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|1|CAPSTONE BRIEF 
Have community development 
corporations (CDCs) in Cincinnati 
been equally effective throughout 
their short histories? The answer 
for the most part is, no. There have 
been ebbs and flows in stages of 
great community advancement and 
other stages of stagnation and 
inactivity; this can result in knock-
on effects of either urban 
rejuvenation or blight. However, 
CDC-inconsistency has seldom 
been investigated. We need to ask 
whether internal or government 
policy, community engagement, 
stakeholder relations, or even the 
controversial point of CDC key-
persons’ personalities and 
leadership capacity played pivotal 
roles in CDC organizational 
capacity.  
We look at the Walnut Hills 
Redevelopment Foundation 
(WHRF) as a case-study, after many 
years of inactivity, the WHRF has 
recently received a great deal of 
positive publicity. How has WHRF done this and what are the lessons for other 
CDCs. 

FIGURE 1: NEIGHBORHOOD DEFINED - GOOGLE MAPS 

FIGURE 2: TOPOGRAPHIC-BUILDING DENSITY MAP (CAGIS) 
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The Capstone looks at this aforementioned statement and extrapolates this further into 
a few points that need examination in a broader context, theories that need to be 
explored and hopefully, have questions answered.  
With CDC’s having their origins mostly in grassroots activism and combatting local 
social, educational or developmental problems, how has the ‘economic development’ 
shift affected their efficacy? Has this changed their relationship with their broader 
community? Has the relationship evolved with other stakeholders? Is the more 
commonplace policy of the early-21st Century more beneficial to community 
advancement and individuals in these neighborhoods being advanced? Is the 
sociopolitical, economic and ideological climate a factor and how much does race, 
gender and personality of leaders matter? 
Basically, the Capstone will answer a simple question in a more complex manner: Has 
the WHRF improved over time, become more/less effective and transferred these policy 
and organizational benefits/liabilities to the broader community? Once this is 
answered, we can make the assumption that one policy focus has more benefits to 
community members than another. We can make recommendations based off these 
findings, providing come clearer ideas as to which factors, ideologies, personalities and 
demographic mixes make good CDC’s. 
The Harvard Law Review describes the role of CDC’s as such: 

First, as a political institution, it provides a mechanism through which the poor can achieve 
meaningful participation in the control of significant aspects of their community life. 
Second, the CDC as a service organization provides needed services to the community while 
avoiding the handout syndrome surrounding public welfare. Third, as an economic 
institution, the CDC promotes the economic development of the community through 
investment in community businesses. 
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|2|INTRODUCTION & HISTORY OF 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

It is geographically located between the 
Mt. Auburn and Mt. Adams bluffs to the 
north east of downtown Cincinnati. This 
community was the original first-suburbs 
shopping precinct and by personal 
accounts, had a proud heritage of African-
American owned businesses and 
numerous ethnocentric stores that served 
the community. Music, art, culture and 
activism formed part of historic Walnut 
Hills. 
The community identifies with being 
ethnically diverse, with a rich African-
American and civil rights culture. It 
positions itself as “real” and “genuine,” a neighborhood for the authentic inner-city 
Cincinnatian. Walnut Hills was annexed in stages, with south McMillan taking place 
from 1855, with the whole neighborhood being incorporated into the City of Cincinnati 
in 1869. The village of Woodburn annexation followed later in 1873, becoming East 
Walnut Hills.  
Walnut Hills actually has elements of being integrated and bipolar, with Whites and 
Blacks being in very close proximity. East Walnut Hills having a more Caucasian, yet 
still diverse, history and Walnut Hills proper having a middle-class Black history that 
after the 1960’s become progressively less-affluent. According to many community 
endemics, Walnut Hills has been more-or-less well integrated, with a high Black 
concentration, since directly after the Civil War.  
Peebles Corner, the old commercial heart of the neighborhood, used to be called Kay’s 
Corner. This, until W. S. Peebles grocery and tobacconist store, opened a Walnut Hills 

FIGURE 1: WOODBURN AVE, E. WALNUT HILLS 
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branch at McMillan and Gilbert in 1883. It’s rumored Peebles bribed the streetcar 
operators to announce the stop as “Peebles Corner” to promote the new store. It’s said 
two months later, the name had stuck.  
Leaders controversially stated, that desegregation in the late 1960’s hurt black business. 
Black residents of Walnut Hills patronized local Black business, but once the 
desegregated market opened up, competition with corporate white businesses saw 
numerous local businesses close down. Competition with immigrants also took its toll 
on Black business. Race segregation is cited as a past issue, morphing to class and 
economic segregation today.  Many community members are born and raised within 
this very community. Many have an extensive personal story to tell about the history of 
Walnut Hills.  
The revival of the neighborhood has a long history, with Bob Schneider describing 
Woodburn Avenue as an overnight forty-year success. DeSales Corner was part of a 
rejuvenation initiative as far back as 1975.  
Although focused on the Walnut Hills neighborhood, where restorative and 
regenerative needs are greatest, the WHRF also serves the East Walnut Hills community 
and the well-established Woodburn Avenue corridor, with its signature Bavarian look. 
This, already well-preserved and looked after part of the WHRF jurisdiction, could act 
as a catalyst that sees urban improvements being made westwards towards the historic 
core of Peebles Corner.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

PG | 6 | C D C  C a p s t o n e   

|3|WALNUT HILLS URBAN DESIGN PLAN: ED.2 of 1975 
This is a remarkable document that is the second edition of the 1975 Urban Design Plan for the 
neighborhood. The parallels to today’s proposed urban renewal efforts is startling.  
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|4|THE WALNUT HILLS REDEVLOPMENT FOUNDATION (WHRF) 
Founded in 1977 for the 45206 zip code, with seed funding from Bob Schneider and with 
initial roots in the Walnut Hills Association and East Walnut Hills Assembly, the initial 
focus of the Walnut Hills Redevelopment Foundation was quality housing in the 
community. Additional initial founders were Don Linz, Jim King and Ed Pfetzing, with 
Patricia Garry playing a leading Cincinnati area CDC role at early stages. Most being 
endemic residents, albeit most being Caucasian, many alumni of Purcell High School.  
Due to the capital flight which took place post-civil-rights movement unrest, 
affordability of the stock was not the issue, the degradation thereof was. 
Suburbanization and freeway construction had adversely affected neighborhood 
housing stock too. It was stated that quality of housing, not the access to it, was the 
biggest issue. There was actually almost no market for market-rate housing at the time 
and slum lords were on the increase. Poverty became increasingly concentrated and 
clustered in the Walnut Hills area. 
One of their partners is the Walnut Hills Area Council (WHAC). Using this avenue, 
community members can voice their opinion, ideas and concerns at open meetings once 
a month on the 2nd Thursday. The WHAC also connects digitally through social media 
via Facebook.  

