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Introduction  
 
 

 Hamilton County, and other American metropolitan areas, can be imagined as a canvas, 
with broad strokes painted for specific reasons by the Federal Government, private 
industry, the global economy, private citizens, and many others.  For example, the 
Eisenhower Administration’s desire to create a national, limited-access highway system, 
Frank Lloyd Wright’s vision of Americans living on one-acre tracts of land, and the 
Federal Housing Administration’s lending practices after World War II each helped to 
create the look of today’s American cities: gleaming skyscrapers within walking distance 
of urban blight; traffic-choked freeways; and suburbs isolated far from the city core, with 
little thought given to community cohesiveness.   
 
None of this has been lost on academics, planners, and other students of urban areas.  
Book after book and article after article have been written demonstrating how 
government policies, our capitalist economy, and social unrest have influenced the ways 
contemporary American cities look and operate (Gratz 1994; Jacobs 1961; Kuntsler 1994, 
1998; Mumford 1968; Wright 1932). 
 
To consider history’s effect on American cities and urban counties— and to generate a 
few ideas as to where they may be going — The Fannie Mae Foundation in 1999 
administered a survey to 280 urban scholars, asking them to rank: (1) the top ten out of 25 
influences that have affected the American metropolis over the past 50 years, and (2) the 
top ten out of 19 influences that would influence the metropolis in the next 50 years.  Of 
the 280 surveys administered, 149 were returned.  An influence receiving a first place 
vote was given a value of ten points, a tenth place selection was given a value of one 
point, and in-between selections were scored accordingly.  The points for each selection 
were totaled, and the resulting two lists show, in order, the factors that have had and will 
have the most influence on the American metropolis.  The results of this survey are 
shown below. 

The Top Ten Influences 
on the American 
Metropolis of the Past 50 
Years 
 

1. The 1956 Interstate Highway Act and the dominance of the automobile (906 
 points) 
 
2. Federal Housing Administration mortgage financing and subdivision regulation 
 (653) 
 
3. De-industrialization of central cities (584) 

 
4. Urban renewal: downtown redevelopment and public housing projects (1949 
 Housing Act) (441) 
 
5. Levittown (the prototype of the mass-produced suburban tract house) (439) 
 
6. Racial segregation and job discrimination in cities and suburbs (436) 
 
7. Enclosed shopping malls (261) 
 
8. Sunbelt-style sprawl (242) 
 
9. Air conditioning (234) 
 
10. Urban riots of the 1960’s (219) 
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Predictably, the ten factors chosen as the most important “past influences” on cities 
concentrate on sweeping social changes during the post-World War II era, and the 
general migration of Americans from central cities to suburbs.  The 1956 Interstate 
Highway Act made such developments as Levittown and Sunbelt-style sprawl viable 
living options, as commutes were reduced by modern highways, and the American 
dream of one’s own home with a yard could be easily fulfilled.  This was abetted by 
changes in mortgage policy and zoning regulations that made tract-homes affordable.  
Enclosed shopping malls and air conditioning made suburban life convenient in many of 
the country’s largest cities.  Discriminatory loan practices worked to exclude ethnic 
minorities from these new developments, contributing to de facto racial segregation.  All 
of this — including chronic inner-city unemployment, the deterioration or evaporation of 
social services, and growing discontent with social and military policies — helped 
contribute to urban unrest in the 1960s (Boesel 1971, Hirsch 2000, Squires 1994).   
 
These influences have contributed to the “hollowing out” of the urban core, with middle- 
and upper-class residents on the perimeter.  Inner-cities are still centers of poverty, but 
the effects of large, subsidized housing projects (indeed the projects themselves) are being 
deconstructed.  This deconstruction is occurring figuratively, in that conventional social 
science and political leaders now see the various problems that exist with concentrated 
poverty, and how cities, if not entire regions, fare if these “concentration effects” are not 
adequately addressed.  The deconstruction is also occurring literally, in that we are now 
witnessing, nationwide, the removal of large-scale housing projects, in favor of mixed-
income housing, mixed-use areas, and — in some cases — a diffusion of poorer families 
over metropolitan areas. 
 
This diffusion of the poor and movement to mixed (rather than segregated) uses was 
borne primarily of necessity.  As technology allowed Americans even greater mobility 
after World War II, businesses began abandoning the increasingly dirty, crime-ridden, 
mismanaged central cities, following their workers into the suburbs.  This economic 
movement from the city to the suburbs continues to this day, and is one of many factors 
contributing to sprawling low-density development. 
 
The 149 respondents to the Fannie Mae Foundation’s study were somewhat more 
optimistic about the future however, but realized that things would get worse before they 
got better.  They identified the following ten influences as most powerful in shaping 
American cities in the coming years. 

The Ten Most Powerful 
Influences on the 
American Metropolis for 
the Next 50 Years 
 

1. Growing disparities of wealth (567 points) 
 
2. Suburban political majority (553) 
 
3. Aging of the Baby Boomers (517) 
 
4. Perpetual “underclass” in central cities and inner-ring suburbs (481) 
 
5. “Smart growth:” environmental and planning initiatives to create sustainable 
 communities and metropolitan areas (452) 
 
6. Internet (415) 
 
7. Deterioration of the “first-ring” post-1945 suburbs (372) 
 
8. Shrinking household size (353) 
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9. Expanded superhighway system of “outer beltways” to serve new edge cities 
(337) 
 
10. Racial integration as part of the increasing diversity in cities and suburbs (195) 

 
Perhaps the most striking characteristic of the ten “future influences” is that they seem to 
consist primarily of the after-effects of the last fifty years, whereas the ten “past 
influences” consist mainly of policies and developments.  This is, of course, because new 
developments are unpredictable, but also because post-World War II social, cultural, 
political, and economic changes have greatly altered the dynamic of the American city 
from what it had been in the past, and future action will deal with addressing those 
policies’ excesses.   
 
Seven of the above influences are current social conditions that will continue to affect 
metropolitan areas for many years.  For example, the country’s growing wealth disparity 
will likely have immense consequences on development patterns, and the decreasing 
number of persons in households may help usher a boon for central cities.  The remaining 
three influences, “Smart growth,” “Internet,” and “Expanded Superhighways,” are 
infrastructural developments and ideas that also have potential to transform the urban 
and suburban landscape.  They may help change the context in which the other seven 
influences operate.  Odds are, that as time goes on, unpredictable factors will emerge in 
American metropolises, and most if not all of these ten influences will change.  
Nevertheless, identification of these ten “future influences” aid in the process of planning 
our metropolitan areas to make them more viable.  Examining these powerful influences 
in respect to Hamilton County, gives us a basis for future planning initiatives. 

Importance to Hamilton 
County 

This report builds on the ten future influences identified in the Fannie Mae Foundation 
study, and hypothesizes how these influences will affect Hamilton County and the 
Cincinnati region in the next 50 years.  By reviewing the major influences that will affect 
all American metropolitan areas, examining the relevance of these key national trends to 
Hamilton County in particular, and understanding how these trends may affect the goals 
and strategies of Community COMPASS — Hamilton County’s master plan — it will be 
possible to plan more effectively for Hamilton County’s future.  Better local decisions on 
issues that shape Hamilton County are enabled by analyzing the intended and 
unintended consequences of national, state, and local policies and actions.  Moreover, 
implementation of some of COMPASS’s strategies will undoubtedly be influenced by the 
changing context this report investigates. 
 
For each of the ten anticipated national trends, the findings of the Fannie Mae Foundation 
report The American Metropolis at Century’s End: Past and Future Influences are 
summarized, and each trend is discussed as it relates to Hamilton County and the 
Cincinnati metropolitan area.  We respond to each influence by asking seven questions: 

 
 What is the local trend? 
 Why is it important? 
 What is being done to address this? 
 What other actions could be considered? 
 What are the key indicators we should use to measure our progress? 
 With what groups are collaborations taking place or needed? 
 What resources exist for further study? 

 
The findings of this report will give direction to additional research and strategic 
planning undertaken as part of Community COMPASS – the Comprehensive Master Plan 
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and Strategies for Hamilton County. 
 

Additional resources  Boesel, David.  1971. Cities Under Seige: An Anatomy of the Ghetto Riots, 1964-1968.  New 
York, NY: Basic Books. 

 
Gratz, Roberta B. 1994.  The Living City: How America’s Cities are Being Revitalized by 

Thinking Small in a Big Way.  Washington, DC: Preservation Press. 
 
Hirsh, Arnold R. 2000.  “Choosing Segregation: Federal Housing Policy Between Shelley 

and Brown.”  In From Tenements to the Taylor Homes: In Search of an Urban Housing 
Policy in Twentieth-Century America, edited by John F. Bauman, Roger Biles, and 
Kristin M. Szylvian.  University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State UP. 

 
Jacobs, Jane.  1961. The Death and Life of Great American Cities.  New York, NY: Random 

House. 
 
Kunstler, James H. 1994.  The Geography of Nowhere: The Rise and Decline of America’s Man-

made Landscape.  New York, NY: Simon and Schuster. 
 
Kunstler, James H. 1998.  Home from Nowhere: Remaking our Everyday World for the Twenty-

first Century.  New York, NY: Simon and Schuster. 
 
Mumford, Lewis.  1968. The City in History: Its Origins, Its Transformations, and Its 

Prospects.  New York, NY: Harcourt, Brace, and World. 
 
Wilson, William J. 1987.  The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Underclass, and Public 

Policy.  Chicago, IL: U of Chicago Press. 
 
Wright, Frank L. 1932.  The Disappearing City.  New York, NY: W.F. Payson. 
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1. Growing 
Disparities of 
Wealth 

Notes:
Ranges organized by standard deviation
Average 2000 per capita income: $22,900
Data from Miami Township includes data from Addyston, Cleves, and North Bend
Data from Harrison Township includes data from the City of Harrison
Data from Columbia Township includes data from Fairfax.

$34,191 - $45,480

$45,481 - $56,770

$56,770 - $83,057

Per Capita Income -- Year 2000
$321 - $11,610

$11,611 - $22,900

$22,901 - $34,190

 
What’s the National 
Trend? 

In an update to a study that they conducted in the early 1990s, Santiago Rodriguez, et al. 
found — just as they had before — that wealth, earnings, and income are distributed 
unequally among the American populace. 1   

Comparing 1992 to 1998 data, the researchers found that although the bottom one percent 
of income earners still have some wealth, the share of the wealth they own is less than 
half of what it used to be: “it was 2.01 percent in 1992, and it is one percent in the 1998 
sample” (Rodriguez, et al., 2002).  

However, the earnings-, income-, and wealth-rich got more wealth-rich through the 
1990s.  “In the 1992 sample,” the researchers wrote, “the share of total wealth owned by 
the top earnings quintile was 49 percent, and in the 1998 sample, this share increased to 
55 percent.”  In other words, at the end of 20th Century, the top 20 percent of America’s 
wage earners owned more than half the wealth in the United States.  Moreover, the 
income-rich — the top one percent of income earners — owned nearly a quarter of the 
country’s wealth, up from 17.3 percent in 1992 (Rodriguez, et al., 2002). 

 
Though there has always been disagreement about who they are, the “middle class” is 
also receiving more attention.  According to Elia Kacapyr, whichever definition of 
“middle class” is used, the numbers that comprise this group appear to be decreasing 
when one compares it to the other income brackets.  For example, the percentage of 
households with an income between $25,000 and $50,000 (1994 dollars) decreased “from 
38 percent in 1970 to 30 percent in 1994.” 2  Casting the net wider, Kacapyr found that the 
percentage of households with incomes of $15,000 to $75,000 (1994 dollars) also shrank 
from 1970 to 1994, from 70 to 64 percent.  “The middle class has been declining,” Kacapyr 

 
1 According to the Rodriguez, et al., “earnings” are wages and salaries from labor.  “Income” is “revenue from all sources before 
taxes, but after transfers.” “Wealth” is the net worth of the household, which includes — but is not limited to — stocks, bonds, 
unspent past income, and real estate (2002).  Though it is possible for someone who has very little earnings to have a lot of wealth (a 
person whose business is failing, or someone who has inherited a lot of money, for example), there is a high, positive correlation 
between income and wealth. 
2 However, this same group grew in number from 25 million to 30 million from 1970 to 1994.  One may attribute this growth to more 
households with single persons or the effect of the “Baby Boom.” 
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writes, “because the immigration has been losing steam relative to the outmigration.”  
There are conflicting ideas about where these people go, but most scholars think they are 
joining the upper echelons.  “Other studies, however, discover that more people who 
depart the middle class move down than up, at least temporarily” (Kacapyr 1996).  
 
Corrodo Gini, an Italian demographer, devised a scale of income distribution, known as 
the “Gini coefficient.”  If a country’s Gini coefficient is 0, it indicates that the country has 
perfectly distributed its income (everyone is “middle class,” in a sense).  If the coefficient 
is 1, it means that all of the income goes to one individual or family, and no else has any 
income.  So then, when the Gini coefficient increases, income distribution becomes more 
and more polarized.  In the United States, the Gini coefficient increased from the period 
1970-1994 from 0.394 to 0.456 (Kacapyr 1996). 

What’s the Local Trend? The Cincinnati region has not been immune to these national shifts.  According to Myron 
Orfield, the Cincinnati region’s Gini coefficient rose from 0.31 to 0.36 during the period 
1993-1998.  This indicates that income inequality is on the rise.  The average Gini 
coefficient of the 25 largest metropolitan areas Mr. Orfield studied was 0.22.3 
 
In addition, there is much disparity among the tax capacities of the region’s jurisdictions4.  
By comparing the tax revenue generated in a jurisdiction by the average revenue 
generated by jurisdictions throughout the region, this measurement “equalizes” taxation 
rates to demonstrate the breadth of disparity in each jurisdiction’s resources to meet a 
variety of needs (such as schools, roads, hospitals, and other public services).   
 
In Orfield’s study, the tax capacity of the jurisdiction at the 95th percentile (that is, “the 
jurisdiction with a tax capacity per household that was greater than 95 percent of those 
jurisdictions in the region”; Orfield 2002:55) was compared with the tax capacity of the 
jurisdiction at the 5th percentile.  The ratio in the Cincinnati region was 32 to 1, the second 
highest disparity of the 25 regions studied, and much higher than the 11 to 1 average.  To 
put it another way, the City of Springdale, Ohio (which occupied the 95th percentile) 
would generate 32 times more revenue than Butlerville, Ohio (located in Warren County 
and the city jurisdiction that occupied the 5th percentile) if taxation rates were the same 
across the region (Cincinnati Community Action Now Task Force 2002).  

Why is it Important? Many scholars have shown that the less income and wealth are distributed equally in a 
country, the more difficult it is for the country’s median and average income to increase.  
Gunnar Myrdal, winner of the 1974 Nobel Prize in Economics wrote that,  
 

“an increase in economic inequality would tend to bring about social 
inequality, and since the latter in all its forms is detrimental to 
productivity, it will cause a slowdown in economic progress” (1964). 

 
Economic inequality — as evidenced by income and wealth disparity — affects every 
American in various ways.  Subsequently, this disparity makes its way onto the 
American landscape — most strikingly in cities, where different kinds of people live in 
proximity.  In Hamilton County, the population is segregated along racial and class lines.  
Whites and middle- to upper-class households tend to locate in suburbs, while the central 
city houses a large percentage of ethnic minorities and lower-class households.5 

 
3 The Census Bureau estimates that from 1994 to 1998, the national Gini Coefficient went up about 1.5 percent.  Based on Kacapyr’s 
1994 figure, the 1998 Gini Coefficient was about .462. 
4 “Tax capacity” is the amount a jurisdiction must tax to offer a given level of services.  
5 Why this scenario tends to prevent regional prosperity is discussed in more detail in the next section of this report — “Suburban 
Political Majority.”  However, it is clear that inequality retards economic growth not just for citizens, but for the cities and regions 
wherein they live. 
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This phenomenon necessarily brings about changes in the look of cities.  The wealthy 
seek out grander homes with more land, further out in the suburbs, while lower-income 
households cannot afford the flexibility to live where they desire.  As a result, Cincinnati 
and its older, inner suburbs could become more and more impoverished as their citizens 
become more isolated from well-paying jobs that are located in suburbia, another state, or 
another country.6 
 
This economic and geographic disparity hurts not only the central city, but the entire 
region — including suburbs and even adjacent rural areas.  Study after study 
demonstrates that as central cities decline, their suburbs also decline, making the entire 
region less attractive to free-flowing capital (see Chakravorty 1994 and St. John 2002 for 
two examples). 
 
 This increased polarization could have a profound effect on Hamilton County’s physical 
landscape, from environmental conditions making some places unlivable, to decaying 
schools that are ill-equipped to help their students into the information age, to walled 
and gated communities in the ever-expanding suburban fringe (Marcuse 1997). 

What is being done to 
address this? 

Some metropolitan areas have already recognized many of the problems they face if 
different social, economic, and racial groups are segregated from each other and income 
is not earned evenly across the region; some areas have understood this since the 1970s.  
If “people make the city,” as Jane Jacobs claims, then an investment in “human capital” is 
an important step in ensuring regional success — and the public has a direct interest in 
nurturing that capital.  “Differences in human capital between suburbs and cities play a 
very strong role in explaining changes in disparities in per capita income between 
suburbs and central cities,” Hill and Wolman write in their statistical analysis of 
America’s income disparity.  “The greater the change between suburbs and cities in the 
proportion of their population with more than a high school education in a metropolitan 
area, the greater the disparity in per capita income between city and suburb” (1997). 
 
Partly for this reason, the Federal Government’s HOPE VI program seeks to mix lower-
income residents with middle- and upper-income residents in housing developments.  
These developments provide mostly market-rate housing units, but mandate that a 
certain percentage of the units be subsidized.  City West in Cincinnati’s West End is one 
of many HOPE VI developments occurring nationwide.  In this mixed-income 
development, about one quarter of the 1,100 units will be owner-occupied, with the 
balance being renter-occupied.  City West will also have a park system, street-scaping, 
day care centers, and a recreational center (Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority 
2002).  In addition to City West, The Federal Government has also designated certain 
regions as Enterprise Zones, giving them direct grants to stimulate economic 
development.   
 
Some suburbs are reinforcing their bonds with the central city by sharing revenues (as is 
the case with Minneapolis-St. Paul), or consolidating political structures (Indianapolis 
and Louisville-Jefferson County have gone this route).  Other cities are capturing growth 
by annexation (responsible for much growth in San Antonio, Phoenix, and Columbus). 
 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

The national “Welfare-to-Work” (or “workfare”) Program has been largely successful in 
moving former welfare recipients into the workplace.  In Ohio, this program is called 
Ohio Works First (OWF), and the Department of Job and Family Services (JFS) is charged 
with administering the program in Hamilton County.  Heads of household in the OWF 

 
6 The effects of this increased isolation are outlined in the “Perpetual Underclass” section of this report. 
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Program receive a monthly check; in 2002, the amount of the check roughly averaged 
$350 for a family of three, though this figure increases or decreases depending upon the 
case and such variables as current income, children’s needs, and receipt of other benefits.  
Heads of household must be working in order to receive the cash benefits, and the 
lifetime limit for receiving these benefits is 36 months7, though hardship extension and 
restorations are available for short periods of time.  OWF has two main programs that 
help beneficiaries locate jobs: the Southwest Ohio Career Resource Network and 
Community Link.  Both of these programs provide job training for beneficiaries and have 
been quite successful in placing them in jobs throughout the region. 
 
OWF has decreased welfare rolls across the state and has allowed people to enhance their 
human capital by employment and training.  From 1995 to 2001 in Hamilton County, cash 
assistance recipients decreased 61 percent to 20,710 beneficiaries (see graph below) 
(Hamilton County Department of Job and Family Services 2002). 
 

OWF Cash Recipients (Hamilton County)
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OWF continues cash benefits to persons who wish to further their education.  Ten hours 
of the 30-hour work-week may be used for education.  If a person lacks a high school 
diploma, all work hours may be used to garner a GED.  Beneficiaries can participate in 
vocational or post-secondary education for no more than one year and no more than 10 
hours a week, however (Hamilton County Department of Job and Family Services). 
 
