoning. In truth, bed bugs had never been 
an issue for the Shively homes, the over-occupancy was corrected immediately, and zoning was 
never a concern as he had contacted the city about proper zoning before he opened the homes to 
renters. 

The city then challenged NFTL about l icensure. NFTL has never advertised that they offer anything 
other than housing and structure.  It is clearly stated any additional needs are to be sought outside of 
the sober living home, as they are not treatment providers. 

May, 2014: Neighbors claim their opposition to the Rutledge home is simply that Shively is not 
operating according to the law. The city claimed they were extremely over-occupied with 12-15 
residents per household which is above the occupancy guidelines (Noble, 2014).  Shively is crit icized 
for operating ?under a cloak of darkness?. Community members such as Pete Witte claimed ?no one 
knew what he (Shively) was doing? (Noble, 2014). However, Director Jason Overby (2014) explained that in 2010 when NFTL opened their 
housing, the City was directly contacted to come to an open house.  In the years leading up to the Mayor?s complaint in March, 2014, they 
had never received any negative feedback.  

The press depicts Shively as a cold, heartless man who was taking advantage of individuals with addiction 
since he operates as a for-prof it.  NFTL had three attorneys offer to f ight for them on the grounds of fair 
housing law. 

Correspondence is exchanged back and forth between the city and NFTL attorney Steven G. Polin. The city 
tells NFTL they must reduce each house to 5 residents or less. If  they cooperate the city will drop all 
complaints, f ines, penalties and violations towards NFTL. NFTL is told they have to evict any tenant who was 
not will ing to move, work with other area providers to perform ?best practices?, sell the Rutledge house, and 
that future homes cannot be opened without obtaining permits, approvals and variances from the city in 
advance. 

NEW FOUNDATIONS

"The help that New 
Foundations Transitional 

Living provides to 
recovering addicts should 

trump city zoning laws that 
forbid more than four 

unrelated people from living 
together in residential 

neighborhoods, supporters 
say."  -Cincinnati Enquirer 

"HALFWAY HOUSE 
OPERATOR TAKING ON 
CITY HALL" -Cincinnati 

Enquirer 
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The attorney responds by tell ing the city if  they plan to bring it into court he will pursue in the United States District Court. Attorney Polin 
says the city is in violation of the Fair Housing Act by not making an accommodation for 10 residents to reside (as per the current City?s 
Municipal Code), and by following the zoning codes as you cannot discriminate against recovering alcoholics and or substance abuse users 
in terms of housing (Polin ESQ., 2014).   

October 15, 2014: A settlement was agreed upon by both the City of Cincinnati and NFTL that included the following: 

? One NFTL home was closed. 

? NFTL agreed to not open anymore homes in West and East Price Hill. 

? NFTL had to cut occupancy in their houses by 50% . 

? The Rutledge house had to operate as a market rental, and not as sober living housing. 

? Permits and permissions to operate any additional sober living homes must be requested to the city in advance. 

Permits and Permissions 

The two major issues that came to light from this project are occupancy and zoning codes.  Although the over-occupancy was corrected, 
Hamilton County has an extremely high rate of individuals that are in dire need of safe housing in order to recover from their addiction.  
Having to evict these individuals from the sober living housing can be a matter of l ife and death. 

Cincinnati currently has a zoning code (City of Cincinnati Planning & Building, 2014) that prevents housing projects with multi-family 
intentions to reside in single family zoning areas. This was one of the city?s major objections to NFTL. However, federal Fair Housing Law 
protects individuals with disabilit ies (this includes chemical dependency or addiction) to reside in these areas because they can be 
considered a family working towards a common goal (Polin, ESQ., 2014). Even with this federal protection in place, NFTL stil l took some 
major losses in this f ight. 

NEW FOUNDATIONS
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Best  Pract ices 
The importance of collaborating with the city is emphasized in this case. Unfortunately, polit ics sometimes outweighs what is truly needed 
in a community. Understanding the perception of the neighborhood is also important while simultaneously working to educate neighbors 
on the overall benefits of the program. Jason Overby explained that being involved in Sober Living Housing project is something that 
takes great motivation and dedication. The project has not made Shively a great deal of money and his losses at t imes have outweighed 
the prof it. It is important to be passionate about this cause due to the negative consequences that can arise. 

An open house was offered to neighbors, the city, and anyone will ing to visit to see the houses, presenting themselves as an open book.  
According to Jason Overby, Director at the NFLT program in 2014, the program has a high rate of success. Individuals cannot be under the 
inf luence of any substances while living in the household or they will be evicted immediately.  More than f if ty individuals have 
successfully moved out of the homes and continue to rebuild their l ives.