FIGURE 2: HOW WALNUT HILLS FITS INTO THE CINCINNATI LANDSCAPE; TAKEN FROM CAREW TOWER, DOWNTOWN 
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The business community is also represented through the Walnut Hills Business Group 
(WHBG), which meets monthly on the 3rd Thursday. Their mission is also to connect 
with the community, but with 
the need to build a thriving, 
sustainable business community 
in the neighborhood.  
Probably most importantly, is 
the WHRF monthly meet-up. It’s 
a neighborhood networking and 
opinion-sharing gathering that 
takes place at a different and 
unique Walnut Hills venue each 
3rd Wednesday of the month. 
They invite new transplants and 
old endemics to share their 
vision for the neighborhood directly with the WHRF.   
|5|WHRF STRUCTURE 
Although there is an operational structure that handles the day-to-day functioning of 
the WHRF, the board consists primarily of prominent Walnut Hills citizens that have 
been residents most of their lives’. This has ensured the policy direction and work 
directives are in the best interests of the community and those that hold its history, 
endemic residents and ambience dear.  
Permanent Staff: Kevin Wright (CEO); Thea Munchel (Real Estate Development 
Officer); Betty White (CFO); Sarah Marie Dotter (Events & Outreach Coordinator) 
Board of Trustees: John Hauck (Development Committtee); Christina Brown (Board 
President); Matt Kitchen (Board Treasurer); Kathryne Gardett (WHAC President); Tim 
MacConnell (Development Committee); Kathryn Gibbons (Board Vice-President and 
Chair: Development Committee); Fred Orth (Development Committee) 

FIGURE 3: WHRF OFFICE OPENING FUNCTION WITH CHRISTINA BROWN (NEW BOARD PRESIDENT), ANDRES DE WET, KEVIN WRIGHT (CEO), KATHRYN GARDETTE (BOARD TRUSTEE), TONYA ROGERS & THEA MUNCHEL (DEVELOPMENT OFFICER) 
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They also work with local community organizations, residents, business owners and 
strategic partners in redeveloping the Walnut Hills neighborhood.  
The WHRF works with the WHAC and WHBG (Jeff Brewster [WHBG President]). The 
City of Cincinnati is obviously in integral partner is necessary for all governmental, 
administrative and urban management issues pertaining to Walnut Hills.  
The board is elected, however must have 50% Walnut Hills representation. With the 
neighborhood being a low-income, minority census tract, these considerations are 
automatically brought into the board through the community 50% quota. Although race 
and gender representation is always on the mind of WHRF, the need to provide a 
professional and effective CDC service to Walnut Hills is paramount, thus certain skills 
and competencies are always sought to make the organization more effective.  
The Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) supplies funding upon application to 
the WHRF. PNC Bank helps fund the Façade Improvement Program (discussed later), 
whilst Fifth Third Bank funds the THRIVE Business Development Grant; this grant 
helps new businesses establish themselves within Walnut Hills, or existing businesses 
to relocate there. It ranges from $3,000-$15,000 and businesses must commit to three 
years within the Peebles Corner precinct. Focus-52, a City of Cincinnati initiative to help 
marginalized neighborhoods with revitalization capital is also a source of some project 
funding.  
|6|INCEPTION YEARS 
The early years of Don Linz, Daphne Sloane, and Jim King were quite productive in the 
WHRF, often taking on blighted housing stock, in particular depressed Section 8 units. 
Lack of quality housing stock in a neighborhood experiencing rapid disinvestment was 
a concern. Price was not a concern, due to capital flight being in full-swing. The WHRF 
was directly involved in the development and stabilization of housing stock; rather than 
the developmental facilitator role it plays today.  
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This policy focus is consistent with most American CDC’s of the 1970’s. Housing was the 
main focus in this period of comparative ideological Leftism. Post-Civil-Rights 
Movement, the focus of the nation was on social programs, with a focus on marginal 
population and neighborhood upliftment; the primary focus being housing of the 
previously oppressed and economically depressed. These years were the heydays of 
funding for programs like the Community Development Action Grant (CDAG) and 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); this too influenced the overarching 
housing focus. At this stage, CDC’s was primarily a volunteerism activity, rather than a 
professional one. The effect this had on gender roles in community development will be 
discussed later.  
Cincinnati was in a fortunate position compared to other rust-belt cities, in that the 
economy was comparatively diversified firstly; and secondly, the city is neighborhood-
centric. With such a strong neighborhood and community identity, it is asserted by 
community elders that Cincinnati never stopped fighting for their neighborhoods. 
Despite not always being successful, communities never gave up completely. During 
these initial phases, despite having male monetary and organizational support, women 
within the community played a strong role in effecting positive change.  
Elder community leaders state, that for many years, the different community groups in 
Walnut Hills did not cooperate and were generally, adversarial. WHAC (Walnut Hills 
Area Council) and WHBG (Walnut Hills Business Group) did not see eye-to-eye, were 
largely ineffectual as a cohesive unit and didn’t bother to cooperate with the East 
Walnut Hills Assembly either. Even today, the dominant force in the community by far, 
is the WHRF, with other neighborhood associations being a proxy for other interests 
and having limited scope and influence on the way the neighborhood will be shaped in 
future on their own. However, together with the WHRF, now form an effective, united 
voice for neighborhood change.  
Elders also assert that personality, efficacy and implementation-capacity of individual 
executive directors played a role in the adversarial attitude taken by the WHAC and 
WHBG; this shall be elaborated upon under the chapter on the Malaise Mid Years.  
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What is utterly remarkable, is the revised Urban 
Design Plan for Walnut Hills of January 1975 is 
extremely similar to current directives of the 
WHRF. This has almost debunked the whole 
hypothesis that there has been some form of 
policy evolution from the early days of 
community initiatives and activism up until 
now. Such things, as façade improvement 
initiatives, reimagining streetscapes and 
lighting, renovating derelict buildings and 
quality multi-family housing were all in the 1975 
plan.   
It is as if the hypothesis that the WHRF went 
from a housing-focused CDC to an urban 
redevelopment and economic development 
CDC is backward. Rather than policy changing on a neighborhood- or city-level, policy 
changed within the WHRF to fit in with initial aspirations of a revitalized Walnut Hills. 
It appears that the WHRF broadened their mandate to fit in with what was required, 
rather than some purposeful ideological shift; this may be in part due to the CDAG and 
CDBG being so housing focused, whilst funding today is broadly focused on economic 
development. Irony is, on a local level, the seeds for the current policy shift was there 
all along.  
It was originally thought, that due to the post-civil-rights movement years and the 
neoliberal politics that permeated the 1980’s, that the WHRF would have a community- 
and people-focused mandate to counteract the individualistic political economy at 
large. Whilst the focus was housing in the beginning, the idea of broader local economic 
development and urban regeneration existed back then. Thus it can be postulated that 
on a larger scale, policy hasn’t changed, but internally, policy shifted to be effective in 
the greater policy atmosphere.  