Incentives currently exist for persons in the system to further their education (widely 
seen as the best way of increasing and sustaining human capital), through more than a 
year’s worth of post-secondary education is usually needed to move persons up the 
economic ladder.  Unfortunately, welfare recipients largely join the ranks of the working 
poor, who — like most on the bottom rungs of the “middle class” — have seen their 
wages stagnate or decrease.  For the poorest in American society, then, the education 
component of workfare could be enhanced such that it provides greater opportunities for 
persons on the very bottom of the economic ladder to move into various sectors of the 
economy wherein there are shortages of workers.  This could be accomplished by 
forming partnerships with public and private institutions to provide additional grants 
and scholarships targeting those persons transitioning from the OWF program. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Gini Coefficients 
Tax Capacity 
Education levels 
Budget surpluses 

 
7 These months need not be consecutive. 
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Ratio of Development to Redevelopment Projects 
Percentage of High School Graduates going to College 
Educational Attainment of Former Welfare Recipients 

Resources for Action Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority, Hamilton County Department of Human 
Services, Hamilton County Office of Economic Developmentand Hamilton County 
Development Corporation, HUD, local business districts and chambers of commerce, 
SORTA, Planning Partnership, United Way, Cincinnati CAN 

Additional resources  Chakravorty, Sanjoy.  1994. “Equity and the Big City.” Economic Geography 70:1-22. 
 
Cincinnati Community Action Now Task Force. 2002. “M.A.R.C. Report.” Cincinnati, 

OH: Cincinnati CAN, Retrieved August 7, 2002 
(http://www.cincinnatican.org/MARCReport /marc05.htm). 

 
Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority. 2002. “City West.” April 5. Retrieved 

November 14, 2002 (http://www.cintimha.com/abo_City%20West.asp). 
 
Hamilton County Department of Job and Family Services.  2002.  Telephone Interviews 

with John Young, October 2-9. 
 
Hill, Edward W., and Harold L. Wolman. 1997. “Accounting for the Change in Income 

Disparities between U.S. Central Cities and their Suburbs from 1980 to 1990.” Urban 
Studies 34:43-61. 

 
Kacapyr, Elia. 1996. “Are You Middle Class?” American Demographics 18:30-35. 
 
Marcuse, Peter. 1997. “The Ghetto of Exclusion and the Fortified Enclave: New Patterns 

in the United States.” American Behavioral Scientist 14:311-326. 
 
Mohl, Raymond A. 1997. “Environmental Inequalities: Class, Race, and Industrial 

Pollution in Gary, Indiana, 1945-1980.” American Historical Review 102:218-219. 
 
Myrdal, Gunnar. 1964. Asian Drama: An Inquiry into the Poverty of Nations. New York, 

NY: Random House. 
 
Orfield, Myron. 2002. American Metropolitics: The New Suburban Reality. Washington, DC: 

Brookings Institution. 
 
Rodriguez, Carolyn. 2002. “An Empirical Test of the Institutionalist View on Income 

Inequality: Economic Growth within the United States.” American Journal of 
Economics and Sociology 59:303-313. 

 
Rodriguez, Santiago B., et al.  2002. “Updated Facts on the U.S. Distribution of Earnings, 

Income, and Wealth.” Quarterly Review — Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis 26:2-34. 
 
St. John, Craig. 2002. “The Concentration of Affluence in the United States, 1990.” Urban 

Affairs Review 37:500-520. 
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2. Suburban 
Political 
Majority 
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What’s the National 
Trend? 

In 1990, 36 percent of the American population lived in suburbs, compared with 31 
percent in central cities.  In 1999, about half of all full-time housing units (that is, units 
that were occupied throughout the entire year by an owner or renter) in the United States 
were located in suburban areas (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001).  Suburban dwellers tend to be 
more educated, have higher incomes, and have higher rates of homeownership than 
central-city dwellers (Gainsborough 2001; Hill and Wolman 1997).  Suburbanites also 
tend to have greater rates of civic participation than persons in the inner-city 
(Gainsborough 2001; Logan and Crowder 2002).   
 
Suburbanization rates play a direct role in the kinds of public policy that are introduced 
and adopted at the Federal, state, and local levels.  As more people move to the suburbs, 
they garner a greater share of representation in the United States’ House of 
Representatives and in their state legislatures due to redistricting.  Because of this, 
policies that are geared towards central city development are less likely to be approved 
by these bodies, particularly if such policies are seen to work to the detriment of suburbs.  

What’s the Local Trend? The Cincinnati region1 and the State of Ohio both are following this national trend.  In 
1940, 38 percent of Ohio’s population was in central cities, and 32 percent in suburbs.  By 
1990, those numbers had switched to 22 percent of the state’s population in central cities, 
and 53 percent in the suburbs. 
 
With regard to the metropolitan area, Hamilton County contained 59 percent of the 
region’s population in 1950.  By 2000, Hamilton County comprised 43 percent of the 
regional population (see above graph).  The same trend toward greater suburban 
populations can be seen at the county level.  As shown in the following graph, in 1950, 
the City of Cincinnati’s population was 70 percent of the county’s population, but it had 
fallen to less than 40 percent by 2000. 
 

 
1 Here, “region” refers to the thirteen-county Cincinnati region — Brown, Butler, Clermont, Hamilton, and Warren Clermont 
Counties in Ohio; Boone, Campbell, Kenton, Gallatin, Grant, and Pendleton Counties in Kentucky; and Dearborn and Ohio 
Counties in Indiana. 
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These post-World War II demographic shifts have helped craft Hamilton County’s 
current political dynamics.  Before the era of widespread suburbanization, the Republican 
Party — which has consistently championed issues such as lower taxes, smaller 
governments, and less regulation — was an important force in the City of Cincinnati’s 
politics.  After World War II, the Democratic Party became more of a force in the central 
city, and Republicans dominated the suburbs, a scenario that has continued to the present 
day 

Why is it Important? American urban scholars increasingly realize that, even though suburban areas are 
becoming more self-sufficient, the long-term success of suburbs is directly tied to the 
long-term success of the central city.  In Cities Without Suburbs, David Rusk (1993) notes 
that those metropolitan areas with the greatest job increases tended to have smaller 
income gaps between the central city and its suburbs.  Richard Voith, in his study of 28 
American metropolitan areas in the Northeast and the North Central States, found 
positive correlations between population growth in central cities and population growth 
in their respective suburbs.  Conversely, he found that central city decline (in terms of 
population, per capita income, and employment) resulted in slow-growing suburbs: 
“Even if the most acute problems associated with urban decline do not arise in the 
suburbs,” Voith writes, “central city decline is likely to be a long-run, slow drain on the 
economic and social vitality of the region” (1992:31).   
 
Despite the research that demonstrates links between the fate of the central city and the 
fate of its suburbs, suburban voters (as do many voters in the United States) “vote their 
pocketbook,” meaning that they vote in their own — or in their community’s — self-
interest.  Suburban residents often give foremost thought to preserving and enhancing 
the quality of life in their respective communities.  However, these desires do not 
necessarily include bearing the cost of solutions to problems that exist outside the 
boundaries of their community (Gainsborough 2001:66). 
 
As the Cincinnati region becomes more suburbanized, the likelihood that its suburban 
populace will continue this aforementioned voting pattern will also increase.  Moreover, 
as these patterns continue within a county or a region, they could further harm the fiscal 
and social health of the central city, thereby adversely affecting the region as a whole. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

In Hamilton County, the Planning Partnership was created in large part to provide a 
forum for cross-jurisdictional dialogue.  Such dialogue can go a long way in ensuring that 
future projects in the region are undertaken with other jurisdictions in mind, or perhaps 
in direct consultation.  In addition, a variety of civic organizations that advocate “Smart 
Growth” and “New Urbanist” policies and practices regularly engage with developers 
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and political leaders in attempts to create more balanced developments (for additional 
information about “Smart Growth” and “New Urbanism” see the “Smart Growth” 
section of this report). 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

Cities such as Minneapolis and Portland have turned to  regional forms of governance to 
allow the same level of services across the region and to minimize the effects of political 
fragmentation among jurisdictions.  This option is unlikely in Ohio, a state with a strong 
home-rule environment.  Instead, the Planning Partnership encourages voluntary 
strategic alliances among jurisdictions.  In addition, “Smart Growth” coalitions advocate 
infill development and reinvestment in already-existing neighborhoods in attempts to 
prevent further subdivision of large parcels and new suburban development. 
 
Central city governments and school districts could encourage  citizens to get more 
involved in civic affairs such as voting and volunteering.  Such drives  can garner the 
central city more of a voice in state and federal legislatures.  Also, central cities and 
suburbs could discuss in a regularly scheduled forum those topics that will have positive 
and negative effects on the region, and identify strategies that will help enhance or 
mitigate those effects.   

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Ratio of Suburban growth to city growth (growth in terms of population, housing units, 
economics) 
Voting percentages by geography and demography 
Volunteering rates by geography, demography, and school 
Number of regional forums 
Number of decisions made on a countywide basis 

Resources for Action OKI; Planning Partnership; all legislative and administrative bodies in the region; civic 
sector organizations; First Suburbs Consortium;  

Additional resources Gainsborough, Juliet F. 2001.  Fenced Off: The Suburbanization of American Politics.  
Washington, DC:  Georgetown UP. 

 
Hill, Edward W., and Harold Wolman.  1997.  “Accounting for the Change in Income 

Disparities between U.S. Central Cities and their Suburbs from 1980 to 1990.”  Urban 
Studies 34:43-61. 

 
Logan, John R., and Kyle D. Crowder.  2002.  “Political Regimes and Suburban Growth, 

1980-1990.”  City & Community 1:113-135. 
 
Rusk, David. 1993.  Cities Without Suburbs.  Washington, DC:  Woodrow Wilson Center 

Press. 
 
U.S. Census Bureau.  2001.  “Population Profile of the U.S.: 1999.”  Washington, DC: U.S. 

Census Bureau, Retrieved July 28, 2002 (http://www.census.gov/population/pop-
profile/1999/slideshow/). 

 
Voith, Richard.  1992. “City and Suburban Growth: Substitutes or Complements?”  

Business Review (Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia) 126:21-33. 
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3. Aging of the 
Baby Boomers 
 

 

What’s the National 
Trend? 

In the 1990s, the population aged 65 and older grew 12 percent, far lower than the 22 
percent growth of the 1980s (Frey 2001).  This is only a temporary lull, however, as the 
aging of the Baby Boom generation will cause an explosion in the number of senior 
citizens in this country.  By 2030, an estimated 70 million Americans, 20 percent of the 
population, will be over the age of 65 (Patel 2002).  This significant change from the 12.4 
percent of Americans who currently make up this segment of the population will give the 
oldest age group more power and influence than ever before, and could cause the 
reevaluation and change of many social, political, and economic aspects of life. 
 
The Baby Boom age group, now between 37 and 56 years of age, will treat retirement 
differently than it has traditionally been conceived.  Eighty percent of boomers say they 
plan to continue working, at least part time.  This logically follows from the 13-year 
increase in life expectancy since President Franklin Roosevelt established 65 as the age of 
retirement (Patel 2002).   

What’s the Local Trend? According the 2000 Census, 13.5 percent of Hamilton County’s population is over age 65, 
slightly higher than the national average (see age distribution chart below).   
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Of the county’s population, 18.6 percent is made up of those between the ages of 35 and 
54 currently living outside the city of Cincinnati.  This group comprises a large 
percentage of the population; and as this group ages, it will have a significant local 
impact regardless of whether they move out of suburbs, stay within suburbs but move to 
new locations, or stay in their current homes and continue to work. 
 
The current trend in the Midwest consists of the largest cities having among the highest 
percentages of seniors in the country, but far less senior citizen population growth than 
many cities elsewhere in the country.  As in years past, this age group continues to move 
to warm climates such as those in Florida and Arizona but recently there has been growth 
across the West and in growing Southern cities such as Atlanta and Houston.  What this 
will mean for Hamilton County is yet to be seen; however, it is very likely that some 



Community COMPASS 

HAMILTON COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING PARTNERSHIP 
22 

wealthy seniors will move out of our region for areas with warmer climates and better 
amenities while poorer baby boomers may not have that luxury (Frey 2001).  It is also 
possible that as Baby Boomers stay more active than seniors have in the past, moving to 
warmer areas will not be such a priority, as they “age in place” in our suburbs and 
contribute to the region. 

Why is it Important? There are innumerable reasons why the growth in Baby Boomers is significant: the 
increasing need for social and medical services, retirement homes, recreational activities, 
increases in leisure travel, and a changing workforce, just to name a few.  As growth 
occurs in the coming decades, changes will appear in many different areas, including real 
estate, industry, politics, and the economy.  It is not overstating the importance of the 
coming boom to say that it will affect almost every sector imaginable. 
 
One cannot begin to envision how the landscape will be altered by something so 
unprecedented in America’s history.  While some say a sort of renaissance will occur, as 
millions of working seniors redefine much of our current system and become “the next 
cool thing,” others predict that as those with retirement financial portfolios begin to sell 
their stock, a depression could result (Benedict 2001, Parker 2001).  Despite much 
uncertainty, one thing is certain: with such an increase in the numbers of the elderly, 
Social Security will have to change to meet increasing demand.  Even if the elderly are 
employed, many will still need Social Security if they are only working part-time, and 
many others will not be able to work (Parker 2001).  Currently, Medicaid does not 
provide many alternatives to nursing homes, yet in a 2000 AARP study, 82 percent of 
those 45 and older indicated they would prefer to stay in their current home if they 
needed help caring for themselves (Benedict 2001).1  Clearly the federal government and 
private enterprise will have to expand infrastructure if this intent becomes reality.  The 
coming increase in the number of senior citizens also means an increase in poor elderly, 
and as it seems that affluent and middle class boomers intend to stay in the suburbs, 
policy and social programs will have to be adapted to serve especially disadvantaged 
seniors living in the inner-city (Frey 2000).   
 
In addition, we will see an increase in voters over the age of 65.  Inevitably their interests 
will be represented at the polls as never before, helping to bring about changes that will 
be of particular benefit to them.  Due to sheer numbers, politicians will have to cater to 
their interests, and this age group will attain a new level of power and activity. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

Due to the aging Baby Boomers, the federal government is looking into new options for 
Social Security reform.  Currently, when a worker pays into the Social Security system, 
that money is not held in a bank until he or she reaches retirement, but is doled out to 
persons already receiving Social Security benefits.  As years progress, fewer and fewer 
workers will transfer dollars to more and more retirees.  Unless the government 
intervenes, it is likely that the system will go broke.   
 
Social Security has long been a hot-button issue, but during the 2000 presidential election 
it took on even greater importance.  One option proposed by George W. Bush during his 
presidential campaign was the investment of Social Security funds in private, capital 
market accounts.  Another candidate, Former Vice-President Al Gore, proposed placing 
government surpluses in a “lockbox” that would theoretically be used to fund Social 
Security through its imminent demand surge.  Though George W. Bush won the 2000 
Presidential Election, to date the issue has yet to be resolved (Parker 2001). 
 
Another program specifically targeted to seniors is Medicare — a federally-funded health 
insurance program.  Once a citizen reaches the age of 65, he or she is automatically 

 
1 Though, currently, Medicaid in Ohio may help pay for at-home care if a person is very ill and/or immobile.  
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eligible for “Part A” of Medicare if they’ve paid into the Medicare system.  Medicare Part 
A covers hospitalizations, nursing home facilities, home health care, and hospice care.  
Medicare “Part B” is health insurance that helps pay for doctor visits, outpatient care, and 
other services.  Unlike Part A, persons must pay premiums for Part B.  Also under Part B, 
Medicare currently pays all or part of the cost of some — but not all — prescription drugs 
(Department of Health and Human Services 2002).   
 
However, with the coming increase in eligible Medicare recipients, the future of this 
prescription drug benefit — if not the future of Medicare itself — is being called into 
question.  Just as with Social Security, a decreasing number of workers will soon pay the 
medical costs of a growing number of retirees.   
 
In 1999, the National Bipartisan Commission on the Future of Medicare released a reform 
proposal for the program, outlining strategies the federal government could undertake to 
avert a crisis.  The proposal called for the institution of more market-driven ideals, in that 
Medicare would be self-funded, self-sustaining, and more efficient.  “We believe 
modeling a system on the one Members of Congress use to obtain health care coverage 
for themselves and their families is appropriate,” the Commission wrote in its report.  
Though the Medicare system would differ in various ways, the system would allow 
Medicare beneficiaries “to choose from among competing comprehensive health plans in 
a system based on a blend of existing government protections and market-based 
competition” (National Bipartisan Commission on the Future of Medicare 1999).  As the 
recommendations of the report did not garner a supermajority among members of the 
Commission however, the proposal was not adopted.   
 
During his presidential campaign, Bush expressed interest in relying on private insurers 
to administer benefits — one of the most important provisions of the National Bipartisan 
Commission’s plan.  In addition, he advocated spending more than $100 billion over 
eight years to provide prescription drugs to poor seniors. 
 
The provision of prescription drugs to poor seniors will likely be handled through 
Medicaid (this was also a recommendation from the National Bipartisan Commission).  
For today’s lower-income seniors, Medicaid helps defray some of the costs of Medicare 
Part B.  Unlike Medicare, Medicaid is funded jointly by the federal government and each 
respective state government.  Medicaid beneficiaries in the State of Ohio choose one of six 
managed care plans and visit doctors in that plan’s network.  The program provides 
health care benefits not only to persons aged 65 and over, but also to families with low 
incomes, persons with disabilities and pregnant women (Ohio Department of Job and 
Family Services 2000). 
 
The future of Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid is murky because political 
discussions on these matters are still occurring.  Though it is a bit too early to make 
predictions, it is clear that if these programs are to continue, the amount of money in their 
respective trust funds will have to increase substantially.  Given the President’s and 
Congress’s agenda (for as of this writing the Republican Party has a majority in both 
houses of Congress), it is increasingly likely that these programs will be privatized in 
some fashion.   

What other actions could 
be considered? 

Though Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid are probably the most popular federally-
funded welfare programs today, there is still a substantial number of senior citizens who 
need additional assistance.  As the number of aging poor continues to grow, states will 
have to shore up these programs — particularly Ohio and similar states with large 



Community COMPASS 

HAMILTON COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING PARTNERSHIP 
24 

numbers of senior citizens.  There is no guarantee that, even if these programs do enter 
the marketplace, privatization will completely help avert the coming crisis.2  Just as 
seniors in general will expand and create new forces to tug the market, the emergence of 
a larger-than-ever low-income demographic over the age of 65 will create a need for 
expanded Medicare and Medicaid subsidization and greater provision for at-home care.  
Complacency in Medicaid policy changes will no longer be possible when such a large 
number of people are in need of help.  The sheer political power that will be carried by 
those over 65 in the coming years will likely force these issues to the forefront.   
 
In addition to greater funding for Medicare and Medicaid, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development’s Assisted Living Conversion Program, which provided $50 
million for conversion of subsidized housing into affordable assisted-living space has the 
right idea, but will need to commit far more money to its efforts.  Ingenuity by 
developers who have combined low-income housing policies with an increased demand 
for assisted-living has helped pay for construction of these facilities, but again, their 
construction must be further subsidized and encouraged (Benedict 2001). 
 
Other housing solutions are emerging to facilitate long-term care.  Experiments in 
technologically enhanced “smart houses,” such as those undertaken in Newton, 
Massachusetts and Gloucester, England, are designed to help staff members as well as 
their residents with features such as warnings and reminders.  “Aging in place” is being 
facilitated through housing modifications making homes easier to navigate and ready for 
in-home care, and assisted living facilities, where a resident can start out living 
independently and eventually end up with full-time assistance, are becoming more 
popular (Benedict 2001).  Developers are constructing communities designed for people 
age 55 and older, with community centers and recreational opportunities specific to their 
interests (Evans 2002).  These active adult communities can be seen locally in such places 
as Sycamore Township (Homearama) and are also springing up in retirement hotspots 
like Florida and Arizona. 
 