Conclusion
The opposition by the Mayor and fearful neighbors resulted in the loss of sober living options for men and women who desperately need 
safe and secure housing in which they can recover from addiction. Nowhere in any communications from the city was there any 
acknowledgement of the heroin epidemic happening in greater Cincinnati. An agreement was made that the home on Rutledge will be 
sold and not available to turn into a sober living home and NFTL cannot open any more housing in Price Hill (WCPO, 2014).  Occupancy has 
also been decreased, leaving some individuals without housing. Going forward Shively must also apply for permits even though Fair 
Housing Act states the city must accommodate the housing needs of individuals with disabilit ies. 
 

Unfortunately, this is a problem not l imited to Hamilton County. The City of Middletown?s Planning Department recently denied a proposal 
of housing for veterans experiencing homelessness who are in recovery. The neighbors in opposition claimed Middletown had ?enough 
issues without adding more drug addicts to the scene? (Pitman, 2013).  Middletown reached a similar conclusion stating it was too close to 
other similar facil it ies (zoning) and there was signif icant concern about more low income housing in Middletown which ?needed to be 
capped? (Pitman, 2013).   

Although Fair Housing Law offered some protection for the people who lived in the NFTL houses, they stil l agreed to a settlement which 
gave the City of Cincinnati the ability to make demands. Cincinnati is currently working on a re-draft of their zoning code where they have 
draft language that would require advance approvals for where permanent supportive housing can be located (City of Cincinnati Planning 
& Building, 2014). Instead of playing into people?s fears and prejudices, the city should embrace inclusionary zoning. People?s lives 
depend on it.  

NEW FOUNDATIONS
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MYTH: ?People who use drugs and alcohol could stop if  they really wanted to.?   

FACT: The medical f ield rejects the notion that individuals simply have a ?lack of willpower?. There are predispositions for individuals who 
are more likely to be addicted to drugs, and once they start using, neurological changes can make it more dif f icult to control impulses. 
Addiction is a disease that changes the chemistry of the brain, and recovery can be very dif f icult. 

MYTH: Once people stop using drugs their problems will be over. 

FACT: Recovery is a lifelong process, the f irst year being the most crucial. Stable and safe housing is a crit ical component to rebuilding 
lives. 

MYTH: Sober Living housing will drive down property values and look like ?cheap housing? 

FACT: Research has shown there is no negative impact on the price or frequency of sales of neighboring homes to sober living homes.? 
Sober living housing is just l ike any other housing, and so has to adhere to the same building restrictions and design standards as any 
other market rate housing.? 

NEW FOUNDATIONS Myth Busting? . 
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SECTION THREE
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In the spring of 2014 the City of Cincinnati announced it was going to revise its zoning code, otherwise known as the ?Cincinnati 
Land Development Code?. The code sets the rules for zoning, landscaping, signage and parking, and overlay districts. This revision 
presented advocates for affordable housing with an opportunity to build in policy to ensure our city can better respond to the 
affordable housing crisis. The traditional solutions for creating affordability in housing have all but disappeared. Cities 
increasingly are turning to market solutions that include affordability to house the working class and the very low income. 

In the summer of 2014 the city?s Department of Planning and Buildings published a draft of the new code, and the public was 
offered the opportunity to give feedback. The Affordable Housing Advocates (AHA) 
offered feedback on the f irst draft. A second draft was published that reportedly included 
feedback the city planners had received on the f irst draft. Unfortunately, none of the 
recommendations offered by AHA were included. 

The public was offered a second opportunity to provide feedback, this time due in January, 
2015. Reportedly the next step is that the city will publish a f inal draft in fall 2015. Both 
the City Planning Commission and City Council will then hold public hearings to discuss 
the proposed plan, followed by their f inal approval.  

Whenever there is a revision of a land use (zoning) code, it provides an opportunity to set 
out a vision for the future of a city. AHA made some important recommendations that 
could have a real impact on diversifying the City of Cincinnati. Their f irst recommendation 
was, ?Inclusionary zoning policies should be part of the plan. Cincinnati must promote 
inclusion and diversity to succeed in the 21st Century.?

Although city off icials mentioned inclusionary zoning by including it in a HUD grant application, and commissioned a study that 
was essentially a literature review of inclusionary zoning, they stil l refused to sign a motion that would have required a small 
percentage of affordability in the preferred developer agreement in the neighborhood of Over the Rhine. 