FIGURE 4: MCMILLAN ST, EAST OF PEEBLES CORNER 
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Support from the city has been more constant. Back in 1979, Cincinnati established 
various CRA’s, or Community Reinvestment Areas, where tax abatements were provided 
as incentive to rehabilitate depressed areas. One such area was Nassau-Eden, which at 
that stage was an area experiencing blight between Eden Park and Walnut Hills proper, 
but now has seen a complete revival.  
|7|EVOLUTION OF POLICY & THE MALAISE MID-YEARS 
Few people have had much positive to say about the interim middle years of the 
existence of the WHRF. The general community consensus is that middle-years’ 
leadership tenure was generally tumultuous. It is as if the WHRF seized-up through its 
middle years and the current CEO, Kevin Wright, is presiding over a three-year start up.  
He describes the tenure as such, “We need to rather look at what Walnut Hills would be 
like had [previous leaders] done nothing, than what [previous leaders] actually had done.” 
It is not that people lacked the intellectual capacity to carry out a mandate during those 
years. It was rather visionaries who had lost steam, become burnt out and recycled not 
only old ideas, but even old budget documents and program proposals that led to the 
WHRF-engine seizing.  
Due to this, the middle-years of policy evolution is difficult to quantify, since it’s as if 
the WHRF temporarily ceased to operate. The reaction of the community to Kevin 
Wright’s tenure is testament to this, as suddenly him ‘doing things’ elicited a 
community reaction of, “Wait, who are you, where are you from and what are you doing?” 
The finding is that the middle-years lacked direction and vision. Due to this, 
implementation of any hypothetical policy is almost impossible to quantify. Quite 
ironically, when one views the 1975 Urban Design Plan for Walnut Hills, it’s like the 
answer was there all along, but nobody with the right vision was there to implement it, 
until now. 
WHAC and WHBG relations deteriorated; the view was that top individuals in the 
WHRF had over-stayed their welcome, became burnt-out, ineffectual and unable to 
affect change. It is even charged budget proposals to the WHRF board became near-
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fiction that the City of Cincinnati began to see past. This leadership incapacitation 
interlinked with race, complicating the issue, as leadership ability was overlooked in 
favor of race-mongering and ethnic-camping on community boards.  
The City of Cincinnati eventually used the purse-strings to force change in Walnut Hills, 
as funding was withheld and the WHRF was completely incapacitated; it was either 
move on, or allow the vehicle of neighborhood change disintegrate.  
The WHBG and WHAC in seeing no impact for decades, drafted the Vision 2010 plan 
for Walnut Hills. Eventually it was realized the neighborhood needed to speak with one 
voice, with the CDC (WHRF) as the vehicle of implementation and cooperation. This 
period saw the incumbent WHRF-board leaving and staff being laid-off. This, coupled 
with the realization during the WHBG-WHAC-WHRF joint Peebles Corner Working 
Group, that a professionalization and reshuffle was needed to reactivate community 
momentum. This lead to the appointment of the current executive director, Kevin 
Wright.  
Suddenly, in the Kevin Wright years, the policy aligned and coalesced with WHAC and 
WHBG vision; a vision for a vibrant commercial core at Peebles Corner that would 
revitalize Walnut Hills into a mixed-income, mixed-race, walkable and livable 