It will also be necessary to provide for the new crop of wealthy seniors who will have 
money to spend but are quite likely to leave the Northern states (Frey 2001).  If Hamilton 
County loses its wealthiest residents to more attractive locations, the entire region will 
feel the impact.  When such a large number of elderly emerge, especially a group which 
many predict will be quite active and perhaps even employed, it is entirely possible that 
having this Baby Boom group of people age 65 and over will give an area a competitive 
advantage, as businesses vie to fulfill their needs.  If Hamilton County lacks what could 
potentially be the next great market, it will lose out in countless ways.  Local and regional 
improvements such as senior citizen-only residential complexes, better health care 
facilities, and recreational activities can make Hamilton County more appealing to senior 
citizens in the Midwest or around the country. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Migration rates of those over 65 from Hamilton County. 
Percentage change in persons living in facilities providing senior care. 
Types of new housing being built (especially new kinds of housing and that designed for 
in-home care). 

 
2 Even the National Bipartisan Commission on the Future of Medicare suggested that in addition to relying on market forces, 
general federal revenues should continue to fund Medicare.  However it went on to write that “in any year in which the general 
fund contributions are projected to exceed 40 percent of annual total Medicare program outlays, the [Medicare] Trustees would be 
required to notify the Congress that the Medicare program is in danger of becoming programmatically insolvent.”  If the Congress 
wished to avert insolvency, it would vote to do so by transferring dollars from its general revenues (National Bipartisan 
Commission on the Future of Medicare 1999). 
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Percentage increase in poor elderly versus change in non-poor senior citizens. 
Change in fund allocations to programs for seniors (such as subsidies, social services). 
Change in percent of Hamilton County population over age 65. 
Volunteer rates of seniors 

Collaborations Cincinnati Area Council on Aging, State of Ohio, Home Builders Association, Private 
Developers, HUD, Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority 

Additional resources Benedict, Elizabeth.  2001.  “When Baby Boomers Grow Old.”  American Prospect, May 21, 
p. 20-25. 

 
Evans, James.  2002.  “Heeding Boomer Cry to ‘Gimme Shelter.’”  Crain’s Chicago Business, 

January 28, p. 4. 
 
Frey, William H.  2001.  “Seniors in Suburbia.”  American Demographics, November, p.18-
20. 
 
Frey, William H.  2000.  “The New Urban Demographics:  Race, Space, and Boomer 

Aging.”  Brookings Review 18 (3):20-23. 
 
National Bipartisan Commission on the Future of Medicare. 1999. “National Bipartisan 

Commission on the Future of Medicare.”  Retrieved November 4, 2002 
(http://medicare.commission.gov/medicare/). 

 
Ohio Department of Job and Family Services. 2000. “Ohio Health Plans.” Retrieved 

November 4, 2002 (http://www.state.oh.us/odjfs/ohp/index.stm). 
 
Parker, Thornton.  2001.  “The Coming Retirement Crisis.”  Financial Executive, March-

April, p. 42-45. 
 
Patel, Dave.  2002.  “Rearranging the Life Cycle.”  HRMagazine, January, p. 104. 
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4. Perpetual       
“Underclass” in 
Central Cities 
and Inner-Ring 
Suburbs 
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What’s the National 
Trend? 

According to Sociologist William Julius Wilson, the underclass as we know it now did not 
emerge until the middle of the 20th century when wealthier blacks began to move out of 
the ghetto with the relaxation of restrictive covenants and other housing restrictions.  The 
group that remains includes “individuals who lack training and skills and either 
experience long-term unemployment or are not members of the labor force, individuals 
who are engaged in street crime or other forms of aberrant behavior, and families that 
experience long-term spells of poverty and/or welfare dependency” (Wilson 1987).  It is 
important to recognize this is not a designation referring only to blacks, but includes 
other ethnicities as well, especially international immigrants who have played a large role 
in the increase of the amount of inner-city poverty (Clark 1997). 
 
As to why the underclass has continued to exist, numerous theories have emerged.  The 
theory that has influenced much work on this subject deals mostly with changes in the 
labor market.  The emergence of a global economy has caused the loss of industrial jobs 
in the inner city, jobs which were largely unskilled and relatively well-paying (Clark 
1997).  Although jobs still exist in the suburbs, where many metropolitan residents who 
can afford to have moved, the “spatial mismatch hypothesis” explains that with housing 
discrimination, poor public transportation, and the aforementioned twist in labor market 
demand, it is extremely difficult to get work even if one desires it, and even more difficult 
to get jobs that pay higher than poverty wages (HUD 1994).  With much affordable 
housing in segregated areas that already contain a high concentration of poverty, the 
problems of the underclass are only made worse.  “Concentration effects” — the term 
Wilson uses to describe the many pathologies that result from having a large number of 
poor people in a restricted area — create a vicious cycle where even those who try to find 
work and persevere still have to deal with drug addiction, poor schools, and limited 
housing choice and may find their situation structurally insurmountable (Wilson 1987). 

What’s the Local Trend? The Hamilton County region is dealing with many issues that contribute to perpetuation 
of the underclass, including insufficient public transportation, poor public schools, inner-
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city concentrations of poverty, deindustrialization, and lack of affordable housing 
throughout the region.  Overwhelmingly, census tracts with 30 percent or more persons 
living in poverty (according to the 2000 Census) are located within the City of Cincinnati, 
with most of the areas with the highest percentages of poor located in proximity to one 
another.  Neighborhoods stricken with the effects of extreme poverty include Over-the-
Rhine, Walnut Hills, Avondale, and the West End, among others. 
 
With 2000 Census data, the Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and Regional 
Research examined disparities between the economic well-being of cities and their 
suburbs1  Of the 326 regions evaluated, the Cincinnati PMSA2 finished 274th (Lewis 
Mumford Center 2002).  This magnitude of disparity contributes to the breakdown of a 
central city, as tax base declines and people find suburban resources to substitute for 
what they formerly depended on the city to provide.  Furthermore, this sort of economic 
difference creates a general lack of communication and therefore misunderstanding 
between groups.  The civil disturbances in 2001 are a prime example of how the region 
has been impacted by the various causes and effects of a perpetual underclass3 . 
 
Like many Midwestern cities, Cincinnati has seen the decline of manufacturing as large 
companies have shifted production to newer facilities in the United States and abroad to 
cut costs.  One example of this was the 1987 closing of the Norwood General Motors 
plant, which resulted in the loss of 4,300 jobs and one-third of the tax base of a city that 
was already home to many low-income residents (Newberry 1988).   
 
Between 1994 and 1997, there were only 636 jobs gained in Ohio’s seven largest central 
business districts, while the suburbs around those districts gained 186,410 jobs (Katz 
1999).  There have not been significant unskilled and low-skilled jobs created in our 
region to replace those lost, and the Metro transit system is currently inadequate for 
bringing poor city residents to suburban jobs. 
 
Even the effort to disperse affordable housing throughout the region has met with 
opposition, as four jurisdictions4 have opted not to receive Hamilton County Community 
Development Block Grants in order to lessen the possibility they will have low-income 
housing built in their communities (Solvig 2002).   

Why is it Important? Areas predominated by poverty with few working- and middle-class families are hit the 
hardest by its negative effects.   The presence of families with economic and educational 
success creates what Wilson calls a “social buffer,” lessening the effects of economic 
downturns and helping to support communities.  Unfortunately, these families are not 
present in our region’s poorest neighborhoods and concentration effects of poverty run 
rampant (Wilson 1987).  Not only do effects such as drug abuse, joblessness, and lack of 
education badly impact the people who must deal with them directly, they also drain 
community resources as government provides more and more social services to 
compensate for the effects of concentrated poverty.  Furthermore, these kinds of negative 
effects reflect badly upon our region, displaying an image of social inequality and 
intolerance that is unattractive to prospective investors and potential employees.   

 
1 The researchers used eight variables to derive their rankings: median household income, per capita income, percent of populace 
living below the poverty line, percent with a college education, percentage of professionals, unemployment rate, percentage of 
homeowners, and percentage of vacant housing in the region (Logan 2002).   
2 The Cincinnati PMSA is comprised of Brown, Clermont, Hamilton, and Warren Counties in Ohio; Dearborn and Ohio Counties in 
Indiana; and Boone, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant, Kenton, and Pendleton Counties in Kentucky. 
3 See the “Growing Disparities of Wealth” section of this paper for additional information on the social effects of wealth disparity. 
4 The four jurisdictions were the City of Deer Park and Anderson, Sycamore, and Symmes Townships.  However, according to the 
same article, “seven cities and villages in Hamilton County did not participate in the last cycle [of block grants], and most of them 
have never participated in the program” (Solvig 2002). 
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What is being done to 
address this? 

There are numerous programs attempting to assuage the problems resulting from the 
existence of an underclass, yet few attempting to eliminate the factors which cause an 
underclass to exist. 
 
Attempts to reduce spatial mismatch and provide geographic diversity in housing 
include Section 8 vouchers, which make it easier to afford housing in areas other than the 
inner-city, and HOPE VI programs, which revitalize and rebuild dilapidated public 
housing (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1994).   
 
In Cincinnati, the Special Mobility Program, administered by the non-profit organization 
Housing Opportunities Made Equal, attempts to “provide housing choice for inner city 
subsidized minority families in majority areas of Cincinnati and the suburbs” (Fischer 
1991), in effect tackling directly the “concentration effects” posited by Wilson5.  Paul 
Fischer, a political scientist, used questionnaires and open-ended telephone interviews to 
document the experiences of program participants.  He found that after participants 
moved to more diverse neighborhoods, participants felt much more secure, experienced 
few incidents of racial harassment, and earned more money.  However, children who 
moved from city to suburban school systems did not do as well academically (1991).  
 
In order to promote economic development and job growth in the inner-city, programs 
such as Enterprise Zones and Empowerment Zones have been initiated.  Enterprise zones 
are authorized by the State and offer financial incentives to businesses that relocate, 
expand, or remain in the city, giving “personal and real estate tax exemptions for up to 
ten years to manufacturing, research and development, and distribution business 
operations” (City of Cincinnati).  The City of Cincinnati had more enterprise zone 
projects than any Ohio city in 1999, approving 26 projects worth $106 million in private 
investment, and creating over 7,000 jobs over a three-year period. Likewise, the 
Cincinnati Empowerment Corporation (CEC) was created in 1998 to manage the 
federally-approved Cincinnati Empowerment Zone which spans from Avondale to Over-
the-Rhine and from Queensgate to Walnut Hills.  Some of the projects that the CEC is 
currently sponsoring include the EZ Ride Connector Program which provides 
transportation for persons living within the Empowerment zone, training for zone 
residents in a variety of skills and trades, and e-commerce opportunities for businesses 
within the zone.  
 
School reforms have taken place in the Cincinnati Public Schools, as part of a $1 billion 
plan to renovate and replace existing schools, create new ways of evaluating teachers, 
and convert neighborhood public schools into magnet schools that teach specific skills.  
One example of this is Taft High School, which now focuses on teaching information 
technology in order to prepare students for future job opportunities.  Other high school 
institutions will focus on engineering and college preparation. 
 
Additionally, attempts to reduce the size of the underclass include Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families (TANF), the federal overhaul of the family cash assistance system.  In 
Ohio, TANF is known as the Ohio Works First (OWF) program.  The purpose of OWF is 
to connect beneficiaries with jobs for which the heads of household qualify.  The 
Hamilton County Department of Jobs and Family Services — the agency charged with 
administering OWF — finds jobs or job training for clients through its Community Link 
program.  If TANF recipients wish to pursue post-secondary education, they must apply 
for scholarships, grants, and loans. 

 
5 Through its Special Mobility Program, Housing Opportunities Made Equal is also placing families in areas based on neighborhood 
income to help create more mixed-income, mixed-race environments. 
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What other actions could 
be considered? 

Medicaid, which provides health care for the poor, and regional tax-revenue sharing 
programs, which attempt to reduce the fiscal disparity between poor central cities and 
rich suburbs, also seek to reduce the perpetuation of severe poverty6   . 
 
Upon surveying parents who lived in high-poverty tracts, the Urban Poverty and Family 
Life Survey of Chicago found that more than 80 percent of every ethnic group would 
prefer to work than remain on welfare, if money and medical coverage were equal in the 
job they obtained.  Furthermore, 80 percent of black mothers who had ever been on Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children (the predecessor of TANF) said a shortage of decent 
jobs was the reason so many people were on welfare instead of working (Wilson 1994).  
With the twist in labor market demand and spatial mismatch, the reasons people do not 
work become much clearer.  Policies could be enacted that allow people with low-income 
jobs to keep more of the money they earn, including the provision of child care, health 
care benefits, and further earned income tax credits, as well as the creation of decent jobs, 
or making it even easier for low-income people to start their own businesses.  There is 
little reason a single mother would take a part-time job that paid poverty wages with no 
benefits if she could stay on welfare and live a somewhat better life with housing 
subsidies and health care.  If work pays, then the money available through illegal means 
such as selling illicit drugs becomes less of a lure.  One idea, that would seemingly serve 
all members of a community, is to create jobs in the style of the Works Progress 
Administration, where those employed work for the public sector to maintain 
infrastructure, run human service programs, or provide similar labor for the benefit of 
society (Wilson 1994).  Even for the lowest paying jobs, government could make 
advancement in the position contingent upon furthering one’s education.   
 
Tangentially, government can provide incentives to private business to hire low-income, 
low-skilled workers and institute similar education-advancement programs.  The federal 
government already does this through its Small Business Administration, but — as Eric 
Schlosser suggests in his book Fast Food Nation — administrative oversight of the quality 
and content of company training programs leaves much to be desired (Schlosser 2002). 
 
Further action could also be taken to provide better public transportation and increase 
diversity in housing options, without destroying the social capital members of the 
underclass have already built up.  Paul Fischer found that when poor blacks moved into 
mostly White areas, average earnings increased 20 percent over those of public housing 
residents, and employment increased 25 percent (1991).  The idea that low-income 
housing means concrete hi-rises and asphalt playgrounds is a relic of the era of 1960’s 
Urban Renewal, and newer concepts could be adopted.  HOPE-VI housing, of which the 
City West development in the West End is an example, often embodies New Urbanist 
design concepts, including a mixed-income population and a traditional appearance 
small in scale7; this style of housing can be easily and unobtrusively integrated into 
existing neighborhoods without appearing to be “housing projects.”  Those who 
comprise the underclass are not inherently criminal, lazy, or part of a culture of poverty; 
their problems can be alleviated through job provision, better mobility, fair housing, and 
educational opportunities . 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Number of jobs created in the inner-city versus those created in suburbs 
Number and location of census tracts with poverty rates greater than thirty percent 
Geographic location of new housing 
Change in unemployment rate of people living in poverty 

 
6 See the “Deterioration of the ‘First Ring’ Post-1945 Suburbs” section of this paper for more information on poverty concentration in 
older suburbs. 
7 For more information about City West, please see the “Growing Disparities of Wealth” section of this paper. 
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Change in total number of people living in poverty 
Ratio of City-Suburb economic well-being (as in Mumford Center study) 

Resources for action Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority, Hamilton County Department of Jobs and 
Family Services, Hamilton County Office of Economic Development, HUD, local business 
districts and chambers of commerce, SORTA, Planning Partnership, United Way, Public 
School Districts 

Additional resources City of Cincinnati. 1999. “City Ranks First in Ohio for Enterprise Zone Agreements,” 
Press Release, December 29, 1999. Retrieved September 6, 2002 
(http://www.rcc.org/newsenterprisezone12291999.html). 

 
Clark, William A.V.  1998.  “Mass Migration and Local Outcomes.”  Urban Studies 35(3):  

371-84. 
 
Fischer, Paul B. 1991. “Is Housing an Effective Anti-Poverty Strategy?: An Examination of 

the Cincinnati Experience.”  Unpublished Paper, Department of Politics, Lake Forest 
College. 

 
Florida, Richard.  2002.  The Rise of the Creative Class:  And How It’s Transforming Work, 

Leisure, Community, and Everyday Life.  New York, New York:  Basic Books. 
 
Katz, Bruce, and Katherine Allen.  1999.  “Help Wanted:  Connecting Inner-City Job 

Seekers with Suburban Jobs.”  Brookings Review 17(4): 31-35. 
 
Lewis Mumford Center. 2002. “Metropolitan Racial and Ethnic Change — Census2000,” 

Retrieved November 6, 2002 
(http://mumford1.dyndns.org/cen2000/CityProfiles/Citiesstate.htm). 

 
Logan, John R.  2002.  “The Suburban Advantage,” (Report).  Lewis Mumford Center for 

Comparative Urban and Regional Research, University of Albany, New York. 
 
Newberry, Jon.  1988.  “Cities Fight Plant Closings,” The Cincinnati Enquirer, June 19, H-1, 

H-2. 
 
Schlosser, Eric.  2002. Fast Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American Meal. New York, 

NY: HarperCollins. 
 
Solvig, Erica.  2002.  “Townships, City Reject Grants,” The Cincinnati Enquirer, July 8.  

Retrieved July 31, 2002 
http://enquirer.com/editions/2002/07/08/loc_townships_city.html).  

 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  1994.  “Residential Mobility 

Programs” (Urban Policy Brief, No. 1).  Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development.  Retrieved July30, 2002 
(www.huduser.org/publications/txt/resmobil.txt). 

 
Wilson, William Julius.  1996.  When Work Disappears.  New York, New York:  Vintage 

Books. 
 
Wilson, William Julius.  1987.  The Truly Disadvantaged.  Chicago, Illinois:  The University 

of Chicago Press. 
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5. Smart 
Growth 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Areas with darker shading indicate development  
pattern of residential dwellings in Hamilton County 

 
What’s the National 
Trend? 

Smart Growth, as described by the Smart Growth Network, is a method of growth 
management made up of many principles:  “Creating a range of housing opportunities 
and choices; creating walkable neighborhoods; encouraging community and stakeholder 
collaboration; fostering distinctive, attractive places with a strong sense of place; making 
development decisions predictable, fair, and cost-effective; mixing land uses; preserving 
open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas; providing a 
variety of transportation choices; strengthening and directing development toward 
existing communities; and, finally, taking advantage of compact building design” 
(Kalinosky 2002).  This set of ideas, however, is not absolute; advocates of low-income 
housing or social equality might focus on smart growth’s provision of mixed-income and 
mixed-use housing, while developers interested in smart growth, such as the National 
Association of Home Builders focus on providing single-family homes that use 
innovative land use techniques in older suburbs and the inner city.  In general, smart 
growth practices limit sprawl and redirects a larger share of development back toward 
the center of the region. 
 
The smart growth movement largely emerged as a reaction to issues that have come as a 
consequence of increasing urban sprawl.  These include a diminishing rural landscape, 
increasing traffic congestion and pollution, as well as indirect effects such as declining 
first suburbs and inner-cities as a result of disinvestment and a declining tax base 
(Kalinosky 2002).  There are many tools advocated by supporters of smart growth to deal 
with these issues.  In its publication “Growing Smart,” the American Planning 
Association has identified a host of model ordinances and policies states have adopted 
and can adopt to ensure smarter growth.  Some include urban growth boundaries, as was 
implemented in Portland, Oregon, and “New Urbanism,” a specific style of development 
that focuses on creating neighborhoods, including the construction of higher density 
housing within walking distance of stores, jobs, and other urban resources (Fregonese).   
 
Other suggestions include the creation of Regional Planning Commissions and plans that 
integrate state, regional, and local interests.  Strategies as updated zoning codes allowing 
mixed-use developments, regional public transportation, and policies creating affordable 
housing throughout a metropolitan area are also supported (American Planning 
Association 2002).  Minnesota has passed state inclusionary zoning legislation, which 
provides incentives for construction of a minimum percentage of affordable housing 
units within new developments (Kalinosky 2002).  Many policies and practices are 
created to promote infill development (development in already built-up areas) instead of 
greenfield development (development of previously undeveloped land on the edge of 
urban areas), and to increase regional accessibility in order to reduce traffic congestion  
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and its negative effects. 
 