LAND USE DEVELOPMENT CODE

The basic def init ion of  
Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) is ?A 

land use technique for 
developing diverse 

mixed-income communit ies by 
requiring each new resident ial  

development make a 
percentage of  the new units 

af fordable to targeted incomes 
(inclusionaryzoning.com).
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Cincinnati advocates for affordable housing are left to read longingly about successful campaigns for inclusionary zoning in places like 
Washington DC and New York.  Polit ical leaders in those cit ies agreed that inclusionary zoning was an important tool to help protect 
affordability and address gentrif ication?s negative effects. From the article, ?Winning Campaign: Housing advocates in Washington, D.C., 
marshaled four strategies for achieving inclusionary-zoning policies designed to protect affordability in a rapidly gentrifying city.? Radhika 
Fox (2007): 

?Inclusionary zoning can become a central component of a community's affordable-housing toolbox, because it can help meet 
multiple housing goals, including:

o Fostering communities that are racially and economically mixed;
o Ensuring housing for a diverse labor force;
o Expanding housing opportunities for residents living in high-poverty neighborhoods-or residents historically excluded           
f rom aff luent neighborhoods."

Meanwhile in Cincinnati we are presented with a code heading for approval in 2015 that is dominated by exclusionary zoning:  
?the util ization of zoning ordinances to exclude certain types of people from a given community (Wikipedia).? 

On this issue, AHA notes the following crit ical feature in the new code regarding classif ications based on personal characteristics 
of residents:   

LAND USE DEVELOPMENT CODE

It  is disappoint ing that  the code cont inues the old pol icy of  l imit ing who can l ive where based on personal  
characterist ics. The code restricts who can l ive together in al l  the various types of  dist ricts. For example, the code 
cont inues the unnecessary pol icy of  favoring persons l iving together who are related by marriage or biological  
relat ionship. Other examples of  this problem are: Dif ferent  rules based on age of  residents, such as rules that  give more 
opt ions to a person over 60. In other sect ions people over 60 are disfavored per the code. Dif ferent  t reatment i f  
residents have rel igious af f i l iat ions, such as rel igious orders. Dif ferent  l imits based on heal th or need for support ive 
service of  residents. Foster children are disfavored. Local  codes can and do set  l imits on the number of  people who can 
reside in a residence based on the size of  the space. Such rules prevent  overcrowding and protect  the heal th of  the 
residents. The relat ionships, age or disabil i ty of  residents should not  be regulated. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zoning
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We should not be making rules about who can and cannot l ive somewhere based on what type of person they are. The code should 
be about buildings, not people. 

Another recommendation was that the code should facil itate reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilit ies, and to 
reconsider the idea that the City requires a person requesting a reasonable accommodation under zoning to go through the formal 
zoning variance procedure. Instead AHA recommends a simpler administrative procedure. 

 This is an example of how advocates hope to set better land use policy and reject exclusionary zoning. 

LAND USE DEVELOPMENT CODE

Image from: facebook.com/MUCCEOTR
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Common Themes of  Organized Opposit ion to Af fordable Housing 

 These f indings are drawn from experience with three cases in which community or corporate opposition blocked efforts to develop 
or retain affordable housing for low-income populations. The three programs are well known beyond advocates for affordable 
housing as opposition was widely publicized through public narratives related to both location and funding, and legitimacy of 
authorization for affordable housing. The three targets of opposition include the relocation of the Drop Inn Center from its location of 
30 years, relocation of the Anna Louise Inn from its location of 104 years, and blocking the planned Alaska Commons from a proposed 
location in a residential neighborhood. Opposition came from community groups, ad hoc special interest groups, individuals, 
individual corporations, business groups, and corporate interests. A brief description of each program follows with a reminder that 
some issues raised are ?stil l in play? and they are offered for understanding of opposition forces, not the specif ic housing programs. 

Drop Inn Center: On January 13, 1978, the volunteer forces of the Drop Inn Center led by founder buddy gray made the famous 

"People's Move" to the former Teamsters Hall at 217 W. 12th Street where the shelter has operated for over 30 years. Starting in 
2010 there was an active plan to remove the Drop Inn Center from its original location in the heart of Over the Rhine. This location 
has been crit ical to people experiencing homelessness, as it was within walking distance of important resources to help meet their 
basic needs such as food, clothing, and health services. In September 2015 the shelter will be moved far from the city center at a new 
facility at the site of an old Butternut factory in Queensgate, a neighborhood dominated by industrial and commercial warehouses. 