FIGURE 5: GILBERT AVE TO PEEBLES CORNER, WALNUT HILLS 
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community. Finally Walnut Hills could speak to council and funding mechanisms with 
one voice, a prerequisite that is vital if a neighborhood ever hopes of making headway.  
|8|ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & URBAN REVITALIZATION 
Although the outcome of the WHRF today is placemaking, placemaking is an outcome 
of the policy, rather than the current policy in itself. Recognizing the greater need of a 
blighted community with a vibrant history, the WHRF has focused on wholesale 
economic development of Walnut Hills, rather than the previous focus on housing and 
improving the quality of the built-stock. 
The new policy cannot be divorced from new initiatives and funding, like that of the 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), renewed inner-city development focus of 
the City of Cincinnati and intense interest from Cincinnati corporates after their view 
that the 3CDC’s work is reaping rewards (an organization they created). The LISC 
philosophy of helping lower-income communities thrive, thereby creating good places 
to live, work, do business and raise children in, shows the focus shows striking 
resemblance to ‘place-making for people.’ 
Congruent with this, it is recognized that if the underlying causes of urban blight, 
derelict buildings, capital flight and poverty concentration are to be addressed, 
wholesale investment in the neighborhood is required; this requires economic 
development and urban revitalization. However, race does play a role here. The current 
economic development and urban revitalization policy is peppered with color; Kathryn 
Gardette, Christina Brown and Kevin Wright expressed this reality without reservation.  
These community leaders expressed a desire to revive the rich African-American past of 
civic and business excellence, as well as the rich culture that accompanied it. 
Gentrification was seen as a concern, citing Over-the-Rhine as an example where good 
work has been done, but where the endemic community may feel marginalized by 
efforts.  
There seems to be a desire to revive Walnut Hills, to see progress, to experience capital 
inflows and even welcome new residents. However, there is a deep want to retain most 
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of the authentic feel of the neighborhood and to not betray the history by whitewashing 
it in tsunami of non-inclusive gentrification. Perhaps a controversial statement; 
Gentrification can be positive, if the improvements are material, but the endeavor is 
socially and income-level inclusive resulting in real diversity, rather than exclusivity.  
Controversially it could be stated that gentrification is a natural urban ebb-and-flow, 
with community claim to neighborhoods being relative to measured time-span only. 
That every group lived in inner-cities and first-suburbs at one point. White-flight flowed 
outward and now, we’re experiencing a correction of this trend, inward. The advent of 
creative class re-habitation of inner-cities and their indicators of increasing gay 
population, opening of coffee shops and diversification of boutique urban retail is real. 
However, Walnut Hills may be the outlier in this case, where the history is very African-
American, even before White-flight became a post-World-War-II trend. It did affect 
Walnut Hills, but the 45206 zip code has always been a mixed neighborhood, with a 
sizable black population. Thus, the hypothesis of ethno-urban ebb-and-flow doesn’t 
apply here.    
Race plays a benign, but important role here; inclusivity is important to the community, 
displayed by the WHRF’s CEO being a youthful Caucasian male in the form of Kevin 
Wright; notwithstanding their need to keep Walnut Hills ethnic-and-proud. This is a 
community that embraces their Blackness with love and nostalgic fondness for the role 
they played in advancing civil rights. However in doing so, they want all of America to 
experience this and share in their heritage by visiting, investing and even living in 
Walnut Hills.  
There is a desire to implement a poverty deconcentration strategy of the economic 
development policy, by doing it ‘Black.’ Whilst this strategy is not exclusionary, the 
proactive efforts will be aimed the middle-class of color. Atlanta is looked at enviously; 
the question for Walnut Hills and the WHRF is, where have Cincinnati’s Black 
professionals gone? The aim is to entice Black professionals, creatives, millennials and 
the middle-class to Walnut Hills. A neighborhood-of-choice, retaining its proud Black 
flavor embracing all groups, proximal to downtown opportunities and with a vibrant 
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lifestyle, is the goal of most community pundits.  
This is not done to exclude white would-be residents or current residents of other racial 
backgrounds, but rather to revitalize the community within its historic context of Black 
excellence. 
Walnut Hills wants to diversify the income of residents, wants to upgrade the 
streetscapes, buildings, retail tenant mix and reimagine open space – but wants to do so 
keeping Black residents in the neighborhood. It may also help with community 
acceptance of urban revitalization efforts, for if policy aims at maintaining the ethnic 
flavor of the neighborhood, the current majority Black residents will feel less 
threatened. Rightly or wrongly, gentrification in the United States tends to have a color 
and that color is White; often young professionals or up-and-coming creatives. 
Ironically, these people are some of the most philanthropic and liberal of the age 
cohorts, but they’re seen as gentrifyers. 
|8.1|3CDC & Over-The-Rhine 
Community development cannot be discussed in Cincinnati without discussing the 
Cincinnati Center City Development Corporation (3CDC). There is an internalized and 
unspoken feeling that the 3CDC champions the young-professional and urban-stylista 
agenda within the downtown and lower-OTR areas, with a focus on a place-as-product, 
rather than a place-for-its-people.  
South of Liberty, the rapid change is evident. Those north of Liberty Avenue fear they 
may not be OTR residents for much longer, as gentrification creeps north. Although the 
Cincinnati Streetcar is seen as a positive development by progressive urbanists, this is 
seen a catalyst that will carry gentrification north of Liberty towards Findlay Market. 
This is happening, as the 3CDC recently announced the wholesale redevelopment of a 
city block between Race St, W. 15th St and Liberty Ave. Development without 
consultation can alienate people and catalyze community displacement fears. 
However, the differing contexts of 3CDC and WHRF and roles of each neighborhood 
must be seen in context to understand the divergent urban-philosophies employed. 
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Whereas the WHRF existed as a community-lead initiative formed in the 1970’s, the 
3CDC was a 2000’s organization born from urban-implosion with regional implications. 
Cincinnati was on the cusp of economic implosion; where a Walnut Hills failure would 
affect the neighborhood, a failure of Over-the-Rhine/downtown could result in a 
regional economic meltdown of Detroit-proportions. 3CDC can be seen as a corporate 
and technocratic reaction, utilizing massive resources to save a city from imminent 
disinvestment, rapid depopulation, spiraling crime and rampant blight.  
Although the inclusivity of 3CDC efforts and eventual gentrified outcomes in downtown 
and Over-the-Rhine could be lamented, the resultant ‘saving Cincinnati from the brink’ 
cannot. Community engagement could have been better, but given the speed at which 
the 3CDC sought to arrest urban decline, perhaps this necessary evil was needed. 
Ideologically, one can argue for both camps. In the face of cataclysm-urbanism, the 
answer is not clear, even in retrospect.  
|8.2|Other Neighborhoods  
Mt. Adams is already predominantly White and the revitalization efforts of the 
University of Cincinnati is student-centric and not concentrating on Black endemics in 
areas of Clifton and Corryville. Thus, Walnut Hills needs to fill the niche of reclaiming 
the center of Black excellence in a city with a large minority population; people that 
sought a better life in Ohio during the troubled days of slavery and the Civil War, and 
beyond. This could be the destination marketing angle the neighborhood seeks, setting 
it apart from an increasingly competitive inner-city market of neighborhoods-of-choice.  
Albeit, some work needs to be done, as community leaders state that inner-city 
neighborhoods still carry a negative stigma in the minds of suburbanites, even Black-
suburbanites. However, this is changing, as millennials across color lines see cities as 
exciting places where you live, work and play in the same place; not the traditional sense 
of live, work and play being spatially separate.  
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|9|PROGRAMS, PEOPLE & POLICY TODAY 
The community is generally positive about developments, as the neighborhood can 
house 20,000 residents, today only housing 6,495 (±5,000 in WH proper), thus many 
more can be accommodated without any physical displacement. The community 
expresses the need for the WHRF to be sensitive to historical and cultural nuances and 
take proactive steps to not push endemic residents out. Market demand has been on 
the increase in recent years.  
The policy scope and WHRF focus has shifted from community housing issues, to a 
more all-encompassing neighborhood economic development. Within economic 
development, Peebles Corner is seen as critical to the revitalization of the entire 
neighborhood. Kevin Wright states they haven’t abandoned the initial focus, but simply 
broadened it, to make Walnut Hills a more vibrant and viable community; the issue is 
no longer ‘is the housing stock affordable,’ but rather ‘is there any development in our 
community and how do we become a choice neighborhood?’ Thus, the one-dimensional 
housing to multi-dimensional development shift.  
This redirection also looks at affordable market-rate housing, over singularly pursuing 
a public-housing agenda of the past. There is a proactive attempt to make sure new 
housing fosters greater neighborhood vibrancy and urban activity, thus WHRF is 
resisting maneuvers to put see senior housing becoming hegemonic. 
The neighborhood relationship between East and Walnut Hills proper has also 
strengthened recently. The WHRF stated the community has been more involved in last 
three years.  
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Funding comes from various sources like United 
Way, City of Cincinnati and HUD initiatives, 
including LISC grants and even from tax 
increment financing as well as State Historic Tax 
Credits. Locally headquartered banks support 
WHRF initiatives, like Fifth-Third Bank and PNC 
Bank, plus there are donations from private 
individuals. Kevin Wright stated the wish to have 
three major funding streams, allowing for 
additional financial security for WHRF, should 
one stream ever dry up.  
One stream of revenue, is for WHRF to be 
intricately involved in property development. 
However, they do not want to be asset managers 
per se, but rather ‘asset facilitators,’ ensuring a development/rehabilitation, business 
and Walnut Hills location match, withdrawing later allowing the private sector to 
manage the new or renovated property.  
They could do with more money; current funds are insufficient to meet all their needs. 
It is said in jest that they are a three year start-up, as the WHRF was not nearly as active 
during the malaise mid years.  
A decade ago, urban sentiment may have precluded any viable progress from 
happening. Cincinnati and Over-The-Rhine rejuvenation has seen focus re-shifted to 
the urban core and 1st-suburbs. Walnut Hills can raise its profile and become part of the 
rejuvenation conversation. It needs to be on investors’ radar of ‘next new neighborhoods 
of choice’ if it’s going to see a revival and current indicators point to this happening.  
The THRIVE Business Grant and Façade Improvement Programs are in their stages of 
inception and initial implementation, thus the WHRF says it’s too soon to judge their 
efficacy. It is stated that although more money is always needed to make projects more 
impactful, the money and interest is there; the problem lies in lack of building stock. 