There are several groups that support smart growth, or that have laid out a smart growth 
strategy: the Smart Growth Network, the Smart Growth Coalition, the National 
Neighborhood Coalition, the Urban Land Institute, the National Association of Home 
Builders, the Sierra Club, and the Congress for New Urbanism. 

What’s the Local Trend? In Ohio, planning efforts are largely left to local jurisdictions, with regional planning 
boards mainly serving in advisory roles.  This fragmentation of planning initiatives is an 
important cause of today’s sprawling cities.  Ohio’s metropolitan areas are expanding out 
into their surrounding rural areas “at a rate almost five times faster than population 
growth,” according to David Beach of EcoCity Cleveland.  Beach claims that policies of 
the state’s government are encouraging this kind of growth, though he does not make 
clear which laws should be addressed specifically.1  Beach does, however, pinpoint some 
of the effects of this kind of growth, including loss of natural resources, and an 
exacerbation of social and economic disparities.  Beginning in the 1990s, the State of Ohio 
began to address these problems by establishing a Farmland Preservation Task Force, and 
issuing bonds for the Clean Ohio Fund which will be used “to preserve open space, 
protect clean water, and revitalize cities” (Beach 2002).  
 
New Urbanism has also made strides in our region.  The HOPE-VI subsidized 
redevelopments of Regal Manor, Laurel Homes, and Lincoln Homes are resulting in a 
new downtown area called City West.  This area will have a distinctly neighborhood feel, 
including public green space, mixed-uses, and a mixed-income population (CMHA 2002).  
Outside the county, Miami Township in Clermont County, Ohio plans to revitalize its 
primary retail corridor along OH 28, linking existing buildings such as restaurants and 
government facilities with sidewalks and fountains to create a village center.  The 
Township hopes to accomplish this by adopting “special purpose” overlay and incentive 
zoning ordinances, forming a development corporation, and providing more green and 
open spaces to the public.  The “Streets of West Chester” in Butler County and “Newport 
on the Levee” in Northern Kentucky are also examples of New Urbanist developments in 
the region.   
 
A trend of rehabilitation and renovation in the central city has emerged, as well.  Plans 
for mixed-use and mixed-income development in Over-the-Rhine while retaining the 
character of the area promotes infill and proximity to downtown jobs instead of exodus to 
the suburbs.  Within the suburbs, SORTA’s plans for regional transit hubs and light-rail 
are consistent with smart growth ideals of regional accessibility and de-emphasis on 
automobile use, however the recent failure of a levy measure that would have expanded 
transit services will undoubtedly affect this. 

Why is it Important? Analysis of the Portland metro area, the American city best known for its many “Smart 
Growth” principles, shows less traffic congestion, housing that is more affordable on 
average (relative to incomes), regional economic health, and lower taxes.  The success of 
the Portland transit system, which includes light rail, has resulted in elimination of 
approximately 51.7 million car trips (Fregonese).  Implementing smart growth principles 
in Hamilton County will encourage transit-oriented development, the kind of density 
that supports mass transit and puts shopping, schools, offices and entertainment within 
close proximity to housing. 
 
Most successful smart growth policies explicitly focus on providing better transportation 
options and transit-oriented developments.  However, designing smarter neighborhoods 

 
1 As explained earlier, this kind of growth is occurring in many states throughout the country with the exception of states like 
Maryland and Oregon, whose state governments have adopted policies to specifically address these issues. 
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and making communities more walkable also help restore tax bases, promote 
neighborhood health, reducing traffic and pollution, and fosters uniform economic 
development in the suburbs and the central city.  Larry Ledebur and William Barnes (in 
addition to many other scholars) have demonstrated how intimately central cities and 
their suburbs are linked.  Just as the growth of central cities brings about the growth of 
suburban areas, a central city’s malaise will adversely effect suburban growth.  “Cities 
and suburbs are not two distinct economies,” Ledebur and Barnes write.  “They are a 
single economy, highly interdependent with their fortunes inextricably intertwined” 
(2001).   

What is being done to 
address this? 

Hamilton County recently adopted a new overlay zoning district known as the Special 
Public Interest (SPI) District.  The purpose of these overlay districts is to “assist the 
development of land and structures to be compatible with a larger planning area beyond 
the immediate facility of the site and to protect and improve the quality of the 
environment in those locations” (Hamilton County 2001).  One of the categories in this 
overlay district is the “Suburban Village,” the purpose of which is to bring the various 
activities in daily living within walking distance of residents in the neighborhood, to 
minimize traffic congestion, and to build to appropriate density, among other goals.   
 
In addition to Special Public Interest zoning classification, another smart growth initiative 
in Hamilton County include the Home Improvement Program (H.I.P.), which uses 
County funds to provide loans for owners of older homes who would like to remodel 
(Dana 2001).  
 
Developments in the Cincinnati region that are consistent with smart growth principles 
include City West (Laurel Homes, Lincoln Homes, and Regal Manor), redevelopment of 
Over-the-Rhine, and the Banks project ( redevelopment of the riverfront).  These are all 
infill developments that promote a mixed-use downtown area that serves many different 
segments of the population.  The current movement towards new forms of public 
transportation, of which our region is a part, is also concerned with making jobs more 
accessible and reducing the need for long commutes.   
 
To be successful, smart growth must be backed by a wide-ranging regional coalition and 
include good working relationships between the central city and its suburbs, and among 
different levels of government: municipal, township, county and state. These conditions 
are rarely present in Hamilton County. 
 
Federal policies that reflect smart growth include the Transportation and Community 
and System Preservation Pilot Program, which supports studies on a state and local level 
of relationships between transportation and sustainable land use, as well as increased 
Fannie Mae loans to minorities, increased housing subsidies for the poor, and farmland 
preservation programs (English 1999, Sanger 2002).  National movements, often led by 
environmental or social equality-minded groups, have brought sustainability issues to 
the public consciousness.   
 
On a state level, there are various examples of governments taking the initiative to bring 
about smart growth.  Tennessee has passed legislation that will result in urban growth 
boundaries, and planned areas of growth within counties.  The University of Tennessee 
has designed a guide titled “Smart Growth for Tennessee Towns and Counties: A Process 
Guide,” that will help communities enact smart growth policies no matter their size or 
resources (English 1999).   

What other actions could 
be considered? 

The Cincinnati region could consider the viability of an urban growth boundary or 
similar growth management policies.  A guide, similar to that conceived by the 
University of Tennessee, would help many communities in the area that do not have the 
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means to investigate solutions to the problems they face, many of which come as a 
consequence of sprawling metropolitan areas.   
 
Enactment of inclusionary zoning legislation and similar incentives for construction of 
affordable housing, such as that passed in Minnesota, is another possibility, as are the 
abolition of minimum lot-size requirements in order to promote affordable housing and 
infill development, minimum green space requirements for new subdivisions, or revised 
building codes that allow mixed-uses and renovation of deteriorated buildings.   
 
The National Association of Home Builders advocates comprehensive plans in each 
jurisdiction that establish long-term land uses, while protecting open spaces and the 
environment.  The use of planned unit developments, increased density throughout a 
metropolitan area, as well as new solutions to pay for investments that benefit an entire 
community are also worth considering, as smart growth becomes more important as a 
solution to trends causing deterioration and economic decline (Kalinosky 2002).   
 
Other actions that could be considered include focusing growth around proposed transit 
lines and stops, coordinating redevelopment of Downtowns Cincinnati, Covington and 
Newport to give the region a coherent focus, designing guidelines that emphasize 
walking-scale communities.  Though it would require even greater efforts, urban sprawl 
can be greatly curtailed by focusing more on re-development rather than “greenfield” 
development, and by having an elected regional government to administer these 
programs, rather than the current structure of the OKI Regional Council of Governments. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Number of “smart growth” policies enacted 
Progress in public transit projects 
Number of new developments categorized as New Urbanist or other sustainable designs 
Geographic location of new housing 
Ratio of City-Suburb economic well-being (as in Mumford Center study) 
Vehicle Miles Traveled/ year 
Ridership of public transportation 
Improvement in Pollution (perhaps number of days per year with smog alerts) 

Resources for action Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority, HUD, SORTA, Planning Partnership, Sierra 
Club, National Association of Home Builders, Smart Growth Coalition, Smart Growth 
Network, Local Government, State of Ohio, Federal Government, OKI, ODOT 

Additional resources American Planning Association. 2002. “Growing Smart Legislative Handbook.” Chicago, 
IL: American Planning Association. 

 
Beach, David. 2002. “The Smart Growth Challenge in Ohio: A Strategic Analysis.” Eco 

City Cleveland. Retrieved November 12, 2002 
(http://www.ecocitycleveland.org/smartgrowth/sgagenda/agenda.html). 

 
Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA).  2002.  “HOPE-VI Update.”  

CMHA Briefing, July, p. 1. 
 
Dana, Steve.  2001.  “HOME IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM in Hamilton County?”  

Cincinnati, Ohio:  Queencity.com, Retrieved August 5, 2002 (http://www.64.240.5 
1.51/dana/dana19.cfm). 

 
English, Mary R.  1999.  “A Guide for Smart Growth.”  Forum for Applied Research and 

Public Policy 14(3):  35-39. 
 
Fregonese, John and Lynn Peterson.  No date.  “Correcting the Record:  Comparing 

development policy in Portland, Oregon and Atlanta, Georgia,” (Report).  Congress 
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for New Urbanism, San Francisco. 
 
Hamilton County. 2001. Zoning Resolution for the Unincorporated Territory of Hamilton 

County, Ohio. Cincinnati, OH: Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission. 
 
Kalinosky, Leah.  2002.  “Balancing Act.”  Journal of Housing and Community Development 

15(2):  16-21.  
 
Ledebur, Larry C., and William R. Barnes. 2001. “Cities and Suburbs Working Together.” 

Pp. 327-333 in The Inner City: A Handbook for Renewal, edited by Roger L. Kemp.  
Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland & Company. 

 
Sanger, David E.  2002.  “Bush Calls Transformed Area a Model Program for Housing.”  

The New York Times, June 18.  Retrieved August 5, 2002 (http://www.nytimes. 
com/2002/06/18/politics/18bush.html?ex-1025405143&ei=1&en=e8 b25b3c6caa14ad). 
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6. Internet 
 

 

What’s the National 
Trend? 

By August 2000, more than half of all American households had one or more computers 
in their homes, up from 42 percent in December 1998, and much higher than the 15 
percent of households that had at least one computer in 1989.  When the United States 
Census Bureau began asking householders if anyone used the Internet in their home in 
1997, 18 percent said “yes.”  By 2000, 41.5 percent answered “yes” to the same question 
(Newburger 2001). 
 
In the United States, the percentage of households that have access to the Internet has 
been increasing by 60 percent per year since 1997, growing much faster than two 
previous inventions that revolutionized the American landscape: the telephone and the 
automobile.  And as the price of computers and Internet access decreases over time, the 
Internet will find itself in many more households.  Indeed, we are already seeing the 
Internet being freed from the shackles of computers; on August 8, 2002, the Federal 
Communications Commission voted to require television manufacturers to include 
digital tuners in every television by 2007.  These digital tuners will not only allow for 
better reception and sound, but will allow for greater interactivity between the user and 
the network.  Digital tuners are able to interpret the binary code that computers use to 
operate, and will have the capacity to provide movies and video games on demand, fax 
reception, personalized phone services, and the Internet.  This will undoubtedly allow 
even more people access to the information superhighway without the necessity of 
purchasing a computer, and may also decrease the “Digital Divide” that continues to 
concern scholars and policymakers (Altman 2002; Benton Foundation 2002). 
 
Though it is easy to predict that more people will have access to the Internet, it is more 
difficult to predict how it will affect humanity in the years to come.  “As the English 
urbanist Sir Peter Hall has observed,” writes Fishman, “the difficulty in predicting the 
impact of the Internet on our metropolitan areas can be compared with the difficulty 
observers faced 80 years ago in predicting the impact of the automobile” (1999:10).  What 
is undeniable is that, just as the automobile allowed most Americans greater mobility and 
flexibility, the Internet will do this to an even greater degree.   

What’s the Local Trend? In the March 1999 issue of Yahoo! Internet Life, Metro Cincinnati was named the 23rd most 
“wired” city in the United States, and the most “wired” city in the State of Ohio.  The 
rankings were based on a variety of criteria, including, “the percentage of adults logging 
on from home and from work, the number of commercial domain names, the number of 
computers linked to the Internet, the number of Web sites devoted to the city, and the 
quality of those sites” (Tucker 1999).   
 
Although the quality and content of web sites in the city may be a testament to the 
strength of this city’s human capital (in that Cincinnati has many citizens who are 
knowledgeable enough to create such sites), not everyone in the area is regularly “wired 
in.”  A team of Ohio State University researchers found that although Internet usage in 
the Cincinnati area is increasing, there are urban-rural and income splits on who has 
access (Driehaus 1999).  In 2000, 20 percent of Cincinnati’s residents were able to access 
the Internet from home — paralleling the national average.  However, this figure was less 
than regional metropolitan areas of comparable size — like Indianapolis, where 40 
percent of residents are online (Melcer, February 2000). 
 
Some of the gaps in Internet access will be filled as it becomes more and more affordable 
and as more services are moved to the Internet.  Cincinnati already has an impressive 
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Internet infrastructure, with fiber optic lines and digital cables throughout the area 
providing high-speed access.  Internet access in schools and libraries is also above 
average (Melcer, May 2000).  As the Cincinnati region upgrades and extends its Internet 
infrastructure (and as more providers compete for business), costs for high-speed access 
will likely fall, narrowing this region’s “Digital Divide.” 

Why is it Important? As stated above, it is difficult to predict what an invention like the Internet has in store 
for the American city.  “Where technology will take us in the next millennium, let alone 
the next century is anyone’s guess,” Elliott Ellsworth writes.  “But history tells us that, 
whatever happens, we will likely underestimate it” (2000).  The news around 
telecommuting is the tip of the iceberg, but it is quite a substantial tip: the Census Bureau 
found that home-based employment dropped from 1960 to 1980, but resurged in the 1990 
decennial census from 2.2 million workers in 1980 to 3.4 million.  “Mixed workers” (those 
workers who spent at least one day a week working at home) spent, on average, 35 
percent of the workweek at the “homeoffice.”  More than half of these mixed workers 
work in executive, managerial, and professional occupations such as technical and sales 
work (an economic sector that will experience growth as this country’s economy 
continues its shift from manufacturing) (Kuenzi and Reschovsky 2001).  As the high-end 
sector of the service economy employs increasing numbers of people, these workers may 
opt for telecommuting in increasing numbers.  Companies may even provide incentives 
for their workers to telecommute as doing so could decrease rent or land costs; the fewer 
employees coming into the office, the less office space the company needs.  This could 
have ripple effects on cities’ real estate markets, in that office space (already on the 
decline in many American cities) may become a less lucrative market.  Pamela Blais 
(1996) writes that some firms are already providing smaller, more efficient workspaces, 
parceling offices and cubicles out to their employees who must book them in advance 
(commonly referred to as “hotelling”).  Other firms, like the discount airline company 
JetBlue, do not have centralized reservation centers to which workers arrive every 
morning.  When one calls JetBlue’s toll-free reservation number, a computer transfers the 
call to one of various agents living in Greater Salt Lake City. 
 
Telecommuting points to a peculiar dynamic to which the Internet is contributing: the 
consolidation of spaces.  Whereas the automobile contributed to decentralization of 
activities (one works in one place, sleeps in another, and shops in a third), the Internet 
allows for all of these activities to take place in one room.  The movement to “mixed-use” 
developments is indicative of this dynamic, of this desire for closeness, concentration, 
and perhaps, complexity (Moss and Townsend 2000). 
 
Moreover, the Internet is, fundamentally, a tool for quickly relaying information.  What is 
of interest to many scholars with regard to the Internet is not so much the tool itself as the 
desire on the part of many for information to be transmitted as quickly as possible, for 
power (and, usually, money) “goes to those who are able to offer the most convincing 
interpretations of the moment” (Moss and Townsend 2000:2).  The interpretation of that 
information, however, relies heavily on immediate, face-to-face contact, unmediated by 
digital instruments.  This may help in explaining why different kinds of industries tend 
to cluster in particular cities, even when they can — with today’s technology — be 
located anywhere (human resource firms in San Jose; finance companies in New York; oil 
and gas conglomerates in Houston); there is a need to be close, physically close, to one’s 
competition.  There is a need to have face-to-face dialogue with persons who share 
similar experiences, if only to learn from their successes and failures and tailor that 
knowledge to the operation of one’s own business, family, or daily life.  The Internet will 
allow for greater decentralization, but people will want to remain physically close to like 
minds; in that sense, the Internet may also lead to centralization of activities in particular 
regions. 
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So although we don’t know how society will react to the Internet, there are indications 
that it will lead to centralization based on the idiosyncratic nature of places (the hustle-
and-bustle of New York City, or the carefree, neo-hippie kitsch of Seattle for example) as 
well as some dispersion.  If Richard Florida is to be believed, this dispersion will not be 
between city and suburb as the last half of the 20th Century witnessed, but among 
regions.  And as the Internet and globalization make it easier for capital, jobs, and people 
to move among these regions, the battles among them will be nothing short of fierce. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

Through a joint venture between the Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce and 
Partnership for Greater Cincinnati, our region has declared itself a competitor by 
launching CincyTech USA — an organization whose mission it is to create an 
environment in which technology companies can be successful.  CincyTech has spawned 
Tri-State Ventures —a high-tech venture capital firm that incubates regional industry 
growth — and the Regional Entrepreneur Network, providing resources to potential 
entrepreneurs (CincyTech USA 2002). 
 
The private sector is also working with the local school system to help develop 
tomorrow’s entrepreneurs.  The Robert H. Taft Information Technology High School in 
West End is Cincinnati’s first information technology high school.  In Partnership with 
the local school system, Cincinnati Bell and EDS donated computing equipment and 
resources to the school (Paeth 2001).  Freshmen and sophomore students take standard 
courses that will help them pass the State of Ohio’s proficiency exam, and after that, 
move into the Senior Institute where there is more of an emphasis on information 
technology (CincyTech USA 2002). 
 
One cannot underestimate the importance of public and private cooperation to bring this 
technology to the young as quickly as possible.  Such cooperation has opened doors for 
many disadvantaged students.  Moreover, such cooperation as not only broadened  these 
students’ economic opportunities, but has given them even more of an opportunity to 
increase their mobility.  The Internet allows us to put the world at our fingertips, both 
literally (by typing on the computer, or, soon, by picking up the remote control) and 
figuratively (by having the ability to locate nearly anywhere in the world and still 
communicate effectively and efficiently).  This ability to locate anywhere broadens the 
scale of human activity and possibility; where once people and cities were tied to a 
particular place because of its resources and proximity to transportation routes to export 
goods quickly and cheaply, now we are loosening these ties.  What is becoming 
important is not the quantitative measure of how close one is to the iron ore or the 
Mississippi River, but the qualitative measure of the uniqueness of place, and the places 
that are examined are not Livonia, Michigan Plum, Pennsylvania; or Fairfield, Ohio; what 
are examined are the characters of their regions — Detroit, Pittsburgh, Cincinnati.  And 
as even the most disadvantaged persons become more and more socially and 
economically mobile, the character of the region becomes increasingly important to its 
success. 
 
Some cities already understand this and have sought to form regional identities in 
various ways.  The City of Louisville, Kentucky has just merged its government with that 
of its county, Jefferson, to become the 16th largest city in the United States.  It is hoped 
that this merger will allow that city’s populace and elected officials to make decisions in 
the context of the region as a whole, making it much more competitive on the national 
stage.  Indianapolis has done something similar by examining zoning and land use 
decisions through a regional, rather than a jurisdictional lens.  By suppressing the typical 
and outmoded arguments between the central city and suburbs, these cities are on track 
to help their respective regions garner more funding for infrastructure improvements like 
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better roads and rail, greater bandwidth, and improved schools, making those areas 
much more attractive to private investment. 
 