Anna Louise Inn:  The Anna Louise Inn (ALI), owned and operated by Cincinnati Union Bethel (CUB) provided permanent housing for 

single women in an historic building donated by the Charles P. Taft (brother of the President) family in 1909. Responding to crit ical 
needs for housing for single women, the Taft family gif t of the beautiful (now with historic designation) Anna Louise Inn opened in 
1909 providing safe, affordable housing adjacent to the Taft?s own home and nearby Lytle Park, and close to the business and 
commercial center of the City where the residents found employment. After attempting to renovate its building in the Lytle Park area, 
CUB recently built a new ALI at a site in a low-income neighborhood after a protracted struggle that it move to a new location. The 
Anna Louise Inn continues to serve low income, single women with permanent housing. ALI is not a shelter for homeless women, is 
not a residential treatment center, nor a rehabilitation center. Residents have rental agreements, pay rent, and have the protections 
of fair housing as tenants just as residents in nearby upscale apartment and condominium buildings do ? dif ferentiated only by level 
of income and levels of rent. 

COMMON THEMES OF OPPOSITION
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Commons at  Alaska: For years, a former nursing home sat vacant on Alaska Avenue, fall ing apart, hanging open with trash pilled 

everywhere, both inside and out. An affordable housing developer National Church Residences based in Columbus proposed a 
99-apartment development on the site called ?Commons at Alaska?. The residents would have on site supportive services and there 
would have been 24-hour staff ing. The developer decided on the neighborhood of Avondale based on the direction of the city,  the 
acceptance of the Avondale Community Council and Avondale Comprehensive Development Corporation. National Church Residences 
and the Avondale Community Council worked together for three years before the specif ic site was selected. City Council voted to 
support Commons at Alaska, and the Cincinnati Zoning Code allowed this development by Alaska. In the end, the project stalled due to 
pressure from some neighbors who did not want it built in their neighborhood.  If  it were not for the dil igence of the developer in 
seeking out acceptance of another neighborhood, the possibil ity of 99 new housing units may stil l not happen.  

Learning from these examples, organized opposition seems to fall in general themes, all made major impact on the dynamics of 
developing, renovating, and providing affordable housing: 

 1. Init iating recall of public decisions on funding, zoning, historic designation, and economic development (Council HUD approvals, 
LIHTC, Historic Tax Credits, etc) 

 2. Denouncing positions of fully vetted funding decisions (OHFA) and denunciations of positions/support of recognized 
cit izens/community groups (Community Councils, CDAC?s) 

 3. Use of polit ical inf luence on public decision-making bodies to deny funds or housing assistance to eligible individuals (Members of 
City Council pressure CMHA Board; codifying Homeless to Homes study in Homeless to Homes Ordinance; privatizing public functions of 
resource allocation and property/ real estate development; shif t authority from those charged with housing responsibil it ies 
(CoC/Strategies) to corporate interests (3CDC) without expertise in affordable housing/shelters 

 4. Distortion of public information and records (Police Calls for Service, property tax evaluations, boundaries of established zoning 
codes) 

 5. Specious discrediting of residents (Drop Inn Center=panhandlers, Anna Louise Inn=prostitutes, Alaska Commons=drug dealers); 
discrediting efforts of advocates for affordable housing and existing efforts to house tenants.

 6. Use of ?court of public opinion? to advance NIMBY positions - print, broadcast, and social media included in news broadcasts and print 
and broadcast editorials advanced by prominent voices 

 7. Use of lawsuits challenging legitimacy of zoning, planning, funding and regulations including provisions of Fair Housing Act 

COMMON THEMES OF OPPOSITION CONT.
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ANNA LOUISE INN
 Recommendations on How to Overcome Local Opposition to 

Affordable Housing 

How to Fight  the ?NIMBY?s? (Not  in My Backyard!) 

The Negat ive Impact  of  NIMBY-ism 
Community and quasi-governmental opposition can have a signif icant, negative impact on the creation of affordable housing. 
?Not in My Back Yard? sentiments can cause additional expenses for studies, construction delays, and legal proceedings. It can 
cause funders to pull out, and in some cases can outright kil l a project. Worst of all it directly contributes to the problem of 
homelessness by delaying the opportunity for the thousands of men, women, and children in our city to have a roof over their 
heads that they can afford.

What NIMBY-ism usual ly sounds l ike?  
Whenever we encounter opposition to affordable housing, the concerns raised are of a predictable type. Below is a list of the 
types of concerns we usually hear, followed by an example: 

1. Prejudice or bias toward prospect ive residents
 ?We don?t want these types of people living here.? Seniors, families, the poor, people with disabilit ies, people recovering from 
substance abuse? .f il l in the blank. 

2. Fear of  the negat ive impacts the new housing wil l  have  
?Our property values are going to go down if  they build that type of housing here.? 
?We do not l ike the design of the housing, it doesn?t f it with the neighborhood.? 