FIGURE 6: GETTING BUSY AT THE WHRF OFFICES 



 

PG | 20 | C D C  C a p s t o n e   

There simply is not enough property for the interest expressed in Peebles Corner, either 
in not being there, being too dilapidated or not being under WHRF influence or control.  
Ownership issues are also complicated, with some tenants being willing, but landlords 
being absent, or visa versa. There are good and bad people the WHRF has to work with 
in the area to get properties rejuvenated. There is a desire to get problematic or 
unscrupulous tenants out, like Check Cashing businesses that charge poor residents 
high fees to get their money. However, residents rely on this business, despite a PNC 
Bank across the street; the community needs to be educated before an endeavor is made 
to extricate such tenants.  
Although the WHRF expresses community and social initiative needs, they do state 
staffing and funding is an issue; the manpower simply doesn’t exist for them to do all 
identified community facilitation and program implementation directly as a CDC. 
Community involvement hasn’t evolved, it was created. Before three years ago, there 
was no involvement and the community had a feeling of hopelessness, or fatigue from 
caring and attempting to make a change, but no change happening and nobody 
listening. The community is generally more hopeful and more optimistic with recent 
WHRF developments, however some express concern things are moving too fast. It 
appears the neighborhood is generally feeling more empowered.  
|10|THE NATIONAL IDEOLOGICAL OVERLAY 
What has occurred in the sociopolitical space on a national and even global level, has 
had a profound impact on community development corporations and community 
organizing. The federal government is clearly influenced by these Right, to Center to 
Left shifts; this in term impacts allocation of resources and implementation of programs 
at a local level. However, the sociopolitical space also affects the way general society 
views the importance of community over the individual, how they view the necessity of 
city versus suburb, social program versus free-market.  
During the earlier years of community activism and civil rights (1960’s) and era of “New 
Federalism” (1970’s), programs such as Community Development Action Grants (CDAG) 
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and Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) saw a focus on the invigoration of 
community housing projects in inner-city neighborhoods. This was mirrored in the 
policy focus of the WHRF, where housing quality became the primary concern. During 
these years, federal support for such projects was forthcoming.  
It is clear to most social program pundits that the Reagan-Thatcherism and neoliberal 
shift of the 1980’s did much to emphasize the idea of the “individual” at the cost of 
“community.” It was also not a good time for the inner-city or the Rust-Belt city; this era 
was characterized by continued White-flight and suburban sprawl. Edge cities 
blossomed in the unregulated environment and unchecked urban expansion was fueled 
by weak government controls, devolved powers and a gradually improving economy. 
However, inequality continued to rise; the prosperity as for some and not for all. Trickle-
down economics was not working quite as the neoliberal ideologues intended. This all 
compounded the decline of the first-suburbs, the old pre-World-War-II neighborhoods 
close to the urban core.  
At this stage, there was little public interest or government support that would see these 
areas placed in the spotlight. The pervasive societal view was: cities are dead. The future 
was the suburbs, downtowns were doomed to be small islands of corporate offices with 
the occasional conference, surrounded by impoverished and crime-ridden 
neighborhoods, with all affluence and new economic activity encircling the city like a 
sprawling, low-density doughnut. We know today this not to be true, but in the day, 
few believed anything could be done for the Over-the-Rhine’s and Walnut Hills’ of the 
world; thus interest was lackluster in CDC’s. How do you attract professionals, leaders 
and visionaries to places society doesn’t believe in anymore? 
Community Development leaders have reiterated this theory. Lack of societal interest 
feeds the leadership vacuum resulting in institutional malaise at a neighborhood level, 
particularly in CDC’s. When this is combined with absence of cohesive policy, 
government indifference and lack of resources, you have a recipe of institutional 
incapacitation. Could this have had an impact on CDC’s and the Walnut Hills 
Redevelopment Foundation? This was an era of relatively lackluster activity in the 
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WHRF, but this is reflected in affiliated neighborhoods. This was also not a great time 
for Clifton Heights, Corryville, Walnut Hills, Pendleton or Price Hill. All first-suburbs 
were in dire straits. A few key endemic residents may have cared, a few leaders emerged, 
but the professionalization needed in CDC’s was glaringly absent.  
Perhaps it was Bill Clinton’s more Centrist presidency, or the advent of the HOPE IV 
housing program in 1992; whatever the national ideological catalyst, something began 
to correct itself in the 1990’s. A more nuanced view of the balance between social and 
individual needs came to the fore. New urbanist concepts and mixed-use and mixed-
income strategies began to permeate Federal policy, as seen in HOPE IV. Finally, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development began to articulate some vision that 
could be followed at a community level in cities around the United States. This may 
have been some catalyst for a reinvigoration of neighborhood organization and local 
economic development efforts; for now, to fit in with a free-market paradigm, peppered 
with a social slant, economic development replaced community upliftment.  
This is simply a theory, as some community elders emphasize a natural ebb-and-flow of 
interest and policy and that some periods are simply a societal hiatus in focus, others 
finger sociopolitical climate. In another complex layer of organization malaise; during 
the 1980’s, CDC’s in Cincinnati were poorly organized and competing for increasingly 
limited resources. Forces that sought to either consolidate influence or centralize 
financial control and decision-making were damaging; a divide-and-conquer attitude 
was pervasive. CDC’s became counterproductively competitive, pitted against one 
another, resulting in neighborhoods collectively getting less from the City of Cincinnati 
than they received before. 
Despite the city being mentioned, cities are local political entities and will act politically; 
CDC’s need to act in selfless interest of neighborhoods. Elder leaders highlight that the 
aforementioned failings were mostly the fault of CDC’s themselves. When competing 
for limited resources for a common community goal, albeit in spatially different areas, 
they need to speak with one voice.  
Well organized CDC’s get the most logistical and monetary support, even today, as is 
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the case of Walnut Hills versus Sedansville. A cohesive vision in a community speaking 
with one voice, even if the small details remain unclarified, will continue to gain the 
lion’s share of support from all stakeholders and funding partners.  
|11|PERSONALITY & EFFICACY  
In community development corporations and neighborhood development initiatives, 
do the personalities of the leaders matter? According to all the empirical evidence, it is 