With regard to the look and feel of American cities, it is clear that the reign of function 
over form, of the linear over the elliptical, of “what is feasible” over “what is necessary,” 
is done for the time being.  “What we have overcome,” writes the art and architecture 
critic Marcos Novak, “is the constraint of seeing in a straight line, and constraint of seeing 
from just one point or in just one direction” (1996).  If art, architecture, software, and 
computing are becoming web- or field-like in structure (that is, Internet-like in structure), 
if they change and adapt according to context, why should the city be any different?   
 
Both Marcos Novak and urban geographer Nigel Thrift advocate a kind of manufactured 
complexity for cities.  For Thrift, software is extending the digital, Internet world more 
and more into the material world of human beings, generating much more material (or, 
as he terms it, “intertext”) with which people will have to reconcile; understanding this 
intertext will require other people to help make sense of it all, as they will not be able to 
deal with it alone.  They will need face-to-face interaction with other people to better 
understand what is going on around them — something that human beings have needed 
throughout their history (2001).  Paralleling Thrift, Novak calls for a “liquid” architecture 
— one that plays with context at every unique moment of time and provides different 
environments depending upon various situations (1996).  “Hotelling,” as described 
above, can be seen as one such architectural arrangement. 
 
The city can achieve this, and is achieving this, by creating environments that are “clean” 
in the sense that they are appealing to everyone and efficient to use most purposes, but 
are also “messy” in the sense that they are not ordered and controlled like, say, much of 
American suburbia.  A stock exchange is a very “clean” and orderly place wherein 
information passes through its channels relatively efficiently, and yet it is “messy” in that 
the way information gets into those channels is complex and changes according to a 
variety of circumstances.  In “clean-and-messy” cities, there are not rigid ways of being, 
but the allowance of a range of possibilities only limited to one’s imagination.  When 
assessing the intersection of the Internet and the city, there is no doubting that the 
Internet will revolutionize cities, but only insofar as we revolutionize ourselves. 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

To achieve a complex environment or context, it is necessary for people with a variety of 
different life experiences to come in contact with each other on a regular basis (for, as 
Jane Jacobs demonstrated, it is people that make the city).  This occurs in mixed-use 
developments and communities that not only tolerate, but celebrate diversity.  Cincinnati 
and Hamilton County need to find new ways of making themselves unique by building 
on its assets such as topography  culture, universities, and work ethic.  The web sites that 
garner media attention and get the most traffic are the ones that offer fresh services and 
viewpoints; they are the ones that don’t follow the herd.  The situation is no different for 
cities.  Those cities that wish to succeed in the 21st Century will have to separate 
themselves from that herd.   

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Increase in percentage of workers telecommuting  
Number of people “wired” ( or number of wired buildings) 
Number of miles of fiber optic cable 
Numbers of firms in high technology 
Percentage of population using Internet 
Number of political jurisdictions connected to CAGIS 
Percentage of persons employed in high-tech fields 

Resources for action Local school districts, non-profit groups, Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, Metropolitan 
Housing Authority, Hamilton County Department of Human Services, Hamilton County 
Office of Economic Development, HUD, local business districts and chambers of 
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commerce, SORTA, Planning Partnership, public relations firms, Digital Rhine, 
CincyTech USA, local high technology firms (software and hardware production, biotech, 
research and development). 

Additional resources Altman, Daniel. 2000. “The F.C.C. Has Voted: A Digital Tuner for Every TV.” The New 
York Times, August 8. Retrieved August 14, 2002 
(http://www.nytimes.com/2002/08/09 /technology/09TUBE.html). 

 

Benton Foundation.  2002. “Poll Shows ‘Digital Divide’ Shrinking, Internet Use Up.”  
Washington, DC: Benton Foundation, Retrieved August 14, 2002 (http://www. 
benton.org/News/). 

 

Blais, Pamela.  1996. “How the Information Revolution is Shaping our Communities.”  
Planning Commissioners Journal 24:16.  Retrieved April 19, 2001 (http://www. 
plannersweb.com/articles/bla118.html). 

 

CincyTech USA. 2002. “Cincinnati Regional Technology Initiative.” Cincinnati, OH: 
Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, Retrieved November 8, 2002 
(www.cincytechusa.com/initiative.asp). 

 

Driehaus, Bob. 1999. “Study of Ohio says Net use here uneven.” Cincinnati Post. 
December 10, B10. 

 

Ellsworth, Elliot. 2000. “Technology: Predictions are Useless.” American City & County. 
115:28-29. 

 

Kuenzi, Jeffrey J., and Clara A. Reschovsky. 2001. “Home-Based Workers in the United 
States: 1997.” Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau, Retrieved August 13, 2002 
(http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/p70-78.pdf). 

 

Melcer, Rachel. 2000. “Cincinnati leading state in use of Internet.” Business Courier. 
February 25, 6. 

 

Melcer, Rachel. 2000. “Cincinnati tops Ohio in Net infrastructure.” Business Courier. May 
19, 4. 

 

Moss, Mitchell L., and Anthony M. Townsend. 1999. “How Telecommunications Systems 
are Transforming Urban Spaces.” New York, NY: New York University Taub Urban 
Research Center, Retrieved August 12, 2002 
(http://www.informationcity.org/research/ telecom-urban-spaces/telecom-urban-
spaces.pdf). 

 

Newburger, Eric C. “Home Computers and Internet Use in the United State: August 
2000.” Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau, Retrieved August 13, 2002 
(http://www.census. gov/prod/2001pubs/p23-207.pdf). 

 

Novak, Marcos. 1996. “Transmitting Architecture: The Transphysical City.” CTheory. 
Retrieved August 12, 2002 (http://www.ctheory.net/text_file.asp?pick=76). 

 

Paeth, Greg. 2001. “High Tech Transforms Taft High.” Cincinnati Post. November 10, B12 
 

Thrift, Nigel. 2001. “Software Writing Cities.” New York, NY: New York University Taub 
Urban Research Center, Retrieved August 12, 2002 
(http://www.informationcity.org/ events/feb26/thrift-presentation/Thrift.pdf). 
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7. Deterioration 
of the “First-
Ring” Post-
1945 Suburbs 

 
Cheviot 
North College Hill 
Greenhills 
Elmwood Place 
St.Bernard 
Wyoming 
Lockland 
Lincoln Heights 
Arlington Heights 
Reading 
Golf Manor 
Norwood 
Deer Park 
Silverton 
Fairfax 
Mariemont 

What’s the National 
Trend? 

Along with often troubled inner-cities, the “first suburbs,” or the first ring of bedroom 
communities outside core city limits, increasingly face issues such as disinvestment, 
declining housing stock, stagnant commerce, and out-migration of many middle-class 
residents (Puentes 2002).  Between 1960 and 1990, 405 of 554 established suburbs in the 24 
metropolitan areas with the highest populations experienced a decline in their median 
family income, as compared to the metropolitan area as a whole.  There are many social 
consequences that seem to come as a result of loss of income, and this increasing need for 
human services is inadequately met due to that loss of income (Lucy 2000).  Furthermore, 
as most attention is paid to the inner-city and urban sprawl on metropolitan peripheries, 
many people are unaware of the problems occurring in first-ring suburbs, leading to 
what Robert Puentes has called a “policy blindspot,” where these suburbs’ problems 
continue to increase, while being overlooked.   
 
The exact reasons that “first-ring” suburbs face abandonment are not entirely clear; 
however, many theories focus on the issue of housing stock and its power to attract those 
moving out to the suburbs.  According to William Lucy and David Phillips, the issue is 
not so much that housing in the first-ring suburbs is older, but that, generally, it is not 
aesthetically pleasing.  The housing, tends to be much smaller than new housing (houses 
in Levittown were 800 square feet; the median house size today is 1,920 square feet), and 
is often located in single-use districts away from jobs, which are increasingly locating in 
office parks near new housing development (2000).  In addition, the infrastructure in 
older suburbs is deteriorating; new construction of roads and sewers is focused in newer 
areas on the urban fringe.  Thus, all residents of a metropolitan area, including those in 
the inner-city and first-ring suburbs, must pay for construction that more often benefits 
new communities, while their own infrastructure crumbles.  Moreover,  these new 
communities draw more residents out of the inner-city and inner suburbs to the 
periphery (Walljasper 2000). 
 
With massive loss of property tax and income tax with outmigration, coupled with the 
loss of sales tax revenues due to the closure of suburban businesses unable to compete 
with larger retailers, inner-ring suburbs have great difficulty competing on a regional 
scale.  With consequent decline of public schools, abandoned buildings, inadequate 
private and public investment, and rising crime rates, these communities are in dire need 
of the policy attention they are not receiving.   

What’s the Local Trend? The First Suburbs Consortium, which attempts to coordinate efforts of first-ring suburbs 
in order to accomplish solutions to their problems, has expanded from the northwest part 
of Ohio to include the Columbus and Cincinnati areas.  Deer Park, Fairfax, Forest Park, 
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Greenhills, Harrison, Lincoln Heights, Madeira, Mariemont, Montgomery, Mt. Healthy, 
North College Hill, Springdale, St. Bernard, and Wyoming are all members, and each 
exhibits at least some of the trademark characteristics of at-risk areas.   
 
Between 1990 and 2000, while many suburban communities experienced great economic 
gains, many first-ring suburbs experienced the opposite effect.  While the Ohio poverty 
rate decreased 1.9 percent, the rate in North College Hill climbed 2.8 percent.  Springdale 
experienced an even greater growth of poverty (4 percent), and St. Bernard, Finneytown, 
and Greenhills experienced poverty rate increases as well (Alltucker 2002).   
 
Meanwhile, these communities must heavily tax residents to keep up with the loss of 
income.  Mt. Healthy has one of the highest property tax rates in the County, yet had the 
lowest property wealth per pupil as of 2000 (Puentes 2002).  All Ohio residents pay a fuel 
tax, which goes solely to the construction of new roads, and this construction is focused 
in areas of new development.  That this money cannot be used to fund public 
transportation, and that the potential of its investment is almost never seen by residents 
of first suburbs means they are practically funding their own demise (Dana 1999).  
 
The First Suburbs Consortium points out that Ohio’s focus on revitalizing cities has 
largely overlooked first-ring suburbs, since their decline has lagged that of the inner-city; 
however, first-ring suburbs lack the business base and amenities of cities, so will likely 
experience similar problems at a much faster rate (First Suburbs Consortium 2002, Orfield 
2001).  Early success by the First Suburbs Consortium in the Cleveland area has given 
some reason to be confident about the future of inner suburbs.   

Why is it Important? First-ring suburbs already have infrastructure in place, often contain houses made of 
high-quality materials, and are proximate to both city centers and the suburbs (Puentes 
2002).  Still, many people claim that the movement out of older areas is simply an 
expression of consumer tastes, and the outer suburbs have what the people want.  In fact, 
development occurs at such a large scale on the metropolitan periphery because private 
developers are interested in the lowest-risk, most lucrative investment, and incentives 
and a more streamlined process make new construction of large houses the safest bet 
(Lucy 2001).  That this leads to declining schools in inner suburbs, increased poverty, 
strained human services, deteriorating infrastructure, departure of businesses, and high 
taxes is largely overlooked.  The importance of not allowing our first suburbs to decline 
can be stated quite simply.  According to David Rusk, regional health only comes as a 
result of the health of each of a region’s parts, and cooperation between outer suburbs, 
inner suburbs, and cities is crucial (Rusk 1993).  Whether it is openly admitted or not, 
even new subdivisions on the periphery of the Cincinnati metropolitan region will 
eventually experience many of the same problems as first suburbs and inner cities unless 
the decline of these inner areas is reversed.  Regional health is comprehensive; if the 
various components of the region begin to decline, everyone in the region will experience 
negative consequences. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

Because the issues that struggling first-ring suburbs encounter span so many different 
areas — including social policy, economics, and political policy at all levels of 
government — there are numerous strategies that have been initiated to solve some of 
these problems.  One of the largest and most all-encompassing is tax-revenue sharing, 
which attempts to create regional fiscal equity.  Minnesota’s Fiscal Disparities Law 
distributes 40 percent of property tax from new commercial or industrial development 
across the jurisdictions of seven counties based on the per capita income of each 
jurisdiction; it has succeeded by reducing the ratio of commercial-industrial tax base 
between the wealthiest and the poorest jurisdictions from 21 to 1 to 4 to 1.   
 
Other strategies involve providing the data and research that policy makers will need to 
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help first-ring suburbs.  Ohio has been one of the leaders in this strategy, with the Urban 
University Program creating a consortium of eight public universities who support the 
efforts of groups such as the First Suburbs Consortium (Puentes 2002).   
 
Hamilton County has taken steps to counter a deteriorating housing stock with the Home 
Improvement Program (H.I.P.) which offers low-interest home-improvement loans to 
encourage rehabilitation instead of outmigration in an attempt to counter the sometimes 
high costs of renovating older homes.  This program, modeled after a program in 
Cuyahoga County, was heavily supported and lobbied by the First Suburbs Consortium, 
showing the positive effect that such an organization can have by combining the efforts of 
many suburbs.  The Planning Partnership, which fosters collaborative decision making 
among the 49 jurisdictions of Hamilton County, has a similar potential to bring about 
policy that helps many different communities. 
 
Policies that have been tried elsewhere, with success in combating the effects of declining 
first suburbs, include Fair Share Housing ordinances, which require geographic diversity 
in the construction of affordable housing, or make the construction of affordable housing 
a more streamlined process.  These policies reduce concentrations of poverty, alleviating 
the social implications of neglected areas containing a majority of low-income residents.  
Urban growth boundaries, earned-income tax credits, expanded child care, and 
brownfield clean-up have also been successful in ameliorating various problems, but 
have been carried out in different degrees in different areas (Puentes 2002, Walljasper 
2000). 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

Ohio has been on the leading edge of many first-ring suburb issues, and the First Suburbs 
Consortium and Urban University Program have a great deal to do with this.  Both have 
attracted national attention and have successfully brought the enactment of new policies, 
but there is still much that can be done.   
 
First, the impending and current issues of inner-ring suburbs could be brought to the 
attention of residents of those suburbs so they understand the problems and can begin to 
deal with them.  Many of the issues are common to several jurisdictions and are often 
brought to the forefront by large lobbying efforts and collaborative organizations.   
 
Second, it should be made clear that “greenfield” development and simple maintenance 
of existing infrastructure are two of many planning options available to inner-suburbs.  
There are ways that older communities can improve their jurisdictions without physical 
expansion.   In his report on “Smart Growth,” David Beach suggests that inner-suburban 
resident  should focus on long-term sustainability. Many of the successful policies that 
have been enacted elsewhere could be adopted in the Cincinnati region, in the same way 
that Hamilton County’s Home Improvement Program (H.I.P.) is an adaptation of the 
Home Enhancement Loan Program in Cuyahoga County.  H.I.P. allows Hamilton County 
homeowners to borrow money for home repair and remodeling at interest rates three 
percent below the participating bank’s rate (Hamilton County 2002).  Beach also suggests 
more structural changes, such as changing Ohio’s constitutional requirement that gas 
taxes can only fund highways, and removing Enterprise Zone loopholes so that 
investment only goes to truly distressed areas (Beach 2002).  Other initiative Hamilton 
County can undertake include the institution of an urban growth boundary — no small 
undertaking to be sure, but one that could help redirect growth into already-established 
urban areas, as is happening in Portland, Oregon.  Tax-revenue sharing is also a great 
commitment, but entirely possible if jurisdictions work together.  Other policies, such as 
fair-share housing or coordinated land use planning, can be done on a local level, 
accomplished through jurisdictions that are already collaborating, and would not 
interfere with home rule.   
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Third, all levels of government in Ohio could consider revising certain policies that 
inherently hurt first-ring suburbs.  That ODOT does not allow money from the fuel tax to 
be used for anything but road construction puts alternative transportation programs at a 
disadvantage for lack of initial money, but also because this lack of money means less 
matching funds from states and the federal government (Puentes 2002).  The way roads 
are constructed should also be examined, as infrastructure is funded by everybody who 
purchases fuel, yet most new infrastructure is constructed such that it only benefits the 
newest developments.  In Maryland, the priority of infrastructure spending is on 
maintaining existing resources; this solution creates greater regional equity (Puentes 
2002). 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Median age of housing 
Number of riders of mass transit 
Number of affordable housing units built in inner-city, first-ring suburbs, outer suburbs 
Ratio of test scores between outer-suburbs, inner-suburbs, and the central city 
Infrastructure spending by geographic location 
Median income ratio between poorest and wealthiest jurisdictions in region 
Ratio of commercial-industrial tax base between poorest and wealthiest jurisdictions 
Wealth per pupil in school district versus property tax rate of that jurisdiction 
Change in median income of first-ring suburb communities 

Resources for Action First Suburbs Coalition, Ameregis, Planning Partnership, OKI, City of Cincinnati, County 
governments throughout the region, State of Ohio, HUD, Smart Growth Coalition, Smart 
Growth Network, ODOT, Metropolitan Sewer District, Cincinnati Water Works 

Additional resources Beach, David. 2002. “The Smart Growth Challenge in Ohio: A Strategic Analysis.” Eco 
City Cleveland. Retrieved November 12, 2002 
(http://www.ecocitycleveland.org/smartgrowth/sgagenda/agenda.html). 

 
Dana, Steve.  1999.  “Smart Growth and the Ohio First Suburbs Consortium.”  Cincinnati, 

Ohio:  Queencity.com, Retrieved August 12, 2002 
(http://www.64.240.51.51/dana/dana 3.cfm). 

 
Hamilton County. 2002. “HIP.” Retrieved November 12, 2002 (www.hamilton-

co.org/commissioners/doc/hip.htm). 
 
Lucy, William H. and David L. Phillips.  2000.  “Suburban Decline:  The Next Urban 

Crisis.”  Issues in Science and Technology 17(1): 55-62. 
 
Ohio First Suburbs Consortium.  2002.  “Ohio’s Aging Communities:  A Call for State 

Attention,” (Position Paper).  Ohio First Suburbs Consortium, Cleveland, Ohio. 
 
Orfield, Myron and Thomas Luce.  2001.  “Cincinnati Metropatterns:  A Regional Agenda 

for Community and Stability in the Cincinnati Region,” (Report).  Metropolitan 
Area Research Corporation, Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

 
Puentes, Robert and Myron Orfield.  2002.  “Valuing America’s First Suburbs:  A Policy 

Agenda for Older Suburbs in the Midwest,” (Report).  Center on Urban and 
Metropolitan Policy, The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C. 

 
Rusk, David.  1993.  Cities Without Suburbs.  Washington D.C.:  The Woodrow Wilson 

Center Press. 
 
Walljasper, Jay. 2000. “From the ‘Burbs to the Hood.” The Nation, November 20, pp. 27-30. 



Community COMPASS 

HAMILTON COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION / PLANNING PARTNERSHIP 
49 

 

8. Shrinking 
Household Size 

Average Number of Persons per Household in 
Hamilton County: 1950 - 2000

2.382.52.65
3.053.193.12

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Year

Av
er

ag
e 

Pe
rs

on
s 

pe
r 

Ho
us

eh
ol

d

 
What’s the National 
Trend? 

Generally, as countries become increasingly industrialized, family sizes within those 
countries shrink.  This is also the case with the United States, where the size of the 
average household has declined 26 percent during the past 50 years.  Experts predict it 
will decrease slightly in this decade also (Fishman 1999). 
 
There are a number of reasons for the national decline in household size.  Robert Fishman 
attributes part of the decline to traditional two-parent families having fewer children.  In 
the United States between 1970 and 2000, the average number of people per household 
declined from 3.14 to 2.62 persons (1999). 
 
Other reasons for this decline include the rise of one- or two-person “empty nest” 
households, and the decline of the traditional family.  "Traditionally, family households 
(those households with at least two members related by blood, marriage, or adoption, 
one of whom is the householder) have accounted for a large majority of all households — 
81 percent of total households in 1970 were family households, but by 2000, family 
households made up 69 percent of all households" (Fields and Jasper 2000). 
 