3. Fear of  the new residents 
?These people will bring more crime to the neighborhood. 
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 Recommendations on How to Overcome Local Opposition to 
Affordable Housing 

4. Concerns about  land use, or impacts neighborhood services 

 ?There will be more traff ic, more congestion, and less parking.? 

?These new residents will only burden the school system.? 

?We shouldn?t be housing these types of people in this location. They are just not a good f it for this location.? 

5. Lack of  informat ion/misinformat ion 

 ?We weren?t involved in the planning of this project, we were misled about this project.? 

6. Complaints about  the process 

?We should have been asked to participate, no one invited us to hear our concerns.? 

?Our concerns are not being addressed? 

7. Value conf l icts 

 ?Our taxes should not be used to support affordable housing.? ?Why should people 
who pay less benefit from the neighborhood we enjoy and pay for? Those people 
need to live somewhere else, just not here.? 
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 Recommendations on How to Overcome Local Opposition to Affordable 
Housing 

How to respond to NIMBY-ism 

The public hearing is typically cited as the best opportunity for address community concerns about a project. However, we know these 
are typically not effective in changing opponents? minds. Instead, effective outreach needs to be done prior to the public hearing.  

Affordable housing advocates and developers should work together well in advance of the project?s approval. There may be various 
constituencies that may need varying degrees of outreach, whether they be local elected off icials, government administrators, 
neighbors, advocates, and the media. Who are potential all ies? What is the polit ical landscape? What kind of support does the project 
need and what are the anticipated concerns? This assessment will help guide where the advocacy needs to happen.  

Often, even if  the opposition?s concerns are addressed, they will continue to oppose it. We know this opposition can sometimes be 
rooted in fear, or racism, or classism. Unfortunately, it is very hard to overcome these. However, local government should NOT consider 
their fears in making land use decisions. This would be inappropriate, and in some cases unlawful.  

Finally, advocates for affordable housing should know that opponents can use the very same community organizing tactics as 
proponents do. They can just as well tell their story to the media, lobby government off icials, circulate petit ions, hold meetings to 
organize against the project, and threaten lawsuits.  

Key Recommendations 

? Get public support or endorsement of a local business groups, neighborhood groups, religious groups, and other organizations 
that have credibil ity. 

 ? Recruit and educate supporters to assist with various advocacy efforts (see the Advocacy in Action Guide in this report for 
ideas). This can include serving as public spokespersons for the project to the media, and testifying at public hearings. 

 ? Work with the city government to cultivate better planning processes for development to help build trust with the 
community.   

? Frame the issue of welcoming affordable housing as an opportunity for the neighborhood to be part of a diverse, inclusive 
community. 
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Housing 

Key Recommendations  (cont...)

? Frame the project as meeting a community need. Frame the future residents as current community members whose families are 
already neighborhood residents. 

 ? If  there is an advisory board on the project, encourage residents to become involved as members. 

 ? Educate elected off icials on the importance of affordable housing for the health of the entire community, so in turn they can make 
this point with opponents when they lobby them 

 ? Ask future residents and beneficiaries to stand up for the project. 

 ? Promote inclusionary housing policies so that the requirement for a percentage of affordable housing is already built into projects.  

? Create a media kit on the project to help explain the development plans, and what public purpose the housing serves.  Offer 
examples of who the housing will serve.  

? Address all legitimate neighborhood and community opposition. Examples of legitimate, nondiscriminatory concern can include 
questions about traff ic density or project design.  

? Address the property value concern by sharing the hundreds of studies throughout the nation that have found no negative effect on 
neighboring market rate property values. A list of these studies can be found in the 2012 National Low Income Housing Coalit ion?s 
report ?Advocates Resource Guide?. 

 ? The developer or social agency?s management, staff , and clients aff il iated with the project should take part in community events 
such as block parties, barbecues, parades, or neighborhood clean-ups. 

 ? Host an open house at a similar project so neighbors can satisfy their curiosity about the proposed facility. Offer transportation and 
a f ield trip.  

? Is this discrimination? Violations of the federal Fair Housing Act must be taken seriously. When opposition against the project is in 
fact discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, familial status or disability, it violates the federal Fair Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 3601-Sec. 3631). 
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ANNA LOUISE INN
 Recommendations on How to Overcome Local Opposition to Affordable 

Housing 

The importance of  overcoming community opposit ion and encouraging community support  
cannot  be overstated. 