the case. Little is written about the subject, as measuring an immeasurable metric of 
personality-and-capacity is a fuzzy science. However, it cannot be ignored simply 
because there is no way to quantify it with statistical evidence; for how can we scale an 
effective community leader versus a bad one against the backdrop of a charismatic 
leader versus a perceived ‘bland’ persona.  
When an organization is small, like most CDC’s are, it is imperative the executive 
director has some form of vision, networking capacity and ability to connect to the 
community, business leaders and government/policy-makers. These organizations do 
not have a critical mass of staff members that makes for a selection of strong collective 
leadership. If the person at the top does not exude some form of leadership charisma 
and neighborhood development vision, often the associated CDC is relegated to the 
ranks of institutional malaise.  
Elder community leaders also emphasize the importance of timeframe a personality 
enters the arena. Prominent property owners in East Walnut Hills may have been 
viewed as abrasive in the 1970’s, are now seen as valuable neighborhood development 
pundits and community partners. Leaders whose legacies are tarnished by latter-year 
malaise, started off with great energy, promise and performance. Leaders that are 
effective and lauded today, may have been dismissed by a more conservative time in the 
past, extricated by existing business and community power-structures. It sometimes it 
is as simple as right-place-right-time.  
Something happens to CDC’s that inject their top with professionalism and leadership 
charisma. What happened to the WHRF? Frankly, Kevin Wright did. What happened 
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to non-motorized transit community organization in Detroit with the Greenways 
Coalition? Todd Scott happened. What happened to Over-the-Rhine? Corporate money 
being injected into the formation of the 3CDC (Central Cincinnati City Development 
Corporation), facilitating the professionalization of neighborhood revitalization. 
Almost invariably, either the investment and money brings the people with incredible 
organizational capacity, or the people with incredible organizational capacity brings in 
the money and investment.  
Does this mean communities cannot self-organize or find social capital and human 
assets from within? Not invariably, however it’s becoming clearer, it makes for a more 
difficult road for CDC’s. This does not mean we should write off inner-city communities 
as being helpless, visionless or organizationally useless. There are real factors that makes 
their ascendency into the ranks of the city’s power-network difficult and their ability to 
facilitate economic development in neighborhoods lackluster. It’s the very factors that 
make the revitalization of these communities necessary.  
A community that has been economically and socio-politically marginalized finds the 
paths to meaningful networking into necessary governmental/organizational structures 
difficult. People from a community who have been extricated by corporate America, 
may find it difficult to tap into the resources these institutions have that makes 
financing neighborhood redevelopment possible. Educational attainment of 
communities traditionally held captive to poor public-school districts is another 
limiting factor. Do these communities have meaningful leaders and people with the 
capacity to facilitate change? Indeed they do, but it’s the link between the marginalized 
persona and the society and power-structure they’ve been alienated from (but need as 
a human and capital resource partner) that is the limiting element affecting leadership 
efficacy as an executive director of the CDC. This is perhaps why often, the savoir of the 
neighborhood is not always the likely endemic resident or community organizer; it is a 
professional and charismatic person that has passion for the neighborhood.  
There are also the cultural and racial factors which will be discussed later. There are 
certain members of the community of certain genders and race groups who are averse 
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to getting involved in community efforts.  
Can strong, often extroverted, personalities in CDC’s create conflict? Yes they can. 
Strong personalities illicit strong reactions, whether this is aimed at the personality in 
itself, the vision proposed by the personality in question, or the leadership style or the 
projects being implemented in the neighborhood. However, many neighborhoods and 
communities requiring the strongest interventions are those with the poorest and most 
apathetic populations. This is understandable, as people with decades’ history of 
socioeconomic exclusion often feel hopeless and that their efforts are futile. They feel 
the establishment will never come to their aid and support their aspirations. This may 
be why often, community saviors come from the outside in one way, shape or form; 
either an endemic who was educated elsewhere or an outsourced professional.  
An internal asset-based approach may not work in the most marginalized communities 
where capacity is low. A collaborative approach of partnering with skilled persons from 
inside or outside the community, or even using external professional services to serve 
as CDC executive director (and other critical support staff) may be necessary. Looking 
inward only locks out potentially beneficial assets to community development and 
organization.  
We can also assert that negative or positive reaction to a key community leader’s 
personality is inherently positive. Indifference and apathy are the enemies of positive 
change, outright. Positive or negative reactions are not the enemy of positive change; it 
can be viewed as contrary to existing community efforts or leadership personalities, but 
even negative reactions are at least a response and a movement towards community 
action. Negative reaction can at least be harnessed into counter-action, alternative ideas 
and conflicting vision. Apathy is nothing and nothing cannot be turned into something; 
negativity allows a contrary response to be channeled into community energy. 
Obviously, a positive reaction makes efforts easier and more streamlined.  
Great CDC’s and executive directors work well with the neighborhood to ensure 
maximum community involvement, exchange of ideas and thus, maximize positive 
reactionary output. Naysayers will always exist and in any large community effort, you 
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will never please one hundred percent of the people one hundred present of the time, 
but CDC’s that interact well within the community and reach out effectively to local 
government and stakeholders (external and internal), will ensure maximum positive 
reaction to revitalization efforts.  
|12|GENERATIONAL GAP 
There is a generational dynamic in CDC leadership and the way community efforts 
operate. There has been a shift in thinking between Baby Boomers, late-Generation X 
and millennials (those born from the late-1970’s till new graduates today). There are 
indicators that the Baby Boomer image of the “male Caucasian in a suit” is also a mindset 
and the mindset may be obstructionist to community revitalization.  
Baby Boomers had a clear American Dream. A dream that was fed by federally 
sponsored mortgages, the G.I. Bill, economic boom-times, availability of resources and 
land, romanticism of the automobile and needs due to large nuclear families. The 