There are a host of proposed reasons for these demographic shifts.  Both women and men 
have chosen to postpone marriage until later in life - or choose to forego marriage 
altogether.  In the second half of the 20th Century, the "Third Wave" of feminism helped 
women join the workforce in increasing numbers; the increased availability and 
affordability of birth control also allowed women more of a say in when they would have 
children, and how many they would have (Knox and Marston 2000; Wyly 1999).  Over 
the past 30 years, divorce rates have also been increasing, such that, today, 50 percent of 
all marriages end in divorce (Fields and Jasper 2000). 

What’s the Local Trend? Hamilton County has followed the national trend toward smaller household size.  In 
1970, the average household size for many census tracts outside the City of Cincinnati 
and some of the older suburbs was three persons or more.  According to the 2000 Census, 
however, Hamilton County had 2.38 persons per household (see figure above).  As newer 
suburbs in Hamilton County have matured, average household size has dropped 82 
percent from 1970 to 1990.  This is due in part to the area's continued suburbanization 
outside of Hamilton County.  The "First Suburbs" continue to see a decrease in median 
household size, as traditional two-parent families choose to move further and further 
away from the central city. 
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Why is it Important? As fewer people adopt the traditional, two-parent family model, and as the “Baby Boom” 
generation increases in age, the character of American suburbia (if not most urban 
regions) will undoubtedly change.  If people continue to put off marriage until their 30s, 
and if senior citizens continue to opt for smaller housing to cut down on maintenance 
time and cost, central city or “first suburb” life may become increasingly attractive.  This 
will not spell the end of suburbia, but if suburbia does not make room for housing 
catering to these emerging markets, the rate of suburbanization may decrease, resulting 
in higher taxes or reduced services for those who remain. 
 
Younger professionals — who, according to Richard Florida, are becoming more socially 
conscious — are opting to live in close-knit communities with diverse groups of people 
nearby.  They also desire shorter commutes and flexible schedules, hinting that this 
group may turn to central cities for housing choices rather than suburban communities 
which are often criticized for their homogeneous neighborhoods, housing stock, and 
landscape.  However, as these younger professionals get older, marry (or live in 
unmarried partner households), and have children, another wave of suburbanization 
could take place.  Moreover, the Internet is poised to provide ultimate flexibility in work 
schedules that younger professionals so desire.  If these people decide to work at home 
via the Internet, and if they have children, suburbia may again be a viable option.  The 
central city may be able to attract and keep these professionals as they marry and have 
children by encouraging more mixed-income development inside its borders, and paying 
particular attention to public schools, as the quality of schools was and continues to be a 
major factor in suburbanization. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

To attract urban professionals and empty nesters into the city, developers are building 
innovative apartments and condos, often in rehabilitated office, industrial and retail 
buildings.  The Emery Center apartments, Lofts at Sycamore Place and the Renaissance 
apartments at the Power building are just a few examples of recent Downtown Cincinnati 
multi-family housing projects. Additionally, vacant dwelling units in Over-the-Rhine are 
experiencing revitalization, and the proposed Banks riverfront plan includes over 1300 
units of market-rate and mixed-income housing. 
 
In other areas of the county, The Mills of Carthage, Homearama in Sycamore Township 
and Citiramas in Downtown and Northside all boast new housing developments 
designed to attract various niche markets. 
 
 Local governments across the country are attempting to make residential and 
commercial redevelopment easier and more profitable by instituting Tax Increment 
Financing (or TIF) districts, wherein increases in property values in a particular district 
are funneled back into the district to finance infrastructure improvement, public 
property, or other investments that may enhance quality of life.  Hamilton County  has 
instituted the Home Improvement Program (H.I.P.) which provides low-interest loans to 
homeowners who wish to rehabilitate existing structures. 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

With regard to schools, state legislatures and the Federal Government are using a variety 
of approaches to improve education in the inner-city.  The most widely-used tool is a 
voucher system, wherein the state provides parents with a voucher to defray the cost (in 
part or in full) of sending their child to a private school.  The theory is that as more 
parents send their children to private school, public school administrators and teachers 
will work to enhance their curricula.  Ohio does have a school voucher program, though 
the United States Supreme Court just declared the program constitutional on June 28, 
2002, so whether this state’s voucher program will produce its desired effect has yet to be 
seen.  Similar programs in other states are also emerging.  However, if voucher programs 
are successful, they could go a long way in helping to revitalize urban counties and their 
central cities, and in making them more attractive to young professionals with children. 
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Cincinnati Public Schools (CPS) has also initiated a plan of creating a variety of magnet 
high schools focusing on curricula such as small business entrepreneurship, fine arts, 
math and science preparation, global economy, and information and engineering 
technology.  CPS also provides a virtual high school wherein students from ninth grade 
to 22 years of age can learn traditional high school subjects via the Internet. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Expenditures for urban redevelopment initiatives (TIF, Brownfield redevelopment, 
neighborhood redevelopment) 
Mean household size by census tract 
Dissimilarity Index 

Resources for action OKI; Hamilton County Development Company; First Suburbs Consortium; non-profit 
groups;  Greater Cincinnati homebuilders  

Additional resources Fishman, Robert. 1999. “The American Metropolis at Century’s End: Past and Future 
Influences,” (Report on 1999 Fannie Mae Foundation Annual Housing Conference 
Survey).  Fannie Mae Foundation, Washington, DC. 

 
Florida, Richard. 2002. The Rise of the Creative Class: And How It’s Transforming Work, 

Leisure, Community, and Everyday Life. New York, New York: Basic Books. 
 

Knox, Paul L., and Sallie A. Marston.  2000.  Places and Regions in Global Context: Human 
Geography.  New York: Prentice-Hall.  

  
Fields, Jason, and Lynne M. Casper.  2000. “America’s Families and Living 

Arrangements.”  Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau, Retrieved August 8, 2002 
(http://www.census.gov/prod/2001pubs/p20-537.pdf). 

 
Wyly, Elvin K. 1999. “Continuity and Change in the Restless Urban Landscape.” Economic 

Geography 75:309-338. 
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9. Expanded 
Superhighway 
System of 
“Outer 
Beltways” to 
Serve New 
Edge Cities 

The Regional Limited-
Access Highway System

 
What’s the National 
Trend? 

With regard to urban landscapes, the automobile is probably one of the most significant 
invention of the 20th Century.  Automobiles allowed more people than ever before the 
freedom and flexibility to travel within or between cities quickly.  During its advent in 
the early 20th Century, the cost of purchasing an automobile appeared — and in some 
cases, still does appear — to be cheaper than using public transportation.  The cost of 
building and maintaining the infrastructure for automobile usage (which is borne by 
every taxpayer) however, is often not included in the cost of cars, and when car and oil 
companies began purchasing local rail transit systems and dismantling them in the 1920s 
and 30s, it ensured that the public would pay for the cost of road construction for the 
foreseeable future (Jackson 1987, Schlosser 2001). 
 
This federal outlay for road construction continues to this day, and — with the 
construction of even larger highways — has become even more expensive.  The 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) provides a record $218 billion in 
federal dollars for transportation through 2006.  Unlike the 1956 Highway Act, the money 
can be used for not only road construction, but for mass transit and other non-highway 
uses (Fishman 2000). 
 
However, many researchers, including most of the Fannie Mae survey respondents, think 
that states and metropolitan regions will use this new money the old-fashioned way: to 
construct more highways.  In attempts to relieve congestion on current beltways, almost 
every major urban region has plans to construct an “outer beltway.”   

What’s the Local Trend? Like most metropolitan areas, the Cincinnati region has its own beltway, I-275, that ties 
suburbs to one another rather than with the central city.  However, the I-275 Beltway is 
different from most American beltways because it is egg-shaped, bypassing many 
suburban communities on the county’s west side.  The recently completed Michael A. Fox 
Highway (SR 129), connecting I-75 with the city of Hamilton, Ohio, is seen by many as 
being the first segment of a future “outer beltway.”  The Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana 
Regional Council of Governments (or OKI) does not show any extensions of this highway 
in its 2030 plan, though it is currently studying the transportation needs of Trenton, Ohio 
and northwest Butler County (OKI 2001). 
 
In addition to new road construction, street widening projects are occurring throughout 
the region, and especially along and outside I-275.  The 2030 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan identifies some of the widening projects that already have committed funding.  Two 
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additional lanes on I-75 from KY 1072 to the Brent Spence Bridge will cost an estimated 
$45 million.  Two additional lanes on I-275 from OH 4 to US 42 have a projected cost of 
$157 million.  Other widening projects include an extra lane in each direction on I-75 from 
Hamilton-Mason Road to OH 122 ($24 million), and two extra lanes on I-74/275 from Dry 
Fork to the east junction of I-74/275 ($120 million) (OKI 2001). 

Why is it Important? If history is any indicator, new beltways will accelerate development in bypassed 
suburban and exurban markets, pulling office parks, retail, and automobile traffic to 
them, just as beltways built in the 1950s and 60s managed to pull these same activities 
and resources from the central city. 
 
New road construction and (especially) maintenance of existing roads is quite expensive.  
A private citizen’s total cost of operating in an automobile-based transit system is not 
readily apparent to most people.  To partake in this system, a citizen must buy a car, but 
the additional expenses that go along with that car — interest on financing, gasoline, 
insurance, repair costs, and various other private expenditures — are often not 
considered when one buys into the system.  Some of the expenditures, like repairs or 
even insurance, are done as funds become available.  Public expenditures — new road 
construction, operation and maintenance (or “O&M”) costs, grass cutting, road salting, 
ARTIMIS — are also generally undertaken as funds become available.  Environmental 
costs such as air quality are often not considered at all. 
 
The substantial public investment for creating and maintaining a highway-based 
transportation system does not come close to comparing with the private costs of simply 
using the system.  According to OKI, the total cost of every licensed driver in the 
Cincinnati region to operate a vehicle per year is $3.5 to $4.0 billion, or $12 million a day.  
Through various federal, state, and local taxes, the public sector spends $260 million per 
year (this is based on the annual projected revenue over the 30-year planning period).  In 
other words, the private cost for maintaining the road network is usually about 14 times 
higher than the cost of public expenditures (OKI 2001). 
 
When one factors in the knowledge that road expansion and improvements generally 
increase travel distance and time (thereby increasing insurance, gas, repair, and 
environmental costs), it is not difficult to understand why many scholars find 
automobile-based transportation networks to be unsustainable over the long term.  In 
Year 2000 dollars, the cost of highway expansion (which includes engineering, right-of-
way acquisition, construction, and utilities) is estimated at $2.8 million per lane-mile; 
operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for the region’s road transportation system over 
the thirty-year planning period is $90 million per year.  
 
Moreover, the region’s 2030 transportation plan (which includes more highways and 
expansion of bus service, but also light rail) projects a $3.5 billion shortfall between 
current revenue sources and future projects.  It is reasonable to assume that tax hikes will 
make up this shortfall. 
 
In addition to region-wide tax increases, citizens in some jurisdictions will likely face 
additional tax hikes (or face cuts in services) as a result of businesses leaving their 
communities to relocate on or near new highways.  Economic growth tends to follow 
road growth, many times at the expense of existing development.  Older local roads 
typically witness drops in traffic counts as businesses and residents flock to new roads 
(this is very common when bypasses are built).   
 
New road construction also has environmental costs.  Because of business relocation to 
newer roads, traffic counts on those roads steadily increase, affecting air quality.  New 
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road construction also increases travel times and distances which increase fossil fuel 
demand, which in turn increases the price of fuel. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

The Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA) devised a plan (called 
“MetroMoves”) to revamp its current bus service and to create light rail and commuter 
rail corridors throughout the region.  This plan would have required a sales tax increase 
for full implementation, however 68 percent of Hamilton County voters rejected the 
increase.  As of this writing, SORTA is still discerning how much of its plan can be 
implemented with available resources. 
 
One component of SORTA’s bus plan was to create various transit hubs around the city 
and to direct lines from hub to hub, rather than making Downtown Cincinnati the 
region’s only bus hub.  Moreover, smaller buses will transport people along shorter 
routes to areas within a three- or four-mile radius from the hub.   
 
With regard to light and commuter rail networks, the I-71 corridor light rail project and 
the Eastern Corridor commuter rail project were included in the region’s transportation 
plan for 2030.  The trains were to use existing track and subway tunnels and, with time, 
consist of six to eight lines serving western, northern, and eastern Hamilton County 
suburbs, Northern Kentucky, and the airport. 
 
It is important to examine costs of the transportation network, particularly the cost of 
light rail, as it was an expense that would have largely be borne by the public.  Cost 
regimes for light rail are different from road and bus modes.  Roads have both high 
upfront and maintenance costs (upfront and O&M expenditures for roads over this 
region’s 30-year planning period are estimated at $4.8 billion).  Bus transportation has a 
relatively low upfront cost, but high O&M costs (upfront and O&M expenditures for 
buses over the planning period are estimated at $3.2 billion, with O&M costs comprising 
84 percent of the total cost).  Rail modes have high upfront costs, but relatively low O&M 
costs.  The I-71 light rail project alone was expected to cost $1.2 billion (or $60 million per 
mile), and the Eastern Corridor commuter rail project had a cost estimation of $230 
million.  Half the costs of both of these projects would have likely been matched with 
federal funds; the rest would have come from state and local sources.  Due to the 
timetable for federal government budget outlays, SORTA will not be able to apply for 
federal funding for light rail projects until 2007. 

What other actions could 
be considered? 

Many urban counties are moving to a multi-modal form of transit that will allow a host of 
transportation choices, including automobiles, light and commuter rail systems, buses, 
and bicycle paths.  Providing links among these transportation modes (as SORTA has 
begun doing locally by mounting bike racks on the front of its buses) makes non-car 
transportation modes more viable.  Full-scale implementation of such a regional transit 
system is on hold, however, due to lack of funding. 
 
Citizens and jurisdictions can also devise more innovative land use and zoning 
regulations to protect greenspace with subdivision plans that demonstrate clustering, 
expanding greenspace into existing developments, targeting growth at centralized nodes, 
and allowing for more mixed-use developments. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Regional and Local Transportation Budgets 
Air Quality Index 
Daily travel time 
Transportation modes used 
Density 
Transit Ridership 
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Resources for action  SORTA, Hamilton County Development Corporation, OKI, ODOT, Various 
Environmental Organizations, local jurisdictions, Planning Partnership 

Additional resources Fishman, Robert. 1999. “The American Metropolis at Century’s End: Past and Future 
Influences,” (Report on 1999 Fannie Mae Foundation Annual Housing Conference 
Survey).  Fannie Mae Foundation, Washington, DC. 

 
Jackson, Kenneth T. 1987. Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the United States. 

Oxford, England: Oxford UP. 
 
Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana Regional Council of Governments. 2001. “OKI 2030 

Regional Transportation Plan.” Cincinnati, OH: OKI Regional Council of 
Governments, Retrieved August 14, 2002 (http://www.oki.org/trans/2030plan.php3). 

 
Schlosser, Eric.  2002. Fast Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American Meal. New York, 

NY: HarperCollins. 
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10. Racial 
Integration as 
Part of the 
Increasing 
Diversity in 
Cities and 
Suburbs 
 

Segregation Index -- Year 2000

No Data
0.2 - 0.4
0.4 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.8
0.8 - 1

 
What’s the National 
Trend? 

A growing number of immigrants are making the United States more diverse on a large 
scale, and many of these immigrants are of Hispanic origin.  Between 1990 and 2000, the 
percentage of the national population that is White decreased from approximately 80 
percent to 75 percent.  The percentage of Blacks stayed nearly at 12 percent.  Meanwhile, 
the number of Hispanics rose to 12.5 percent of the national population.  By 2025, the 
Census Bureau estimates that 18 percent of the population will be Hispanic, continuing as 
the largest and fastest growing American minority.   
 
Such an increase in diversity across the country could mean increasing diversity within 
cities and suburbs as well, but continued patterns of economic segregation within cities 
remain high.  Because economic segregation correlates quite strongly with race and 
ethnicity, racial and ethnic segregation continues to be a serious problem (Johnson 2002). 
 
When observing the contemporary urban landscape, it seems quite premature to assume 
that racial integration will take place in cities and suburbs in the near future.1  However, 
“Smart Growth” initiatives and current social policies may succeed in reducing 
segregation and income disparity in the next fifty years (Fishman 2000).  Indeed, some 
policies today, such as Section 8 vouchers, HOPE-VI housing programs, and magnet 
schools, do create somewhat more diverse neighborhoods, and this diversity has had 
many positive effects for those involved.  There will be immense changes on various 
levels if integration comes about. 

What’s the Local Trend? The Cincinnati region and Hamilton County have seen some of the effects of these ethnic 
and racial demographic changes, though the region is in many ways still segregated 
along White and Black lines.  In 1990, 77.7 percent of Hamilton County’s population was 
White and 20.9 percent was Black.  In 2000, the percentage of Whites had decreased to 
72.9 percent, while Blacks increased their share of the population to 23.4 percent.  
Meanwhile, the number of Hispanics increased from 0.6 percent to 1.1 percent in ten 
years time.  Although this is still a small share of the total population, the fact that the 
Hispanic population nearly doubled is quite significant, and shows that this segment of 
our population will become more of a factor as Hispanics continue to migrate north.   
 
The dissimilarity index, which compares two groups at a time and measures what 

 
1 See the “Perpetual ‘Underclass’” and “Growing Disparities of Wealth” sections of this report to understand why this may be 
premature. 
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proportion of the minority group would need to move across geographic sub-units in 
order to achieve an even distribution of the two groups.  An index coefficient of 0 
indicates total integration, and a coefficient of 100 indicates total segregation.  Among 
Whites and Blacks, the dissimilarity index of the entire population in 2000 was 74.8, 
making the Cincinnati PMSA2 the tenth most segregated region in the country by this 
measure.  Being that these are the two largest groups of our population, this is quite 
significant and potentially serious in the realm of the social health of the region (see 
“Why is it Important?” below).  On the other hand, our region ranks 239 out of 331 
national regions when considering the dissimilarity index of Whites and Hispanics (index 
of 29.8) (Mumford Center “Sortable” 2002).  Although the small number of Hispanic’s in 
the region may account for this, it is promising that so far there has not been segregation 
of this growing ethnicity, which would only serve to compound the problems the region 
already faces.  Indeed, the growth of the Hispanic population has been quite even 
geographically across Hamilton County, with the largest percentage of growth occurring 
in Lower Price Hill (5 percent to 15 percent growth from 1990 to 2000). 
 
The dissimilarity index in elementary schools in the Cincinnati region is also high.  With 
the 2000 Census data, there is a White/Black elementary school dissimilarity index of 82.1, 
the seventh-highest dissimilarity coefficient in the country.  This is a considerable 
increase from 1990, when it ranked eighteenth (Mumford Center “Segregation” 2002).   
 
Comparing communities within Hamilton County provides a clearer picture of why this 
region’s dissimilarity indices are so high.  Neighborhoods and communities in the county 
tend to be rather homogeneous.  Like the dissimilarity index, the segregation index 
measures how racially diverse a community is.3  A segregation index coefficient of 0 
indicates the highest level of racial diversity, with equal numbers of persons from various 
racial and ethnic groups living in a given area.  A coefficient of 1 indicates complete 
homogeneity — everyone living in the area identifies with the same racial or ethnic 
group.  Therefore, the higher the segregation index coefficient, the less ethnically and 
racially diverse a place is.  According to 2000 Census Data, the average segregation index 
coefficient in Hamilton County was 0.77911.  The map above shows areas in the county 
where there are heterogeneous and homogeneous racial and ethnic populations.   
 
There are neighborhoods in the region that had fairly even populations in terms of racial 
and ethnic makeup, as of the 2000 Census, including Northside, Roselawn, Lockland, and 
Springdale.  Even with the existence of these racially-mixed neighborhoods as well as 
others, it is quite apparent — both statistically and visually — that segregation is still 
occurring.  In these four communities, during the ten years prior to Census 2000 there 
was massive outmigration of Whites, with the percentage exceeding 20 percent in parts of 
Northside and Roselawn, and “white flight” less than 20 percent in Springdale and 
Lockland.  In many other neighborhoods throughout the county, Whites have left at 
similarly high percentages. 