We know from experience that investing the time to overcome potential opposition to a planned affordable housing project 
can be just as important as securing funding, selecting a site, and getting land use approvals. A small, inf luential group of 
opponents can have a devastating impact on our ability to create the affordable housing that we so crit ically need in our 
city. Affordable housing developers and advocates must work together to ensure the community?s legitimate concerns are 
addressed, so the housing can be built. 
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BE A YIMBY GUIDE

(Yes In My Back Yard)

We know that the problem of men, women, and children experiencing homelessness is not ending, and in some ways it?s getting 
worse than ever before. As we educate about homelessness, we connect it to broader polit ical and f iscal decisions that have 
contributed to the current affordable housing crisis. Simply put, homelessness is directly t ied to the fact that we do not have enough 
affordable housing. In this report we have focused on the inf luence of community opposition, and how it can have a negative impact 
on the development of affordable housing. 

The pages that follow include ideas for how any one of us can be an advocate for affordable housing, and help overcome this 
opposition. We?ve made a list of actions we recommend to young people, to neighbors, and to opinion leaders and legislators.  For 
any one of these, the Homeless Coalit ion and the Affordable Housing Advocates (AHA) stand ready to provide support and guidance 
to help you implement these actions. 

Youth Advocacy in Act ion! 

Can young people really make a dif ference? Our answer is a resounding YES! It is often the younger members of the 
community who are the most creative and hopeful, in the mission to end homelessness and develop more affordable 
housing. 

First , educate yoursel f ! Know the basic facts of homelessness, including why people become homeless, how people 
experiencing homelessness are criminalized, and what are the solutions to help end homelessness. Volunteer/ Intern so you 
can get to know people who are experiencing homelessness and learn from them. 

Organize a philanthropy event  to support  advocacy work: Talent shows, runs, and other fundraisers? proceeds can be 
donated to the Homeless Coalit ion. 

Host a movie night ! Screen a movie or documentary about poverty. Lead a discussion afterwards. 

Create a student  advocacy group to help educate and advocate to end homelessness.  

If  you are vot ing age: Be an informed voter! Know who your local, state, and federal representatives are, their positions on 
these issues, and allow that knowledge to inform your decision making next election cycle.

Advocacy Works!! 
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Youth Advocacy in Act ion! Cont .

If  you are not  yet  vot ing age: Help advocacy campaigns like voter registration and turnout campaigns. Help educate your friends and 
family who are voters on the issues! 

Write let ters to support affordable housing campaigns, legislation, and polit icians who support solutions to end homelessness. 

Be aware of  af fordable housing coming to your community. Appear at zoning and city council meetings to express your support of 
affordable housing and services for persons experiencing homelessness. 

Host the Homeless Coal it ion and Af fordable Housing Advocates (AHA) educat ion programs at your student, faith, or civic groups. These 
include the City-Wide Shantytown, Homeless Awareness Month, Homeless Memorial, The People?s History Over the Rhine Affordable 
Housing Walking Tour, Cincinnati Urban Experience,  and the Voice of the Homeless Speaker?s Bureau.

Combat  stereotypes and misinformation about homelessness with facts by sharing accurate information with your friends and family. 

Print  media: Contact your local, campus or high school newspaper to make them aware of your advocacy activit ies. The more media 
coverage, the more awareness of homelessness. Submit editorials on important issues related to homelessness that come up in your 
community. 

Social  media: Tweet and Facebook post to educate your peers about homelessness. Share/ retweet posts about poverty and the 
affordable housing crisis from groups like the Cincinnati Affordable Housing Advocates (AHA), the Homeless Coalit ion, and the National 
Homeless Coalit ion. 

Neighbor Advocacy in Act ion! 

Neighbors must speak up when discrimination and fear are expressed in ?Not In My Backyard? sentiments. You do not have to 
be an expert on the topic of affordable housing to be a powerful advocate. The fact that you are a neighbor to the proposed 
housing, and that you support it, is extremely valuable. Make sure your voice is heard, because in most cases it is the opposition 
to affordable housing that is the loudest.  Below is a list of actions we recommend to neighbors: 

Learn about  proposed af fordable housing developments coming into your community by contacting the City of Cincinnati?s 
Trade and Development Department to f ind out any pending projects in the planning stages. 
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Neighbor Advocacy in Act ion!  Cont .

Contact  af fordable housing development providers directly and volunteer yourself  as a positive voice in the community. 

Write let ters to the editor to help generate valuable support. 

Attend zoning and city council  meet ings to express your support  of  af fordable housing. Most affordable housing 
developments require an open house or permit hearings before they are approved. There, you can voice support for the project. 
You also have the opportunity to interact with other neighbors who may not be supporting the project and help address their 
fears. 

Communicate your support  to neighbors and decision makers within the community by making visits to legislators, calling into 
radio talk shows, creating an online petit ion, and writ ing letters of support. 

Col laborate with other supporters in your community and help them share the message that inclusion and diversity are 
important to your neighborhood. 