follow-on generations often views their dreams as dystopian; it could even be stated the 
most urbanist thinking amongst millennials views it as the American Nightmare. Baby 
Boomers viewed the city as the problem, millennials and their ilk view it increasingly as 
the solution. Thus, leaders coming from each of these age cohorts bring their intrinsic 
urban/suburban belief systems with them. Whilst a millennial may view inner-city 
communities as needing a hand-up, Baby Boomers may view inner-city communities as 
needing a hand-out. Has CDC policy followed this assertion? If you look how policy has 
shifted from the ‘shame-help-them’ housing focus of the early years, to today’s ‘they-
have-potential’ economic/revitalization focus of today, this may be the case.  
However, something happened to Baby Boomers during the economic crisis of the 
2000’s; some became survivalist. The economy they had built collapsed on top of them. 
The millennials, albeit resentful being trapped in a system not of their making, carried 
on and wished to reimagine the system, the power-structure and the cities around them. 
It wasn’t business as usual for millennials. Baby Boomers, self-preservation took over 
and many a white male sought to preserve status and status quo at all cost; he felt 
threatened by a systemic economic realignment. It was business as usual, but with extra 
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preservation of self. This has fed generational animosity.  
In communities where an existing power structure, often held by the Baby Boomer 
generation, exists, an ideological struggle often ensues. New out-of-box thinkers jostle 
for community position and ascendency of neighborhood vision, with tick-box thinkers 
of yore. Existing power structures, often in business organizations (where many white 
males find traction) may obfuscate the efforts of younger leadership; even though vision 
is progressive and pro-growth, any change is viewed with skepticism and as threatening 
to the existing community power dynamic. The feeling of being replaced or made 
obsolete is pervasive.  
Thus, it often isn’t out of malice that these power plays ensue, but out of fear. Baby 
Boomer males currently occupying positions in corporate, non-governmental or 
governmental positions are just unable to adapt fast enough to a new systemic order 
and protect themselves the only way they know how, to consolidate their networks and 
power-base. Women of this generation are often more adaptable and are often excluded 
from this trend. It can be argued that gender and hormonal differences may facilitate 
an ability to adapt more readily, or that a more empathetic genetic coding allows for 
more outward, lateral thinking. This could be a causality for why black women often 
find themselves occupying more community leadership positions than black men.  
Youthful community executives also recognize that their neighborhoods are the future 
and suburbia is the past. Changing attitudes and housing habits of settling millennials 
will alter American cities for the foreseeable future. Suburban areas, if left unaltered, 
undiversified and not reblocked to reflect new urbanist ideas, could find themselves 
facing a severe housing glut when the aging previous generation is gone. Millennials 
aren’t going to buy homes en masse in exurban and outer suburbia anymore.  
Someone needs to occupy homes built in West Chester and Mason (Cincinnati edge 
cities) in 20-years, when the current reverse mortgages expire, people retire and 
downscale, or homes are inherited and sold. Currently, the demise of American 
suburbia in the long-term is still speculative, but if current youthful attitudes hold, we 
could be in for a huge urban-peripheral housing glut and massive property boom for the 
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inner-cities.  
This is what WHRF is capitalizing on with ears to the tracks and listening to the train 
coming into the 1st-suburbs and urban core; this is where millennials will buy when they 
outgrow Over-the-Rhine, Clifton Heights, Corryville and downtown. They’ll want the 
walkable live-work-play lifestyle, but the garden and quaint house ideal of a small family 
with an exciting urban life. This too makes a great CDC, one that recognizing the 
tsumani and rather than brace itself against it, rides it. This is exactly what the WHRF 
is doing. They are capitalizing on being at the forefront of a massive potential sea change 
in American urbanism.  
|13|GENDER ROLES IN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
As previously mentioned, something can be said about the male psychology and 
adaptation to change. Women however, have consistently embraced change in an urban 
setting. Many women played a pivotal role in formation of community movements, 
during the advent of CDC formation in the late-1960’s and 70’s, their predominance 
cannot be ignored. One could almost go as far, as saying they mastered the role of 
corporate social entrepreneurs, without knowing this themselves.  
This phenomenon is not new, during the formation of cities in the United States during 
the “Great Metropolis Era” of the late-19th and early-20th Century, when inward urban 
migration was at its peak, it was women who took a leading role in humane and societal 
issues. Whilst men focused on cities of profitability, women of the day focused on cities 
of livability; they spearheaded immigrant integration, Black rural-migrant upliftment, 
urban cleanliness and civic dignity. Settlement Houses, shelters and redemptive places 
were primarily the work of women.  
Thus, post-Civil-Rights Movement, it’s understandable that once more, women took a 
proactive role in community movements in distressed neighborhoods. This is perhaps 
anthropological, where women have the chemistry and brain-wiring to adapt with great 
speed, often not needing to chase the egocentric sectors of easy money and/or 
gratification and their more empathetic nature lends to taking a more selfless look at 
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community and societal needs.  
Although we may see a number of males being dominant in the CDC sector today, they 
came into an established concept, now accepted as mainstream; a community 
organizational structure that does provide a livelihood for some, some upward career 
mobility and societal status. However, in the early years, this was not the case and this 
is where the pioneering efforts of female community leaders was pivotal.  
|14|RACIAL & POLITICAL IMPACTS 
Black communities in the United States has a plethora of endemic issues, most not of 
their own doing, but due to centuries of disenfranchisement. It cannot be understated 
the impact this series of events had: being enslaved, then emancipated moving as 
unskilled, uneducated rural migrants to cities, then confronted with limited 
opportunity, being segregated against, living in redlined ghettos, then desegregated, 
but beset with socioeconomic and educational entrapment in impoverished 
communities.  
These issues affect the way communities 
like Walnut Hills interact with CDC’s and 
view their policies. However, one issue 
comes to fore, the indifference shown by 
younger Black males to any community 
initiatives and general political and 
developmental apathy. This seriously 
compromises the inclusivity, impact and 
efficacy of such initiatives. Youthful Black 
males in lower-income communities are 
beset with social problems, yet are not 
getting involved to change their 
circumstances. The hip-hop and gangster 
culture, which has permeated American 
inner-cities in the 90’s and 2000’s, has 