Why is it Important? With racial integration in cities and suburbs, the departure of some (usually White) 
residents often occurs.  There have been many accounts of neighborhoods changing 
rapidly from White to Black or Hispanic, so in order for racial and ethnic integration to 
occur in the next fifty years, it will be necessary for residents of all races to become 
comfortable with people different from themselves (Anderson 1992, Rieder 1987).   

 
2 The Cincinnati PMSA is comprised of Brown, Clermont, Hamilton, and Warren Counties in Ohio; Dearborn and Ohio Counties in 
Indiana; and Boone, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant, Kenton, and Pendleton Counties in Kentucky. 
3 The Segregation Index Coefficient is the sum of the squares of the percentages of each racial group in a community.  For example, 
if a community was 50 percent White, 40 percent Black, and 10 percent Asian, the coefficient would be:  
(0.50)2+(0.40)2+(0.10)2 = 0.42. 
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A common fear in communities with low poverty is that the presence of subsidized 
housing units will lower property values.  Galster, et al. examined this concern in 
Baltimore County, Maryland, one of five sites of the federal Moving to Opportunity 
(MTO) program, which combined Section 8 assistance and mobility counseling.  Findings 
indicate “that the impact on property values was complex and mixed, depending on 
neighborhood type, distance, and the number of nearby Section 8 sites and occupied 
units,” but in strong neighborhoods, with already appreciating property values, the 
presence of Section 8 subsidized housing augmented price trends (Galster 1999:911).  It 
was in neighborhoods with already declining values that subsidized housing contributed 
to decreasing values, but this could have been partly due to a lack of exterior 
improvements in these neighborhoods.  In wealthier neighborhoods, landlords of Section 
8 housing often rehabilitated the properties (Galster 1999). 
 
Most of the Hamilton County region’s more affluent citizens are White, so if they depart 
it not only means a diminishing tax base but a reduction in the diversity of 
neighborhoods.  When tax base declines, it becomes more difficult to provide services in a 
city, and therefore more difficult to serve a city’s poorest residents.  By retaining a 
mixture of incomes, neighborhoods can sustain a diverse population, no matter the 
correlations between income and ethnicity.   
 
But there are many benefits to economic and racial diversity across a region.  In an 
examination of the effects of voucher programs which subsidize housing in low-poverty 
areas for public housing tenants, Michael Johnson et al. found better health and fewer 
welfare recipients among participants in certain programs.  The Gautreaux Program, 
which was the result of a Chicago lawsuit contending racial discrimination in public 
housing policy, moved residents into integrated neighborhoods.  Children of these 
residents tended to have similar grades at their new schools, but the quality of these 
schools was far better than the inner-city schools they previously attended.  High school 
graduation rates and college enrollment rates were higher among those who moved to 
suburbs as compared with those who moved elsewhere in the city4 (Johnson 2002). 
 
There are certainly other benefits that will occur if the Cincinnati region’s communities 
become more diverse, including those that impact the residents that already inhabit those 
communities where migrants settle.  Richard Florida has evaluated the role that tolerance 
plays in the economic and human development of a region, and a benchmark of this 
quality would certainly be the presence of stable, multi-ethnic communities.  Regions that 
show tolerance — or acceptance of persons from different backgrounds — do better in 
the attraction of cutting-edge industries and have better luck retaining the best and the 
brightest of the population, as well as attracting the best and the brightest from elsewhere 
(Florida 2002).  Furthermore, ethnic restaurants, celebrations, traditions, and 
entertainment enliven a region, help to give it identity, and contribute to the uniqueness 
of place. 

What is being done to 
address this? 

As previously established, racial segregation has gotten worse in the Cincinnati region, 
but there are still attempts to help foster mixing of races and incomes.  Approximately 
9000 Section 8 vouchers (which subsidize housing throughout the region, with recipients 
paying 30 percent of their income toward rent) have been issued by Hamilton County or 
the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA), and Cincinnati is home to a 
HOPE-VI project.  This development, called City West, and on the former site of Laurel 

 
4 Following the Gautreaux Program’s lead, Cincinnati’s major fair housing association, Housing Opportunities Made Equal, also 
seeks to address racial and income discrimination in public housing through its Special Mobility Program.  More information on the 
Special Mobility Program can be found in the “Perpetual ‘Underclass’” section of this report.  
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Homes, Lincoln Homes, and Regal Manor, is turning a former housing project into 
mixed-income housing with a diverse population.  Redevelopment plans for Over-the-
Rhine and the riverfront also call for mixed-income housing.   
 
In addition, “Smart Growth” groups in our region hope to curb urban sprawl, limiting 
the amount to which people can simply flee the city and county as neighborhoods in 
those areas become ethnically diverse.   

What other actions could 
be considered? 

Urban public schools, especially Cincinnati Public Schools, have a high concentration of 
the region’s lowest-income students, yet they also have the least resources with which to 
provide for them.  One solution to this is to continue to change neighborhood public high 
schools into magnet schools, in order to teach students specific skills.  This has already 
taken place at Taft High School, which now specializes in information technology, and 
reforms will eventually change the remaining Cincinnati public high schools as well.  
Another solution would be to adopt cultural tolerance programs so that understanding 
might help keep students from fleeing to private schools or wealthier public schools.  
This will be increasingly important as Hispanics continue to grow in population in the 
Cincinnati region and settle in different neighborhoods.  Psychologist Renford Reese has 
developed a program called the “Colorful Flags Program”, which helps create common 
ground by teaching students useful “human relations” phrases in the languages of their 
classmates, as well as providing insight into the traditions and characteristics of various 
ethnic backgrounds (Reese 2001).  This is just one example of the many programs that 
exist in order to teach cultural tolerance and acceptance in schools.  If city and suburban 
diversity does happen in the next fifty years, tolerance programs will potentially make 
the transition process far easier. 

What are the Key 
Indicators we should use 
to measure our progress? 

Change in percentage of county/city/region residents of minority background 
Rates of ethnic or racial change in neighborhoods, especially neighborhoods with 
currently diverse populations 
Dissimilarity rates in elementary schools and across the region 
Geographic location of growth of new immigrant groups 
Regional income disparities 
Appearance of signifiers of ethnic diversity, such as restaurants, cultural events, etc.  

Resources for action  Smart Growth Coalition, Smart Growth Network, Parent-Teacher Associations, 
Chambers of Commerce (including those for African-Americans, Hispanics), Cincinnati 
Metropolitan Housing Authority, City of Cincinnati, Hamilton County, Cincinnati Public 
Schools 

Additional resources Anderson, Elijah.  1992.  Streetwise:  Race, Class, and Change in an Urban Community.  
Chicago, IL:  The University of Chicago Press. 

 
Fishman, Robert.  1999. “The American Metropolis at Century’s End: Past and Future 

Influences,” (Report on 1999 Fannie Mae Foundation Annual Housing Conference 
Survey).  Fannie Mae Foundation, Washington, DC. 

 
Florida, Richard.  2002.  The Rise of the Creative Class:  And How It’s Transforming Work, 

Leisure, Community, and Everyday Life.  New York, New York:  Basic Books. 
 
Galster, George C., Peter Tatian, and Robin Smith.  1999.  “The Impact of Neighbors Who 

Use Section 8 Certificates on Property Values.”  Housing Policy Debate 10:  879-917. 
 
Johnson, Michael P., Helen F. Ladd, and Jens Ludwig.  2002.  “The Benefits and Costs of 

Residential Mobility Programmes for the Poor.”  Housing Studies 17: 125-138. 
 
Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research.  2002.  

“Segregation of Elementary Students in Metropolitan Regions, 1999-2000, (Index of 
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Dissimilarity),” (Report on Dissimilarity Index).  Lewis Mumford Center for 
Comparative Urban and Regional Research, Albany, NY. 

 
Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research.  2002.  “Sortable 

List of Dissimilarity Scores,” (Report on Dissimilarity Index).  Lewis Mumford 
Center for Comparative Urban and Regional Research, Albany, NY. 

 
Reese, Renford.  2001.  “Building Cultural Bridges in Schools: The Colorful Flags model.”  

Race, Ethnicity, and Education 4:277-303 
 
Rieder, Jonathan.  1987.  Canarsie:  The Jews and Italians of Brooklyn Against Liberalism.  

Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press. 
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The Hamilton 
County External 
Influences 
Study 
 

 

Methodology 
 

Since its conception by the Rand Corporation in 1963, the Delphi Technique has been 
used for forecasting and reaching consensus among experts.  The Delphi Technique is a 
survey method which uses a series of questionnaires to pool experts’ judgments on a 
subject without face-to-face discussion.  Responses to one round of questionnaires are 
used to formulate the next round.  This iterative process continues until an issue has been 
sufficiently explored and a convergence of experts' opinions has emerged. 

The method represents a systematic approach for including multidisciplinary 
perspectives on planning problems.  Its biggest advantage is that experts with widely 
different opinions can share information with one another and reach agreement about 
future predictions.  Anonymity is necessary to guarantee that the ideas and arguments 
are not influenced by the reputation of panelists supporting them and that there will be 
no cooperation and coordination of the panelists during the Delphi inquiry.   

The study begins with an open-ended questionnaire that is given to a panel of selected 
experts to solicit specific information about a subject or content area.  In subsequent 
rounds of the procedure, participants rate the relative importance and probability of 
individual items and also make changes to the phrasing or substance of the items.  
Through a series of rounds (typically three) the process is designed to yield consensus.   
 
This technique should never be used to steer opinion or to justify actions already 
conceived by a study sponsor.  However, simply used as a tool for generating ideas from 
persons of different backgrounds, the technique has been used to determine U.S. 
targeting systems during the Cold War (Dalkey and Helmer 1963), to predict a country’s 
tourism potential (Kaynak, Bloom, and Leibold 1994), to craft secondary school curricula 
(Clayton 1997), and many other initiatives. 
 
Though the influences identified by the Fannie Mae Foundation will to varying degrees 
impact Hamilton County and the Greater Cincinnati Region, the Regional Planning 
Commission wanted to garner a more local view of the issues.  Using a variation of the 
Delphi technique, the study team asked a group of 25 local experts and leaders from 
public, private, and civic backgrounds to address this question: “What do you think are 
some factors or influences that will shape Hamilton County over the next 50 years?”  The 
team also asked the participants to provide a brief rationale or explanation of why they 
included each influence. 
 
As is customary with most Delphi-method studies, participants remained anonymous 
throughout the study.  From the responses received, the study team derived 25 influences 
and over 60 rationales.  This information was merged with the influences and rationales 
identified in the Fannie Mae Foundation Study to create a “Second Round Report.”  This 
report was then mailed to the participants asking them to identify: (1) the level of impact 
each influence would have on Hamilton County, (2) the likelihood of the influence 
occurring in the County, and (3) any revisions to the influence that they would 
recommend.   
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To maintain the integrity of the report, any suggested revision to an influence or a 
rationale was added in the appropriate place.  No language was removed from the 
“Second Round Report.”  This was done to ensure that the meaning of any of the 
participant’s ideas was not changed.  Where a participant sought to clarify another 
participant’s ideas with qualifying statements, those statements were added as a new 
rationale or influence.  The new language was also distributed to the other participants by 
e-mail, phone, or fax for their comments.   
 
After receiving all revisions to the “Second Round Report,” the study team sent each 
participant a ballot asking him or her to select and rank the top ten influences that will 
shape Hamilton County over the next 50 years.  As in the Fannie Mae Foundation Study, 
votes were tallied using the “Coaches Poll” technique, wherein a first-place influence 
received 10 points, a second-place influence received nine points, and so on.  In addition 
to selecting the top ten influences, the participants were instructed to select those 
rationales that they deemed most valid for the selected influence.  If he or she found none 
of the influences adequate, but thought that the influence belonged in the top ten, the 
participant could write in an additional rationale.  Though the influences were ranked, 
the rationales were not ranked.  A complete list of influences identified in the local 
balloting process (with rankings by impact, probability of occurrence, and final score), 
can be found in Appendix C (page 81).  

The Ten Most Powerful 
Influences on Hamilton 
County for the Next 50 
Years 

Of the 33 influences available for voting on the ballot, the top ten influences that will 
shape Hamilton County over the next 50 years (in order of importance) are: 
 
1.  Disparities in Education Quality (72 points) 
2.  Fragmentation of Political Interests (68) 
3.  Racial, Ethnic, and Economic Discrimination (67) 
4.  Weakening of Urban Core (65) 
5.  Population Loss (64) 
6.  Deterioration of Inner-ring Suburbs (54) 
7.  Growing Disparities of Wealth (tie) (51) 
7.  The “New Economy” (tie) (51) 
9.  Quality and Diversity of Cultural Amenities (39) 
10. Education's Poor Funding (37) 
 
What follows are brief explanations of why the local study participants chose these ten 
influences. 
 
Disparities in Education Quality 
 

The differences in the quality of education systems in Hamilton County and the region 
were a major concern for more than 60 percent of the voters.  Most thought that this 
influence was a primary reason why economic and residential development is moving 
outside of Hamilton County.   
 
The growing perception, deserved or not, that some school districts in Hamilton County 
are not up to par with those of suburban counties could hinder economic growth in 
Hamilton County.  Moreover, as increasing numbers of people leave Hamilton County, 
those who remain are educated with fewer resources.  This makes it difficult for them to 
reap the economic and social gains that often follow from a good education. 
 
There are other reasons for these education disparities, including concentration of 
poverty, the concentration of at-risk students and related disciplinary problems in inner-
city schools, and a reliance on private and parochial schools.  Some voters asserted that 
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current education funding methods contribute to this disparity.  In 1997, the Ohio 
Supreme Court ruled in DeRolph v. The State of Ohio that the funding of education through 
property taxes leaves disparities in education quality so extreme that they are 
unconstitutional.  The state legislature has been working since 1998 to come under 
compliance, but has yet to do so.  The disparate quality of education in Hamilton County, 
the Cincinnati Region, and the State will likely be mitigated by this court order, but the 
success of this legislation and the extent of its effects on Ohio cities are still unknown. 
 
Fragmentation of Political Interests 
 

Many of those who voted for this influence thought that the desire for public officials to 
protect their political “turf” would ultimately hinder regional progress.  Moreover, they 
thought that as the “region” is located in three different states, each with different 
planning, zoning, and land use laws, it would be even more difficult to plan in this 
environment. 
 
The respondents thought that the reluctance of local leaders to look beyond their 
jurisdictional borders, and their unwillingness to participate in dialogue to formulate a 
regional agenda and vision would be a disservice to all.  The relationship between the 
City of Cincinnati and suburban jurisdictions was of particular concern.  Some 
respondents thought that the relationship between the City and its suburbs will get better 
as they develop an increasing number of mutual interests, and as they begin to see each 
other as equals. 
 
Though a forum for cross-jurisdictional dialogue has been provided in Hamilton County 
by the Planning Partnership, the respondents would clearly like to see more participation 
and less discord. 
 
Racial, Ethnic, and Economic Discrimination 
 

Respondents to the local study largely shared the opinion of the national study 
participants in that they thought that race relations would get worse before they got 
better.  Most of the voters who chose this influence thought that “White Flight” to 
suburbia would continue, and that the central city and Hamilton County would be left to 
ethnic minorities, primarily African-Americans.  As the polarization between White and 
Black, and upper and lower classes continues, as jobs become more distant (both 
figuratively and literally) from the county’s poorest citizens, and as this widening rift 
allows racial and class stereotypes to become even more entrenched, the result will likely 
mean more social unrest, more suburbanization, and consequently more regional 
economic problems. 
 
The increased “White Flight” and social and economic separation were mostly seen as 
results of county residents’ unwillingness to deal with the race and class issues.  Half of 
the respondents who chose this influence thought that issues of race and class were the 
root causes of social injustice in the region.  Moreover, the same percentage of 
respondents thought that these injustices were borne of this region’s reluctance to see 
racial and economic diversity as an asset. 
 
Weakening of the Urban Core 
 

More than half of the respondents thought that social and economic deterioration in the 
City of Cincinnati would have a significant effect on Hamilton County and the region.  
They thought that this was primarily the result of the City and its suburbs competing 
with each other for resources, rather than cooperating to achieve a shared goal.  Indeed, 
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one respondent cited the “lack of a unifying vision” as an important reason why the 
central city will continue to decline.  Moreover, the respondents thought that the scale of 
competition would increase to include not only city and suburb, but also central county 
and suburban counties: just as the City of Cincinnati was seen to be in competition with 
its suburbs in Hamilton County, Hamilton County would soon be in increased 
competition with counties surrounding it. 
 
Population Loss 
 

As the loss of population in American cities often equates to a loss in that city’s tax base, 
population loss in the City of Cincinnati and in Hamilton County was seen as a vicious 
cycle.  Loss of population means loss of resources, and such losses make it more difficult 
to turn the jurisdiction around.   
 
Seventy-eight percent of those who chose this influence thought that population loss to 
the suburbs was being fueled by decreased housing choices and declining education 
opportunities in the central city and inner suburbs.  As more people leave the city and 
eventually Hamilton County, less money will be available to maintain the quality of not 
only schools, but other infrastructure as well. 
 
Deterioration of Inner-ring Suburbs 
 

As discussed earlier in Part I of this report4, the “First-ring” or “Inner-ring” suburbs face 
challenges similar to those seen in central cities.  These suburban areas are not seeing the 
level of investment that the newer, outer suburbs are experiencing.  As the central city 
decreases and de-concentrates subsidized housing units, many of the region’s poor are 
finding homes in “Inner-ring” suburbia.  These suburbs are attracting “non-traditional” 
homebuyers (such as single professionals and married or unmarried couples without 
children) and low-income residents, but the housing stock in first-ring suburbs is not as 
attractive to “traditional” homebuyers (that is, married couples with children) as housing 
in the outer suburbs.    
 
“Inner-ring” suburbs also were not seen as attractive because the aging infrastructure in 
these areas was seen as too costly to maintain or replace.  Though one respondent 
questioned this assertion, it was clear that many of the respondents thought that people 
were attracted more to newer housing and newer infrastructure, as costs for upkeep 
would be held to a minimum. 
 
Some of the respondents thought that political leaders could prevent “inner-ring” 
suburbs from becoming new ghettoes by making homeownership a more achievable goal 
for low-income residents.  However, such an effort would likely require resources in 
excess of these jurisdictions’ stagnant or dwindling tax bases.  
 
Growing Disparities of Wealth 
 

Respondents were divided on the issue of growing wealth disparities.  Over half of the 
respondents did not see the issue as having a significant effect on Hamilton County; 
however, those that did see uneven distribution of incomes as a major influence ranked it 
very high.  
 
The primary rationale identified by respondents is that social and economic equality will 
weaken Hamilton County’s quality of life and prosperity.  As cited in Part I of this report, 

 
4 See the “Deterioration of the “First-Ring” Post-1945 Suburbs” section of this report (page 45). 
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Myron Orfield’s analysis of the Cincinnati Region showed that the disparity between rich 
and poor has been growing, as has the disparity among tax capacities among 
jurisdictions.5  Respondents saw affluent families isolating themselves from the urban 
crisis, further contributing to socioeconomic segregation.  Respondents thought that 
conflicts between the “haves” and “have-nots” will increase in the next 10 years.  There 
was also concern that the needs of the impoverished will be overlooked by those with 
political and economic power.   
 
The “New Economy” 
 

The “New Economy” is described as the movement from a manufacturing-based to a 
service-based, information-driven economy.  Over half of the respondents saw the 
emergence of the new economy as having a major influence on Hamilton County in the 
next 10 years.  The majority felt that the national economic shifts and emerging business 
sectors would bypass Hamilton County. 
 
The primary rationales identified by respondents point to flawed infrastructure 
preventing the shift to the New Economy, and lack of a local plan for re-training workers.  
Several respondents thought that the county’s educational institutions are not effectively 
linked to its economic development process.  A more optimistic response was that 
Hamilton County will benefit from the new biotechnology and nanotechnology sectors.   
 
Quality and Diversity of Cultural Amenities 
 

Half of the voters thought that preserving and enhancing the quality and quantity of 
cultural venues was important in ensuring the County’s and region’s viability.  Richard 
Florida’s respected book The Rise of the Creative Class links an area’s level of artistic 
openness to the attraction of creative people and economic success.  If this is the case, 
then it makes economic sense to develop an appreciation of the arts. 
 