Combat misinformat ion and discriminat ion with facts such as ?Affordable Housing does not have a negative effect on property 
values or community safety.? 

Opinion Leader and Legislator Advocacy in Act ion! 

Opinion leaders and legislators can lend major support to overcoming community opposition to affordable housing. There are 
some members of a community that many people trust and respect; we call them ?opinion leaders?. There are also elected 
off icials and administrators who inf luence policy and can provide support for affordable housing; we call them ?legislators?. 
Below is a list of ideas to help these individuals be champions for affordable housing. 

Get informed! Request research, talking points, and sample legislation from advocates for affordable housing.

Ident ify yoursel f  as an advocate for affordable housing.  You do not have to be an expert, but you can present yourself  or your 
off ice as receptive to working on solutions to the crit ical lack of affordable housing. 



67

YIMBY GUIDE

Opinion Leader and Legislator Advocacy in Act ion! Cont.

Direct ly and publ icly support  proposed af fordable housing, and affordable housing legislation and init iatives. Help recruit 
other all ies to affordable housing. 

Sponsor legislat ion that will help increase the amount of affordable housing. 

Encourage and support  col leagues at various levels (local, state, and federal/ national) on their affordable housing efforts 

Arrange a tour of proposed affordable housing projects, then help garner media coverage of your visit. 

Use your plat form to help educate on the dire need for affordable housing. 

Combat misinformat ion with facts such as "Including everyone makes a stronger community!"
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http://heinonline.org.libproxy.usc.edu/HOL/LuceneSearch?specialcollection=terms=creator%3A%22%20Gorman,%20Robert%20H.%22yearlo=yearhi=subject=ANYjournal=ALLsortby=relevancecollection=journalssearchtype=advancedsubmit=Searchbase=jsall=true
http://heinonline.org.libproxy.usc.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/utol36id=487collection=journalsindex=
http://heinonline.org.libproxy.usc.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/utol36id=487collection=journalsindex=
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/drugs/buyers/socialhistory.html
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/drugs/buyers/socialhistory.html
http://www.dropinn.org/shelter-and-recovery/default.aspx
http://www.dropinn.org/shelter-and-recovery/default.aspx
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Affordable Housing Gap Section

 2014-2015 CMHA Board Members:  Appointed By: 

Mr. Will iam Myles, Chairperson Court of Common Pleas 

Ms. Marisa Spears, Vice-Chairperson City of Cincinnati 

Mr. Bernard Fiedeldey, Jr. Probate Court of Hamilton County 

Mr. Edward R. O'Donnell Hamilton County Commissioners 

Mr. Thomas J. Weidman Hamilton County Township Association 

Mrs. Mayme LaVerne Mitchell Hamilton County Municipal League 

Mr. Kevin M. Moore City of Cincinnati 

CMHA BOARD MEMBERS

2014-2015 Cincinnat i City Council  Member: Council  Member?s Role: 

 Vice Mayor David Mann  Budget & Finance Committee, Major Transportation and 

Regional Cooperation Committee, Neighborhoods Committee, Rules & 

Audit Committee 

CINCINNATI CITY COUNCIL

http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/vice-mayor-david-mann/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/vice-mayor-david-mann/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/vice-mayor-david-mann/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/vice-mayor-david-mann/
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 President Pro Tem Yvette Simpson  Law and Public Safety Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, Major 
Transportation and Regional Cooperation Committee, Human Services, Youth 
and Arts Committee, Neighborhoods Committee, Rules & Audit Committee, 

 Council Member Kevin Flynn  Law and Public Safety Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, Major 

Transportation and Regional Cooperation Committee, Rules & Audit Committee 

 Council Member Amy Murray  Budget & Finance Committee, Economic  Growth, Major Transportation and    

Regional Cooperation Committee 

 Council Member Chris Seelbach  Budget & Finance Committee, Major Transportation and Regional Cooperation 

Committee, Human Services, Youth and Arts Committee, Education and 

Entrepreneurship

 Council Member P.G. Sittenfeld  Budget & Finance Committee, Major Transportation and Regional Cooperation 

Committee, Education and Entrepreneurship 

 Council Member Christopher Smitherman  Law and Public Safety Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, Economic 

Growth 

 Council Member Charlie Winburn  Law and Public Safety Committee, Budget & Finance Committee, Economic 
Growth  

 Council Member Wendell Young  Budget & Finance Committee, Major Transportation and    Regional 
Cooperation Committee, Human Services, Youth and Arts Committee, 
Neighborhoods Committee, Rules & Audit Committee, Education and 