FIGURE 7: CINCINNATI P.D.  MAKING AN ARREST AT PEEBLES CORNER 
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created a male generation that is culturally stunted; more interested in aggressively 
pursuing the opposite sex, chasing money (even if illicit) and ‘pimping out’ any 
material item that can be afforded. Community involvement, educational attainment 
and familial structure has been severely compromised. 
However, one could argue this Black male paradigm is born from disenfranchisement 
from the sociopolitical scene and mainstream economy. Lack of opportunity feeds the 
psychology that the only forms of material advancement are limited; limited to sport-
achievements, the music-industry, hustling and worse still, illicit activities like drug 
dealing and other criminal activity. The criminalization of marijuana and War on 
Drugs may also have exacerbated views that the establishment was out to target them 
as a demographic. Rather than focus on violent crimes, the (generally) socially 
accepted use of recreational marijuana was targeted with disproportionate fervor on a 
federal level, feeding a feeling of victimization. In communities beset with dire bread-
and-butter issues, one can only imagine the exasperation as so many resources went 
into the DEA (Drug Enforcement Administration) and so little into neighborhood 
revitalization, inner-city education and community development. 
This does not mean all Black males are downtrodden or unsuccessful. There is a 
feeling amongst successful Black males that being an activist in a minority community 
may label them a radical, Leftist and ghetto-advocate by association. It was postulated 
in interviews, that Black male professionals actively disassociate themselves from 
inner-city community activism; if Barack Obama can be stigmatized and stereotyped 
by community organizing during his 2008 election campaign, what precludes them 
from being exposed to similar unfair scrutiny. Most career-orientated individuals will 
avoid such potentially harmful exposure, thus Black professional males, those who can 
make the biggest impact in minority community activism, may avoid it due to societal 
stigmatization pressures.  
A Rightist paradigm in the United States harms community advancement efforts. 
America’s political system has been skewed to the Right since the Reagan years and 
through movements like the Moral Majority, and more recently the Tea Party 
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movement. Unfortunately, the political fringe has been given a disproportionately 
loud voice, compared to actual constituency represented. The media-as-a-business has 
proactively fed this by chasing the sensationalist voice-of-America, rather than the 
majority-Center voice of rational America. A realignment to the political Center under 
Barack Obama will take time to permeate into the overall civil society system and 
American media. A more nuanced sociopolitical view will aid community efforts as it 
removes the Leftist stigma from community organizers and vision, finally 
acknowledging that a balance must be met between individual and community, 
between social and free-market needs.  
A Rightest ideology can manifest as being exclusionary, seeing anyone having 
divergent cultural, religious or moral views as being lesser or incongruent with ‘real-
America;’ this cannot be healthy for American minorities who have their own cultural 
idiosyncrasies. A shift to the Center can only aid community development, interest in 
community activism, stimulate positive press for social initiatives and federal political 
and monetary support.  
Some American readers may misconstrue these views and findings as Leftist, but in 
context of the global political environment, these views advocate plain Centrism. 
America has gone too far Right for too long that the idea of what is international best-
practice (in all other OECD and democratic nations) and Centrist, has received an 
erroneous Socialist label.  
|15|CONCLUSION 
As much as community development gets muddled with ideological perspectives and 
many theorists and academics have sought to find ideological solutions, they do not 
work. Reason being, neighborhoods exist in a delicate balance between the two worlds 
of a formal capitalistic economy and humanitarian need to address economic 
imbalance. Using one singular ideology tends to ignore either one or the other 
inalienable factor.  
Many on the ideological Left seek a community based solution that utilizes internal 
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assets only. The concept that all solutions come from within the community and that 
to uplift a neighborhood holistically and inclusively comes from within, only. Although 
admirable, sometimes ignoring external assets hampers the very vision one is aspiring 
towards. To extricate external assets, either human or monetary, is done to the 
detriment of the community so desperate to see positive change. 
Many on the ideological Right seek a more technocratic solution, where if enough 
money is thrown at an issue, the issue can be resolved. Whilst this seems workable, it 
tends to alienate community and facilitate runaway gentrification that is exclusionary. 
Although it may ‘look good’ in a physical built-environment sense, it tends to denigrate 
urban diversity and culture, which although difficult to monetize, are critical assets to 
an aspiring global city. Unlike a degraded built-environment, which can be fixed with 
enough capital, a cultural and diversity deficiency cannot be fixed monetarily.  
The solution almost seems intuitive, a hybridized ideological perspective. A nuanced 
view that a Centrist and pragmatic approach to community development becomes key 
to success.  
A community may not always possess all the assets required to make positive change 
happen. This must not constrain the community; if talent, expertise and passion exists 
in the surrounding urban fabric, harness it. A skilled leader and potential exemplary 
CDC executive is an asset to a neighborhood somewhere. To discount his/her potential 
contribution just because his/her origin is of elsewhere is to harm one’s own 
community. You hold on to ideology to one’s own detriment. Uplifting a neighborhood 
using either external financial or human capital is not an indictment of the community’s 
assets, it is a clever self-awareness within the community that resources can be 
harnessed from any source to further positive goals.  
To ignore all community needs and concentrate on the built-environment, a case of 
place-making where space is physical, not human, comes at a huge price. The cost is 
human and cannot be monetized, thus why many technocrats and corporate sponsors 
of such initiatives may ignore its impact. However, if we are to build cohesive, inclusive 
and culturally vibrant cities, planners and community organizers cannot ignore it. 
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Gentrification and extirpation of endemic residents is usually the inevitable result, 
changing the character of the neighborhood forever. This may seem like a problem of 
the poor, however as we see in many inner-city initiatives, when a critical mass of 
residence of a neighborhood is lost, the sustainability of the neighborhood is 
threatened. To not build an inclusive neighborhood of high residential density is done 
at the peril of the future of the very neighborhood this ‘capital’ aims to physically alter.  
I becomes obvious that hybridizing the approach yields the best results, taking 
advantage of financial, stakeholder and networking assets from outside the community, 
as well as within. Using external skills to lead or form part of CDC’s strengthens 
community development, provided these people engage the community throughout the 
process; this does not preclude taking some professional decisions that may initially 
seem puzzling to the community at large, but is for their long-term neighborhood 
benefit. Using capital is good, but doing so without an inclusionary approach can cause 
human harm to a community. One needs to placemake that is both physical and human; 
where buildings improve in context of their human occupants and not in isolation.  
Perhaps this is where the crux lies, leaving ideology behind and focusing on physical 
and economic elements that aid in community development, whether it be improving 
housing/building stock, revitalizing streetscapes and urban-open-areas, reducing crime 
and grime, fostering educational development and local economic development. When 
the outcomes are focused on, rather than the ideological approach to be taken, more 
results can be yielded, with less community-faction alienation. It seems the way WHRF 
is going is congruent with this pragmatic viewpoint and thus, why everyone in the know 
in Cincinnati keeps saying, “Walnut Hills is the next big thing, this is the place to watch.” 
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