Nurturing such an appreciation also makes cultural sense.  Investment and celebration of 
the arts not only helps the area attract and retain new and creative talent, it also opens 
area residents’ eyes and minds to new ways of thinking.  If Hamilton County makes an 
effort to develop this important facet of education, it will go a long way in helping to 
boost its reputation as a bastion for progressive thought and action. 
 
Education’s Poor Funding 
 

Though less than half of the voters ranked this as an important influence, those who did 
vote for this influence tended to rank it in the top five.  All of those who voted for this 
influence thought that dwindling tax bases in some of our already poorest areas, and 
voter reluctance to support tax levies for schools would negatively affect the local 
economy and quality of life.   
 
Moreover, the lack of funding was seen by many who voted for this influence as a major 
factor in the perpetuation of poverty.  These voters thought that poor funding of 
education would continue to prevent young people from achieving their full potential. 
 
As cited above, the Ohio Supreme Court case DeRolph v. The State of Ohio may make the 
allocation of education funds more equitable in the State, but according to the Court, the 
State Legislature’s actions have not adequately addressed the issue.   

 
5 For more information on Orfield’s study, see page 12 of this report. 
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Conclusion 
 

 
 
 

 This report has examined the ten most powerful influences on the American metropolis 
over the next 50 years – considering a national view and a Hamilton County perspective..  
With this foundation of expert opinion, the research predicts the context for future 
planning in Hamilton County.  Identification of external influences on our community is 
a critical component of Community COMPASS, Hamilton County’s comprehensive plan, 
since the identified national trends significantly affect the County’s Vision (Goals and 
Objectives), recently adopted by the Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission 
(see Appendix E, page 85).   
 
Some of the influences identified in this report are situations that will be exacerbated if 
there is little or no political will to curtail them.  Some are the result of natural 
demographic processes requiring program and policy changes by cities and counties in 
the coming years.  Still others are innovations (either physical or theoretical) that have 
become quite popular (such as the Internet and “Smart Growth,”); it is likely that, in the 
coming years, the consideration or usage of these innovations will become essential in 
future planning initiatives and in our daily lives.   
 
It is important to note that each of the influences are in no way autonomous, but are 
interconnected in various, intricate ways.  As wealth and income are distributed less 
equally, as more and more highways are built across the landscape, as household sizes 
continue to decrease (thereby increasing housing demand), the central city and its closest 
suburbs will continue to deteriorate.  If persons have the means (that is, the dollars) to 
remove themselves from the growing underclass, crumbling school system, and few 
services that the central city provides, why would they not move to the suburbs?  Why 
would they not want to insulate themselves from those very difficult problems?  Why 
should the majority of Americans already living in the suburbs be concerned with the 
central city’s problems — let alone throw money their way — when they can band 
together and neutralize some of the city’s negative effects?  What is the need for a central 
city at all, when one can use the internet to accomplish most of one’s work? 
 
The inadequate responses (or, perhaps, lack of responses) to these questions, however, 
does not bode well for anyone, city resident or suburbanite.  The questions assume that 
growth across the landscape naturally follows from population and economic growth.  
New technology factors into the equation somewhat: the telephone, the automobile, and 
the internet have allowed us to further remove ourselves from the workplace and other 
spaces of production. 
 
But “Smart Growth” begs to differ.  Increasingly, advocates of “Smart Growth” agree that 
continual outward growth away from the problem can in no way be sustained.  
Something — the environment, the economy, social cohesion — will have to give.  For 
them, the problems of the central city and the inner suburbs did not just happen by 
accident, and did not come simply because of inept leadership.  The central city’s 
problems are due to wholesale, systematic, and fundamental shifts in state and national 
policy — just as the move to the suburbs is.  “Smart Growth” advocates seek to redress 
these policies and developmental guidelines in more sustainable ways. 
 
It is becoming quite clear, however, that this shift will be tempered by market ideals, as 
policymakers increasingly look to these ideals for models on efficiency and effectiveness.  
Most see the discussions around “Smart Growth” as important and useful, but some say 
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practicing “Smart Growth” can cause problems if it brings about excessive regulation.  
Indeed, we are seeing “Smart Growth” legislation in some states being devised 
cooperatively by environmentalists, legislators, academics, and businesspersons.  Many 
strategies in Hamilton County’s COMPASS plan that can be labeled “Smart Growth” or 
“New Urbanist” came out of deliberations wherein these and other groups were 
involved. 
 
Some may not view some of the influences (such as the perpetual underclass or an 
expanded highway system) as much of a problem.  However, it is clear that if we 
continue to leave these trends unchecked, they will result in longer commutes on clogged 
highways, more civil unrest, and more gated communities surrounding crushing poverty.  
And, as Gunnar Myrdal warned more than 30 years ago, continuing on that course will 
have a negative effect on regional economic and social growth.1 
 

Importance to Hamilton 
County’s Vision 

If Hamilton County is to meet the challenges from these anticipated national and local 
future influences over the next 50 years, then we will have to work cooperatively in order 
to both identify and achieve our common goals.  The situation is important not just for 
political reasons, but for economic ones as well.  Growing wealth and education 
disparities, political fragmentation, and “First-suburb” deterioration do not bode well for 
the central city, and if the central city and core county declines, the region will not be too 
far behind.  Investors examining our county and the region will not want to invest unless 
we have a unified vision and have shown ability to coordinate our common interests. 
 
Community COMPASS — the Comprehensive Master Plan and Strategies for Hamilton 
County — is helping to articulate this unified vision.  Through a year-long, collaborative 
effort incorporating ideas from members of the civic, private, and public sectors, 
COMPASS contains twelve comprehensive goals, four core goals, and 22 objectives (see 
Appendix E, page 85).  Each of the goals and objectives reflects a collective shared vision 
endorsed unanimously by the Planning Partnership and adopted by the Hamilton 
County Regional Planning Commission on Feb. 6, 2003.  This vision for Hamilton 
County’s future identifies mutual goals related to physical, economic, and social issues 
that must be planned for comprehensively and achieved collaboratively.2   
 
The four interconnected core goals of Community COMPASS are “Assuring Economic 
Prosperity,” “Building Collaborative Decision-Making,” “Embracing Diversity and 
Equity,” and “Balancing Development and the Environment.”  COMPASS also includes 
twelve comprehensive goals – one for each of the following community systems: 

 

1.  Economic Development 7.  Mobility 

2.  Natural Resources 8.  Education 

3.  Governance 9.  Environmental and Social 
    Justice 

4.  Housing 10. Health and Human Services 

5.  Development Framework 
 

11. Civic Engagement and  
       Social Capital 

6.  Community Facilities 12. Culture and Recreation 
 

 
1 For more information on Gunnar Myrdal, please see the Why is it Important? section of the “Growing Disparities of Wealth” 
chapter of this report (page 12). 
2 From the Community COMPASS statement of purpose.   
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Each of the twelve comprehensive goals and four core goals will be impacted by the 
influences outlined in this report.  The tables in Appendices A and B show the expected 
relationship between each future influence (generated in both the Fannie Mae Foundation 
and local studies respectively) and each goal in Hamilton County’s vision.  For example, 
this country’s growing wealth disparity — determined by most of the study’s participants 
to be the foremost influence that will affect the American metropolis — has the potential 
to negatively affect all of the core goals and nearly all of the primary objectives.  As 
already mentioned in this report, large wealth disparities adversely affect economic 
prosperity, particularly in urban areas, where large numbers of people live relatively 
close together.  A stagnating or declining economy can, in turn, further exacerbate wealth 
disparities in that persons who own businesses or large amounts of wealth lay off 
workers or hire few people at low wages.   
 
Such a dynamic can negatively affect Hamilton County’s housing goal in that the market 
for housing and the quality of existing housing decline as a result of decreases in 
disposable income.  In the Cincinnati Metropolitan Region, transportation and education 
infrastructure systems are fundamentally tied to property values, so these, undoubtedly, 
will be negatively affected.   
 
On the other hand, “Smart Growth” initiatives may positively affect COMPASS’s goals 
and objectives.  Though such initiatives are not the complete answer to such daunting 
problems as growing wealth disparities and the perpetual underclass, they have been 
shown to mitigate the consequences of these negative influences.  “Smart Growth” 
initiatives often succeed by simply advocating diversity: diversity in transportation 
modes, school choice, land and building uses, housing design.  By advocating diversity in 
these various facets of daily life, citizens have more options from which to choose.   
 
As current COMPASS strategies evolve and as new ones are created, they must be crafted 
in a way that accounts for the future context — external forces -- described in this report.  
This awareness and consideration of external influences is important to insure realization 
of Hamilton County’s vision. 
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Appendix C  
 

The Hamilton County External Influences Study 
Influence Ranking by Impact, Probability of Occurrence, and Final Ranking    

 
 
The following graphs relay how the local study participants thought the 33 influences would impact Hamilton 
County, and the likelihood of these influences occurring. 
 
These scores were obtained through feedback we received from the Second Round report.  Scores range from 1 
to 5, with 5 indicating an influence with a high level of impact or probability of occurrence.  The lower the 
score, the lower the impact or probability of occurrence. 

Influences Ranked by Impact on Hamilton County

1 2 3 4 5

The prvtzation of services
Greater considration of security

Fed. mandates for clean enrgy
Aging Baby Boomers

"Urban Sprawl"
Smart Growth" policies"

Enforcement of clean air laws
The Internet

Increase in high-densty homes
Greater considration of natural rsourcs

Dcreasing homeownership
Shrinking household size

Population loss
State policies related to growth

Rising health care costs
 Regional cooperation

Racial intgrtion to increase dvrsty
Weakening of urban core

Qual. and dvrsty of cult. amnities
Growing disparities of wealth

Expanding highways
Changes from trditional ed. methods

Nat'l changes in transportation
Deterioration of inner-ring suburbs

Suburban political majority
"The "New Economy
Perpetual underclass

Education's poor funding
Disparities education quality

Avail. of public transit
Regional poverty

Racial, ethnic, econ. dscrmnation
Frgmntation of pol. interests

Average Score

 

Influences Ranked by Probability 
of Occurrence in Hamilton County

1 2 3 4 5

Regional cooperation 
"Smart Growth" policies

Qual. and dvrsty of cult. amnities
Dcreasing homeownership

Racial intgrtion to increase dvrsty
The prvtzation of services

Increase in high-densty homes
Greater considration of natural rsourcs

Fed. mandates for clean enrgy
Greater considration of security
Nat'l changes in transportation

Expanding highways
The Internet

State policies related to growth
Enforcement of clean air laws

Avail. of public transit
Aging Baby Boomers

"Urban Sprawl"
Shrinking household size

Changes from trditional ed. methods
The "New Economy"

Weakening of urban core
Growing disparities of wealth

Education's poor funding
Racial, ethnic, econ. dscrmnation

Suburban political majority
Rising health care costs

Population loss
Perpetual underclass

Frgmntation of pol. interests
Deterioration of inner-ring suburbs

Regional poverty
Disparities education quality

Average Score
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The Hamilton County External Influences Study 
Local Assessment of External Influences — Consensus Ranking     
 
Final scores were obtained using the “Coaches’ Poll” format, wherein an influence that received a ranking of 
first place was awarded 10 points, a second-place influence was awarded nine points, and so on. 

Influences Ranked by Final Score

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
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Appendix D 
 

The Hamilton County External Influences Study 
Local Participants            
 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Dr. Dorothy Air University of Cincinnati 
Mr. Harry Blanton Hamilton County Development Company 
Mr. Glen  Brand Sierra Club  -- Miami Group 
Mr. Ray Brokamp Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce 
Dr. Rodney Coates Miami University 
Mr. Chuck Downton Citizens for Civic Renewal 
Dr. Charles Ellison University of Cincinnati 
Mr. John Frank Colliers International  
Mr. Terry Grundy United Way of Greater Cincinnati 
Mr. Dan Hurley "Newsmakers" 
Dr. Angelene Jamison-Hall University of Cincinnati 
Ms. Jenny Laster Grassroots Leadership Academy 
Ms. Jacquelyn McCray Management Partners, Inc. 
Dr. Norm Miller University of Cincinnati 
Dr. Scott Salmon Miami University 
Ms. Jean Sepate Lighthouse Youth Services 
Dr. Dennis Sies Northern Kentucky University 
Ms. Louise Spiegel Tri-State Futures Group 
Dr. Kandi Stinson Xavier University 
Ms. Tommie Thompson City of Cincinnati 
Ms. Pat Timm Metropolitan Growth Alliance 
Ms. Judith Van Ginkel University of Cincinnati Medical Center 
Mr. Bob White Cincinnati Post 
Mr. Jim Wuenker Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Tyrone Yates Hamilton County Public Defender 
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Appendix E 
 
 

       
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

A Vision for Hamilton County’s Future 
 

Comprehensive Goals, Core Goals, and Objectives 
 
 
 
 

 
Approved by Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission on Feb. 6, 2003  

 
Approved by Unanimous Consent by the Planning Partnership  

on 9-25-02, 10-23-02, 11-21-02, 12-03-02 and 1-09-03 
 

BASED ON RESEARCH AND RECOMMENDATIONS SUBMITTED BY: 
The Community Values Survey (1158 respondents) 

The Community Forums (800 participants) 
The Goal Writing Workshop (34 participants) 

The Countywide Town Meeting (1060 participants) 
The COMPASS Action Teams (12 Teams; 301 participants)) 

The Team Leaders Forum (35 participants)  
The COMPASS Steering Team (81 Participants) 

Planning Partnership Representatives 
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COMMUNITY COMPASS 
A VISION FOR HAMILTON COUNTY’S FUTURE 

Comprehensive Goals 
 

1. MOBILITY 
Accessible, efficient and economical regional travel.  Clean, safe, multi-modal transportation choices including 
mass transit, bike lanes, pedestrian walkways, and vehicular travel to reduce traffic congestion.  
 

2. NATURAL RESOURCES 
Natural resources including, but not limited to, air, greenspace, rivers, hillsides, and wildlife are preserved, 
restored and managed to enhance the unique character of the County.  
 

3. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
A globally competitive and diverse economy that provides job opportunities for all county residents, attractions 
for visitors, and makes best use of our existing communities and resources.  
 

4. EDUCATION 
Quality, educational opportunities throughout the County in learning environments that are safe, secure and 
provide diverse curriculum and cross-cultural learning opportunities to promote vocational and academic 
success for all ages.  

 

5.  ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL JUSTICE 
Clean, safe communities with inclusive populations, economic opportunities and open communication.  
 

6.   HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Affordable, quality, community based services and facilities that address the needs of all residents.  
 

7.   GOVERNANCE 
Effective and efficient local government that acts proactively and cooperatively across political boundaries with 
elected, appointed and community leaders responsive to and accessible by all citizens. 
 

8.  COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
Quality of life improvements through improved safety services, community beautification, and well planned 
and maintained comprehensive infrastructure with consideration of the impact on the built and natural 
environments. 
 

9.  DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 
Well-planned, controlled growth that, in the context of the greater region, balances downtown, neighborhood 
and community development with open space and natural areas to encourage revitalization of existing 
communities, and aid in economic and racial integration.  
 

    10.  CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 
A strong sense of community (within a county-wide framework) with increased public involvement and 
influence in local and county decision making, encourage participation by all people in community building, 
where inclusiveness is embraced and volunteerism is encouraged.  
 

     11. CULTURE AND RECREATION 
More and improved, accessible recreational and cultural and entertainment activities and facilities (including 
parks and greenspace) that open opportunities for people of varying ethnicities and ages throughout the county 
(urban, suburban, rural) to improve the quality of life. 
 

     12. HOUSING 
A mix of residential choices throughout the county that provides an opportunity for home ownership across a 
broad range of economic levels including all lifestyles and age groups, that serves to preserve architecturally 
and historically significant areas including revitalized communities.   
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COMMUNITY COMPASS 
A VISION FOR HAMILTON COUNTY’S FUTURE 

Core Goals and Objectives 
 

 
CORE GOAL 1: ASSURING ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 

 
 

Objective 1.1: Create a quality of life that attracts and retains the young, skilled and entrepreneurial people, 
including a “24-hour Downtown Cincinnati” where people can live, work and play. 

 

 

Objective 1.2: Build a strong cluster of attractions in arts, culture, sports and entertainment for residents and 
visitors of diverse backgrounds. 

 

 

Objective 1.3: Develop a globally competitive and diversified economy 

• that is on the cutting edge of  emerging technologies, 
• that supports emerging industries and encourages entrepreneurial activities 
• maintains and strengthens existing business and industry. 

 

 

Objective 1.4: Attract and retain business and industries that provide good-paying jobs for a diverse spectrum of 
County residents. 

 

 

Objective 1.5: Increase emphasis on and support for university research that leads to new business development.

 

 

Objective 1.6: Develop a strong linkage between all levels of education and workforce needs, including employee 
retraining, educational training, and life skills programs that: 

• Matches workforce supply with demand 
• Provides the non-college bound student with employment options 
• Achieves employment preparedness 
• Results in a regional commitment to education beyond 12 years. 
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CORE GOAL 2: BUILDING COLLABORATIVE DECISION MAKING 
 

 
Objective 2.1: Create the necessary structure and relationships for effective and efficient coordination of 
countywide governance, that works pro-actively and cooperatively across political and school district 
boundaries with elected, appointed, and community leaders, and all citizens.  
 
 
Objective 2.2: Develop a system of collaborative governmental decision-making that enables a countywide 
development framework, producing well-planned, controlled growth that balances investments in downtown, 
neighborhoods and communities with preservation of open space and natural areas, and that address obstacles 
to achieving such growth. 
 
 
Objective 2.3: Encourage and facilitate public input, throughout the planning and decision-making process, 
which leads to improved public decision-making and improved public involvement, with buy-in from all sectors 
of the County including citizens.  
 
 
Objective 2.4: Foster a strong sense of countywide community that engages all citizens (including youth), 
encourages volunteerism, and makes full use of our social capital in County and local decision-making.  
 
 
Objective 2.5: Enhance an accessible and open system of government to assure ethical and effective decision-
making. 
 

 
CORE GOAL 3: EMBRACING DIVERSITY AND EQUITY 

 
 
Objective 3.1: Encourage and maintain clean, safe, inclusive, accessible, communities that foster open 
communication.  
 
 
Objective 3.2: Promote health and longevity for all residents of Hamilton County by providing opportunities for 
equal access to preventative and restorative health and health-related services, and other social and community 
services. 
 
 
Objective 3.3: Promote quality, educational opportunities in safe learning environments, and opportunities for 
students to gain cross-cultural experience and knowledge at all education levels. 
 
 
Objective 3.4: Increase the availability of affordable recreational, social and cultural opportunities that appeal to 
the diverse population of Hamilton County. 
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Objective 3.5: Promote diversity in our institutions and in all levels of government (legislative, judicial and 
executive/administrative). 

 

 
Objective 3.6: Promote regional solutions to regional issues such as affordable housing, social services, public 
transportation and mobility. 
 

 
CORE GOAL 4: BALANCING DEVELOPMENT AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
Objective 4.1: Preserve, restore, and manage natural resources so as to enhance the unique character of the 
County. 
 
 
Objective 4.2:  Plan and manage growth by seeking regional cooperation, fostering neighborhood-focused 
development, encouraging revitalization of existing neighborhoods, and preserving open space, while 
incorporating citizen input in the decision-making process.  
 
 
Objective 4.3: Strengthen investment, particularly reinvestment, in order to balance development in downtown, 
suburbs, and rural areas, using existing infrastructure to reduce costs. 
 
 
Objective 4.4: Develop attractive, economical, multi-modal public transportation coordinated with planning and 
development of roads, housing and business locations in order to better connect people to their jobs, services, 
and natural and cultural resources. 
 
 
Objective 4.5:  Plan and maintain a comprehensive infrastructure system, that is coordinated with development, 
constructed with consideration of the impact on the built and natural environments, and that supports 
neighborhood centers. 
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