Entrepreneurship 

CINCINNATI CITY COUNCIL CONT.

http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/president-pro-tem-yvette-simpson/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/president-pro-tem-yvette-simpson/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/president-pro-tem-yvette-simpson/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/president-pro-tem-yvette-simpson/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/president-pro-tem-yvette-simpson/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-kevin-flynn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-kevin-flynn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-kevin-flynn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-kevin-flynn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-wendell-young/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-wendell-young/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-wendell-young/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-wendell-young/
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  Building Department Protects the health and safety of the cit izenry by inspecting the quality and integrity of the city's 
building environment.  The goal is to promote economic development and maintain the quality of 
commercial and residential building stock through the enforcement of building and inspection codes. 
(Sourced from cincinnati-oh.gov) 

  City Manager An executive in charge of the administration of a city's government. The city's manager may create the 
city's budget, oversee the day-to-day operations of individual departments, make personnel decision 
and carry out specif ic policies of the mayor and city council  Carries out the policies and directives as set 
by the council and the mayor..  (Sourced from: wisegeek.org)

 Finance Department The Department of Finance is the f iscal off ice of the City, with responsibil ity for the Divisions of 
Accounts and Audits, Income Tax, Risk Management, Treasury and Purchasing. All receipts and 
disbursements are channeled through this department. (Sourced from cincinnati-oh.gov)

 Law Department Budget & Finance Committee, Major Transportation and Regional Cooperation Committee, Human 
Services, Youth and Arts Committee, Education and Entrepreneurship. (Sourced from cincinnati-oh.gov)

 

 Planning Department The City Planning Department develops and administers the Zoning Code, Subdivision Rules and 
Regulations, and other land use regulatory processes. They staff  the City Planning Commission  and also 
provide demographic, mapping, and analysis services.  They develop special plans, including the 
Comprehensive Plan, Consolidated Plan, Urban Renewal Plans, Community Plans, and Tax Increment 
Financing plans and also manage federally funded program reviews, including environmental reviews of 
projects.  They are responsible for processing zone change applications and managing  Planned 
Developments and Interim Development Control Overlay Districts. (Sourced from cincinnati-oh.gov) 

 Trade & Development Department This department assists business owners  and developers in their interactions with city departments to 
facil itate growth, and overcome hurdles to development.  This department assists in connecting 
business owners to community resources.  It also f inances business projects through assistance with, tax 
incentives, securing loans, and other types of f inancing. (Sourced from choosecincy.org)

 Zoning Board of Appeals The Zoning Board of Appeals reviews decisions by the Director of Buildings & Inspections, the Zoning 
Hearing Examiner, the Historic Conservation Board, and, in very limited instances, the City Planning 
Commission. (Sourced from cincinnati-oh.gov)

CITY DEPARTMENTS

http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-pg-sittenfeld1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-christopher-smitherman/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-charlie-winburn/
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  Community Development Advisory Board (CDAB) Advises the City Council, the Mayor, the Planning Commission and various 
City Departments, as appropriate, concerning the formulation of policies and 
plans, and identif ication of projects in order to carry out the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. (Sourced from cob.org)

  Historic Conservation Board Consists of seven members who are appointed by the City Manager. The 
Board must include at least one professional historic preservationist, one 
historian, two architects, one attorney, one person engaged in the real estate 
or development business, and one economist.  (Sourced from: 
cincinnati-oh.gov)

 Human Services Advisory Committee (HSAC) HSAC is a mayor-recommended and council-appointed group of cit izens who meet to 
decide what priorit ies and programs to recommend to City Council for funding from 
Human Services.  This committee is staffed by an employee of the city as well as the 
contracted United Way of Greater Cincinnati.  Human Services are public dollars 
budgeted to fund people-serving programs.  Originally 1.5%  of the city?s general 
fund was to be allocated to Human Services.  For more than a decade we have lead 
the f ight against annual proposals to signif icantly cut or eliminate Human Services, 
each time taking partial wins.  Finally after ten years, in the f iscal year 2016 budget, 
city council increased Human Services which had dwindled to 0.4%  percent of the 
general fund and is now at 0.8% .  The goal is to restore Human Services to its 1.5% . 

(Sourced from: cincinnati-oh.gov)

 Planning Commission The City Planning Commission is staffed by the City Planning Department.  Its 
members consist of volunteer cit izens, a member of City Council and potentially the 
City Manager.  They conducts reviews for changes in use and development of 
properties as it relates to the zoning code. (Sourced from: cincinnati-oh.gov)

COMMUNITY BOARDS

http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-amy-murray/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/
http://www.cincinnati-oh.gov/council/council-members/council-member-chris-seelbach1/

